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The Board of Education requested that the PEER Committee conduct a review to seek
opportunities on how to hold the Mississippi Department of Education accountable to
the board. PEER determined that the Board of Education’s ability to hold the
department accountable is affected by federal and state mandates, the way that
accountability tools are used, and changes in educational standards and programs.

The report provides a list of opportunities for improving the accountability of the
department. These suggested opportunities may be summarized as follows:

federal and state mandates--operationally define mandates and advocate for
unified reporting mandates based on meaningful outcome measures;

accountability tools--refocus the Office of Educational Accountability, improve
strategic planning, identify what measures and activities are under the
department’s direct control versus the control of external entities, link resource
allocation to the strategic plan, assess staffing patterns periodically, improve
reporting of expenditures for contract staff, apply principles of performance-
based contracting, improve the quality of performance measures, utilize grant
funding for development of a statewide longitudinal data system, use research
on outcome measures to demonstrate overall effectiveness of programs, produce
multi-year trend reports, and use a “data dashboard” to inform the board; and,

changes in educational standards and programs--focus on developing a
performance management capacity supported by a full complement of sound
measurement tools.

The report provides details for implementation of these opportunities on pages 85
through 104.
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PEER: The Mississippi Legislature’s Oversight Agency

The Mississippi Legislature created the Joint Legislative Committee on Performance
Evaluation and Expenditure Review (PEER Committee) by statute in 1973. A joint
committee, the PEER Committee is composed of seven members of the House of
Representatives appointed by the Speaker and seven members of the Senate appointed by
the Lieutenant Governor. Appointments are made for four-year terms, with one Senator
and one Representative appointed from each of the U. S. Congressional Districts and three
at-large members appointed from each house. Committee officers are elected by the
membership, with officers alternating annually between the two houses. All Committee
actions by statute require a majority vote of four Representatives and four Senators voting
in the affirmative.

Mississippi’s constitution gives the Legislature broad power to conduct examinations and
investigations. PEER is authorized by law to review any public entity, including contractors
supported in whole or in part by public funds, and to address any issues that may require
legislative action. PEER has statutory access to all state and local records and has
subpoena power to compel testimony or the production of documents.

PEER provides a variety of services to the Legislature, including program evaluations,
economy and efficiency reviews, financial audits, limited scope evaluations, fiscal notes,
special investigations, briefings to individual legislators, testimony, and other
governmental research and assistance. The Committee identifies inefficiency or
ineffectiveness or a failure to accomplish legislative objectives, and makes
recommendations for redefinition, redirection, redistribution and/or restructuring of
Mississippi government. As directed by and subject to the prior approval of the PEER
Committee, the Committee’s professional staff executes audit and evaluation projects
obtaining information and developing options for consideration by the Committee. The
PEER Committee releases reports to the Legislature, Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and
the agency examined.

The Committee assigns top priority to written requests from individual legislators and
legislative committees. The Committee also considers PEER staff proposals and written
requests from state officials and others.
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Post Office Box 1204
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(Website) http://www.peer.state.ms.us
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Opportunities for Improving the
Accountability of the Mississippi
Department of Education

Executive Summary

Introduction

The Mississippi State Board of Education requested a third-
party review to seek opportunities on how to hold the
State Department of Education (MDE) accountable to the
board. The board’s Chair noted that the board needs
assistance in helping to improve the accountability of MDE
under the new State Superintendent, who began serving in
his position in January 2010.

In performing this review, PEER sought to answer the
following questions:

¢ What factors affect the board’s ability to hold MDE
accountable for its use of resources?

¢ How could MDE’s accountability be improved?

Background

PEER Report #539

Mississippi commits more of its general fund budget to K-
12 public education than to any other budget category.
The Mississippi Department of Education has not been
exempt from the effects of the budget crisis, however. The
2011 Budget Report shows a decrease of ten percent in
funding to public education for FY 2011.

A nine-member State Board of Education oversees the
Mississippi Department of Education, sets public education
policy, and is responsible for appointing the State
Superintendent of Education.

MDE receives revenues from federal grants, state general
funds, and other funds. From FY 2007 to FY 2009, funding
for general education programs decreased by 7%, primarily
as a result of a decrease in federal funding.

Although recent improvement has been reported, results
on national assessments and on the American College Test
indicate that Mississippi students lag behind the rest of
the nation. Also, many students are not demonstrating



proficiency on the most recent, more rigorous state
assessments.

Conclusions

What factors affect the Board of Education’s ability to hold the
Department of Education accountable for its use of resources?

The Board of Education’s ability to hold the department
accountable is affected by federal and state mandates, how
accountability tools are used, and changes in educational
standards and programs.

Federal and State Mandates

Federal and state mandates reflect the complex nature of the educational system
and the difficult task the board has in holding MDE accountable.

Broad, vague, and sometimes immeasurable mandates in
state law regarding public education affect the board’s
ability to hold MDE accountable. MDE shares responsibility
with many other parties for fulfilling the education
mandates in state law. These other parties include the
federal government, the state board and state
superintendent of education, other state-level boards,
councils, task forces, local school boards, communities,
parents, and children. Disjointed accountability mandates
account for a significant amount of MDE staff time and
ultimately could impede the ability of MDE to focus on the
effectiveness of MDE programes.

How Accountability Tools are Used

By adopting a performance management approach, MDE would greatly increase its
ability to align its resources and operations to desired results. Also, the board
could increase its ability to make sound, results-oriented policy decisions. In
adopting this approach, the board and the department should utilize tools already
available (e. g., strategic planning).

In the context of performance management, the
department has certain tools available to it that are
essential for the board to hold the department
accountable. These are listed below, along with PEER’s
conclusions regarding each.

e The Office of Educational Accountability--The Office
of Educational Accountability currently focuses
more on financial auditing than on program
accountability.

e Strategic planning and departmental performance
measures--By incorporating performance measures,
time frames for achievement, programmatic
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responsibility, and associated resource allocations
(both financial and staffing) into MDE’s strategic
plan, the board would greatly increase its ability to
hold the department accountable for the efficient
and effective utilization of its resources. It would
further help the board for the department to
differentiate in its strategic plan between those
activities for which outcomes are under its direct
control versus those activities that require
implementation by external entities, such as school
districts, to achieve success.

Resource allocation and organizational structure--
Because the Department of Education’s budget is
not linked to its strategic plan, the board is unable
to make fully informed decisions regarding the
commitment of departmental resources. Also,
periodic assessments of the organizational
structure and staffing patterns would allow the
board and the department to use these as a
management tool to achieve long-term goals.

Measurement and reporting--MDE’s current
departmental performance measures are not
appropriate to establish accountability because
they focus solely on measuring the activities
performed rather than measuring the results
achieved. Performance measures should ultimately
reflect accountability of a person, group, or
organization for the results of an activity and
should provide managers with information on how
resources and efforts should be allocated to
increase effectiveness.

Data systems and research--Although the
Department of Education collects and reports a
significant amount of data, the department is not
using this data to its fullest extent. Because
Mississippi’s existing education data systems (i. e.,
K-12, post-secondary, workforce) were originally
designed to meet annual reporting requirements,
not to track progress over time, these systems have
not been linked. Thus presently it is difficult, if not
impossible, for the board or the department to
examine student progress and outcomes over time
and to determine whether students are prepared
for college and for the workforce.

Also, the board does not have a visual instrument
that synthesizes the data collected by MDE and
that presents the information contained in this
data in a form that is accessible to non-data
experts. Thus the board is not able to evaluate
fully the effectiveness of the programs and offices
at MDE or to determine the status of progress

xi



toward the educational goals that it has set for
MDE.

Changes in Educational Standards and Programs

The effectiveness of MDE’s programs and activities is difficult to gauge over time
when educational standards and ways of thinking are in an almost constant state
of change and when funds for specific programs are eliminated or reduced before
effectiveness can be demonstrated.

The state has experienced significant changes in recent
years regarding its educational standards, assessments,
and accountability model. Some of these are listed below,
along with PEER’s conclusions regarding each.

e Changes in curriculum and assessments--In 2006-
07, MDE increased the rigor of curriculum and
assessment standards in response to poor
performance on the national assessment and on
the ACT. In June 2010, the board adopted a
“national common core” curriculum that will
require Mississippi to revise its curriculum again.
State assessments are likely to change also.

¢ Changes in the state accountability model--In 2007,
state law mandated inclusion of graduation and
dropout rates in the state accountability model.
Beginning in the 2008-2009 school year, MDE
changed its state accountability model for the
fourth time since 1988 in response to the more
rigorous curriculum and assessment system
implemented in 2007-08. In 2005, all fifty states
agreed to begin implementing a standard method
for calculating graduation and dropout rates (i. e., a
cohort rate). As of 2010, MDE will only use a cohort
rate for reporting.

e Discontinued funding for High School Redesign--In
2006, the previous Superintendent of Education
announced a shift in education and termed it
Redesigning Education for the 21st Century
Workforce, also known as High School Redesign.
This focus on integrating academic and technical
content in education was intended to prepare
students for the workplace more effectively, lower
the dropout rate, and make college an option for all
Mississippi students. However, after funding a total
of thirty-two school district pilot sites for
implementation of the program, the Legislature did
not fund High School Redesign for the 2009-10
school year. The effects on schools that have not
received funding are unknown due to the lack of
research on the effectiveness of the program.

e Discontinued funding for Mississippi’s Reading
Reform Model--Mississippi has abandoned parts of
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the Mississippi Reading Reform Model because
most of its funding came from sources that are no
longer available. Currently, Mississippi has no
statewide literacy plan.

¢ Reduced funding for the Children’s Progress
Academic Assessment--In 2007, the Legislature
passed a law requiring MDE to implement early
literacy and numeracy screening assessment
instruments. MDE selected a contractor to
administer the assessments, but this contract will
be eliminated in the 2010-11 school year due to
budget cuts. The level of effectiveness of this
program will not have been established due to the
short period in which to monitor program results.

PEER does not believe that all of these changes are
necessarily negative; in fact, some appear to move MDE
in a positive direction in accomplishing its mission.
The goal for the board and MDE should be to monitor
the changes and measure progress over time to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the changes.

Opportunities for Improving Accountability of the Department of Education

How could the accountability of the Department of Education be
improved?

PEER provides the following list of twenty opportunities
for improving the accountability of the Department of
Education. Pages 85 through 104 of the report provide
details on implementing each of these proposed
opportunities.

1. Define Mandates--The Board of Education, working
through MDE, should operationally define as many
mandates as possible.

2. Advocate for Unified Reporting Mandates Based on
Meaningful Outcome Measures--After developing logic
models for its major activities (as discussed on page 94
of the report), the Board of Education, working through
MDE, should present the Legislature with suggestions
for improving statewide reporting mandates.

3. Refocus the Office of Educational Accountability--The
recent reorganization of the Office of Educational
Accountability would allow for a shift from financial
accountability to increased accountability of MDE
programs and resources. The office could then play a
critical role in helping the board fulfill its role to hold
MDE accountable for programs and resources.

4. Goal Setting--The Department of Education could
improve its strategic planning process by establishing
realistic goals based on research data.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Goal Setting--The Department of Education could
improve its strategic planning process by establishing
interim progress goals for all three system goals.

Goal Setting--The Department of Education could
improve its strategic planning process by refraining
from tying goals and outcome measures to national
averages.

Strategies, Outcome Measures, and Action Steps--The
Department of Education could improve its strategic
planning by converting outcome measures to
measurable terms.

Strategies, Outcome Measures, and Action Steps--The
Department of Education could improve its strategic
planning by improving consistency in designation of
objectives as goals, strategies, or outcome measures.

Strategies, Outcome Measures, and Action Steps--The
Department of Education could improve its strategic
planning by developing specific strategies for achieving
each of the three system goals.

Identify What is Under the Department’s Control--The
Department of Education should differentiate between
outcome measures and activities that are under its
direct control versus those under the control of
external entities.

Link Resource Allocation to the Strategic Plan--The
Board of Education should align resource allocation
(both financial and staffing) with its strategic plan.

Periodically Assess Staffing Patterns--To help ensure
efficient use of staff in accomplishing educational
goals, the Department of Education should periodically
assess staffing patterns in relation to departmental
workload and long-range plans for educational
improvement, particularly in the area of improving
instruction.

Improve Reporting of Expenditures for Contract Staff--
To establish accountability for contract staff, the
Department of Education should improve its reporting
of contractual expenditures for contract staff, annually
compiling a summary report of categorized contractual
service expenditures that provides the contract
purpose, the expenditure amounts, the number of
contracts, and retiree status of contractors.

Apply Principles of Performance-Based Contracting--To
enhance accountability for contract staff by focusing
on end results, the Board of Education should
familiarize itself with the elements of performance-
based contracting and apply those principles when
reviewing contract expenditure information presented
by the department’s staff.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Improve the Quality of Performance Measures--The
Department of Education should improve the
identification and use of its performance measures.

Utilize Grant Funding for Development of a Statewide
Longitudinal Data System--In June 2009 and May 2010,
the U. S. Department of Education awarded Mississippi
grants--one for $3.4 million and one for $7.6 million--
to design and implement a statewide longitudinal data
system. By the end of the second grant period in 2013,
MDE expects to have a relational database linking all
education (K-20) and workforce data.

Use Research on Outcome Measures to Demonstrate
Overall Effectiveness of Programs--The federal
government has established meaningful outcome
measures that the Department of Education could use
as models for indicators of overall program or system
effectiveness.

Produce Multi-Year Trend Reports--To provide for
better analyses of student performance data, the
Department of Education should produce multi-year
trend reports for districts. MDE could connect staff
from the Office of Research and Statistics to district
staff in order to increase the level of analysis and
interpretation of student performance data.

Use a “Data Dashboard™-The Department of
Education’s implementation of a visual instrument that
contains key indicators of performance (i. e., a “data
dashboard”) would enable the board to see, at a glance,
whether current efforts toward meeting its goals are
on track and to respond quickly and appropriately
when problems arise.

Measure and Manage Change--In order to mitigate the
challenges of changing standards and programs, both
the Board of Education and the Department of
Education could benefit from focusing additional effort
on developing performance management capacity
supported by a full complement of sound
measurement tools (i. e., longitudinal data systems,
creative use of multiple indicators, a data dashboard).
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Introduction

PEER conducted the review pursuant to the authority granted by
MISS. CODE ANN. Section 5-3-57 et seq. (1972).

Problem Statement

The Mississippi State Board of Education requested a third-party
review to seek opportunities on how to hold the State Department
of Education (MDE) accountable to the board.

In making this request, the board’s Chairman noted the following:

¢ while MDE produces a large amount of data, the
information is not clear for the board’s decision-making
purposes;

¢ the number of MDE programs and the extent to which they
are effective are not clear to the board;

¢ because MDE procures a large amount of contractual
services, the board needs more targeted information on
whether these contracts are needed; and,

¢ although the board believes that timeframes for goals are
important and has set timeframes in its three bold goals
for education in the state, the value of timeframes was not
emphasized during the department’s previous
administration.

In summary, the board needs assistance in helping to improve the
accountability of MDE under the new State Superintendent, who
began his employment in January 2010.

Scope and Purpose

In performing this review, PEER sought to answer the following
questions:

¢ What factors affect the board’s ability to hold MDE
accountable for its use of resources?

PEER Report #539 3



¢ How could MDE’s accountability be improved?'

In conducting this review, PEER:
¢ reviewed applicable state and federal laws;
¢ interviewed personnel and examined records of MDE;
¢ reviewed current and previous MDE organizational charts;
¢ reviewed MDE’s budget requests to the Legislature;
¢ reviewed MDE’s Strategic Plan for 2011-2015; and,

¢ reviewed various departmental and program reports and
materials.

! PEER presented accountability issues and opportunities similar to those presented in this report in A
Review of the State Department of Education’s Internal Management and its Oversight of District and
Student Performance (Report #276, February 19, 1992).

4 PEER Report #539



Part |

Overview of Part |

Background

Mississippi commits more of its general fund budget to K-12 public education than to any
other budget category. The Mississippi Department of Education has not been exempt from
the effects of the budget crisis, however. The 2011 Budget Report shows a decrease of ten
percent in funding to public education for FY 2011.

A nine-member State Board of Education oversees the Mississippi Department of Education,
sets public education policy, and is responsible for appointing the State Superintendent of
Education.

MDE receives revenues from federal grants, state general funds, and other funds. From FY
2007 to FY 2009, funding for general education programs decreased by 7%, primarily as a
result of a decrease in federal funding.

A Snapshot of the Status of Education in Mississippi

Although recent improvement has been reported, results on national assessments and on
the American College Test indicate that Mississippi students lag behind the rest of the nation.
Also, many students are not demonstrating proficiency on the most recent, more rigorous state
assessments.
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Background

The Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) is organized and
functions under the statutory requirements of Title 37 of the
MISSISSIPPI CODE ANNOTATED (1972). As established in MISS.
CODE ANN. Section 37-1-1 (1972), a nine-member State Board of
Education (hereafter referred to as “the board”), oversees MDE,
sets public education policy, and is responsible for appointing the
State Superintendent of Education.

Mississippi’s K-12 Education Budget

PEER Report #539

According to the Department of Finance and Administration’s
Budget Report for FY 2010, 62.1 percent of the general fund
budget for that fiscal year was appropriated for educational
activities (excluding the institutions of higher learning’s
agricultural units). Public education alone, including those
agencies or programs listed in Exhibit 1, page 8, accounted for
44.8 percent of the state’s total general fund appropriations for
FY 2010.

Thus Mississippi commits more of its general fund budget to K-12
public education than to any other budget category. The state
policy for education, according to MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-2
(j) (1972), acknowledges this investment:

That the return on public education which is the
single largest investment for the state be the
effectiveness of the delivery system and the product
it is designed to produce. . . .

Education has not been exempt from the effects of the budget
crisis, however. The FY 2010 public education budget represented
a decrease of over $129 million (5.7%) from FY 2009. As shown in
Exhibit 1, page 8, the FY 2011 Budget Report shows a decrease of
10 percent in the public education budget for FY 2011. The state’s
general education programs were the most affected, with a
decrease in appropriations of 19.8 percent.



Exhibit 1: Percentage Changes in K-12 Education Appropriations from FY

2010 to FY 2011

FY 2010 FY 2011 Percentage

Increase or
Decrease

General Education $ 111,517,354 | $ 89,400,000 -19.8%

Programs

Chickasaw Interest 13,004,818 14,515,760 11.6%

Mississippi Adequate 1,903,186,090 1,716,132,154 -9.8%

Education Program

Schools for the Blind and 12,163,010 10,991,709 -9.6%

Deaf

Vocational and Technical 76,377,835 73,300,000 -4.0%

Education

Educational Television 6,813,176 5,913,653 -13.2%

Authority

Library Commission 13,124,321 11,597,256 -11.6%

Total Public Education $2,136,186,604 $1,921,850,532 -10.0%

SOURCE: Mississippi Joint Legislative Budget Committee’s FY 2011 Budget Report.

Composition and Duties of the State Board of Education

A nine-member State Board of Education oversees the Mississippi
Department of Education, sets public education policy, and is
responsible for appointing the State Superintendent of Education.

As presently constituted under MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-1
(1972), the board is composed as follows:

¢ five members appointed by the Governor:

o one member from the Northern Supreme Court
District;

o one member from the Central Supreme Court
District;

o one member from the Southern Supreme Court
District;

o one member who is employed as a school
administrator; and,

PEER Report #539



o one member who is employed as a public school
teacher;

¢ two members at large appointed by the Lieutenant
Governor; and,

¢ two members at large appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

The board meets monthly, as required by State Board Policy 1404,
and is responsible for the following duties as described in State
Board Policy 102:

. . .establishes and maintains a system-wide plan of
performance, policy and direction of public
education and adopts and maintains a curriculum
and a course of study to be used in the public
schools that is designed to prepare the state’s
children and youth to be productive, informed,
creative citizens, workers and leaders. The Board
also regulates all matters arising in the practical
administration of the school system not otherwise
provided for. The Board regulates issues such as
curriculum, teacher standards and certification,
student testing, accountability —and  school
accreditation.

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-3 (1) (a) (1972) specifically requires
that the Board of Education maintain a system to ensure
accountability. It states:

The board is directed to identify all functions of the
department that contribute to or comprise a part of
the state system of educational accountability and to
establish and maintain within the department the
necessary organizational structure, policies and
procedures for effectively coordinating such
functions. Such policies and procedures shall clearly
fix and delineate responsibilities for various aspects
of the system and for overall coordination of the
total system and its effective management.

The Office of Educational Accountability, a special office created
within MDE by the Legislature (MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-151-9
[1972]), is intended to serve the State Board of Education. See
page 29 for discussion regarding this office.

MDEF'’s Organization

The Department of Education is organized and functions under
the requirements of Title 37 of the MISSISSIPPI CODE
ANNOTATED (1972). As noted on page 3, as of January 2010, MDE
has a new State Superintendent and has recently reorganized its
staff. MDE’s organization (as of July 8, 2010) is illustrated in the
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organizational chart in Appendix A on page 107. As of July 2010,
MDE had 783 authorized and 739 filled positions.

MDFE’s Revenues and Expenditures

MDE receives revenues from federal grants, state general funds,
and other funds. For the purposes of this review, PEER focused
primarily on general education programs. Therefore, the
following discussion of revenues and expenditures does not relate
to the Mississippi Adequate Education Program (MAEP), Chickasaw
Interest, Schools for the Blind and Deaf, Vocational Education,
Educational Television Authority, and the Library Commission.

As shown in Exhibit 2, page 11, MDE’s total revenues for general
education programs decreased from FY 2007 to FY 2009. Because
general fund appropriations increased for each of these years, the
decrease may be primarily attributed to a decline of seven percent
in federal funds (from $701.5 million in FY 2007 to $630 million
in FY 2009).

Of approximately one hundred federal grant programs, MDE’s
largest sources of federal grant money are those in support of
child nutrition, Title I schools,” and special education.

MDE’s primary sources of other funds are Education Enhancement
Funds,’ which represented over $65 million in FY 2009.

Exhibit 2, page 13, also shows MDE’s expenditures for FY 2007
through FY 2009. The majority of expenditures are categorized as
subsidies, loans and grants.

2 According to the U.S. Department of Education, Title I schools are schools with high numbers or high
percentages of poor children that receive funds to help ensure that all children meet challenging state
academic standards.

3 MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-61-33 (1972) establishes the Education Enhancement Fund. Each month,
9.073% of the total sales tax revenue is deposited into the Education Enhancement Fund. Of the amount
deposited into this fund, $16 million is appropriated each fiscal year to MDE to be distributed to all school
districts for school buildings and related facilities (e. g., gymnasiums, vocational training buildings).
Additional money is allocated to the cost of the adequate education program (MAEP), as well as costs
related to classroom supplies, instructional materials and equipment, bus operations and maintenance,
etc.
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Exhibit 2: MDE’s Revenue Sources and Expenditures in General Education
Programs for Fiscal Years 2007 through 2009

Revenues
FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009

General Fund
Appropriation $ 77,199,631 | § 91,354,934 | § 92,721,641
Federal Funds 701,550,796 | 637,333,352 | 630,107,550
Other Special Funds 22,062,998 22,283,426 19,433,133
Education
Enhancement Funds 71,904,245 71,603,504 65,695,805
Critical Teacher
Shortage Act 1,520,234 1,516,046 1,455,874
Health Care
Expendable Fund 174,196 126,472 126,472
School District
Emergency
Assistance Fund 0* 0* 3,000,000
Technology Funds 120,800 0~ 0*
TOTAL $874,532,900 | $824,217,734 | $812,540,475

Expenditures

FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009

Personal Services $ 26,101,022 | § 29,234,972 $31,087,188
Travel 1,394,412 1,646,791 1,516,463
Contractual Services 32,206,932 28,974,453 32,185,318
Commodities 3,677,145 3,860,233 3,646,300
Capital Outlay 3,729,253 2,887,673 2,794,935
Subsidies, Loans

and Grants 807,424,136 757,613,612 741,310,271
TOTAL $874,532,900 | $824,217,734 | $812,540,475

*MDE received $0 in revenues from this source for this fiscal year.

SOURCE: Mississippi Department of Education’s Budget Office.
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A Snapshot of the Status of Education in Mississippi

In an increasingly globalized economy, education policymakers
now frequently note that U. S. students must be able to compete
with students from around the world. In the 2009 Condition of
Education Report, the National Center for Education Statistics
states that the performance of U. S. students neither leads nor
trails the world in reading, mathematics, or science at any grade
or age.

National Indices

Education Week’s 2007 Quality Counts Report, funded by the Pew
Center on the States, found that several factors outside the
classroom influence student achievement, including pre-school
opportunities, parental educational attainment and employment,
family income, and the median income of the community. The
report determined that these factors, among others, impact a
child’s chance for success and that these chances vary greatly
from state to state.

The report’s Chance-for-Success Index grades the nation and
states on thirteen indicators (e. g., percent of children in families
with incomes at least 200% of poverty level, percent of fourth
graders proficient on national assessment in reading) that show
the critical role that education plays as a person moves from
childhood through the K-12 system and into college and the
workforce. For 2010, Mississippi received a D+ and ranked 49™ on
the Chance-for-Success Index, indicating that “the road to
achievement is rougher for students and teachers in Mississippi
than in most other states.”

In terms of student achievement, Mississippi received a grade of F
and a ranking of 51* for K-12 achievement in Education Week’s
2008 Quality Counts Report (the most recent achievement ratings
available). In all but eighth grade reading, Mississippi students
had improved scores on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress. However, as illustrated in Exhibit 3 on page 13, the
national average increases in scores were greater than the
increases for Mississippi students, which explains why Mississippi
still ranks at the bottom.
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Exhibit 3: Mississippi’s and National Achievement Gains Based on NAEP

Scale Score Changes from 2003 to 2007

Mississippi State Rank National Average
Average
4™ grade math +4.7 31 +5.1
8" grade math +4.0 23 +4.1
4™ grade reading +2.3 30 +3.2
8" grade reading -4.9 51 -0.3

SOURCE: PEER analysis of 2008 Quality Counts report.

American College Test Scores

The American College Test (ACT), a standardized test for high
school achievement and college admissions, is widely recognized
as a valid measure of students’ knowledge and their capacity to
perform well in college. Content areas include English, math,

reading, and science.

According to ACT, 93 percent of 2009 graduates took the ACT.
The average composite score for Mississippi was 18.9, the lowest
score of all fifty states plus the District of Columbia. Mississippi
had the lowest math and reading scores. (See Exhibit 4, below.)

Exhibit 4: Mississippi Students’ Average Scores, National Averages, and
State Rankings by Subject Area for 2009 on the ACT

Subject Area Average Score National Average State Ranking
English 19.1 20.6 46"
Math 18.3 21.0 51
Reading 19.0 21.4 51
Science 18.7 20.9 50"
Average Composite 18.9 21.1 51
Score

SOURCE: American College Testing (ACT).
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National Assessment of Educational Progress Scores

One of the MDE’s main goals is to reach the national average on
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) by 2013.
NAEP measures student learning for a representative sample of
students in grades 4, 8, and 12 in several content areas. Testing
of grades 4 and 8 in reading and math is required by No Child
Left Behind (NCLB) in order to receive Title I funds. Exhibit 5,
below, illustrates Mississippi’s results for 2009.

Exhibit 5: Mississippi Students’ Average Scores, National Averages, and
State Rankings by Grade and Subject Area for the Most Recently Reported

Data on NAEP

Grade/Subject Area Average National Average State Ranking
Score
Grade 4 Math (2009) 227 239 51
Grade 8 Math (2009) 265 282 51
Grade 4 Reading (2009) 211 220 47"
Grade 8 Reading (2009) 250 261 51
Grade 4 Science (2005) 133 149 45" (out of 45)
Grade 8 Science (2005) 132 147 45" (out of 45)
Grade 8 Writing (2007) 142 154 46" (out of 46)

NOTE: State participation in NAEP, other than reading and mathematics in grades 4 and 8, is voluntary.
Only 45 states participated in grade 4 and grade 8 science for 2005. Only 46 states participated in grade 8

writing for 2007.

SOURCE: NAEP National Results and State Profile for Mississippi.
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While these scores show Mississippi students consistently at the
bottom in reading and math, there has been some improvement
shown in math over time. NAEP scores indicate that, in fourth-
grade and eighth-grade math, the percentage of students in
Mississippi who performed at or above the NAEP proficient level
was much greater in 2009 than in 1992. For example, the
percentage of students in Mississippi who performed at or above
the NAEP basic level was 69 percent in math in 2009. In 1992, only
36 percent scored at or above the basic level. Since 2003, nearly
every state has seen improvements in math achievement on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress at both the fourth-
and eighth-grade levels.

There is also some indication that fourth-grade reading has slowly
improved. The percentage of students in Mississippi who
performed at or above the NAEP proficient level was 22 percent in
2009, greater than the 14 percent who performed at the proficient
level in 1992.
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Challenge to Lead and Quality Counts Reports

Recent data from the Southern Regional Education Board’s
Challenge to Lead Goals for Education 2010 showed that
Mississippi is making progress in the following ways:

* Mississippi’s fourth-graders made the largest percentage-
point increase in the nation in reading at the NAEP “basic”
level from 2007 to 2009.

* Mississippi’s black fourth-graders narrowed the
achievement gap in reading on NAEP, as did its black
eighth-graders in math.

* The composite ACT score improved in Mississippi from
1999 to 2009.

* Recent high school graduates in Mississippi enrolled in
college at a higher rate than their U. S. peers.

Another sign of improvement, according to Education Week’s 2010
Quality Counts Report, is that Mississippi, as well as other states,
has made progress in adopting policies that establish standards
for academic content, aligning assessments to those standards,
and holding schools accountable for results.

State Assessments

For the 2009-10 school year, Mississippi’s schools conducted
statewide testing of students for more than twenty-five days
between August and May, primarily for the Mississippi Curriculum
Test and the Subject Area Testing Program.

Most of the tests are required by the federal No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) legislation. MDE believes that assessment provides
accountability for instruction and that the state assessments are
valid measures of students’ knowledge in specific subjects.

Mississippi Curriculum Test
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The Mississippi Curriculum Test (MCT?2) is given to students in
grades 3 through 8 in the areas of reading/language arts and
mathematics. These state assessments are required by the federal
NCLB legislation.

There are four levels of performance on each test: minimal, basic,
proficient, and advanced. According to MDE, students at the
proficient level are able to perform at the level of difficulty,
complexity, or fluency specified by the grade-level content
standards. Students at the basic level are able to perform some of
the content standards at a low level of difficulty, complexity, or
fluency as specified by the grade-level content standards, while
advanced level students perform at a high level. Thus, it is
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preferable, although unlikely, that all students perform at the
proficient level.

Exhibit 6, below, shows the percentage of Mississippi students
scoring proficient or above on the MCT2 for the 2008-09 school

year.

Exhibit 6: Percentage of Mississippi Students Scoring Proficient or Above
on the Mississippi Curriculum Test (MCT2) for the 2008-09 School Year

Grade Level

% Scoring

Proficient or Above

Lang

uage Arts

48%

52%

51%

51%

47%

(N[O | Ww

48%

Math

57%

58%

55%

52%

55%

(N[O |V Ww

54%

SOURCE: The Mississippi Assessment and Accountability Reporting System (MAARS).

Subject Area Test (SATP2)

The SATP2 consists of four end-of-course assessments. According
to State Board Policy 2600, students must pass subject area tests
as a requirement for graduation. This requirement has been in
place since the 2001-02 school year. Students are assessed on
content at the completion of the course in Algebra I, Biology I,
English II, and U. S. History.

Exhibit 7, page 17, shows the percentage of Mississippi students
scoring proficient or above on the SATP2 for the 2008-09 school

year.

16

PEER Report #539



Exhibit 7: Percentage of Mississippi Students Scoring Proficient or Above
on the Subject Area Tests (SATP2) for the 2008-09 School Year

Test % Scoring
Proficient or Above
U. S. History 63%
Biology 63%
Algebra | 63%
English Il 49%

SOURCE: The Mississippi Assessment and Accountability Reporting System (MAARS)

How Does this Translate into What Needs to Be Done?

Although recent progress has been reported, results on national
assessments and on the ACT indicate that Mississippi students lag
behind the rest of the nation. Also, many students are not
demonstrating proficiency on the most recent, more rigorous
state assessments. The implication is that Mississippi students do
not have the knowledge they need in order to compete with
students from other states, let alone other parts of the world. In
2009, six of the state’s 152 school districts were under
conservatorship and over fifty of the 799 schools under the
statewide accountability model were failing.

Each of education’s multiple stakeholders has a significant role to
play in the status of education in Mississippi; thus, the success or
failure of school districts is not the result of a single entity but
could be the result of inadequacies at multiple levels, including
the federal, state, and local government levels. The challenge,
then, is to determine to what extent each entity is responsible for
the results produced.

MDE has an opportunity to focus on good performance
management by concentrating on the short- and long-term results
of its programs and activities. Ultimately, the board’s ability to
hold MDE accountable rests on solid performance management.
Currently, there are three major factors that affect the board’s
ability to hold MDE accountable—federal and state mandates, use
of accountability tools, and changing educational standards and
programs. Each of these is discussed in subsequent chapters.
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Part Il

Overview of Part Il

What factors affect the Board of Education’s ability to hold the
Department of Education accountable for its use of resources?

The Board of Education’s ability to hold the department accountable is
affected by:

federal and state mandates;
how accountability tools are used; and,

changes in educational standards and programs.

PEER Report #539
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Federal and State Mandates

Federal and state mandates reflect the complex nature of the educational system
and the difficult task the board has in holding MDE accountable.

MDE’s operations can often be tied to federal mandates,
particularly in the area of compliance reporting. Appendix
B, page 113, summarizes selected major federal mandates
that direct some of the work of the department, including
the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).

State mandates also affect the operations of MDE, as the
Legislature is actively involved in setting education policy.
During the 2010 session, the Legislature passed and the
Governor approved twenty-two education bills, most of
which include mandates for the board and/or MDE. For
example, H. B. 1056, 2010 Regular Session, authorizes the
State Board of Education to select private providers,
overseen by MDE, to administer, manage, or operate virtual
school programs, including operation of the Mississippi
Virtual Public School Program.

These numerous federal and state mandates affect the
board’s ability to hold the department accountable
because:

¢ mandates are often broad, vague, and are
sometimes immeasurable;

¢« mandates and responsibilities are shared with
many other parties; and,

¢ the department must respond to numerous
disjointed accountability mandates.

Broad, Vague Mandates in State Law

Broad, vague,

and sometimes immeasurable mandates in state law

regarding public education affect the board’s ability to hold MDE

accountable.
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MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-2 (1972) establishes the
educational goals that guide the functions of the Board of
Education and the Department of Education. The state’s
education policy is based on Section 201 of Article 8 of the
MISSISSIPPI CONSTITUTION, which states:

The Legislature shall, by general Ilaw,
provide for the establishment, maintenance
and support of free public schools upon such
conditions and limitations as the Legislature
may prescribe.
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Mississippi’s policy for education, as provided for in state
law, is sometimes difficult to interpret because of the
broad, vague nature of the elements included within it.
For example, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-2 (1972)
includes the following language:

(e) To improve the quality of education by
strengthening it and elevating its goals;

(f) To provide quality education for all
school-age children in the state; . . ..

Although this mandate refers to goals and quality
education, it does not require any specific action by any
specific entity.

In other parts of state law, vagueness in language could
lead to potential misunderstanding of the intended
actions. One example is another portion of CODE Section
37-1-2:

(m) That local school districts and their
public schools be required to account for the
product of their efforts; . ...

Further, many of the mandates in the law have terms that
are not measurable. CODE Section 37-1-2 (b) refers to a
“functionally literate school population,” while CODE
Section 37-1-2 (c) notes students should master “the most
essential parts of a basic education.” However, the law
does not define these terms and while MDE has
established what it believes to be the most essential parts
of a basic education through its curriculum and
assessment systems, “functionally literate” is still a
subjective term.

For the reasons noted above, it is often difficult for the
board, the department, or any third party to determine
whether MDE is accomplishing all that is required by law.

Opportunity: Define Mandates

The Board of Education, working through MDE, should operationally
define as many mandates as possible. (See page 85).

Responsibility for Fulfilling Mandates Shared with Multiple Parties

MDE shares responsibility with many other parties for fulfilling the
education mandates in state law. These other parties include the federal
government, the state board and state superintendent of education, other
state-level boards, councils, task forces, local school boards, communities,
parents, and children.

Both state and local entities have responsibilities for
execution of the Section 201 mandate to provide free
public education throughout the state of Mississippi.
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While state and district entities have pivotal roles to play
in education, many other parties are also responsible for
the condition of education in the state. The statement of
Mississippi’s education policy in MISS. CODE ANN. Section
37-1-2 (a) (1972) acknowledges this fact:

That the students, parents, general citizenry,
local schoolteachers and administrators,
local governments, local school boards, and
state government have a joint and shared
responsibility for the quality of education
delivered through the public education
system in the State of Mississippi; . . . .

In addition to these levels of responsibility, the federal
government is essential in identifying the national interest
and goals in education and providing states with a portion
of the resources needed to realize those goals. The federal
government has become increasingly involved in education
with such laws as the No Child Left Behind Act, the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, and the Perkins
Vocational-Technical Education Act. (See Appendix B, page
113, for descriptions of these laws.)

The State Board of Education has major policy and
oversight responsibility in the area of public education.
The board, working through the State Department of
Education, has a difficult and important responsibility for
the quality of education and support services provided to
districts. Often the board must balance pressures from
various stakeholders--the public wants improved quality,
the districts want greater autonomy, and the state budget
issues make management of the department difficult.

In addition to the State Board of Education, other state
boards, councils, commissions, and task forces are
involved. For example, the Commission on Teacher and
Administrator Education, Certification and Licensure and
Development was created under the Mississippi Education
Reform Act of 1982 and is charged with the responsibility
of making recommendations to the State Board of
Education regarding standards for the preparation,
licensure, and continuing professional development of
those who teach or perform tasks of an educational
nature.

The Legislature exercises its authority through the budget
process and through the adoption of mandates related to
education. For example, in April 2009, the Mississippi
Legislature signed the Children First Act into law. The
intent was to increase accountability and strengthen
academic achievement. This act has the greatest impact on
failing school districts, including possible removal of
superintendents and school board members of
underperforming districts. MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-7-
301 et seq. (1972) sets out the general powers and duties
of local school boards.
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Finally, community, parents, and children play an
important role in the status of education. Research has
shown that community and family involvement affect
educational outcomes (e. g., higher academic performance,
enrollment in post-graduate programs). The National
Education Association notes that researchers often cite
parent-family-community involvement as essential in
addressing the dropout rate. Further, solid school-family-
community partnerships lead to higher motivation and
higher goals for students.

Multiple, Disjointed Mandates Consume Staff Time and Impede Focus

Disjointed accountability mandates account for a significant amount of MDE
staff time and ultimately could impede the ability of MDE to focus on the
effectiveness of the department’s programs.

MDE currently must respond to multiple accountability
mandates. According to the department, it must provide
seventeen reports required by state law. Examples of
these reports include Critical Needs Teacher Scholarship
Program reports (required by MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-
159-3 [1972]), the Superintendent’s Annual Report
(required by MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-3-11 (k) [1972]),
and the Mississippi Report Card (required by MISS. CODE
ANN. Section 37-3-53 [1972]).

In addition, the federal government requires information
related to various requirements of such laws as No Child
Left Behind and the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act. These reports are intended to provide accountability
(e. g., “adequate yearly progress” as defined by No Child
Left Behind); however, the numerous reporting
requirements account for a significant amount of MDE
staff time. As a result, much of the MDE staff must focus
on complying with reporting mandates as opposed to
focusing on improving programs and activities.

Education policy has advanced historically through
incremental or trial-and-error stages; consequently,
accountability in education is a very dynamic and fluid
concept, with multiple layers or definitions of
accountability at various levels (federal, state, and local) as
well as in the context of multiple reforms and
restructuring. Each level of accountability is accompanied
by its own set of respective mandates and reporting
requirements that, while applicable to individual programs
or activities, generally are not coordinated or connected to
each other. This disjointed system of accountability
impedes the Department of Education’s and Board of
Education’s ability to establish the overall effectiveness
and outcomes of educational programs and activities.

Accountability in education itself is multi-faceted,
involving responsibility, authority, evaluation, and control.

24 PEER Report #539



PEER Report #539

There are multiple sources of accountability within the
field of education, which include, but are not limited to,
the following:

e bureaucratic: a hierarchical structure and superior-
subordinate relationships enforce compliance with
rules and regulations;

¢ legal: statutes direct compliance and obtain redress
for violations;

e professional: review by professional peers using the
standard of accepted or best practice within the
profession; and,

e political: democratic control to influence and
constrain the use of authority by elected officials.

In addition to having multiple sources of accountability,
each one may have its own definition for what being “held
accountable” means. Many of the common methods to
ensure accountability include performance reporting for a
particular program or activity, monitoring and compliance
with standards and/or regulations, and incentive systems
that reward those districts or schools that are high-
performing while imposing more stringent requirements
for those that are performing poorly or are at risk.

These common methods of accountability may be applied
to two major systems of accountability--procedural and
consequential. Procedural accountability is more
descriptive and focuses on the process and the outputs
that occur through programs and activities, such as the
number of participants or the total funding available.
Consequential accountability is more evaluative and
focuses on the outcomes or products of the processes and
procedures. Consequential accountability is utilized to
obtain a broader depiction of how effective or efficient a
particular program of activity is, such as the retention rate
of new teachers recruited though a program.

Typically, the accountability system utilized within the
MDE is procedural. As a result, some reporting mandates
do not require the critical information with which to
demonstrate effectiveness of programs and thus help the
board in its decisionmaking. PEER found instances in
which reports did not provide such critical information.
For example,

e MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-19-7 (1972) only
requires the Beginning Teacher Mentoring Program
to report on the number of beginning teachers who
receive mentoring services by school. No
information is included within the report that links
the effectiveness of this program to teacher
quality, teacher retention, or student performance.
This reporting mandate does not require the
critical information needed.
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¢ The report prepared on the status of the Teach for
America Delta program for 2009 did not include an
actual retention rate as required by MISS. CODE
ANN. Section 37-160-7 (c) (1972). Also, the report
did not include any information regarding
retention beyond the length of participation within
the program for participants in Mississippi or any
information regarding the percentage of students
within each school district served by a program
participant teacher. This reporting mandate does
not require the critical information needed.

¢ MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-149-1 (4) (d) (1972)
requires that a report on the status of
implementation of the Troops to Teachers program
address the need for continuation of the program,;
the 2009 report did not include that information.

Opportunity: Advocate for Unified Reporting Mandates Based on
Meaningful Outcome Measures

The Board of Education, working through MDE, should present the
Legislature with suggestions for improving statewide reporting
mandates. (See page 85).

PEER Report #539




How Accountability Tools are Used

By adopting a performance management approach, MDE could greatly increase its
ability to align its resources and operations to desired results. Also, the board
could increase its ability to make sound, results-oriented policy decisions. In
adopting this approach, the board and the department should utilize tools already
available (e. g., strategic planning).

This chapter includes a discussion of how MDE could
utilize the concept of performance management to
improve its focus on producing results. In the context of
performance management, the department has certain
tools available to it that are essential for the board to hold
the department accountable. These tools are:

¢ the Office of Educational Accountability;

e strategic planning;

¢ resource allocation and organizational structure;
¢ measurement and reporting; and,

¢ data systems and research.

Elements and Benefits of Performance Management

A performance management approach would use evidence from
measurement to inform planning, budgeting, and operations and ultimately
dffect results.

In 2010, the National Performance Management Advisory
Commission produced A Performance Management
Framework for State and Local Government for the
purpose of helping government entities improve their
focus on producing results. The commission maintains
that performance management is becoming the new
standard for public-sector management and has expanded
the meaning of accountability. Rather than a process
approach to accountability (i. e., ensuring appropriate
controls through effective processes), performance
management takes into account the achievement of
results.

The commission notes that governments are under
pressure to provide results despite limited resources. By
practicing performance management, agencies and their
leaders can apply objective information to management
and policy making to improve results. Performance
management in the public sector is defined as:

.an ongoing, systematic approach to
improving results through evidence-based
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decision making, continuous organizational
learning, and a focus on accountability for
performance. Performance management is
integrated into all aspects of an
organization’s management and policy-
making  processes, transforming  an
organization’s practices so it is focused on
achieving improved results for the public.

Thus, evidence from measurement may be used to inform
planning, budgeting, and operations and ultimately affect
results.

The commission identified the following as primary
elements of performance management:

e A planning process that defines the organizational
mission and sets organizational priorities that will
drive performance. Long-term objectives, annual
targets, and strategies may be set after priorities
are established that are consistent with the
mission.

e A process for engaging the public and identifying
community needs. In this process, government
should identify the purpose for engaging the
public, points in the process at which the public
will be involved, how and when information gained
from the public will be used, and the specific
methods that will be used. (See Appendix C, page
116, particularly the “Stakeholder Analysis” section
on page 120.)

e A budget process that allocates resources according
to priorities. Rather than developing budgets from
the previous year’s expenditures, funding is
allocated according to priorities and information
about what actions are effective in reaching the
desired results.

* A measurement process that supports the entire
performance management system. Measures should
be integrated horizontally (across processes and
boundaries) and vertically (from a community
condition level all the way down to the work of
departments and employees).

e Accountability mechanisms, referring to the
obligation a person, group, or organization
assumes for the execution of authority and/or the
fulfillment of responsibility.

e A mechanism for collecting, validating, organizing,
and storing data for the purpose of data reliability
and availability.

e A process for analyzing and reporting performance
data so that it is useful to management, policy
makers, and the public.
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The commission also notes that the benefits of
performance management will not be realized without
strong leadership and organizational commitment to
change. While it could take years for an organization to
implement a performance management approach fully,
certain elements may be accomplished relatively quickly
(e. g., changing the budget process, training employees on
data to improve programs).

Further, while the long-term gains of performance
management include greater efficiency and more effective
use of resources, short-term financial investments are
necessary. Specifically, people, expertise, technology, and
money are necessary to establish and maintain a system
for revising processes, developing measures, and
collecting and storing data.

Focus of the Office of Educational Accountability

The Office of Educational Accountability currently focuses more on financial
auditing rather than on program accountability, as provided for in Title 37
of the MISSISSIPPI CODE.

Statutory Duties of the Office of Educational Accountability

The Office of Educational Accountability was established through state
statute and charged with the responsibilities of monitoring and reviewing
the programs and activities provided through MDE, while ensuring to the
Board of Education that the department is being held accountable
through its programs and resources.
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MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-151-1 et seq. (1972), the
“Mississippi Accountability and Adequate Education
Program Act of 1994,” required the board and the
department to establish the Office of Educational
Accountability within MDE.

Clearly, state law designed this office to serve the Board of
Education. CODE Section 37-151-9 (1972) provides that the
Director of the Office of Educational Accountability is to:

... hold a position comparable to a deputy
superintendent and shall be appointed by
the State Board of Education with the advice
and consent of the Senate. He shall serve at
the will and pleasure of the State Board of
Education. . . .

Section 37-151-9 also states that the Director of the Office
of Educational Accountability is to provide reports to the
Legislature, Governor, Mississippi Commission on School
Accreditation, and State Board of Education and respond
to inquiries for information.
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The statute also makes the office responsible for
monitoring and reviewing programs developed under the
Education Reform Act, the Mississippi Adequate Education
Program Act of 1994, the Education Enhancement Fund,
and subsequent education initiatives. Also, the office is to
complete an annual assessment of education reform
programs and is to monitor the implementation of Level III
accreditation in all school districts.

Also, the office is to:

¢ develop and maintain a system of communication
with school district personnel;

¢ provide opportunities for public comment on
functions of MDE’s programs, needed public
education services, and innovative suggestions;
and,

¢ assess both positive and negative impact on school
districts of new education programs.

In addition to the above duties, MISS. CODE ANN. Section
37-3-53 (1972) makes the Office of Educational
Accountability responsible for development of the
Mississippi Report Card. This is to include collection of
student achievement data at the school, district, and state
levels; comparison of such data with national standards to
identify students’ strengths and weaknesses; and reporting
the information. The office is to “encourage local school
districts and the general public to use the Mississippi
Report Card information along with local individual
student data to assess the quality of instructional
programs and the performance of schools and to plan and
implement programs of instructional improvement.”

Recent Focus of the Office of Educational Accountability

The Office of Educational Accountability currently functions chiefly as a
financial auditing division, with the last comprehensive program
assessment being completed in 2002.

According to the Director of the Office of Educational
Accountability, since August 3, 2009, the office has
provided reports to the State Superintendent and State
Board of Education on an as-needed or as-requested basis.
The office currently does not routinely submit reports on a
monthly basis and has no comprehensive method of
regularly reporting the performance of all programs to the
board. According to the director, the office only produces
reports in response to specific requests.

Appendix D, page 128, lists program assessments that the
Office of Educational Accountability has completed since
its inception. The most recent assessment of the
department’s programs and activities was conducted in
2002.
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Within the last year, the office has issued targeted reports
such as:

¢ financial audits of specific programs in specific
districts;

¢ areport responding to a financial demand letter;

¢ areview of MDE’s statutorily required annual
reports and their respective compliance status;

¢ areview of the Board of Education’s policy manual,

¢ arecommendation to withdraw a request for
proposals for a new Statewide Student Information
System that would require $10 to $20 million in
state funds to establish and implement; and,

¢ areview of the implementation of a program in a
specific school district.

Based on the types of reports recently generated by the
Office of Internal Accountability, PEER concludes that the
office currently functions chiefly as a financial auditing
division. The director of the office acknowledged that
most of the office’s reports have focused on audit
resolutions (as he stated, more typical of certified public
accounting work) and that he would like to see the office
perform more program evaluations and assessments.

The director also stated that under the former interim
state superintendent, the office began to focus on means
for making MDE more efficient in administration. He also
stated that this is also a major focus of the current state
superintendent and that during the recent reorganization
of the department, the superintendent requested the office
to focus on efficiencies within the department, primarily
looking for ways to save money. Areas in which the office
has initially focused include commodities and purchasing.

Opportunity: Refocus the Office of Educational Accountability

The recent reorganization of the Office of Educational Accountability
would allow for a shift from financial accountability to increased
accountability of MDE programs and resources. The office could then
play a critical role in helping the board fulfill its role to hold MDE
accountable for programs and resources. (See page 86.)

Strategic Planning

By incorporating performance measures, time frames for achievement,
programmatic responsibility, and associated resource allocations (both
financial and staffing) into MDE’s strategic plan, the board would greatly
increase its ability to hold the department accountable for the efficient and
effective utilization of its resources. It would further help the board for the
department to differentiate in its strategic plan between those activities for
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which outcomes are under its direct control versus those activities that
require implementation by external entities such as school districts to
achieve success.

A strategic plan can be an important management tool for
helping an organization to achieve its objectives
efficiently. When aligned to clear organizational goals, a
strategic plan provides a roadmap for achieving those
goals through the articulation of strategies, objectives,
action steps, and measurable performance indicators. By
linking the strategic plan to the organization’s allocation
of financial and human resources, the strategic plan
becomes an even more powerful tool for helping to ensure
organizational efficiency and effectiveness.

As discussed on page 34, MDE operates in a complex
environment that also complicates its strategic planning
efforts. Like the U. S. Department of Education, MDE’s
operating environment does not fit a traditional planning
structure in which most services are under the direct
control of the organization. For example, MDE’s most
important outcome measures (e. g., improving student
performance, increasing graduation rates, reducing
dropout rates) are highly dependent on the services
carried out by 152 individual school districts under the
management and control of their own local governing
boards.

PEER determined that while MDE has made a good effort at
developing a strategic plan, the utility of the plan as a
management and accountability tool could be improved
by:

¢ grounding goals and “outcome measures” in
research data and stating each in measurable terms
with an associated time frame for achievement;

¢ tying outcome measures and activities to
programmatic responsibility and resource
allocation (both financial and staffing); and,

e differentiating between outcome measures and
activities that are under the direct control of the
department versus under the control of external
entities.

Importance of Strategic Planning as a Management and
Accountability Tool

Strategic planning identifies and defines critical measures of success,
helps in making informed decisions regarding resource allocation, and
helps in adapting to an ever-changing environment.

Strategic planning is an organization’s process of defining
its vision, mission, and primary goals and then developing
strategies (i. e., courses of action) for achieving those
goals. The strategic planning process includes making
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decisions on the allocation of organizational resources
(both financial and staffing) to pursue its strategies.

Appendix C on page 116 contains a more detailed
discussion of strategic planning and its potential value to
an organization. As noted in the appendix, a strategic plan
is not a static document. Proper implementation of
strategic planning requires an organization to make
necessary adjustments to its strategies and courses of
action based on feedback from an ongoing analysis of
performance data as well as in reaction to changes in the
environment in which it operates.

State Legal Mandates for Strategic Planning and Integration of
Resource Allocation into the Strategic Planning Process

State law has three separate mandates for MDE to develop a strategic
plan, all of which tie planning to the budgeting process.
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State law contains three separate requirements for MDE to
develop a strategic plan:

e MISS. CODE ANN. Section 27-103-129 (1972) is a
general mandate that requires all state agencies
submitting an annual budget request to the
Legislature to also submit a five-year strategic plan.
The CODE section specifies that the plan must
include a mission statement as well as performance
effectiveness objectives for each of the agency’s
programs, a description of significant external
factors that may affect projected levels of
performance, a description of the agency’s internal
management system utilized to evaluate actual
performance relative to targeted performance
levels, and an evaluation of the agency’s actual
performance in relation to its targeted performance
levels for the two preceding fiscal years.

¢ The second mandate for strategic planning, found
in MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-3 (1972), while
specific to MDE, broadens the planning mandate to
not only include the department but the entire
state K-12 public education system as well. This
law mandates the State Board of Education, with
recommendations from the superintendent, to:

.. .design and maintain a five-year plan and
program for educational improvement that
shall set forth objectives for system
performance and development and be the
basis for budget requests and legislative
initiatives.
¢ Similarly, the third mandate for planning by MDE is

contained in MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-2

(1972), which sets state policy for K-12 public

education in Mississippi. As discussed on page 22,

33



34

this section sets broad objectives and high
expectations for the state’s public education
system. With respect to planning, the section states
that it is policy of the State of Mississippi to:

. .assure that the budget process,
the planning function and the
allocation of personnel of the state
department of education are
commensurate with its educational
goals. . . .

Unique Challenges of Strategic Planning in a Complex

Environment

While MDE is charged by law with setting system-wide objectives for K-12
public education in Mississippi, success in achieving these objectives is
dependent on a highly fragmented set of critical entities within the

system.

By law, the Board of Education is responsible for
overseeing the Department of Education as well as the
statewide system of educational accountability. The
complexity of the Board of Education’s responsibility is
reflected in MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-3 (1972), which
outlines the board’s duties and responsibilities. This
section of the law directs the board to adopt rules and
regulations and set standards and policies for the
organization, operation, management, planning, budgeting
and programs of MDE as well as to establish and maintain
a “system-wide” plan of performance, policy, and
directions of public education not otherwise provided for.
The CODE section further provides that the board has the
responsibility for establishing and overseeing a state
system of educational accountability.

As noted in a 1997 report on strategic planning and
performance management by the U.S. Department of
Education, “The [U.S.] Department [of Education]’s
operating environment does not fit a traditional planning
structure in which most services are under the direct
control of the organization.” This description is also highly
applicable to MDE. While MDE is charged by law with
setting system-wide objectives for K-12 public education in
Mississippi, success in achieving these objectives is
dependent on a highly fragmented set of critical entities
within the system, as discussed on page 22. Critical actors
in the system include, but are not limited to, individual
students, their families, the general citizenry, and
educators and administrators operating under the control
of 152 separate local school boards.

To further complicate MDE’s planning environment, 97% of
the funding for K-12 public education (e. g., Mississippi
Adequate Education Program [MAEP] funds, federal funds)
is subject to external controls from the funding source.
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The challenge for MDE is to determine how it can best
utilize the resources that are under its direct control (see
discussion on page 42).

MDE’s Current Strategic Planning Efforts

In response to legal mandates, MDE has developed a
strategic plan as well as budget and performance
measures at the “program” level in accordance with MISS.
CODE ANN. Section 27-103-129 (1972). Unfortunately, as
with many agencies, the two efforts are not linked, which
greatly limits the board’s ability to use MDE’s strategic
plan as a management and accountability tool.

The following section describes MDE’s strategic planning
and performance measurement efforts.

System Goals Do Not Appear to Be Research-Based

Based on available data relative to MDE’s three system goals, it is not
apparent that they are research-based.

As stated in the introductory section of MDE’s Five-Year
Strategic Plan for Fiscal Years 2011-2015:

The Mississippi Board of Education has
established a bold vision and mission for the
Mississippi Department of Education that will
dramatically improve K-12 education in
Mississippi over the next five years.

The department’s stated vision is:

. . .to create a world-class education system
that gives students the knowledge and skills
that will allow them to be successful in
college and the workforce and flourish as
parents and citizens.

The department’s stated mission is:

. .to provide leadership through the
development of policy and accountability
systems so that all students are prepared to
compete in the global economy.

Pursuant to its role in providing leadership for the state’s
system of K-12 public education, the board adopted the
following three system goals. The purpose of these goals
is to help focus efforts of all actors in the system:

¢ Goal 1: to mobilize resources and supports to help
ensure that all students exit Third Grade reading on
grade level by 2020;

e Goal 2: to reduce the dropout rate to 13% by 2013;
and,
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¢ Goal 3: to reach the national average on national
assessments by 201 3.

While MDE should set its goals to challenge those involved
in the state’s K-12 public education to stretch their
capabilities, the department should not set goals based on
wishful thinking with no basis in historical data to support
the goal. Such goals are more likely to de-motivate actors
in the system because of the likely failure to achieve the
goals.

Based on available data relative to MDE’s three system
goals, it is not apparent that they are research based. For
example, at the time that MDE set a goal of reaching the
national average on national assessments by 2013, the
state ranked last on national assessments in both reading
and math.

Such unreasonably high expectations might be a reflection
of a portion of the state policy for education in MISS.
CODE ANN. Section 37-1-2 (g) (1972), which states:

That excellence and high achievement of all
students should be the ultimate goal.

Further, Section 37-1-2 (e) states:

To improve the quality of education by
strengthening it and elevating its goals.

However, MDE should strive to set realistic goals that
motivate staff toward achieving the goals.

Lack of Interim Progress Goals

MDE has not established interim progress goals for two of its three
system goals to show expected levels of progress toward the achievement
of the end goals in upcoming years.

Interim progress goals help to provide accountability for
performance by showing where an organization needs to
be at various points in time in order to achieve its target
goal by the date specified. While MDE has set interim
progress goals for achieving its target goal of reducing the
dropout rate to 13 percent by 2013, it has not set interim
progress goals for its other two primary target goals.

According to MDE’s 2009 Dropout Prevention Year End
Report, the dropout rate for the full cohort of students
beginning with ninth graders in school year 2004/2005
(i.e., the 2008 graduating class) was 16 percent. In its
annual dropout prevention presentation to the board in
November 2009, MDE listed the following interim progress
dropout rate goals for 2009 through 2013:

* 2008-09 15.6%
* 2009-10 15%
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e 2010-11 14.3%
e 2011-12 13.7%
e 2012-13 13%

According to data from MDE’s Office of Research and
Statistics, the actual dropout rate as of June 2010 was
17.1%, over 1% higher than the actual rate when the target
goal of 13% by 2013 was set. This type of information
should alert the board and the department that current
activities designed to reduce the dropout rate are not as
effective as anticipated and some change in
implementation, strategies, and/or action steps may be
warranted to get the department back on track toward
achieving its goal.

MDE has not set interim progress goals to help ensure that
all students exit third grade reading on grade level by
2020. According to Mississippi Curriculum Test results for
2008-09, only 48 percent of students scored proficient (i.e.,
at grade level or above) in third grade language arts. The
department believes that because it increased the rigor of
its academic standards in 2006-07, it has not collected
enough data with the new standards in place to be able to
set expected interim levels of achievement for moving the
percentage of third grade students reading at grade level
from 48% to 100%. However, as discussed previously,
without such data, the department did not have a
legitimate basis for setting a target goal date of 2020.

Similarly, MDE has not set interim progress goals for
meeting the system goal of reaching the national average
on national assessments by 2013. In 2009 Mississippi
ranked last on national assessments for reading and math
in the fourth and eighth grades. The type of improvement
that would be required to move from last to the average
on national assessments in five years would be highly
unlikely.

Tying Goals to the “National Average”

To tie goals and outcome measures to “meeting the national average” is
to try to hit a constantly moving target over which the state has no
control.

The “national average” of any educational measure is a
constantly moving target over which the state has no
control. As Mississippi students improve their
achievement levels, in general so do students in other
states. Therefore, the board and the department should
refrain from tying system goals and outcome measures to
“meeting the national average.”
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Opportunities: Goal Setting

The Department of Education could improve its strategic planning
process by establishing realistic goals based on research data (see page
87), establishing interim progress goals for all three system goals (see
page 87), and refraining from tying goals and outcome measures to
national averages and national assessments (see page 87).

MDE’s Strategies, Outcome Measures, and Action Steps
Need Improvement

MDE’s strategic plan identifies the following five strategies
to achieve the three “bold goals:”

e Implement ongoing, comprehensive reform in the
areas of instruction, curriculum, assessment design
and accountability systems for all grade levels, from
early education through graduation.

e Increase the quantity and quality of teachers.
¢ Increase the quantity and quality of administrators.

e Create a culture in Mississippi that understands the
value of education.

¢ Redesign education for the 21st Century workforce
in Mississippi.
As shown in Appendix E on page 129, MDE’s strategic plan
includes thirty-nine “outcome measures” for gauging the
success of its five strategies. For example, the fourth
outcome measure for the first strategy is “All Mississippi
students will demonstrate a growing proficiency in reading

and will meet the national average in reading within the
next decade.”

In addition, the plan includes several action steps under
each “outcome measure.” For example, the fourth
outcome measure under Strategy 1 includes the following
action steps:

e Provide extensive professional development for
teachers, administrators, and support staff;

e Provide technical assistance and funding to low
performing school districts;

e Provide technical assistance in the implementation
of a student progress monitoring system for the
collection and management of data related to
student progress in mastering reading competencies
at each grade level;
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e Provide training for the Three-Tier Response to
Intervention process.*

e Develop and provide training on language arts
curriculum guides for grades K-12.

MDE’s strategic plan includes the status of each action
step. The majority of status entries are stated in the
following terms: “in progress,” “completed,” or “completed
and ongoing.”

Outcome Measures

Thirty-six of the department’s thirty-nine outcome measures are stated in
terms that cannot be measured as written.

The purpose of an outcome measure is to provide a gauge
of the degree to which an organization is achieving the
intended end results of its actions. Unlike input and
process measures, which focus on the resources that an
organization is committing to an activity and the number
of persons that these resources are serving (e. g., the
number of children participating in a research-based
reading program), outcome measures focus on whether the
activities are working to achieve a desired result (e. g.,
whether those children participating in the program are
achieving statistically significant increases in reading
scores over those children who did not participate in the
program). Outcome measures are key to gauging an
organization’s effectiveness.

Only three of the department’s thirty-nine outcome
measures include all of the components necessary to hold
the department accountable for its performance on these
measures. All three of these measures are attached to the
department’s fifth strategy (i. e., “redesign education for
the 21* century workforce in Mississippi”):

¢ The dropout rate for grades 9-12 will be reduced to
13% by 2012-2013. (See discussion of the problem
with confusion of MDE terms [goals, strategies,
outcome measures] on page 40);

¢ The truancy rate for grades 9-12 will be reduced by
50% by 2012-2013. (This measure should be
restated to include the actual and targeted truancy
rates--i. e., reduced by 50% from x rate to x rate, so
that an outside party clearly understands the
measure without having to obtain additional
information.); and,

¢ The graduation rate for each four-year high school
cohort will increase to 85 percent by 2018-2019.

* The Three-Tier Response to Intervention process is a framework for monitoring students’
attainment of skills and responding to any lack of progress with appropriate intervention.
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The remaining thirty-six measures are missing information
critical to the board’s ability to hold the department
accountable for performance on the measures. For
example, the department’s first outcome measure listed
under its first strategy states that “All children will
demonstrate appropriate readiness skills upon exiting
kindergarten.” The measure should state the level of
achievement that all children are expected to reach on a
specific test by a specific date (e. g., for each academic
year included in the plan, increase the percentage of
children scoring proficient on the Mississippi Curriculum
Test by five percent and state the targeted percentages).

To cite another example of an MDE outcome measure that
is stated in terms that cannot be measured as written, the
third measure under the second strategy states:
“Encourage college students to pursue a degree and teach
in Mississippi classrooms.” The measure should specify a
targeted percentage increase in the number of college
graduates becoming K-12 public school teachers in
Mississippi--from x number at x point in time to x number
by x date. Until MDE revises its outcome measures to be
measurable, the board cannot gauge the department’s
effectiveness in achieving its desired outcomes.

The reader should refer to the performance measures
section on page 61 and the opportunities section on page
92 for more discussion of MDE performance measures and
how those measures could be improved.

Opportunity: Convert Outcome Measures to Measurable Terms

The department could improve its strategic planning by converting
outcome measures to measurable terms. (See page 88.)

Confusion in Use of Strategic Planning Terms

The lack of clear differentiation between the department’s strategies,
goals, and outcome measures inhibits accountability by failing to ensure
that the critical components of strategic planning are in place (i. e.,
measurable and research-based goals, strategies for achieving the goals,
activities for carrying out the strategies, and outcome-based measures of
success in carrying out the strategies).

The department’s strategic plan indicates some confusion
over strategic planning nomenclature, which inhibits
accountability by failing to ensure that every goal includes
ways of achieving the goal and ways of measuring success
in achieving the desired results. Strategic planning
requires the setting of measurable and research-based
goals for the organization, identification of strategies for
achieving each of the goals, identification of action steps
pursuant to each strategy, and the establishment of
outcome-based measures of success in carrying out the
strategies. These components of a strategic plan are
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hierarchical in nature; therefore, an outcome-based
measure for a strategy should not be the same as the goal
that the strategy is designed to help achieve.

The department’s strategic plan violates this hierarchy in
several instances. For example, two of the department’s
“outcome measures” are the same as two of its goals, as
shown in the cells in bold font of Appendix E on page 129
(outcome measure 2 for strategy 1--exiting the third grade
at third grade reading level--and outcome measure 3 for
strategy 5--reducing the dropout rate).

Other outcome measures are virtually the same as the
department’s strategies--e. g., Strategy 1 (“implement
ongoing, comprehensive reform in the areas of. .
.assessment design. . .”) and outcome measure 9
(“Implement a comprehensive assessment system to
increase student achievement”); Strategy 3 (“increase the
quantity and quality of administrators”) and outcome
measure 4 (“there will be an adequate pool of highly
qualified administrators to lead Mississippi schools”).

Opportunity:

Improve Consistency in Use of Strategic Planning Terms

The department could improve its strategic planning by improving
consistency in designation of objectives as goals, strategies, or outcome
measures. (See page 88.)

Linking Strategies to Goals

The department has not clearly linked its five strategies to its three

system goals.
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Some of the confusion in the department’s strategic plan
could be due to the fact that the plan does not include
strategies specific to each of its three major goals. Rather,
the department has established three “bold goals” and
then laid out strategies presumably designed to address all
three goals simultaneously.

By creating strategies and outcome measures structured
around a specific goal, the board would be in a better
position to have the information necessary to know
whether the department is on track to achieve its goal and
if not, what needs to be done to alter its strategy and/or to
acknowledge failure on achieving the first goal and set a
more realistic goal.
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Opportunity: Develop Specific Strategies for Achieving Each of the
Bold Goals

To target its resources more effectively, the department should consider
developing specific strategies (supported by action steps and measurable
objectives [“‘outcome measures”] and timeframes) for achieving each of its
three bold goals and report to the board at least annually on the
progress being made toward achievement of each goal and each
measurable objective for each of its strategies and on the costs
associated with making the progress. (See page 89.)

Differentiating Between Activities under the Department’s Direct
Control Versus Those Under the Control of an External Entity

Because MDE does not clearly differentiate between activities under the
department’s control and those under the control of external entities in
the strategic planning process, it is unclear as to what entity is
responsible and for what results.

Given the complex environment of K-12 public education,
the U. S. Department of Education’s 1997 report on
strategic planning aptly observes that “a challenge for
performance measurement in education is to generate
multi-level and appropriately disaggregated indicators.”
Managing organizations such as the U. S. Department of
Education and MDE “requires information on each type of
provider in addition to overall system-level results.”

To assess its own effectiveness, the U. S. Department of
Education utilizes a performance measurement scheme
that differentiates between direct and indirect measures of
performance. Direct measures focus on the department’s
administrative functions and indirect measures focus on
the effects of the department’s work on systems (schools,
school districts, state agencies) and people.

Examples of the U. S. Department of Education’s direct
measures include the following: department meets key
deadline, department completes key action, compliance
with federal requirements. Examples of indirect measures
of the department’s effects on systems include the
following: increase or improve services to students,
allocate funds to neediest populations, establish effective
collaborations. Examples of indirect measures of the
department’s effects on people include the following:
improve educational or social outcomes for program
participants, overall target population, teachers, families,
and communities.

One of MDE’s primary responsibilities is to administer
federal grant program funds. For some programs, MDE
has no discretion and is merely a conduit for the flow of
funds to school districts. Determining what entity is
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accountable and for what results would be relatively
simple for such ministerial duties. For other programs,
however, MDE has the added responsibility of choosing
grant recipients based on certain factors (e. g., best
performers). It is imperative that levels of accountability
for these duties be determined during the strategic
planning process so that results may be attributed to
those responsible.

Opportunity: ldentify What is Under the Department’s Control

The department should differentiate between outcome measures and
activities that are under its direct control versus those under the control
of external entities (see page 90).

Resource Allocation and Organizational Structure

Because the Department of Education’s budget is not linked to its strategic
plan, the board is unable to make fully informed decisions regarding the
commitment of departmental resources.

One of the seven principles of performance management
(refer to discussion on page 28) is the alignment of
resources (financial and staffing) with priorities and
desired results. The lack of alignment between the
department’s strategic plan (containing MDE’s goals,
priorities, activities, and desired results), program
responsibility, and allocation of resources is at the heart of
the board’s difficulties in trying to hold the department
accountable.

State Law Mandates Performance-Based Budgeting

The Mississippi Performance Budget and Strategic Planning Act of 1994
requires agencies’ budget requests to include financial, staffing, and
performance data by program and to be accompanied by a five-year
strategic plan.

The alignment of an organization’s budget with its
strategic plan is at the core of performance-based
budgeting, which was adopted by the Mississippi
Legislature through passage of the Mississippi
Performance Budget and Strategic Planning Act of 1994
(see MISS. CODE ANN. Section 27-103-129 [1972]). At the
time of passage of the act, state policy makers viewed
performance-based budgeting as an important tool for
helping to ensure the efficient and effective utilization of
public resources. Performance-based budgeting was seen
as a dramatic improvement over traditional line-item
budgeting, which bases resource allocation on broad
categories of expenditure (e. g., personal services,
contractual services) and tends to be incremental in
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nature, based on previous years’ expenditures rather than
based on evidence of what is being accomplished with the
organization’s financial resources.

The Mississippi Performance Budget and Strategic Planning
Act of 1994 requires each agency submitting an annual
budget request to the Legislative Budget Office to break
down the request by program and to include financial and
staffing information as well as performance data for each
program. The act also requires the agency to submit a
five-year strategic plan with its budget request.

This act has never achieved its full potential because most
agencies have difficulty in developing meaningful
indicators of performance and most agencies view their
budgets and strategic plans as two separate legislative
mandates rather than as a unified mandate to allocate
agency resources according to the priorities, strategies,
outcomes, programs, and activities laid out in their
strategic plans.

Constraints on the Board’s Allocation of Resources

Approximately 97% of Mississippi’s funding for K-12 public education is
subject to external controls from the funding sources. This leaves MDE
with about 3% of its funding for meeting numerous mandates established
in state law.

Each year, MDE submits five separate budget requests to
the Legislature: General Education, Chickasaw School
Fund, Mississippi Adequate Education Program (MAEP),
Vocational Education, and Deaf and Blind Schools. MDE’s
five FY 2011 budget requests totaled $3,592,013,002 for
894 full-time equivalent positions. (The total amount
actually appropriated for FY 2011 was $3,156,511,726.)

It is important to note that the board does not have
unfettered control over the allocation of these resources.
In fact, if the full amount that the department requested
had been appropriated during FY 2011, approximately 97%
of the funds MDE requested would be directed to specific
uses by the entity providing the funds. More specifically:

¢ approximately $2.2 billion (62%) of the funds
requested by MDE for FY 2011 are funds that will
be transferred to the local school districts by MDE
through the state’s Mississippi Adequate Education
Program,;

¢ federal funds from numerous sources, each with
their own spending constraints, represent
approximately $797 million (22%) of the funds
requested by the department for FY 2011;

¢ non-federal special funds, also from numerous
sources, each with their own spending constraints,
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represent approximately $345 million (10%) of the
funds the department requested for FY 2011;

¢ state general funds designated for specific
purposes (i. e., Chickasaw School Fund, operation
of the state’s four special schools, vocational
education, and school attendance officers)
represent approximately $109 million (3%) of the
funds that the department requested for FY 2011.

This would leave approximately $120 million (3%) of the
funds MDE requested for FY 2011 for meeting numerous
other mandates established for the department in state
law (e. g., implementing and maintaining a state program
of educational accountability and assessment of
performance of local school districts; issuing required
annual reports such as a report of expenditures for public
schools, by category of expenditure; assembling data;
conducting studies and surveys; and sponsoring research
and development activities designed to provide
information about educational needs and the effect of
alternative educational practices). (See pages 24 through
26 for a discussion of other mandates.)

Problems with MDE’s Budget Requests from a Performance
Accountability Standpoint

Because of the manner in which the department has structured its budget
requests, the board cannot determine whether the department’s resource
allocations are achieving intended results or who is accountable for the
results.

From a performance accountability standpoint, problems
with MDE’s budget request include:

¢ lack of a comprehensive and integrated list of MDE
“programs;”

¢ overly broad content of some MDE “programs;”
e poor program performance measures; and,

¢ poor linkage between MDE’s budget requests and
its strategic plan.

As a result, the board cannot determine whether the
department’s resource allocations are achieving intended
results or who is accountable for the results.
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Lack of Comprehensive and Integrated List of MDE “Programs”

The lack of a comprehensive and integrated list of MDE
“programs” tied to the department’s strategic plan leads to
confusion among board members who are trying to hold the
department accountable through its “programs.”

MDE’s budget requests include twenty-three “programs”
for purposes of budgeting and performance reporting and
170 General Education “programs” for purposes of cost
accounting.

The lack of a comprehensive and integrated list of MDE
“programs” tied to the department’s strategic plan leads to
confusion among board members who are trying to hold
the department accountable through its “programs.”

MDE’s General Education budget request contains FY 2011
revenue estimates for ninety-two federal fund programs
and seventy-eight special (non-federal) fund “programs.”
Examples of “programs” included in this list of federal and
non-federal fund programs are: Even Start Family Literacy,
Americorps, Reading First-LEA (Local Education Agency),
Healthy Kids/Healthy America, and Committed to Move.
Each “program” included in this list is a cost center that
the department must account for separately due to
restrictions governing the utilization of the funds. These
“programs” account for 88% ($926.5 million) of MDE’s
$1.05 billion General Education funding request for FY
2011.

In addition to this first list of 170 General Education
“programs,” the department presents its five budget
requests by the twenty-three “programs” listed in Exhibit
8, page 47.

While MDE staff can tie its first list of 170 General
Education “programs” to its second list of thirteen General
Education “programs” (in fact, a summary request is
presented, by funding source, for the thirteen programs as
shown in Exhibit 9 on page 49), the first list is not
categorized to indicate which of the thirteen programs the
170 programs belong to.

To further complicate matters, the long list of “programs”
contained in MDE’s budget requests (i. e., those listed in
Exhibit 8, page 47) is not even exhaustive. Numerous
other “programs” appear in state law and other MDE
documents with no linkage to the “programs” contained in
MDE’s budget request. Examples of MDE programs
established in state law include:

¢ the State Program of Educational Accountability
and Assessment of Performance;

¢ the Mississippi Basic Skills Assessment Program;

¢ the public school reporting system called the
“Mississippi Report Card;” and,
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Exhibit 8: Program Names by MDE Budget Request

Budget Request

“Program”

General Education Budget Request:

Special Education

Child Nutrition

Special Projects

Industrial Training

Supportive Services

Mississippi School for Math and Science

Educational Accountability

Educational Training and Development

Compensatory Education

Community and Outreach Services

Educational Technology

Mississippi School Attendance Officers

Mississippi Teacher Center

Chickasaw School Fund Budget Request:

Chickasaw School Fund

MAEP Budget Request:

Basic Program

Add-on Programs

Debt Service

Vocational Education Budget Request:

Secondary Programs

Post-secondary Programs

Agencies and Institutions

Schools for the Deaf and Blind Budget
Request:

Instruction

Student Services

Operations and Maintenance

SOURCE: Mississippi Department of Education Budget Request for FY 2011.
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¢ the Alliance for Families program, established for
the purpose of mobilizing public and parental
support for education and after-school mentoring
programs, referred to as the Support Our Students
(S.0.S.) program.

Examples of other MDE programs referenced in certain
action steps of the department’s strategic plan include:

¢ Project Stream for delivering professional
development for math teachers;

¢ Cognitive Coaching Programs for developing leader
thinking;

e Mississippi School Administrator Sabbatical
Program,;

¢ Mississippi Reading Reform Model; and,
¢ Three-Tier Response to Intervention.

These lengthy and poorly integrated lists of MDE
“programs” lead to the board’s frustration over its
difficulty in holding the department accountable for
“programs on top of programs.”

The sections that follow discuss problems with the list of
twenty-three MDE “programs” in Exhibit 8 on page 47, as
these are the programs to which the department’s funding
requests and performance indicators are tied.

Programs That are Too Broadly Defined

Some of the twenty-three “programs” included in MDE’s budget
request are too broad to be meaningfully linked to the strategic
plan.

While MDE does not link its budget to its strategic plan,
PEER attempted to link the two documents by placing
programs with responsibilities related to a strategy or goal
under the appropriate strategy or goal (refer to Exhibit 10
on page 50). PEER had difficulty placing some of the
programs under the appropriate strategy because of the
broad nature of the programs. (See page 38 for the
department’s strategies.)

For example, MDE’s “special projects” program includes
the classroom instructional materials fund (which might
support the department’s first strategy) as well as the safe
and orderly schools program (which is not clearly linked to
any of the department’s five strategies). Also, MDE’s
“educational training and development” program includes
teacher training (supporting Strategy 3), administrator
training (supporting Strategy 2), and the development of
materials directly affecting instruction (supporting
Strategy 1).
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Exhibit 9: MDE General Education Funding Requested for FY 2011, by
Program and Funding Source

General
Education
Program

Special Education
Child Nutrition
Special Projects
Industrial Training
Supportive
Services
Mississippi School
for Math & Science
Educational
Accountability
Educational
Training &
Development
Compensatory
Education
Community &
Outreach Services
Educational
Technology
Missisippi School
Attendance
Officers
Mississippi
Teacher Center
TOTAL

Funding Requested for FY 2011, by Funding Source

State Supp.
General Federal Special Other Special Total

$ 16,078,051 § 118,779,547 $ 755,374 F$ 135,612,972

§ 2,986,085 § 208,529,747 $ 6,676,917 F$ 218,192,749

$ 10,633,583 § 78,961,094 $ 85,953,462 $ 36,913,311 §$ 212,461,450

$ 624,064 Fs 624,064
r

$ 8,073,491 $ 1,179,096 $ 4,520,562 $ 13,773,149
r

$ 4,092,418 $ 1,000,000 $ 5,092,418

$ 21,660,745 $ 7,583,141 § 501,350  § 17,500 $ 29,762,736

$ 44,747,031 $ 184,312,443 § 125,000 $ 6,981,300 $ 236,165,774
r

$ 39,300 $ 171,012,948 $ 171,052,248
r

$ 602 $ 1,396,803 $ 50,585  § 1,447,990

$§ 5,493,122 $ 6,740,773 § 94,082 $ 776,991 $ 13,104,968
r

$ 7,456,784 $ 12,300  $ 7,469,084
r

$ 6,239,923 $ 1,550,879 $ 2,024,052  $ 9,814,854

$ 128,125,199 "§ 780,046,471 '$ 86,673,894 ' $ 59,728,892 $1,054,574,456

SOURCE: MDE General Education Budget Request for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2011.
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Exhibit 10: PEER’s Attempt to Link Programs Included in MDE’s FY
2011 Budget Request to its Strategic Plan, Including the Following
Data for Each Program: Total Dollars Requested, Total FTEs, and

Contractual Service Dollars Requested

MDE Budget Budget Program

Total $ Requested  FTEs

Contractual Services

$ Requested

Strategy 1: Implement ongoing, comprehensive reform in the areas of instruction, curriculum, assessment
design and accountability systems for all grade levels, from early education through graduation.

Gen. Ed. Educational Accountability

Gen. Ed. Educational Training & Dvipmt.

Gen. Ed. Special Education

Gen. Ed. Compensatory Education
Sub-total

Strategy 2: Increase the quantity and quality of teachers.
Gen. Ed. Teacher Center

Strategy 3: Increase the quantity and quality of administrators.

Strategy 4: Create a culture in Mississippi that understands the value of education.

Strategy 5: Redesign education for the 21st century workforce in Mississippi.

Gen. Ed. Industrial Training

Gen. Ed. Educational Technology

Voc. Ed. Secondary Programs

Voc. Ed. Post-secondary Programs

Voc. Ed. Agencies & Institutions
Sub-total

Goal without a Strategy: Reduce Dropout Rate to 13% by 2013

Gen. Ed. School Attendance Officers

Total resources requested that can be linked to strategic plan

$ 29,762,736 59 §$ 24,230,784
$ 236,165,774 67 $ 9,074,009
$ 135,612,972 62 $ 3,591,845
$ 171,052,248 52 $ 666,879
$ 572,593,730 240 $ 37,563,517
$ 9,814,854 14 § 1,356,865
$ 624,064 0 $ -

$ 13,104,968 2 3 5,850,810
$ 71,401,362 31.7 $ 2,043,272
$ 35,822,295 27.7 $ 220,545
$ 4,638,265 2.69 $ 17,709
$ 125,590,954 64 $ 8,132,336
$ 7,469,084 154 § 253,450
$ 715,468,622 472 $ 47,306,168

Note: Programs noted in italics serve multiple strategies (see discussion on page 54).

Note: Numbers may vary slightly from actual totals due to rounding.

SOURCE: MDE FY 2011 budget requests and PEER analysis.
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Poor Program Performance Measures Included in MDE’s
Budget Request

Rather than focusing on true program outcomes, MDE’s program

performance indicators are input- and process-oriented.

PEER found significant problems with the usefulness of
the performance indicators included in MDE’s budget
request in determining program effectiveness. Rather than
focusing on true program outcomes, MDE’s program
performance indicators are input- and process-oriented
(e.g., amount of funds distributed and counts of the
number of: children served, meals served, sites visited,
administrators trained, districts assisted).

Although most of the programs have reported “outcome”
measures, none of the General Education program
measures reported are true measures of program outcome
and none tie to outcome measures included in MDE’s
strategic plan. Further, three of MDE’s General Education
programs (industrial training, supportive services, and
educational technology) report no performance measures.

The department’s lack of focus on outcome measures is
even apparent in the General Education programs most
directly linked to the department’s goals of improving
student performance and reducing the dropout rate. For
example, the stated purpose of MDE’s compensatory
education program is “to provide compensatory
educational services to students who are achieving below
average as compared to their peers.” The outcome
measures listed by the department in its budget request
are: “Title I programs awarded” and “Review and approve
delinquent projects.” These measures cannot be used to
determine the effectiveness of MDE’s compensatory
educational services in improving the academic
performance of students receiving the services.

Similarly, the stated objective of the department’s
Mississippi School Attendance Officer program is “to
reduce ‘unlawful absences’ of compulsory-school-age
children from school and to ensure attendance of school-
age children in an approved educational setting.” The
department has elected to report on the following three
“outcome” measures for this program: the number of
presentations made by school attendance officers to
organizations, the percentage of information disseminated
to attendance officers by computer, and the percentage of
improvement in methods of communicating collected data.
These measures are not helpful to management in trying
to determine whether the activities of the attendance
officers are effective in reducing unlawful absences.

Likewise, the objective of the Mississippi Teacher Center is
“to attract qualified teachers to school districts with
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special emphasis on geographical areas of the state where
a critical teacher shortage exists.” The department reports
the following “outcomes” for its Teacher Center: number
of teachers served by the center and number of students
receiving critical needs scholarships. Once again, the
board is unable to determine the success of the center in
increasing the number of highly qualified teachers
teaching in Mississippi’s public schools, especially in
geographical teacher shortage areas, from the program
performance data reported to it.

The reader should refer to the performance measures
section on page 61 and the opportunities section on page
92 for more discussion of MDE performance measures and
how those measures can be improved.

Poor Linkage Between MDE’s Budget Request and Strategic
Plan

Half of MDE’s programs included in the budget request do not
have a clear link to the department’s strategic plan.

As discussed on page 46, MDE’s strategic plan does not
specify programmatic responsibility for the strategies,
action steps, and outcome measures included in the plan;
therefore, there is no linkage between the two documents.

As shown in Exhibit 10 on page 50, PEER attempted to link
MDE’s budget with its strategic plan (and goals) by placing
programs with responsibilities related to a strategy or goal
under the appropriate strategy or goal. In the exhibit, PEER
also included the following components of the FY 2011
budget request for each program because PEER believes
that the inclusion of this information is potentially useful
to the board:

¢ total dollars;
e contractual service dollars; and,
¢ total FTEs.

While PEER was able to link eleven of MDE’s programs to
strategies (accounting for $715.5 million of MDE’s FY 2011
budget request [including $47.3 million in contractual
services] and 472 FTEs), the remaining twelve MDE
programs (accounting for $2.9 billion of MDE’s FY 2011
budget request [including $13 million in contractual
services] and 422 FTEs) do not have a clear link to the
department’s strategic plan. (See Exhibit 11, page 53.)
Excluding MAEP funding and the Chickasaw School Fund,
there is still $464 million in MDE’s budget request that is
not clearly linked to the plan. Further, one of the
department’s five strategies (“creating a culture in
Mississippi that values education”) has no clear program
responsibility and the program responsibility for another
strategy (“increasing the quantity and quality of
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administrators”) is included in a broader program with
other responsibilities (see discussion on page 48).

Exhibit 11: Programs Included in MDE’s FY 2011 Budget Request that
PEER was Unable to Link to the Department’s Strategic Plan, Including
the Following Data for Each Program: Total Dollars Requested, Total
FTEs, and Contractual Service Dollars Requested

Budget Unit Program FY 2011 Request  FTEs Contractual Services $
Gen. Ed. Child Nutrition $ 218,192,749 47 $ 1,762,608
Gen. Ed. Special Projects $ 212,461,450 56 $ 3,938,745
Gen. Ed. Supportive Services $ 13,773,149 90 $ 5,103,883
Gen. Ed. School for Math & Science $ 5,092,418 0 $ -
Gen. Ed. Community and Outreach Serv. $ 1,447,990 59 186,198
Chickasaw Chickasaw School Fund $ 14,515,760 0 $ -
MAEP Basic $ 1,900,072,802 0 $ 197,015

Add-on $ 447,937,521 0 $ 5,015
Debt Service $ 50,000,000 0 $ -
Deaf & Blind Sch Instruction $ 6,639,395 112§ 210,776
Student Services $ 3,116,612 86 $ 57,404
Operation & Maint. $ 3,294,534 26§ 1,558,191
Total resources requested that can't be linked to strategic plan $ 2,876,544,380 422 $ 13,019,835

SOURCE: MDE FY 2011 budget requests and PEER analysis.

In order to make fully informed decisions regarding the
commitment of MDE resources, the board should know the
amount of dollars, by funding source, being expended on
each of the outcome measures and action steps listed in
its five-year strategic plan as well as the number of FTEs
committed to each and the locus of programmatic
responsibility. This information could be communicated to
the board by adding appropriate columns to MDE’s
strategic plan. Providing financial information to the
board by action step and outcome measure would
necessitate the development of an activity-based costing
model for the department.

Lack of Linkage Between Strategic Plan, Budget Programs, and
Organization Structure

PEER Report #539

The allocation of an organization’s human resources is as
important to its success as the allocation of its financial
resources. Currently, there is no clear linkage between
MDE’s strategic plan, the twenty-three programs included
in its budget requests, and its organization structure.
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Recent MDE Reorganization

MDE has recently undergone reorganization in an effort to alleviate some
concerns that MDE is a top-heavy organization and to reduce the number
of staff, simplify the organizational structure, and introduce new, strong
leadership. Also, a new division named School Improvement, Oversight
and Recovery was created to place more of a focus on assisting low-
performing schools.

As noted on page 9, the Department of Education has
recently reorganized its staff. Appendix A, page 107,
presents the new core structure of MDE. Phase One of
MDE’s reorganization, which went into effect March 1,
2010, reduced the number of deputy superintendents from
five to three, the number of associate state
superintendents from six to four, and the number of
bureau directors from thirty-four to twenty-eight. There
were also six layoffs. The second phase of the
reorganization could potentially eliminate more positions.

Phase One of MDE’s reorganization reduced the number of
major divisions from five to the following three:

e Instructional Enhancement and Internal Operations:
includes the offices of accounting, curriculum and
instruction, federal programs, healthy schools,
procurement, special education, student
assessment, vocational education, and reading,
language and early childhood;

e Educator Licensure and Special Schools: responsible
for assisting educators and prospective educators
to obtain and maintain standard certification and
licensure and to implement licensure guidelines set
by the Certification Commission and State Board of
Education; oversees four special schools located in
Jackson, Brookhaven, and Columbus; and,

e School Improvement, Oversight and Recovery:
assists low-performing schools with the
development and implementation of their School
Improvement Plans. These plans are intended to
raise student achievement and improve school
functioning so that the schools are no longer low-
performing. To accomplish this, the division
analyzes individual teacher effectiveness using
observations, documented profile data, interviews,
classroom assessment data, and staff input. The
division is also responsible for providing classroom
teachers with research-based methods to obtain
and maintain quality effective classroom
instruction.
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As discussed on pages 29 through 31, MDE also has an
Office of Educational Accountability, which is responsible
for monitoring and reviewing programs developed under
the Education Reform Act, the Mississippi Adequate
Education Program Act of 1994, the Education
Enhancement Fund, and subsequent education initiatives.
The office provides information, recommendations and an
annual assessment to the Legislature, Governor,
Mississippi Commission on School Accreditation and the
Board of Education.

Other administrative offices provide such support as
human resources and budgeting.

As of July 2010, MDE had 783 authorized and 739 (94%)
filled positions. (See Exhibit 12, page 56.) Most of MDE’s
offices are located in the Central High building in Jackson.
Recently, staff of the offices of Healthy Schools and
Reading, Early Childhood and Language Arts were
relocated from the Robert E. Lee building to the Central
High Building. Other staff are located on Greymont Street
in Jackson, while the staff for deaf/blind schools are
located at the schools.

As shown in Exhibit 12, 89% (658) of MDE’s filled positions
as of July 2010 were in the three major divisions of:
Instructional Enhancement and Internal Operations;
Educator Licensure and Special Schools; and School
Improvement, Oversight and Recovery. (See Appendix A,
page 107.)

MDE also has over 600 contractors to conduct such
functions as test development, professional development
of district staff, and school improvement visits. (See
discussion of contractual expenditures on page 58.)

Need for Periodic Assessment of Staffing

Periodic assessments of organizational structure and staffing patterns
would allow the board and the department to use the organizational
structure and associated staff as a management tool to achieve long-

term goals.
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Although MDE modifies its long-range plan each year, MDE
has not formally studied its current staffing distribution in
relation to those plans. Both MDE and the board have a
responsibility to ensure efficient use of personnel in
accomplishing goals. The department’s personnel work
for a board that has set ambitious educational goals, two
of which have a strong academic orientation (i. e., exit
third grade reading on grade level by 2020; reach the
national averages on national assessments by 201 3).
Improving academic instruction statewide is essential to
accomplishing these goals and MDE has a responsibility to
provide leadership in this area. Therefore, it is imperative
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that MDE assess its staffing in relation to its long-range
goals, particularly in the area of improved instruction.

Exhibit 12: Number of Authorized and Filled Positions by MDE Office as of July

2010%
Number of Number of Filled % of Total
Authorized Positions Filled
Positions Positions
State Superintendent of 3 3 0.4%
Education
Educational Accountability 65 61 8.2%
Human Resources 5 5 0.7%
Budget and Planning 5 5 0.7%
Special Assistant to the 7 7 0.9%
Superintendent
Instructional Enhancement 274 251 34%
and Internal Operations
Educator Licensure and 262 247 33.4%
Special Schools
School Improvement, 162 160 21.7%
Oversight and Recovery
TOTAL 783 739

*Forty-eight positions/PINS are unfunded/undesignated and are not included in these counts. See

Appendix A, page 107.

SOURCE: MDE Human Resources Office.

MDE’s Staffing Allocation Does Not Follow its Strategic Priorities

The number of MDE staff devoted to assisting teachers and districts in
improving regular academic instruction statewide is low compared to the
number of staff devoted to specific groups of students (e. g., students
enrolled in vocational courses) or to functions with low academic
orientation (e. g., administrative support).
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Although the staffing distribution noted above shows a
significant allocation of staff resources overall to
instructional enhancement and internal operations,
educator licensure and special schools and school
improvement, oversight and recovery, a closer look at
program office staff (refer to Appendix A on page 107)
shows that many staff members are assigned to special
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programs that are not intended to improve regular
academic instruction statewide.

Of the 739 filled MDE positions, 219 (30%) are assigned to
special schools (e. g., School for the Arts). Also, a large
number of staff members work in such special programs
as healthy schools (56 positions), special education (49
positions), and vocational education (38 positions). An
additional 135 positions are attendance officers who are
dispersed throughout the state and are responsible for
enforcing the Mississippi School Attendance Law. Also, 93
staff members (13% of total MDE filled positions) are
considered by MDE to be support staff (i. e., performing
administrative duties).

While staff are assigned to legitimate program areas that
perform essential functions within the broader system of
education, the number of MDE staff devoted to assisting
teachers and districts in improving regular academic
instruction statewide is low compared to the number of
staff devoted to specific groups of students (e. g., special
education, students enrolled in vocational courses) or to
functions with low academic orientation (e. g.,
administrative support, school attendance officers). The
office most directly responsible for contributing to
improvement in instruction statewide is the Office of
Curriculum and Instruction, which currently includes the
Office of Reading, Early Childhood and Language Arts.
These offices include eighteen staff members, four of
which are support positions and six of which are funded
through the federal Reading First program and are
therefore only responsible for the performance of students
in the twenty-two schools in the state that participate in
Reading First (see page 46).” Thus the number of staff
directly related to improving academic instruction
statewide is quite small.

MDE’s strategic plan is intended to promote educational
improvement. Further, the National Association of State
Boards of Education (NASBE) points out that states are not
only required to comply with the mandates of NCLB, but
they are also required to provide intensive and sustained
support and improvement for local education agencies and
schools. NASBE further notes that state agencies have
historically been understaffed and have received little
federal assistance to take on both compliance and support
roles. The special education and healthy schools offices
receive the majority of their funding via the federal
government and are therefore required to perform the
responsibilities mandated in order to receive that funding.
Consequently, MDE has limited capabilities in reassigning
some of its staff to different functional areas.

> During the exit process in September 2010, MDE reported to PEER that the federal Reading First
program had ended; thus, the number of staff in the Office of Curriculum and Instruction has

since decreased to fifteen.
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MDE has a responsibility to provide leadership in the area
of improved classroom instructional strategies and
organize its efforts around actions that support those
strategies. Without this leadership, districts lack a shared
focus as to what leads to improvement in teaching and
learning.

Opportunity: Link Resource Allocation to the Strategic Plan

The Board of Education should align resource allocation (both financial
and staffing) with its strategic plan. (See page 91.)

Opportunity: Periodically Assess Staffing Patterns

To help ensure efficient use of staff in accomplishing educational goals,
MDE should periodically assess staffing patterns in relation to
departmental workload and long-range plans for educational
improvement, particularly in the area of improving instruction. (See page
91.)

Use of Contractual Employees

While the department prepares monthly and semi-annual reports for the
board showing contractual services approved and executed, it does not
provide information such that the board’s members can see the total
amount that was expended by contract purpose, whether amounts spent
on contracts are appropriate given the long-term goals of the
department, or whether the contracts achieve the desired results.

MDE procures a large amount of contractual services. In FY
2009, MDE’s actual expenditures for contractual services
totaled $33,065,480. Of this amount, the majority of the
funding came from state general funds (55.8%) and federal
funds (35.7%). The category with the highest amount of
expenditures was Fees, Professional, and Other Services,
totaling approximately $24.7 million, or nearly seventy-five
percent of all of the department’s expenditures for
contractual services.

It is imperative that the board be aware of how these
funds are used and whether they produce the desired
results. As noted in the problem statement on page 3, the
board believes it needs more targeted information on
contractual services.

To determine the type of information presently available
to the board regarding contractual expenditures, PEER
reviewed the following materials from board meetings
regarding contracts:

¢ monthly recommendations for approval or
modification of contractual services, along with the
name of the contractor, the MDE office for which
the contractor provides services, scope of the
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project, and scope of the contract (including
contract length, amount of contract, and funding
source);

two separate monthly reports of contracts
approved and contracts executed in the previous
month, organized alphabetically by contractor
name. Each report included the contract number,
contractor name, contract start and end dates,
amount of general, federal, and other funds, and a
brief service description (e. g., trainer, consultant);

monthly recommendation for approval of contracts
with former state employees receiving retirement
benefits for an amount exceeding $20,000 per year,
as required by MISS. CODE ANN. Section 27-104-17
(4) (1972). The report listed the retiree’s name, the
contract end date, the gross and net contract
amounts, the MDE office, and a brief service
description (e. g., team member/program
monitoring, technical assistance); and,

semi-annual report of contracts organized
alphabetically by contractor name. Each report
included the contract number, contractor name,
contract start and end dates, amount of general,
federal, and other funds, and a brief service
description (e. g., trainer, consultant).

PEER determined, based on its review of the above
information that is routinely provided to the board:

It is difficult to tell for what purposes contract funds
are being spent over an extended period. The
information included in the semi-annual reports
was voluminous (e. g., a list of thirty-two pages for
the contracts approved July 1, 2009, through
December 31, 2009) and was not summarized. It
was organized alphabetically instead of being
organized by function or by board priority.

Because the department procures such a large
amount of contractual services, the way that this
information is presented is not particularly useful
for the board or the department. It would be
extremely difficult for a board member or any third
party to decipher from this report for what
purpose the funds are being expended. Without
categorized or summarized information, the board
is uninformed as to what efforts contract
expenditures support and where potential over-
spending or under-spending could be occurring.

It is difficult to tell whether the amounts spent on
contracts are appropriate, given the long-term goals
of the department. One of the seven principles of
performance management (refer to discussion on
page 28) is the allocation of resources (financial
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and staffing) according to priorities and desired
results. As discussed on pages 58 through 59,
from the contract information that is routinely
presented to the board, it is unclear to what extent
and how financial and staffing resources (including
contractual services) are applied in relation to the
board’s priorities. Consequently, the board cannot
be assured that its contractual resources are
appropriate to accomplish its long-term goals.

e The expected results of contractual services are not
clear. The department does not clearly spell out the
desired end result of each contract in its
recommendation for approval of contracts to the
board. The recommendation includes the scope of
the project, which is typically a description of the
work to be performed instead of a description of
the results to be produced.

The U. S. Government Accountability Office notes
that shifting the contractual focus from the
process or tasks to the overall results has the
potential to encourage obtaining more positive
outcomes. Also, the performance measures that
define the work in measurable terms are missing
from information routinely provided to the board,
along with a plan for evaluating the contractor’s
work in producing the desired results.

Thus the board’s ability to make informed decisions
regarding the approval or modification of new contracts or
the renewal of contracts is compromised by the way that
the contractual expenditure information is presented and
the type of information that is not included.

Opportunity: Improve Reporting of Expenditures for Contract Staff

The department should compile for the board an annual summary of
categorized contractual service expenditures that includes the number of
contracts, contract purposes, expenditure amounts, and results of the
contracts. (See page 91.)

Opportunity: Apply Principles of Performance-Based Contracting

To enhance accountability for contract staff by focusing on end results,
the board should familiarize itself with the elements of performance-
based contracting and apply those principles when reviewing contract
expenditure information presented by MDE staff. (See page 92.)
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Measurement and Reporting

MDE’s current departmental performance measures are not appropriate to
establish accountability because they focus solely on measuring the activities
performed rather than measuring the vresults achieved. Performance
measures should ultimately reflect accountability of a person, group, or
organization for the results of an activity and should provide managers with
information on how resources and efforts should be allocated to increase

effectiveness.

Good measurement and reporting are necessary for
successful performance management. One of the key
elements of a successful performance management system
is a measurement process that supports the performance
management system. This includes a focus on results as
opposed to processes.

Performance measures ultimately reflect accountability of
a certain person, group, or organization for the results of
an activity. Such accountability mechanisms are another
key element of a successful performance management
system. (See discussion on page 28.)

The National Performance Advisory Management
Commission notes that there is no value in collecting
hundreds of performance measures that are never used.
What is more important is collecting the right measures.
Performance measures provide the information that policy
makers need to make informed decisions regarding
planning, budgeting, management, and evaluation of
programs and activities. The reporting of the data is
critical, as it must be presented in a way that is
understandable and useful to make decisions.

Elements of Performance Measurement

Performance measurement provides managers with information on how
resources and efforts should be allocated to increase effectiveness, as
well as justifying resources by providing indicators to show how
stakeholders benefit.
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According to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
and the Council for Excellence in Government,
performance measurement includes an acknowledgement
of what a program intends to accomplish and whether
results are being achieved. This effort provides managers
with information on how resource and efforts should be
allocated to increase effectiveness. It also supports
justification of resources by providing indicators to show
how stakeholders benefit.

In addition to information provided by performance
measurement, policymakers often need evaluation data in
order to understand why results occur and the value of
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any given program. This information helps with effective
decision-making. While the measures themselves might
not provide definitive answers, they do raise fundamental
questions.

The OMB and Council for Excellence in Government offer
some key concepts involved in performance measurement:

e performance goals: the levels of performance are
expressed as measurable objectives against which
actual achievement can be compared. Performance
goals can be stated as outcomes or outputs, but to
be complete they should incorporate targets and
timeframes for completion.

o performance measures-the indicators used
to gauge program performance (e. g.,
outcome, output)

o targets-the measurable characteristic that
tells how well a program must accomplish a
performance measure;

e inputs: resources used to produce outputs and
outcomes (e. g., funding, staffing);

e outputs: the goods and services produced by a
program or organization (e. g., the number of
assessments administered); and,

e outcomes: describe the intended result or
consequence that will occur from carrying out a
program or activity (e. g., percentage of graduating
students who were placed in military, post-
secondary education, or employment).

The OMB and the Council for Excellence in Government
acknowledge that common performance measurement
problems are situations in which the program’s outcomes
are extremely difficult to measure or when the program is
one of many contributors to the desired outcome.

The Department’s Use of Output Measures Rather than
Outcome Measures

MDE’s departmental performance measures are not appropriate to
establish accountability because they focus solely on measuring the
activities performed rather than measuring the results achieved.

Entities are much more likely to use outputs rather than
outcomes as performance measures because output data is
collected and reported more frequently. Also, outputs
typically correspond to activities and functions being
directly controlled as opposed to the results produced.

Simple outputs are not particularly meaningful to policy
makers because they are not linked to results produced.
However, outcomes are typically affected by outside

PEER Report #539



PEER Report #539

factors over which the agency has little or no control. Such
is often the case in education, where the long-term
outcomes include student achievement and success after
high school in post-secondary education or in the
workforce. (See discussion on page 42.)

Following are two examples of MDE’s use of output
measures rather than outcome measures.

Use of Output Measures: The Mississippi Teacher Center

An example of MDE’s use of output measures rather than
outcome measures is the Mississippi Teacher Center
(MSTC). The MSTC established its annual performance
measure as the target number of teachers recruited in
shortage areas in Mississippi, which are included within
the MDE budget request and through the appropriations
bill for MDE.

The MSTC fulfills all program specific statutory reporting
requirements in regard to the programs provided through
the center. The MSTC tracks and reports the output
measures of number of participants, number of awards,
and number of participants employed for each of its
programs. In addition, the MSTC reports on the number of
awards and the amount of funds expended for each of the
teacher incentive programs that allows for a cost per
participant measure to be used for an initial efficiency
measure.

However, the department does not track or provide any
information on long-term outcome measures on how the
various MSTC teacher recruitment incentive programs
impact teacher retention and enhancement. There is also
currently no analysis process in place that allows for the
MSTC to combine the long-term retention rate of program
participants with the initial cost of recruiting the
participants. Therefore, no outcome measure in the form
of cost of recruitment per year of service is in place to
track the long-term efficiency of the incentive programs.

Use of Output Measures: Conservatorship and School
Improvement

Another example of MDE’s use of output measures is in
the area of conservatorship and school improvement. PEER
found that the only measure of the department’s
effectiveness is the number of schools that move off the
“schools-at-risk” list. The “schools-at-risk” list is
comprised of those schools in the Failing category in any
given year and those schools in the Low-Performing
category and/or the At-Risk-of-Failing category for two
consecutive years. For the current year, the first in which
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labels were assigned under the new accountability system,
only the schools in the Failing category were included.

One problem with this measure is that it does not take
into account those schools that move off the list for one
year only to return to the list the following year--the so
called “yo-yo effect.” This measure does not provide a
valid measure of long-term effectiveness of
conservatorship and school improvement.

Because so many outside influences affect educational outcomes, it would
be unrealistic to try to determine MDE’s effectiveness using measures
such as test scores, graduation rates, or post-secondary enrollment.
Although these are measures of the educational system as a whole in
Mississippi, the board should not use them to hold MDE accountable for
its use of resources.

While MDE’s goals refer to measures such as dropout rates
and test scores, it is unrealistic to use student outcomes to
determine MDE’s effectiveness. For example, student
achievement is affected by multiple outside factors (e. g.,
teacher’s effectiveness, student’s motivation to learn).
Therefore, MDE cannot be held solely accountable for
student achievement.

The challenge is to determine to what extent MDE is
responsible for achievement. Logic models focus on the
work an agency does and how that work connects to
outcomes. PEER determined that using a logic model
might be the most effective way for MDE to demonstrate
how its work connects to outcomes such as student
achievement.

Opportunity: Improve the Quality of Performance Measures

The department should improve the identification and use of its
performance measures. PEER determined the following strategies for
improving the identification and use of performance measures: (1) shift
from output measures to more meaningful outcome measures (see page
93); (2) develop interim outcome measures through logic models (see
page 94); and, (3) report both inputs and outputs when outcomes are not
feasible so that, at a minimum, the board knows what resources are
dedicated to areas in which results cannot be measured (see page 97).
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Data Systems and Research

Although the Department of Education collects and reports a significant
amount of data, the department is not using this data to its fullest extent.

Responsibilities of the Office of Research and Statistics

Currently, MDE’s Office of Research and Statistics does not collect data; it
works with data supplied by other MDE offices. The office is not
responsible for ensuring the accuracy or the validity of the data used in
accountability or reporting.
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According to its director, the Office of Research and
Statistics is responsible for working with other offices of
MDE to develop, implement, and run accurate, valid, and
equitable accountability systems that support the policies
of the Board of Education. Toward these ends, the Office
of Research and Statistics provides services in six main
areas:

¢ development and implementation of the state-level
Achievement and Growth model, the federal-level
Adequate Yearly Progress model, and the federal-
level Title III Accountability model,;

¢ maintenance of the Mississippi Assessment and
Accountability Reporting System;

¢ reporting state- and federal-level data and
providing data to the offices of MDE to report
state- and federal-level data;

¢ providing data to contracted assessment vendors
and analyzing data from contracted assessment
vendors;

¢ providing technical support to the offices of MDE;
and,

¢ responding to ad-hoc requests for data as needed.

The Office of Research and Statistics is not a data
collection office; the office works with data supplied by
the other offices of MDE. Further, the office is not
responsible for ensuring the accuracy or the validity of the
data used in accountability or reporting; the offices from
which the data originate are responsible for ensuring the
accuracy and the validity of the data. The Office of
Research and Statistics is responsible for ensuring that the
accountability models/programs are run correctly and that
they provide accurate results based on the data provided.
The office presents its reports in federally or state-
mandated formats, which makes it more difficult for the
Board of Education to determine answers to questions that
would guide board policy. (See Appendix F, page 130, for a
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list of these reports, the legislation that requires them, and
a brief description of their contents.)

The Need for Linked Longitudinal Data Systems and a Research
Agenda for Mississippi’s Education System

The implementation and use of linked longitudinal data systems that
follow an individual’s performance from primary education through entry
into the workforce, along with a solid research agenda, are essential to
improving both student and educational system performance.

Data are essential for improving student performance.
States that perform research on a linked longitudinal data
system that follows an individual’s performance from
primary education through entry into the workforce can
answer questions that are at the core of educational
effectiveness. Such questions include:

¢ which teachers and schools produce strong
academic growth for their students;

¢ how teachers and schools achieve academic growth
for their students;

¢ what performance level in middle school indicates
that a student is on track to succeed in high school,

« what indicators (enrollment in certain courses,
performance on certain tests) are the best
predictors of success in college or in the workforce;
or,

¢ what percentage of high school graduates take
remedial courses in college.

Research provides a way to monitor the effectiveness of
various initiatives through meaningful performance
measures and provide data useful for policy making
purposes. Research on a linked longitudinal data system
makes it possible to: (1) follow a student’s academic
progress as the student moves from grade to grade; (2)
determine the effectiveness of specific programs and
specific schools; (3) evaluate the effect of teacher training
programs on student performance; and (4) identify high-
performing schools (not just in terms of a student’s test
scores, but also in terms of the value added to a student’s
performances) so that educators can learn from best
practices.

Stakeholders need information from research on a linked
longitudinal data system to improve student performance
and system performance. Access to such information
would give teachers the information they need to tailor
instruction to individual students, would give
administrators the information they need to manage
schools efficiently and effectively, and would enable
policymakers to determine which initiatives show the best
evidence of improving student performance.

PEER Report #539



Because Mississippi’s existing education data systems (i. e., K-12, post-
secondary, workforce) were originally designed to meet annual reporting
requirements, not to track progress over time, these systems have not
been linked. Thus presently it is difficult, if not impossible, for the board
or the department to examine student progress and outcomes over time
and to determine whether students are prepared for college and for the

workforce.
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The existing longitudinal data systems for Mississippi’s
primary education system, secondary education system,
postsecondary education system, and workforce system
have not been linked because these systems were designed
independently to meet annual report requirements, not to
track progress over time.

Currently, there is not a unique student identifier, other
than the Social Security number, that could be used to
match data for a student in one data system with data for
the same student in another data system. Although each
data system may have its own unique identifier, these
identifiers are not common across the various data
systems.

According to personnel at MDE, the primary reason that
the department has not linked its data system to the other
data systems throughout the state is insufficient funding
for this purpose. According to personnel at MDE, the
primary reason MDE has not implemented a research
agenda or collaborated with universities, researchers, or
intermediary groups is that the responsibility of the Office
of Research and Statistics is to ensure that the state and
federal accountability models (which measure student
performance) are run correctly and to provide accurate
results based on the data provided for those models. As
previously stated, the Office of Research and Statistics
functions neither as a data collection office nor as a
research office; rather, it compiles information for reports
for other offices within MDE.

The Office of Research and Statistics has preliminary plans
for a research agenda known as the Statewide System of
Support. However, this agenda has not yet been
implemented. Further, this agenda focuses solely on
MDE’s data system and is not concerned with
postsecondary outcomes or with workforce outcomes. It
focuses solely on negative outcomes--that is, identifying
indicators that signify a program, a school, or a district as
at risk of failing. A more proactive research agenda would
include identifying indicators that signify a program, a
school, or a district as exceeding expectations. This
information could then be used to implement those
practices or programs throughout the state.

Because the state does not have a linked longitudinal data
system and has not implemented a research agenda, the
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board and other stakeholders are not able to determine
whether districts, schools, and students are meeting the
state’s postsecondary and workforce readiness
expectations. Further, the board is not able to make policy
decisions based on data, including determining whether a
program or an initiative should be continued or
discontinued (because the data to evaluate that program
or initiative is not available).

Opportunity: Utilize Grant Funding for Development of a Statewide
Longitudinal Data System

In June 2009 and May 2010, the U. S. Department of Education awarded
Mississippi grants--one for $3.4 million and one for $7.6 million--to design
and implement a statewide longitudinal data system. By the end of the
second grant period in 2013, MDE expects to have a relational database
linking all education (K-20) and workforce data. (See page 98.)

The Need for Multi-Year Outcome Data to Demonstrate Program
Effectiveness

MDE does not collect and analyze multi-year data on outcome measures
in order to demonstrate effectiveness or ineffectiveness of programs such
as vocational education.

As noted previously, outcome measures may be helpful in
determining what efforts are effective and what efforts are
ineffective. Such measures should be included in the
research agenda associated with the longitudinal database
described in the previous section.

One example of the need for this type of research is MDE’s
vocational education program. The federal Carl D. Perkins
Vocational and Technical Education Act, which provides
funding to Mississippi (approximately $14 million in FY
2009) as well as to other states, aims to increase the
quality of vocational, career, and technical education
throughout the country.

MDE’s Office of Vocational Education has been collecting
career and technical education performance data required
by the federal government since the 2007-08 school year.
Since the 2007-08 school year, the office has had to report
annually on the Perkins IV core indicators. (See Appendix
G, page 131, for the performance indicators required by
the Perkins IV.) These measures are intended to gauge
Career Technical Education effectiveness; however, the
data is extremely difficult to generate because a student is
not tracked with a single identifier throughout his/her
education/career. Therefore, MDE does not definitively
know the extent to which Career Technical Education
prepares students for years after high school (e. g., college,
career), nor can MDE identify with certainty the programs
or initiatives that are most effective. The department does
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not have a definitive basis for determining whether it is
making the best use of its vocational funds derived from
the Perkins Act.

MDE’s lack of a linked longitudinal data system limits the
Office of Vocational Education’s ability to measure the
effectiveness of CTE.

Opportunity: Use Research on Outcome Measures to Demonstrate
Overall Effectiveness of Programs

The federal government has established meaningful outcome measures
that MDE could use as models for indicators of overall program or system
effectiveness. (See page 100.)

Opportunity: Produce Multi-Year Trend Reports

To provide for better analyses of student performance data, MDE should
produce multi-year trend reports for districts. MDE could connect staff
from the Office of Research and Statistics to district staff in order to
increase the level of analysis and interpretation of student performance
data. (See page 100.)

Presentation of Data to the Board

Because the Board of Education does not have a visual instrument that
synthesizes the data collected by MDE and that presents the information
contained in this data in a form that is accessible to non-data experts,
the board is not able to evaluate fully the effectiveness of the programs
and the offices at MDE. Further, the board is not able to determine the
status of progress toward the educational goals that the board has set
for MDE.

Presenting data in meaningful forms for ease of analysis
by decisionmakers is critical. The board needs to view a
variety of indicators measuring student performance and
system performance and have these indicators presented
in forms that can guide it in carrying out its oversight role.
As MDE collects increasing amounts of data intended to
measure student performance and school improvement,
the need arises to find ways to manage and integrate the
data into the board’s decision-making.

MDE staff present data to the Board of Education at each
month’s board meeting. However, the data are often
presented without other data that are essential for
understanding meaning and context, such as receiving
notification of whether schools meet adequate yearly
progress in reaching required proficiency levels without
also having group-specific or grade-specific data that
determines adequate yearly progress. That is, the data at
MDE are interconnected and presenting only some of the
interconnected data and not tying the interconnected data
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to a related goal of the board prevents the board from
determining whether education in general and MDE in
particular are headed in the right direction.

Also, MDE staff often present data in a manner that is
difficult for those who are not intimately familiar with the
program or office to understand, such as presenting the
board with growth residuals. Although growth residuals
are the actual representation of student growth within
schools, the concept is difficult to understand and
requires extensive visualization for a layperson to
understand. Although the Board of Education guides
educational policy within the state, the members of the
board are not necessarily data experts. The board needs
MDE staff to synthesize the data and to present it in a
form that would allow it to assess quickly the status of a
program or office.

To date, MDE has not implemented a visual instrument
that would enable the board to understand the status of
the goals that the board has set for MDE. The lack of such
an instrument inhibits the board’s ability to make
informed policy decisions about programs or initiatives.

MDE staff has performed preliminary work on developing
a data dashboard concept—i. e., a visual instrument that
contains key indicators of performance. In fact, the data
and the software are in place for such an instrument.
However, the person assigned to implement the
instrument was reassigned as a result of the restructuring
of MDE.

Opportunity: Use a “Data Dashboard”

The department’s implementation of a visual instrument that contains
key indicators of performance (i. e., a “data dashboard”) would enable the
board to see, at a glance, whether current efforts toward meeting its
goals are on track and to respond quickly and appropriately when
problems arise. (See page 101.)
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Changes in Educational Standards and Programs

The effectiveness of MDE’s programs and activities is difficult to gauge over time
when educational standards and ways of thinking are in an almost constant state
of change and when funds for specific programs are eliminated or reduced before
effectiveness can be demonstrated.

The Board of Education is responsible for ensuring the
effectiveness of MDE’s programs. However, as previously
stated, several factors, many typically beyond the board’s
control, create challenges in measuring the effectiveness
of those programs.

Change is part of the environment in which education
operates and is often necessary to increase student
achievement. The state has experienced significant
changes in recent years regarding its educational
standards, assessments, and accountability model. Also,
elimination of programs due to elimination of funding has
affected the activities of MDE and districts and has
affected the ability of entities to monitor program
effectiveness over time.

The changes in standards and programs discussed in this
chapter are:

¢ changes in curriculum and assessments;
¢ changes in the state accountability model;
¢ discontinued funding for High School Redesign;

¢ discontinued funding for Mississippi’s Reading
Reform Model; and,

¢ reduced funding for Children’s Progress Academic
Assessment.

PEER does not believe that all of the changes described in
this chapter are necessarily negative. In fact, some of the
changes appear to move MDE in a positive direction in
accomplishing its mission. The goal for the board and
MDE should be to monitor the changes and measure
progress over time to demonstrate the effectiveness of
those changes.

Changes in Curriculum and Assessments

Increased Rigor of Standards

In 2006-07, MDE increased the vrigor of curriculum and assessment
standards in response to poor performance on the national assessment and
on the ACT.

In 2008, Mississippi’s ACT average composite score was
18.9, the lowest score of all fifty states. Scores were also
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at the bottom on the NAEP. In response, Mississippi has
revised its academic content standards, assessment
standards, and achievement standards in recent years to
reflect more rigor.

e Academic content standards are the curriculum
frameworks; these standards dictate what
knowledge and skills are needed for a particular
grade or course. Students are now required to have
a greater depth of knowledge of subject matter.
For example, the old content standards stated that
fifth graders should identify, describe, compare,
and classify geometric figures. To master this skill,
students would identify, describe, and compare
shapes, as well as know what characteristics are
used to group them in classifications. In the
revised math curriculum framework, students must
take that knowledge further by justifying why a
shape is a rectangle or triangle by understanding
the properties of the figures and how the figured
can be described using coordinate geometry. MDE
implemented new academic content standards in
2006-07 in English/Language Arts and in math.

e Assessment standards are the measurement of
students’ knowledge of subject matter. Increasing
the rigor of assessment standards has meant
including test items on assessments that
correspond to the appropriate depth of knowledge
for that particular academic objective. MDE
implemented new assessment standards in 2008 in
English/Language Arts and math.

e Achievement standards are the cutoff scores on
assessments used to indicate at what level students
have mastered the academic content. MDE uses a
process called item descriptor matching to set its
cutoff scores; research supports the defensibility of
this method. MDE implemented these new
standards for cutoff scores in the summer of 2008.

As stated on page 15, there are four levels of performance
on each assessment: minimal, basic, proficient, and
advanced. According to MDE, students at the proficient
level are able to perform at the level of difficulty,
complexity, or fluency specified by the grade-level content
standards. Students at the basic level are able to perform
some of the content standards at a low level of difficulty,
complexity, or fluency as specified by the grade-level
content standards, while advanced level students perform
at a high level. Thus, it is preferable, although unlikely,
that all students perform at least at the proficient level.

As a result of the recent changes in curriculum,
assessments, and in the way that cut scores for
assessments are set, the number of students classified as
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proficient has changed, as well as the number of students
in other classifications (minimal, basic, and advanced).

The changes to academic content, assessment, and
achievement standards are reflected in a comparison of
Mississippi Curriculum Test scores from the 2006-2007
school year to the 2007-2008 school year. For example, as
shown in Exhibit 13, below, the percentage of fourth grade
students scoring advanced and proficient in math was over
81 percent in 2006-2007 but only slightly over 55 percent
in 2007-2008. Because of the difference in the academic
content standards, test standards, and achievement
standards in the two school years, the data is not truly
comparable.

Exhibit 13: Comparison of Mississippi Curriculum Test Scores in
Fourth Grade Math for the 2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years

School Year % Minimal % Basic % Proficient % Advanced
2006-07 6.3% 12.5% 41.7% 39.6%
2007-08 18.4% 26.4% 46.5% 8.7%

SOURCE: PEER analysis of MCT scores reported in the Mississippi Assessment and Accountability

Reporting System (MAARS).

Adoption of a National Common Core

In June 2010, the board adopted a “national common core” curriculum that
will require Mississippi to revise its curriculum again. State assessments are
likely to change also.
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Adding to the problem of comparing performance data
because of changes in the state’s curriculum and
assessments, according to corestandards.org (i. e., the
official website for the common core curriculum produced
by the National Governors Association and the Council of
Chief State School Officers), governors and state
commissioners of education from forty-eight states have
committed to developing a common core of state
standards in English/language arts and mathematics. This
initiative is a state-led effort coordinated by the National
Governors Association Center for Best Practices (NGA
Center) and the Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSS0).

The draft standards were released on March 10, 2010. The
common core will cause Mississippi to again revise its
curriculum, particularly in the area of math. A comparison
by MDE staff found that the common core standards in
math introduced many concepts at earlier grades than the
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state standards. The board adopted the common core at
its June 2010 board meeting.

One reason that the national common core curriculum was
developed is that in the past it has been difficult for
students to transfer from a school in one state to a school
in another state when those states have various standards
for curriculum and assessments. For example, if a state is
teaching its students certain concepts at an earlier grade
than the state in which the student previously attended
school, the student will likely not be prepared for the class
because concepts usually build from one grade or class to
another. The Common Core Standards Initiative attempts
to help with this problem. Also, if common assessments
are developed, Mississippi will have access to quality
assessments while benefiting from economies of scale,
splitting the costs associated with testing with other
states.

However, the national common core, as well as potentially
national common assessments, creates a problem when
attempting to gauge progress in student performance over
time by imposing a new set of standards because the
baselines and benchmarks must be reset. Trends must
start over and comparisons are virtually impossible.

Changes in the State Accountability Model

Frequent Changes in Response to Statutory Requirements and
Curriculum Changes

In 2007, state law mandated inclusion of graduation and dropout rates in
the state accountability model. Beginning in the 2008-2009 school year,
MDE changed its state accountability model for the fourth time since 1988 in
response to the more vrigorous curriculum and assessment system
implemented in 2007-08.

The current accountability system is the fourth
comprehensive accountability model to be used in
Mississippi since 1988. The most current accountability
model has only yielded results for one year (2009). MDE
sought a need to change the accountability model for the
following reasons:

e In 2007, the Legislature passed S. B. 2960, which
required the inclusion of graduation and dropout
rates in the state accountability model.

* During the 2007-2008 school year, new tests that
were more closely aligned with Mississippi’s new
mathematics and language arts curriculum were
administered for the first time. According to MDE,
because the tests were more rigorous, the previous
model was not appropriate for use with the tests.
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The State Superintendent of Education appointed an
Accountability Task Force to develop recommendations for
revising the state accountability system. The Commission
on School Accreditation reviewed the task force’s
recommendations and recommended a new accountability
system to the Board of Education. The Board of Education
approved the revised accountability system at its March
2009 meeting, with the first ratings assigned based on the
revised system made in fall 2009. While the previous
model did not consider graduation and dropout rates, the
new model considers both.

Exhibit 14, below, shows the differences in how districts
and schools are categorized according to the current
model (2009 results) and the previous model (2007
results). (As mentioned previously, the board did not
assign classifications in 2008.) The number of top-
performing schools has decreased with the current
accountability model, which suggests that MDE is holding
districts to a higher standard than in the past.

Exhibit 14: Number of Districts and Schools by Performance
Classification Using the Current Accountability Model (2009 Results)
and the Previous Accountability Model (2007 Results)

Current Accountability Model (2009 Results):

Performance Number of Districts Number of Schools

Classification
Star 2 34
High performing 21 142
Successful 38 217
Academic Watch 37 189
Low Performing 0 6
At Risk of Failure 45 158
Failing 8 53
TOTAL 151 799
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Previous Accountability Model (2007 Results):

Performance Number of Performance Number of
Classification Districts Classification Schools
Accredited 145 Superior Performing 207
Advised 4 Exemplary 215
Probation 3 Successful 313
Underperforming 96
Low Performing 11
Not Assigned 47
TOTAL 152 889

NOTE: The one less district in 2009 is Hinds County Agricultural High School. Because it does not
offer Algebra | or Biology | in 9th grade, MDE was not able to calculate growth for that district and
did not provide that district with a performance classification. The same issue applies to the
difference in numbers of schools. Also, some schools have closed and K-2 schools are no longer
included since the state no longer assesses students in grade 2, as it had previously.

SOURCE: Mississippi Assessment and Accountability Reporting System (MAARS).

Changes in Response to New Method for Calculating and
Reporting Graduation and Dropout Rates

In 2005, all fifty states agreed to begin implementing a standard method for
calculating graduation and dropout rates (i. e., a cohort rate). As of 2010,
MDE will only use a cohort rate for reporting.

Graduation and dropout rates are fundamental indicators
of whether a state’s K-12 education system is doing what it
is intended to do to “allow [students] to be successful in
college and the workforce and flourish as parents and
citizens.”®

Several sections of the MISSISSIPPI CODE require
calculation and reporting of cohort dropout and/or
graduation rates (see § 37-3-53, § 37-21-9, § 37-13-80, and
§ 37-13-85). MDE had previously used simple student
counts to calculate graduation and dropout rates. The
rates were calculated using annual counts for all students,
not data for individual students over time. The number of
diploma recipients for the school year was divided by an
adjusted ninth grade enrollment count (i. e., number of

% The Vision Statement is quoted from MDE’s Five-Year Strategic Plan for FY 2011 through FY
2015, published on the department’s website.
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ninth graders four years earlier adjusted for student
transfers or deaths).

In 2005, the National Governors Association convened a
Task Force on State High School Graduation Data to make
recommendations about how states could develop a high-
quality, comparable high school graduation measure. They
found that the quality of state high school graduation and
dropout data is such that most states cannot fully account
for their students as they progress through high school.
Mississippi’s governor, along with governors from every
other state, as well as twelve national organizations,
signed an agreement to take steps to implement a
standard, four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate. States
agreed to calculate the graduation rate by dividing the
number of on-time graduates in a given year by the
number of first-time entering ninth graders four years
earlier. Graduates are those receiving a high school
diploma. The denominator can be adjusted for transfers in
and out of the system and data systems will ideally track
individual students with a longitudinal student unit record
data system.

In 2006, MDE began calculating a cohort rate (in addition
to the traditional rate) that tracks individual students over
time using data in the Mississippi Student Information
System (MSIS). The four-year cohort rate is an estimated
graduation rate for a full cohort of students beginning
with entering ninth grade students four years earlier. The
first four-year cohort rate was published in November
2006 and included 2001/2002 entering ninth grade
students. As of 2010, MDE will no longer use the
traditional rate; only the cohort rate will be used for
reporting.

Cohort graduation and dropout rates calculated by
tracking individual students are more accurate than rates
based on annual counts of all students and the rates can
be disaggregated by student demographic characteristics.
While the new calculations for graduation and dropout
rates represent improvement, comparisons of these rates
between years is virtually impossible. Further, when
comparisons are unavailable, accountability is affected.
Baselines and trends must be reset; therefore, a number of
years must pass in order to tell to what extent the
numbers are increasing or decreasing.

Discontinued Funding for High School Redesign

In 2006, the previous Superintendent of Education announced a shift in
education and termed it Redesigning Education for the 2I1st Century
Workforce. This focus on integrating academic and technical content in
education was intended to prepare students for the workplace more
effectively, lower the dropout rate, and make college an option for all
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Mississippi students. However, after funding a total of thirty-two school
district pilot sites for implementation of the program, the Legislature did not
fund High School Redesign for the 2009-10 school year. The effects on
schools that have not received funding are unknown due to the lack of
research on the effectiveness of the program.

In 2006, Dr. Hank Bounds, the previous State
Superintendent of Education, announced an overhaul of
how Mississippi provides education at the elementary,
middle, and high school levels. The purpose of
Redesigning Education for the 21st Century Workforce (or
“High School Redesign”) in Mississippi was to implement
workforce education starting in kindergarten and
encourage students to select a career pathway in the tenth
grade. (See Appendix H, page 132, for the goals of the
High School Redesign Program.) MDE claimed that High
School Redesign would “dramatically change the face of
education in Mississippi” and that it was extremely
important to continue funding until the program reached
full implementation in all middle and high schools.

Under High School Redesign, students could select classes
based on specific pathways to prepare them for a career or
college and meet the employment needs of businesses in
Mississippi (i. e., a focus on college and career readiness).
High School Redesign also aimed at helping MDE meet its
larger goals of cutting the dropout rate to 13 percent and
reaching the national average on national assessments by
2013.

The department awarded funds for High School Redesign
as competitive grants, with thirteen pilot sites selected in
the 2007-08 school year and nineteen more high schools
selected in the 2008-09 school year. However, High School
Redesign was not funded for the 2009-10 school year;
therefore, there are some schools that have implemented a
new curriculum for Career Technical Education, while
others are still on the old curriculum. The challenge for
MDE is to determine how to “equalize the playing field”
since funding stopped.

Also, since the 2007-08 school year, the office has to
report annually on the Perkins IV core indicators, which
are intended to gauge Career Technical Education
effectiveness. As discussed on pages 68 through 69, MDE
does not have the data needed to gauge Career Technical
Education effectiveness adequately.

Similar to the effects of the changing curriculum in general
education, as discussed on page 71, changing the Career
Technical Education curriculum creates a problem when
gauging progress in student performance over time by
imposing a new set of standards. The baselines and
benchmarks must be reset. Trends must start over, and
comparisons are virtually impossible. Further, it is
unknown how MDE plans to incorporate High School
Redesign into the common core (see page 73 for
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discussion). Such efforts could create problems in
monitoring the effectiveness of career and technical
education.

Discontinued Funding for the Reading Reform Model

Mississippi has abandoned parts of the Mississippi Reading Reform Model
because most of its funding came from sources that are no longer available.
Currently, Mississippi has no statewide literacy plan.

In 1997, the State Board of Education established
“Mississippi Reading Initiative. . .Every Child a Reader.” To
support this initiative, the Mississippi Legislature passed
Senate Bill 2944 during the 1998 session to create a
Reading Sufficiency Program. This law requires every
school district in Mississippi to establish and implement a
program for reading reform.

The development of the reading reform model included a
review of national research. Appendix I, page 133, lists the
four basic components of the Mississippi Reading Reform
Model. Funding sources were to include Reading
Sufficiency Funds (state), the Reading Excellence Act Grant
(federal), the Barksdale Reading Institute (private sector),
and Reading First (federal). Of these sources, MDE
currently only receives funds from the federal Reading
First program. These funds target a small number of
schools and are therefore not appropriate for a statewide
literacy initiative.

The current superintendent stated there are plans for a
statewide literacy initiative that would be a professional
development model. However, this model has not yet been
developed.

Reduced Funding for the Children’s Progress Academic Assessment

In 2007, the Legislature passed a law requiring MDE to implement early
literacy and numeracy screening assessment instruments. MDE selected a
contractor to administer the assessments, but this contract will be
eliminated in the 2010-11 school year due to budget cuts. The level of
effectiveness of this program will not have been established due to the short
period in which to monitor program results.
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During the 2007 session, the Mississippi Legislature
passed House Bill 1058 (now CODE Section 37-23-16),
which requires the Department of Education to implement
early literacy and numeracy screening assessment
instruments. Section 37-23-16 defines literacy as the
ability to read and write and numeracy as fluency in
understanding numbers and mathematical operations. The
goal of the program is to improve student literacy and
mathematics achievement by proactively monitoring
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progress in the early grades and responding with timely
actions at the school, district, and state levels.

Requirements under the law include the following:

¢ MDE is to establish a reporting system for school
districts to monitor the effectiveness of the literacy
Or numeracy screening assessment instruments
and require school districts to submit data
annually that may be utilized to determine whether
the instruments are accurately identifying students
in need.

¢ MDE is to prepare an annual report on the
effectiveness of the literacy and numeracy
screening assessment instruments and the overall
effectiveness of the testing.

The Children’s Progress Academic Assessment (CPAA) was
created specifically for K-third grades and consists of a
computer-based assessment that adapts to each child’s
strengths and weaknesses, immediate reports for
educators, and recommended activities for instruction and
intervention. Itis a universal screener for dyslexia.

Eighty-seven school districts implemented the assessment
in their elementary schools for the 2009-10 school year.
All elementary schools were expected to use the
instrument during the 2010-11 school year; however, state
funding for the CPAA will not continue through FY 2011
because of MDE’s budget cuts.

MDE’s annual report on the CPAA’s effectiveness provides
scores and performance levels for all concepts. MDE needs
more years of data to realize its goal of projecting whether
students are on track to being proficient in language arts
and math at the end of third grade. The main problem is
that this program will not have been funded long enough
to provide such data.

Implications of Changing Standards and Programs

A major implication of the changes in standards and programs is that this
significantly complicates the process of measuring and managing progress
towavrd critical educational goals.

While change is part of the environment in which
education operates and is often necessary to promote
increases in student achievement, a major implication of
changes in standards and programs is that this
significantly complicates the process of measuring and
managing progress toward critical educational goals.
Ultimately, change itself creates a measurement problem
that may be detrimental to overall performance
improvement efforts if the proper measurement tools (e.g.,
longitudinal databases, use of multiple indicators,
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comparative analysis of tests) are not in place to help
determine the actual impact of change. Therefore, it is
imperative that educational policy-makers recognize and,
where possible, mitigate the measurement problems
inherent in constantly changing standards and programs.

Opportunity: Measure and Manage Change

In order to mitigate the challenges of changing standards and programs,
both the Board of Education and the Department of Education could
benefit from focusing additional effort on developing performance
management capacity supported by a full complement of sound
measurement tools (i. e., longitudinal data systems, creative use of
multiple indicators, a data dashboard). (See page 101.)
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Part I

Overview of Part lll

How could the accountability of the Department of Education be
improved?

PEER provides a list of twenty opportunities for improving the
accountability of the Department of Education. These opportunities and
details on their implementation are listed on pages 85 through 104 of
this report.
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Opportunities: Federal and State Mandates

Define Mandates

1. The Board of Education, working through MDE, should operationally
define as many mandates as possible.

An example of an operationally defined mandate would be
determining what scores on what tests will be used to
determine the extent to which the school age population is
functionally literate.

Advocate for Unified Reporting Mandates Based on Meaningful Outcome
Measures

2. After developing logic models for its major activities (as discussed on
page 94), the Board of Education, working through MDE, should
present the Legislature with suggestions for improving statewide
reporting mandates.

These suggestions should include ways to reduce
redundant reporting requirements and ways to eliminate
inadequate performance measures. The Legislature should
then amend state law to reflect the measurement and
reporting of those meaningful outcome measures.
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Opportunities: Accountability Tools

The Office of Educational Accountability

Refocus the Office of Educational Accountability

3. The recent reorganization of the Office of Educational Accountability
would allow for a shift from financial accountability to increased
accountability of MDE programs and resources. The office could then
play a critical role in helping the board fulfill its role to hold MDE
accountable for programs and resources.

As noted previously in this report, MDE has recently
undergone a reorganization implemented by the State
Superintendent of Education. Under this reorganization, a
new Office of Program Evaluation has been created in
order to be in compliance with the assessment
requirements of MISS. CODE ANN. §37-151-9 (1972).

A staff member from the Office of Internal Accountability
moved to the Office of Program Evaluation and that person
is currently the only staff member in the Office of Program
Evaluation. According to the Director of the Office of
Educational Accountability, this office will have the
following responsibilities:

¢ to conduct periodic evaluations and assessments of
federal and state programs administered by the
Mississippi Department of Education to ensure
compliance with applicable regulations, laws and
State Board of Education policies and to determine
if goals and objectives are being attained;

e {0 prepare reports containing assessment results
and recommendations, of both positive and
negative aspects, and submit reports to the State
Legislature, the State Board of Education, and/or
other state agencies and organizations for
appropriate action; and,

¢ to assist MDE departmental staff in interpreting
and applying program guidelines.

The Director also noted that the ultimate objective of this
newly formed office is to improve MDE program
administration and achievement.

By shifting MDE resources to the Office of Educational
Accountability for the purpose of performing more
program assessments, the office could play a critical role
in helping the board fulfill its role to hold MDE
accountable for its programs and resources. These
assessments should include an indication of whether
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responsible parties meet the goals and objectives specified
in the strategic plan, along with the costs of achieving
these objectives.

Strategic Planning

Goal Setting

4. The Department of Education could improve its strategic planning
process by establishing realistic goals based on research data.

Goal setting theory holds that the setting of specific,
measurable, attainable, relevant, and time-bound goals for
an organization is a very powerful tool for motivating
employees to achieve their maximum potential. The
development of realistic goals requires research of
relevant program data to determine which programs are
capable of producing what level of improvement (see
discussion of need for more research of the effectiveness
of MDE programs on page 66).

In general, in the field of public education, goals of
incremental improvement over a five-year period are more
realistic than goals of meeting 100% of the target measure
(e. g., all students reading at third-grade level) by a certain
date. Regardless, the main caution with goal setting is to
conduct the research necessary to support the goal.

5. The Department of Education could improve its strategic planning
process by establishing interim progress goals for all three system

goals.

MDE would have a better understanding of how realistic its
target goal is by monitoring progress against interim goals.
Measurement against interim goals is also more likely to
result in more expedient action to adjust programs that
are falling short of achieving their intended results.
Further, the department could use the data resulting from
measuring performance against interim goals to evaluate
periods with slow rates of improvement against those
periods with significant gains in improvement to identify
and replicate those factors associated with significant
gains.

6. The Department of Education could improve its strategic planning
process by refraining from tying goals and outcome measures to
national averages.
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As noted previously, the “national average” of any
education measure is a constantly moving target over
which the state has no control. As Mississippi students
improve their achievement levels, in general, so do
students in other states. A better goal for assessing the
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performance of the state’s educational system would be to
target a specific level of performance on the national
assessments by a targeted date.

Strategies, Outcome Measures, and Action Steps

7. The Department of Education could improve its strategic planning by
converting outcome measures to measurable terms.

To be useful to the board as a management and
accountability tool, all outcome measures included in the
department’s strategic plan should be stated in
measurable terms so that the board can know at all times
where it stands on the measure relative to where it wants
to be by the target date. To be measurable, an outcome
measure should include the following critical components:

e operational definitions of all key terms (e. g.,
definition of a “highly qualified administrator”)
based on objective, documentable evidence;

¢ aunit of measurement (e. g., score on a specific
test, percent of students graduating or dropping
out);

¢ the specific amount of the desired increase or
decrease in the unit of measurement; and,

¢ atimeframe for achieving the desired change in the
unit of measurement.

In other words, to be useful as an accountability tool, an
outcome measure must be defined with sufficient
precision such that any external reviewer of the data
would draw the same conclusion regarding the
department’s performance on the measure.

PEER further notes that in setting target dates for its
outcome measures, because the department’s strategic
plan is a five-year plan, it would be reasonable for the
department to set its objectives to include this time frame
(i. e., to include in its performance goals, if longer than five
years, a goal of what the department believes it can
realistically achieve on each measure at the end of the five
years covered by the plan).

8. The Department of Education could improve its strategic planning by
improving consistency in designation of objectives as goals, strategies,
or outcome measures.

Consistently designating objectives as goals, strategies, or
outcome measures would increase accountability by
ensuring that the critical components of strategic planning
are in place (i. e., measurable and research-based goals,
strategies for achieving the goals, activities for carrying
out the strategies, and outcome-based measures of success
in carrying out the strategies).
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9. The Department of Education could improve its strategic planning by
developing specific strategies for achieving each of the three system

goals.
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To target its resources more effectively, the department
should consider developing specific strategies (supported
by action steps and measurable objectives [outcome
measures] and timeframes) for achieving each of its three
bold goals and report to the board at least annually on the
progress being made toward achievement of each goal and
each measurable objective for each of its strategies and on
the costs associated with making the progress.

For example, in order to move the state toward reaching
the goal of ensuring that all students exit the third grade
reading on grade level by 2020 (see related discussion of
the need to establish attainable goals based upon research
data on page 35), the department should consider the
following critical components of a strategic plan to achieve
this goal:

e identify the most appropriate measure of “exiting
the third grade reading on grade level” (based on a
valid and reliable reading level test aligned with
Mississippi’s curriculum), establish where
Mississippi public school students are relative to
this goal, and establish benchmarks for reaching
the 100% goal by the targeted date (currently 2020);

e identify key strategies for achieving the goal-e. g.,
develop and implement reading goals and state-of-
the-art reading curriculum for children ages birth
through third grade; develop and implement state-
of-the art instructional methods for teaching
reading to children from birth through third grade;
develop and implement state-of-the-art testing for
children from birth through third grade to identify
physical, mental, or emotional impediments to
acquiring the necessary reading skills (e. g., visual
or hearing impediments, learning disabilities);
develop and implement state-of-the-art testing
aligned to the curriculum at each grade level to
identify and quickly remediate any students who
are having difficulty meeting annual yearly
progress goals; and,

e identify appropriate action steps and outcome
measures for each strategy (e. g., for the strategy of
curriculum development and implementation,
action steps would include steps taken by
department staff to establish the appropriate
curriculum and to communicate the curriculum to
public school teachers; outcome measures would
include measures of the adequacy of the
curriculum as well as measures of how well the
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state’s public school teachers are implementing the
curriculum in the classroom).

A strategic plan for this goal would also include action
steps for:

e identifying the most effective methods of teaching
the curriculum at each grade level through
outcome-based research on Mississippi public
school students;

e helping to ensure that elementary education
programs in the state’s public and private
universities include state-of-the-art instruction in
reading and maintain a current list of the schools
that successfully incorporate this instruction into
their programs; and,

e increasing the number of students enrolling in
elementary education programs that successfully
incorporate state-of-the-art instruction in reading
into their curriculums.

Outcome measures would include tracking the percentage
of children reading on grade level in grades K-2, as this
would indicate progress being made toward meeting the
ultimate goal of all students reading on grade level by the
time that they exit the third grade.

By creating strategies and outcome measures structured
around specific goals, the board would be in a better
position to have the information necessary to know
whether the department is on track to achieve its goal and
if not, what needs to be done to alter its strategy and/or to
acknowledge failure on achieving the goal and set a
revised, more realistic goal.

Identify What is Under the Department’s Control

10. The Department of Education should differentiate between outcome
measures and activities that are under its direct control versus those
under the control of external entities.

One of MDE’s primary responsibilities is to administer
federal grant program funds. For some programs, MDE
has no discretion and is merely a conduit for the flow of
funds to school districts. Determining what entity is
accountable and for what results would be relatively
simple for such ministerial duties. For other programs,
however, MDE has the added responsibility of choosing
grant recipients based on certain factors (e. g., best
performers). It is imperative that levels of accountability
for these duties be determined during the strategic
planning process so that results may be attributed to
those responsible.
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Resource Allocation and Organizational Structure

Link Resource Allocation to the Strategic Plan

11. The Board of Education should align resource allocation (both financial
and staffing) with its strategic plan.

One of the seven principles of performance management
(refer to discussion on page 28) is the alignment of
resources (financial and staffing) with priorities and
desired results. Also, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-3
(1972) requires that the board base its budget on its
strategic plan. Therefore, the board should align its
budget with the strategic plan.

Further, the department should redefine its “programs” as
identified in the budget request to correspond with the
actual programs of the department, which should be
clearly identified. The proposed programs should be
submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for
approval.

These actions would help the board to hold MDE
accountable by knowing to what extent resources are being
attributed to certain priorities.

Assess Staffing Patterns Periodically

12. To help ensure efficient use of staff in accomplishing educational
goals, the Department of Education should periodically assess staffing
patterns in relation to departmental workload and long-range plans for
educational improvement, particularly in the area of improving

instruction.

The scope of PEER’s review did not include determining
how staff resources might be better allocated. As a result,
this report does not include specific recommendations for
redeploying certain staff. However, PEER notes that MDE
is responsible for providing instructional leadership and
service responsibilities. Therefore, the department should
study the department’s current organization, staffing, and
workload in relation to board priorities. This study should
result in recommendations for the reallocation of
resources. Special attention should be given to the area of
improved instruction statewide.

Improve Reporting of Expenditures for Contract Staff

13. To establish accountability for contract staff, the Department of
Education should improve its reporting of contractual expenditures for
contract staff, annually compiling a summary report of categorized
contractual service expenditures that provides the contract purpose,
the expenditure amounts, the number of contracts, and retiree status
of contractors.
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A report of this nature would allow the board members to
monitor with more ease and accuracy where the
contractual expenditures are going and potentially
enhance the board’s ability to track and establish
contracting policy on the most critical contractual focus
areas.

Apply Principles of Performance-Based Contracting

14. To enhance accountability for contract staff by focusing on end
results, the Board of Education should familiarize itself with the
elements of performance-based contracting and apply those principles
when reviewing contract expenditure information presented by the
department’s staff.

To enhance accountability for contract staff by focusing
on end results, the board should refer to Appendix J on
page 134 regarding performance-based contracting.
Performance-based contracting has the following key
elements:

¢ the contract must describe the requirements in
terms of results rather than the methods of
performance of the work;

¢ the contract must include measurable performance
standards (in terms of quality, timeliness, etc.);

¢ the contract must include a quality assurance plan
that focuses on how the contractor’s performance
will be evaluated; and,

¢ the contract should provide for incentives.

Measurement and Reporting

Improve the Quality of Performance Measures

15. The Department of Education should improve the identification and
use of its performance measures.

PEER determined the following strategies for improving
the identification and use of performance measures for
the Department of Education:

¢ shift from output measures to more meaningful
outcome measures;

¢ develop interim outcome measures through logic
models; and,

¢ report both inputs and outputs when outcomes are
not feasible so that, at a minimum, the board
knows what resources are dedicated to areas in
which results cannot be measured.

As a result of using these strategies, MDE should be able
to use outcome measures to focus its activities. Such

92 PEER Report #539



improvements would help the board determine whether
MDE is doing the best it can to contribute to the desired
long-term outcomes, which are to increase student
learning and for the student “to take his or her place in
society and make a contribution as a citizen of this state”
(MISS. CODE ANN. 37-1-2 (n) [1972]).

In addition, the improvements to performance measures
would provide a better understanding as to how staff
should revise its efforts in order to improve programs or
implement new ones. By focusing on good measures that
reflect the comprehensive efforts of its staff (in light of
closely related responsibilities at the local level), the board
could establish accountability for MDE’s use of
departmental resources.

Shift from Output Measures to Outcome Measures

Opportunity for Teacher Center Example (page 63)

The Department of Education’s Teacher Center should have an
accountability system in place to track and report on the outcome
measures of effectiveness and efficiency through the long-term
recruitment and retention of the Teacher Center’s program participants.
These measures should shift from outputs to more meaningful outcome
measures in an effort to hold MDE accountable for results.

MDE and the Board of Education would benefit from
receiving outcome-oriented information related to the
retention of teachers. Specifically, the MSTC should
establish a formal goal in regard to the retention rate of
teachers in the state in addition to the target number of
teachers recruited in critical shortage areas, since one goal
of the MSTC is to also retain quality teachers through
enhancement programs.

The MSTC should work with the offices of Research and
Statistics and Educational Licensure in order to collect and
report the necessary data to provide a long-term teacher
retention rate for teachers who participate in the teacher
recruitment incentive programs. Also, the Mississippi
Teacher Center could establish an efficiency measure for
the program by calculating the amount spent annually on
the incentive programs in relation to the number of years
the participants of their respective program were retained.
This would allow the MSTC to establish an accountability
system that focuses on the long-term effectiveness of its
programs and thus target available resources more
effectively.

PEER Report #539 93



94

Opportunity for Office of School Improvement Example (page 63)

The Department of Education could use outcome-oriented information
from findings of the Office of School Improvement in at-risk schools to
determine what interventions produce the best outcomes and
subsequently develop training for other schools.

MDE and the Board of Education would benefit from
receiving outcome-oriented information related to training
that could be developed based on what the Office of
School Improvement is finding in the schools on the
“schools at risk” list.

The office could undertake a process in which it looks at
the leadership, the curriculum, the delivery of instruction,
and the school climate of each school on the “schools at
risk” list. The office could then use these findings as a
guide to deliver training to other schools not yet on the
“schools at risk” list but in danger of being placed on the
list. The training could then be linked by school, by
teacher, and by student to determine what interventions
are producing the best outcomes.

Develop Interim Outcome Measures through Logic Models

The Department of Education should develop immediate and intermediate
outcomes through logic models, which focus on an agency’s work and
how that work connects to outcomes.

Exhibit 15, page 95, is an example of the “so that” logic

model, presented by the State of Washington’s Office of
Financial Management, related to statewide curriculum

frameworks.

What is a Logic Model?

PEER determined that logic models could be the most
effective way for MDE to demonstrate how its work
connects to outcomes like student achievement.

There are several types of logic models; however, they all
focus on the work the agency does and how that work
connects to outcomes. The State of Washington’s Office of
Financial Management describes a “So That” logic model,
which establishes a theory of causation. The model
connects things within the agency’s control to things that
are outside the agency’s control but are influenced by the
agency’s activities (i. e., outcomes).

To create this model, members of the agency would start
with the intended outcome and then determine which
measures the agency can control and leverage in order to
affect the outcome. This model provides a way to connect
activities to results.

PEER Report #539



wswabeuep
[eIdUBULH JO 3211J0 S,U0IBUIYSEM JO 9IRS BYY WO [apow Buisn sisAjeue YI3d IDYNOS

ndin
namno 0.
{e3alile}p}
/@2uanjju| jo 9aubaq
paUIpA] S43YOp3l %
AWO0IINQO =leipawiw| SyJomaLueLy
WNN2LIND 9PIMIIELS UO
Bujuiel apinold ANIAILDY
(1521 Aoualaduio))
AD2U2312dUU0D 21DAISUOUIBY
oYM S4aYop3al %
2WO031IN0 91BIPDLIdIU| <
“yeyy oS
SYIOMBLLEBLS
Y1 Uled| siayoes |
(SMphp WwnjnoLiind)
S)A0MBUIBA) 01 UOIIDNAISU]
ublip oym s43Yyopal %
2WO02INO wLvl-JebuoT e
S IOMBLWE.) 1Byl 05
01 Bulplodde sapualedwiod
yoeal siaydea |

(51521 2101S) )
. Aduaidijoad "™
ABIYID OYM SIUBPNIS % H*
@ T
(@]
sappualRdwod ““Jeyj os 1uU31u| Ad1j0d S1BWNIN =)
Y31 UIBI| SIUIPNIS M
23|
23]
A~

syomawied Es_zu_t_:u, |
IpiImalels 01 parejay [opo d1607 eyl oS, e jo sjdwex3 S| uqiyx3y




The model consists of a set of boxes connected by “so
that” arrows. Members of the agency would write part of
the process (whether it be outputs, processes or inputs)
into the first box. They would then ask “Why do we do
that? Why do we care about that? What do we want to
happen because of that?” The result should be a series of
boxes that show the agency does X so that Y happens. The
final box should be the statewide result or ultimate
outcome. Once completed, possible performance
measures should be written for each step (box) in the logic
model.

Using such a method to connect each of MDE’s major
activities to outcomes would provide the board and
departmental managers with a better idea of who is
responsible and for what results.

Using a Logic Model to Develop Interim Outcome Measures for
Curriculum Frameworks

An important function of MDE is to not only create and
revise the curriculum frameworks for statewide
implementation, but to provide teachers with training on
those frameworks. MDE develops each framework, which
is the basis for curriculum development for teachers. The
framework is an outline of what students should know
and be able to do through competencies and objectives.

In this example, the percentage of teachers trained on the
frameworks would be an output measure. It provides no
insight into whether the teacher teaches according to the
frameworks or whether students actually learn what is
taught. An immediate outcome in the example would be a
measure that shows the percentage of teachers who
actually learn the frameworks, as evidenced by a
frameworks competency test. Such a test would provide
MDE and other stakeholders with assurance that teachers
are competent to teach those areas to which they are
assigned.

An intermediate outcome would include a measure that
shows the percentage of teachers that actually align their
instruction to the frameworks. North Dakota
recommended conducting curriculum audits in order to
determine whether what is being taught is aligned to the
frameworks. Specifically, the audits are intended to:

¢ determine what is being taught and if it is
consistent between teachers in a building and
among teachers within a district;

e align key concepts identified in the curriculum to
state and district standards to determine gaps and
overlaps; and,
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¢ find out the instructional approaches that teachers
are using and how the students are learning.

In the example, the ultimate outcome is that students
learn according to the curriculum frameworks (and thus
presumably acquire the knowledge needed to be
successful beyond high school). This could be measured
by the percentage of students who demonstrate
proficiency on state tests.

The reader should note that as the ultimate policy intent
increases, the degree of influence and control MDE would
decrease. Thus, the best indicators to hold MDE
accountable would be the immediate outcomes and the
intermediate outcomes.

If state tests showed that students did not master the
material, MDE would not know where the breakdown
occurred in the example unless it had collected the
immediate and intermediate outcome measures in
addition to the output and ultimate outcome. These
measures would provide MDE an understanding of how to
focus its efforts (e. g., more effective training on
frameworks so that teachers actually master the content).

By decreasing the time dedicated to developing
Mississippi’s own curriculum frameworks and adopting
the common core, the Office of Curriculum and Instruction
could spend more time assessing the alignment of the
frameworks to instruction. MDE and the Board of
Education should then shift resources in the Office of
Curriculum and Instruction and the Office of Student
Assessment to those areas where weaknesses exist.

Report Inputs and Outputs When Outcome Measures are Not Feasible

The Department of Education should report inputs, outputs, and
outcomes for departments or programs when feasible so that the board
knows to what extent resources are dedicated to areas in which results
cannot be determined.

PEER Report #539

The board could benefit from regularly receiving input,
output, and outcome information related to specific
programs and departments. Specifically, the following
elements should be made available to the board for
ongoing programs:

¢ the number of employees assigned to the
department or program;

¢ the number of contractors employed by the
department or program,;

¢ dollars expended for the department or program,
and,

¢ the results achieved by the program (outcomes).
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For new programs, the board should ensure that outcomes
are clearly stated and measurable so that progress can be
gauged over time.

In cases where outcomes are not feasible, then reporting
on the inputs and outputs is beneficial. For example, the
Reading Fair is intended to encourage reading among
students, which is difficult to measure. The board would
benefit from knowing the amount of resources expended
for this program to determine whether it is worth those
resources without being able to obtain measurable results.

Data Systems and Research

Utilize Grant Funding for Development of a Statewide Longitudinal Data
System

16.In June 2009 and May 2010, the U. S. Department of Education
awarded Mississippi grants--one for $3.4 million and one for $7.6
million--to design and implement a statewide longitudinal data system.
By the end of the second grant period in 2013, MDE expects to have a
relational database linking all education (K-20) and workforce data.

The United States Department of Education awarded
Mississippi two grants totaling approximately $11 million
to design and implement a statewide longitudinal data
system. The first grant period began in June 2009 and will
end in May 2012. The primary purpose of this grant is to
expand and integrate existing K-12 statewide data
systems. The second grant period began in July 2010 and
will end in June 2013. The second grant proposal describes
the system as a three-year project that will create a
relational database linking all education (K-20) and
workforce data through a unique student identifier that
does not permit an individual to be identified by users of
the system. The system will be a one-stop, online portal
that will provide access to the relational database and
make the system universally interoperable.

According to the Data Quality Campaign,” MDE collects the
ten elements necessary for a longitudinal data system
capable of providing stakeholders with information to
adjust policies that affect student performance. Each data
system collects relevant data that could be linked to build
a longitudinal data system. Elements are in place so that
data for a student in MDE’s data system can be matched
with data for the same student in the state’s
postsecondary education data system and with data for

" The Data Quality Campaign, the result of a collaborative effort of more than fifty organizations
nationwide, is an effort to encourage and support state policymakers to improve the availability
and use of high-quality education data to improve student performance. The campaign provides
resources to help states implement and use longitudinal data systems, while providing a national
forum for reducing duplication of effort and promoting greater coordination and consensus
among the organizations focused on improving data quality, access, and use.
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the same student in the state’s workforce data system.
Further, elements are in place so that data for a student in
the state’s postsecondary education data system can be
matched with data for a student in the state’s workforce
data system.

As stated previously, Mississippi’s data systems do not
have a unique identifier. To overcome this limitation, an
algorithm that uses the Social Security number as the base
for creating a unique ten-digit identifier can be used to
create a unique student identifier that enables the tracking
of a student over time and across programs.

To make full use of this data system, MDE needs access to
individuals with high-level analytical skills and research
training to explore the data and to answer policy and
evaluation questions. Through the formation of strategic
partnerships with universities and organizations that
conduct educational research, MDE will receive the
information and analyses that can inform decision-making
and improve student performance.

The proposal for the longitudinal data system includes a
method for linking student-level data to teachers. Further,
teachers could be linked to information on certification
and preparation programs. Therefore, Mississippi would
be able to estimate school and teacher effects on student
performance. This is referred to as value added modeling
(VAM).

The RAND Corporation® notes that policymakers see VAM
as a possible component of education reform through
improved teacher evaluations or as part of test-based
accountability. Further, VAM uses complex statistical
methods that can provide estimates of the effects of
teachers and schools without being distorted by outside
factors such as family background.

RAND cautions that many issues need to be resolved
before VAM is implemented. If not, VAM could misjudge
the effectiveness of teachers and schools and could
ultimately be detrimental to educational improvement.
Extensive time and research will be needed to develop the
data system needed to accomplish what it is intended to
accomplish.

8 The RAND Corporation is a nonprofit institution that conducts research and analysis to improve

policy and decision-making.
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Use Research on Outcome Measures to Demonstrate Overall Effectiveness of
Programs

17. The federal government has established meaningful outcome
measures that the Department of Education could use as models for
indicators of overall program or system effectiveness.

Examples of the federal government’s outcome measures
in the area of vocational education include:

¢ the percentage of students who completed two-
year programs and were placed in the military,
advanced education, or employment;

¢ the percentage of participants from programs in
nontraditional fields who were in an
underrepresented gender group that participated in
a program that leads to employment in a
nontraditional field; and,

¢ the percentage of participants from programs in
nontraditional fields who completed a program
that leads to employment in a nontraditional field.

Examples in the area of special education include:

¢ the percentage of youth with Individual Education
Plans (IEPs) graduating from high school with a
regular diploma; and,

¢ the percentage of youth who had IEPs, are no
longer in secondary school, and who have been
employed, enrolled in postsecondary school or
both within one year of leaving high school.

Produce Multi-Year Trend Reports

18. To provide for better analyses of student performance data, the
Department of Education should produce multi-year trend reports for
districts. MDE could connect staff from the Office of Research and
Statistics to district staff in order to increase the level of analysis and
interpretation of student performance data.

MDE does not produce multi-year trend analysis
information for districts related to student performance.
As a result, year-by-year student performance results
could be misleading. The National Association of State
Boards of Education states that year-to-year fluctuations in
assessment results are typically statistically insignificant.
It is more important to look at multi-year trends that
demonstrate a clear movement of scores in one direction.

As mentioned on page 74, MDE has adopted a new
accountability model. The old model did not provide
trend data in report form to the districts. The districts
were provided annual data and imported it into their own
programs to view trends. The new model, however, allows
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for such reports, although they have not been generated
because MDE only has one year’s worth of results.

According to MDE, it has plans to develop reports that
show trends as well as predictive reports that visualize
students’ potential future performance based on past
performance. These plans are included in all federal
grants currently submitted to the U. S. Department of
Education. After another year’s worth of results, MDE
plans to begin developing these reports.

Use a “Data Dashboard”

19. The Department of Education’s implementation of a visual instrument
that contains key indicators of performance (i. e., a “data dashboard”)
would enable the board to see, at a glance, whether current efforts
toward meeting its goals are on track and to respond quickly and
appropriately when problems arise.

PEER Report #539

The board needs access to a visual instrument that
synthesizes the vast amounts of data that MDE collects
and that presents the information in a manner that is
accessible to non-data experts.

A data dashboard is a visual instrument that would enable
the Board of Education to monitor key indicators of
system performance including, but not limited to,
indicators of student performance (achievement scores),
indicators of department performance (recruitment and
retention of teachers), and indicators of financial
performance (fiscal management). The indicators would
enable the Board of Education to see, at a glance, whether
current improvement efforts are on track and to respond
appropriately when problems arise. The indicators also
would enable MDE to communicate its priorities and its
progress to the public effectively and clearly.

In order for a data dashboard to be effective, the board
must work closely with MDE administrators to set the
goals for MDE; then, in turn, MDE administrators should
work closely with program staff to determine meaningful
indicators that are true measures of progress toward the
goals that the board has set.

The data dashboard should clearly state the goals that the
Board of Education has set for MDE. The status of each
goal should be shown by multiple indicator clusters that
are connected to that goal. The status of each indicator
cluster should then be measured by multiple indicators
that are connected to that indicator cluster. Thus,
interconnected data would be grouped together in
different tiers of the instrument to show the status of
progress toward each goal.

According to the Director of the Office of Research and
Statistics, the program and office staff at MDE should
understand the interconnectedness of the data at MDE
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before a data dashboard is presented to the board.
According to the director, there is a lack of understanding
as to what constitutes reliable data and how the data
collected by one program or office may be influenced by
data collected by another program or office. A data
education initiative could be needed in order for staff to
understand the interconnectedness of the data and in
order to build a useful instrument.
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Opportunity: Changes in Educational Standards

and Programs

Measure and Manage Change

20.In order to mitigate the challenges of changing standards and
programs, both the Board of Education and the Department of
Education could benefit from focusing additional effort on developing
performance management capacity supported by a full complement of
sound measurement tools (i. e., longitudinal data systems, creative use
of multiple indicators, a data dashboard).

PEER Report #539

Changes in standards and programs inhibit the ability to
measure accurately and manage progress toward critical
goals. Therefore, the creative application of the principles
of performance management is even more critical in a
changing environment. (See page 28 for a discussion of
performance management.) One of the primary elements
of performance management is a process for analyzing
and reporting performance data so that is useful to
management, policy makers, and the public. The analysis
and reporting of data must take into consideration and
clearly communicate the possible effects of any significant
change in standards or measurement.

The board and the department must clearly define the
strengths and weaknesses of their available measurement
tools and whether those tools are adequate to an ever-
changing educational environment. Where needed, the
board and the department should consider developing a
long-term plan for systematic improvement of
measurement systems and processes. In addition, the
board and the department should undertake an internal
analysis of how to employ more effectively existing
research capacities to improve the ability to assess the
impact of change, including the building of comprehensive
longitudinal data systems and user-friendly data
dashboards to measure and report the impact of changes
in the educational system.

The data dashboard should communicate clearly to the
board whether the state is moving in a positive direction,
based on multiple key indicators. The dashboard should
provide a glance at whether improvement efforts are on
track or whether changes to the system have had a
positive or negative effect. Important to the discussion of
change, the data dashboard must include proper analyses
of critical environmental changes before inferences are
made. For example, changes to the assessment system or
accountability system could lead to seemingly negative
results without proper analysis and communication of the
actual comparative effects of the new assessment system
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over the old. Only then can the department clearly
communicate the actual impact of any significant changes
to educational standards and programs.

104 PEER Report #539



Part IV

Appendices

PEER Report #539

105




106 PEER Report #539



:

yeisuoddnsg
suoniscd paj|id
SUORISOd PSZLOLANY €

Aancoay g 1y8BisianQ ‘quswanoldwi jooyos
wiaiu) ‘Apmesg Auel niq
1dNS ALV1LS ALNd3Q-0Na3

[

#e=gpoddnsg

uogisod psfiidT

uonisod pazHoyiny T

5|00yas |e122ds )3 31nsuady]01eanp3
Asppng auydeq 'ig

1dNS 31V1S AlNd3a-oNnas3

#es poddns g
suomysad pajjld v
SUoRIsod pezuoyIny

suonesadQ [BLIIU| pUB JUSWBdUBLUT [RUOINIISY]

1d4NS 3LVIS ALNd3a-0ond3

asnoH uuAy g

]
h—

yesuoddns

suonisod paj|i4 9

SUORISO PazHOYINY 9

Ayjiqelunoay [euoneanp3
uaqiouyor

1dNS 3LVLS ALlNd3a-ona3

T 9bed

Jesyoddnst

suonsod paj[i4 €

suopisod pszioyiny €

uoneonpd Jo Juapuajuiiadng ajels

yasuoddnst
suonisod paj|14 ¢
SUORISOd pazUoyIny z

juapualuiadng 011UelSISSY |eIdadS
[[eiwing |ned
INIANILNNHIANS ALVIDOSSY-ONa3

=

yesyoddnst
suonisod pajild §
suogisod pazuoyiny g

weyuing woj g
NOLLYDONAd3 2118Nd 40 43dNS ALVILS

uopesnpg
0 pieog 9jelg

8ujuue|d g 198png
siapues apeln
1 ¥0L03d1d Nv3YNg-oNad

[ =]

JEsuoddnsT
suonisod paf|t4 §
SUORISOd pazHoyINY §

$821n0say uewny
2100\ BAPUBSSED
HYOLO3HId NYIYNg-ONa3

*30140 Jepnopried e o3 polrubisap pue pspunj 193e] g pinod SNId/suoiusod
*SIUNOD DY} Uj Papnjdul Jou de pue ‘pojeubisepin /papuniun aJe SNId /sSuolisod (8 )x«

24N32N.13S 9103

ﬁﬁzv ﬂc_umu:ﬁm Jo uswgtgmm iddississij - 1T 9seuUqd

010z ‘8 Ainf jo se weyn uoneziuebip AW < x_n:mo_%q

107

PEER Report #539



Jmsyoddns T
suoRisod pafild €
suoRIsod pazHoLIny €
SUOI3EdILNWIWOD
yHuws a1ad
1 ¥C.LOIHIG NVYIUNG-ONAT

yesyoddns T
suonisod pa|jl4z
suopisod pazuoyiny ¢
uoijejsida
uolue|g uole)
YIDVNVIN NVIYNG-ONal

#esyoddnst

Suogisod pa|jl4z

suonisod pazuoyiny g

juapualuiadng o1 juelsissy |epads
[{edwns [hed
INIONILNIEIANS ALVID0SSY-ONa3
=

201440 Jenojied e 03 pojeubissp pue papuny 193e] 94 PINOD SNId /SUoLNSOd
*SIUN0D BY3 Ul papnul Jou aJe pue ‘pajeubisapun /papunjun aJe SNId /suoiusod (8)«x

2INjoNnas 210D
¢ 9bed (3aw) uoneonpg jo juswpedaq iddississii - 11 aseyd

PEER Report #539

108




=1 =
yeisyoddnsg yesyoddngg
Suopisod paj|id § suogisad pay(id 9
suonIsod pazuoyiny § SUORISOd pazioylny /
SO13S1IB1S 79 YoJeasay SIS [BDUBULY [OOYDS
uosdwioy] yiauua) Aanjppol
HADYNVYIN NY3dnd-0Nd3 HIDVYNYN NVIUNg-oNnal
i » 1 (] » |
Jeisuoddnsg yeisuoddns g
suogIsod pajild v suonisod pajj14 0T
suonisod pezuoyIny L€ suonisod paziioyiny Ot
sa31es B8 SWa)SAS UOIIBWIOU] JUSW SR URN UO13B1IPaINY
juedep plojapuepe|ned
TVYHINID AGNYOLLY 431HD 4321440 O4NI SINALSAS HADVNVIN NVIUNEG-ONAT
I _ _
|
Jesuoddnst
suoRisod paj|id g
suonisod pazuoyiny 9
Ajigeiunoy [euoieanpl
Huaqjn uyor
1dNS 31Lv1iS ALNd3aa-onai
=1

301440 Jepnoipied e 03 pajeubisap pue papuny 193] 9q PiNod SNId /SUoIisod
*SIUNOD BY) Ul papnjoul jou aJe pue ‘pajeubisapun /papunjun 3Je SNId /SUOINSOd (8¥)xx

21N3on.13}s 310D
€ abed (3aw) uoneonp3 jo juswpedaq iddississiiy - IT @seyd

109

PEER Report #539



=1 =1 =
yespoddngg yesyoddnsy yasyoddnge yms poddng
SUOmsOd PBII1d 6 suonisod pa||id 8T SUoRISod pajiid 9§ SUuoRIsod pajlld LE
sSuonisod pazHoyIny 6 SUoRISod PazHOYINY 0T SUORSOd PEZLIOYINY LS SUOR|Sod PazLOYINY 8E
* juswoaleuey jepueuly |eiapay pooypip Ajieg g e3enSuel Buip eay/uopanisu| g WNMO LR sjcotpsAuyljeay SSONIBS ssauisng
As|seag eq|sIN uaaIoH eupall HoNPIN 2ueysS siwy eAuos
11 ¥oL03Y 1A NVAYNE-DNa3 1140103410 NYa¥Ng-ONa3 WIDYNVIA NY3¥NE-ONa3 HIDYNVIN AYIYNG-INA3
] » |} I » ] 1 » i.
yesyoddnsg $msHoddng o1 ymspoddnsg yesyoddnsg
suogisod pajiid LT suonisod pa|itd 6 suegisod pajid €T suopisod pa|i{d 8E
SUORISOd PAzLIOYINY 67 suonisod pazuoInyzs SUORISOd pazUOYIny €T suopjsod paziloyIny zg
yoddng anpeaouu| uogeonpy jepads JUBWSSAsSSY JUSpNIS Juswdojaaag anoppoM/uoieINPY |BUCIIEIOA
Singsuey upuany 3100 uuy e BSEEy Sy Aasse ueaf
1l YOOI 1A NVIYNE-ONA3 INJANILNI¥3dNS 3LYIDOSSY-ONa3 11 YOLOIY¥1a NVIUNE-ONAI INJONILNIYIANS 3LV IDOSSV-ONa3
| ] ] ]

y obed

Jesyoddnsg

suofisod pajjidy

SUoRIsod pazoyiny ¥

suogeradp [ewaju} pue JuaWBoUeRYUT [BUOJINIISU|
asnoH uuklug

1dNS3LVLIS ALNd3Q-ONa3

|

301440 Jenoijied e o3 pajeubisap _E.m papunj 121e] 94 pPIN0d SNId /SUoINsod
*SJUNO0D BY3 Ul PapNdUl JoU B4e pue ‘pajeubisapun /papunjun a4e SNId /SuUoiysod (8t ).«

21N)on.ijis 310D
(aaw) uonyeonp3 jo juswipiedaq Iddississii - IT 9seyd

PEER Report #539

110



| |

Jasyoddngy T
suogisod pPay|id 16
SUORISOd PAZLIOYINY 66
pul|g 10} |00YdS SN
uaBpld alsoy "1q
ANIg ¥Od HOS SIAL dNS

yasuoddngt
SUORISOd Pa{I4 7
SUDRISOd paziioyIny ¢
siayseaj o1sdoolp
Aaaen spy)

1 HOLO3Ia NVIINg-ONad

[
P

semsuoddnsg
suogisod Paj|i4 ZT
suonisod pezlouIny €1
a4nsuadiiloleanp]
uoo) Apup
1 HOLD3¥Ia NYIUNE-ONA3

| -
—

|
N

| I |
i

8UB IS PUE SIIIBWIBYIRIA JOJ JOOYIS SN
umoJg sapeyn

yesyoddnsg
suonisod paj|id €T
SUORISOd paziioyiny €1
Jajuanisyoeal
HENIIN Ajp3)
11 ¥0L034Ia NyIUNg-dNad3d

yesuoddnsg
suonisod pajjid Lz
suogisod pazioyiny 62

SHV 843 JO [00YS SN

yesuoddnsy
suonsod pa|itd 10T
5UORISOd |€10) SOT
jesq 104 JOOYIS SIN

YIsiIH auuezng
S1¥V 3HL 40 TOOHDS SW “HOL03HIa

spJemp3 eipues

G abed

4¥3a 404 HOS SN dNS

s yoddnso

uonisod paj|i4 T

uonisod pazuoyiny ¢

5|00Y2S [BDadS 1§ 24NSUIDITI01LINPT

Aapjong auydeq "1g
1dNS 3LViS ALlNd3a-ona3

=]

2010 Jejnorpied e 03 pajeubisop pue papuny 193] 9q piNod SNId /SUolusod
*SJUNOD B} Ui Papnjoul 10U d1e pue ‘pajeubisopun /pPapunjun aJe SNId /suoisod (81)x«x

2In1onils 210>

(aaw) uonednp3 jo juswpedaq iddississi - IT 9seyd

111

PEER Report #539



=] [=
gasyoddnss #as Hoddnsg gaspoddnsg gesyoddngz
suonsod paj|id SET uoyisod paj|id T suogisod paj|14 ST Suonisod pajitd £
suonisod pazioyiny g€t uogisod pazUoYINY I SUORISOd PSZLOYINY ST suoRisod pazioyiny £
ouepuany jooyas dwo)/uoiusaaid inodoig diysiojealasuo) sjooyas AlapIQO pue ajes juswanosdw] jooyds
ysiay 1uog P9 WEI[IA j1oqduwie) paqoy sauof einel
11'40.L0341a Nv3adnd-onaild HHOLO3HIA NYI4Nnd-ONad3l HY¥OLO3YIG NvYIRING-ONa3 HIDVYNVYIN NVIENEG-ONd3

9 dbed

Jesuoddnsg
suonisod paliid g
SUORISO4 pazuoyiny €
Manay 9 IyBIs1an0 uawanoidw| jooyds
wau| ‘Apmerq Asieq ug
LdNSALVLS AlNd3a-0Nna3l
=

201440 Je[nojied e 03 pajeubisap pue papuny 193e| 89 pjnod Shld /Suolisod
*SIUNOD B3 W pOpNdUl J0U a1e pue ‘pajeulisapun /papunjun a4e SNId /SuoiNsod (8v)««

2.1nNjonals 921037
(3awn) uoneonp3 jo juswpedaq iddississii - IT 9seyd

PEER Report #539

112



Appendix B: Major Provisions of Selected Federal
Acts Related to Education

No Child Left Behind (NCLB)

PEER Report #539

In 2002, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) was
signed into law, which is the most recent reauthorization
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
The act places great importance on the assessment of
students and accountability for performance.

NCLB’s requirements for states include the following:

¢ develop challenging academic standards that are
the same for every student;

¢ develop annual academic assessments for all
students;

¢ ensure that there is a highly qualified teacher in
every classroom,;

¢ define the amount of academic progress that
districts/schools must achieve each year in order
to reach the proficiency goal by 2014;

¢ ensure that schools and districts test at least 95%
of all students;

¢ determine a minimum size for required subgroups
of students to be included in yearly progress
calculations, based on technical considerations;

¢ ensure availabilities of reasonable adaptations and
accommodations for students with disabilities;
and,

¢ produce an annual statewide report card of
performance available to the public.

Under NCLB, states must assess students against English
and math standards in grades 3-8 and once in grades 10-
12. Additionally, states must administer science
assessments at least once in elementary (grades 3-5),
middle (grades 6-9), and high school (grades 10-12). States
must also participate in the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), in which a sample of
students from each state must be tested in English and
math in fourth and eighth grades.

NCLB requires that all children be at the proficient level
(set by individual states) on state testing by the 2013-2014
school year. Individual schools must meet state “adequate
yearly progress” targets toward this goal (based on a
formula spelled out in the law) for both their student
populations as a whole and for certain demographic

113



subgroups. If a school receiving federal Title I funding
does not meet the target two years in a row, it must be
provided technical assistance and its students must be
offered a choice of other public schools to attend.
Students in schools that fail to make adequate progress
three years in a row must also be offered supplemental
educational services, including private tutoring. For
continued failures, a school would be subject to outside
corrective measures, including possible governance
changes.

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)

IDEA focuses on individual children and seeks to ensure
specialized services for children with disabilities so they
can benefit from education. IDEA’s requirements for
states include the following:

¢ establish a goal of providing full educational
opportunity to all children with disabilities and a
timetable for accomplishing that goal;

¢ identify, locate, and evaluate all children with
disabilities residing in the state who are in need of
special education services;

¢ ensure that all special education teachers are
highly qualified;

¢ evaluate every child suspected of having a
disability;

¢ annually develop an Individual Education Plan for
each child with a disability;

¢ provide education services in the least restrictive
environment;

e provide all procedural safeguards to children and
parents;

¢ establish goals for the performance of children
with disabilities that are the same as the state’s
definition of adequate yearly progress; and,

¢ include all children with disabilities in all general
state and district-wide assessment programs (must
be given appropriate accommodations and
alternate assessments as indicated in Individual
Education Plans).

Perkins Vocational-Technical Education Act

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education
Act was first authorized by the federal government in
1984 and reauthorized in 1998. The act aims to increase
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the quality of technical education within the United States
in order to help the economy.

On August 12, 2006, President Bush signed into law the
reauthorization of the act of 1998. The new law includes
new requirements for “programs of study” that link
academic and technical content across secondary and
postsecondary education.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education website and documents from the Mississippi Department
of Education.
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Appendix C: A Handbook on Strategic Planning

Strategic planning is important because it defines who the
agency is in the context of its legal mandates, where the
agency currently is in terms of executing its legal
responsibilities efficiently and effectively, what the agency
has to work with, and what strategies and activities the
agency needs to undertake in order to better execute its
legal responsibilities, both in the short term and the long
term.

Strategic planning could have a major impact on the Board
of Education’s ability to:

¢ hold the department accountable by identifying
and defining critical measures of success;

¢ make informed decisions regarding resource
allocations, both financial and personnel; and,

¢ adapt successfully to an ever-changing
environment.

What are Strategic Management and Strategic Planning?

Strategic management is applied by leaders to align an organization’s direction
with that organization’s aims. Strategic planning, the major tool of strategic
management, is where an entity develops long-term goals for itself and then
develops an action plan designed to achieve those goals.

What is Strategic Management?

Strategic management is the ongoing process of ensuring a
superior fit between the organization and its ever-
changing environment. Strategic management of public
organizations often poses the “what” and “how” questions
to managers. The “what” question concerns content. What
does a strategy look like and how can organizational
leaders use it to effect change in their organizations? The
“how” question concerns the process. How can
organizational leaders create a strategy that can then be
used by their organizations? Leaders use strategic
management to align an organization’s direction with the
organization’s aims. This alignment takes place when
needed changes in clients or customers, services,
procedures, policies, and the like are devised and put into
practice.
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What is a Strategic Plan?

A strategic plan is a document that lays out an
organization’s vision, mission statement, critical success
factors, core competencies, values, goals, strategies and
actions for objectives (i. e., a means by which to achieve
the organization’s mission, vision, and goals), prioritized
implementation schedule, and reliable measures by which
to determine the success of the organization in achieving
its goals.

However, to be able to develop a strategic plan, a state
agency must first clearly understand its legal purpose and
responsibilities. As discussed on page 21, state law sets
out very broad and ambitious objectives for public
education in Mississippi, which must be acted upon by all
actors in the state’s public education system, including but
not limited to, MDE--e. g., quality education for all school-
age children in the state, excellence, and high achievement
by all students. The law also includes more specific
mandates for the Department of Education--e. g.,
establishment of a public school accreditation system
based on instructional effectiveness that provides for a
state response when the performance of a school is
inadequate.

Why is Strategic Planning Important?

PEER Report #539

Why is strategic planning important? In Management,
Robert Kreitner quotes then-Exxon Company U.S.A.
Compensation Manager Douglas Gehrman on the following
eight reasons for planning:

¢ increases chances of success by focusing on
results, not activities;

¢ forces analytical thinking and evaluation of
alternatives, thus improving decisions;

¢ establishes a framework for decisionmaking
consistent with top management’s objectives;

e orients people to action instead of reaction;

¢ modifies style from day-to-day managing to future-
focused managing;

¢ helps avoid crisis management and provides
decisionmaking flexibility;

¢ provides a basis for measuring organizational and
individual performance; and,

¢ increases employee involvement and improves
communication.
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Core Concepts of Strategic Planning

For a strategic plan to be successful, the plan must cover the entire organization;
the plan must have a time frame in which to measure success and progress; and
the plan must have a defined mission and vision in which to establish the agency’s
purpose and standards for success.

A United, Consolidated Strategic Plan

The goal of strategic planning is to direct all agency resources and activities
towards the achievement of common objectives. As a result, agencies should
develop a single agency-wide strategic plan.

Since the state of Mississippi has no explicit guidelines for
strategic planning efforts within the state beyond those
issued by the Legislative Budget Office (see page 44), PEER
reviewed multiple information sources for developing a
strategic planning manual. For overarching guidelines and
best practices recommendations and analytical tools, PEER
turned to the federal Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) under the Executive Office of the President.

According to the Office of Management and Budget, “a
strategic plan must cover the major functions and
operations of the agency [it was created for].” The OMB
also states that agencies “should submit a single agency-
wide plan,” although OMB does state that “an agency with
widely disparate functions [is able] to prepare several
strategic plans for its major components or programs.”

Time Frame for Strategic Plans

Strategic planning over a specified period provides a road map for the
agency’s programmatic and resource allocation decisions, both short-term
and long-term.

As discussed on page 33, both MISS. CODE ANN. Section
27-103-129 (1972) and MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-1-3
(1972) require MDE to design and maintain a five-year
strategic plan.

According to the Office Of Management and Budget, “a
strategic plan [should] cover a minimum of six years,” but
could be for a longer period, especially if it contains a
project completion goal that is ten years into the future.

The Foundation for Community Association Research cites
John B. Cox’s “Professional Practices in Association
Management” in recommending that strategic plans cover
“a three- to five-year period.” The foundation also
recommends that a strategic plan “be a living document
that has a one-year drop off and a new year added so that
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[the strategic plan] always covers the same time period.”
This also would allow for goals that have been achieved to
be removed from the plan, current goals to be updated as
to their success or future growth, and new goals to be
added. Subsequent changes in creation of objectives and
action plans should follow adjustments or additions of
goals.

Mission and Vision

For an organization to be successful, it must know who it is and what its
purpose is. An organization must also lay out an image of success in which
to define and plan for its future.

To be able to develop a strategic plan, an organization
must first determine who it is, what its purpose is, and
where it wants to be in the future. For a state agency, the
questions of identity and purpose are defined in state law.
Informally, answers to these questions combine to form
the organization’s mission and vision statements.
Formally speaking, an organization’s mission statement
defines its social justification for existence and defines
where the agency is going. An organization’s vision
statement then provides a shared mental image describing
what the organization should look like once it has
successfully implemented its strategies and achieved its
potential. However, in order to develop strategies, an
organization must fully understand the following:

¢ Who are they as an organization?
¢ What does the organization do?
¢ How does the organization currently do things?

¢ How does the organization stand within its
external environment?

¢ What are the organization’s internal strengths and
weaknesses?

¢ What opportunities are available for the
organization to pursue?

¢ What threats are there for the organization to
minimize/avoid?

¢« What are the organization’s options for moving
forward?

To answer these questions, the organization must develop
research to gather information about the above questions
so that the organization can develop strategies to achieve
its mission and vision based on the factors affecting the
organization.

PEER Report #539 119



Research and Analysis

The research and analysis stage is the backbone of strategic planning. By
completing the research and analysis stage, the organization will fully understand
its internal workings, along with the external environmental factors that affect the
organization. With such information, the organization will be able to develop
strategies capable of achieving the organization’s mission and vision.

For an organization to develop a successful comprehensive
strategic plan, it is vital that the organization learn about
what it is and the factors affecting the organization.
Through research and analysis, the organization will be
able to define both the internal and external factors
affecting the organization, as well as the organization’s
strengths and weaknesses. Types of analysis often used in
strategic planning are:

¢ stakeholder analysis;

¢ environmental analysis (external and internal);
¢ service delivery structure analysis;

e organization systems and process analysis;

¢ human resource/management analysis;

¢ governance analysis; and,

¢ financial/feasibility/cost benefit analysis.

Stakeholder Analysis

According to Bryson, an organization should complete at
least the first few steps of a stakeholder analysis before
developing a mission statement. A stakeholder is defined
as “any person, group, or organization that can place a
claim on an organization’s attention, resources, or output
or is affected by that output.” In the case of MDE,
stakeholders include, but are not limited to, other
providers of services supporting the state’s public
education system, staff of the state’s 152 school districts,
students, their parents and the general citizenry.
According to Bryson, “attention to stakeholder concerns is
crucial” because “the key to success for public and non-
profit organizations is the satisfaction of key
stakeholders.”

The first few steps in a stakeholder analysis require the
strategic planning team to identify who the organization’s
stakeholders are, what their criteria are for judging the
organization’s performance (i. e., what is their stake in the
organization or its output), and how well the organization
performs according to those criteria from the stakeholder
point of view. Once completed, a stakeholder analysis
should “clarify whether the organization needs to have
different missions and perhaps different strategies for
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different stakeholders and whether it should seek to have
its mandates changed.”

Environmental Analysis

An organization should conduct an environmental analysis
(scan and assessment) in order to consider conditions and
trends in both the external and internal environments of
the organization that may impact the future success of the
organization. The results of the environmental analysis are
then assessed to identify the opportunities and threats
presented by factors in the external environment and the
strengths and challenges presented by factors in the
organization’s internal environment. The assessment of an
organization’s strengths, weaknesses (challenges),
opportunities, and threats is called a SWOT analysis.

External Environmental Analysis

Monitoring an organization’s external environment should
identify all opportunities for and threats against the
organization from outside the control of the organization.
Opportunities and threats tend to pertain to the future
rather than the present and can be discovered by
monitoring a variety of demographic, political, economic,
social, technological, educational, environmental, and
physical environmental forces and trends. Attention to
opportunities and threats, along with a stakeholder
analysis, can be used to identify an organization’s critical
success factors. “Success factors are the things an
organization must do or the criteria it must meet in order
to be successful in relating to its external environment.”

Internal Environmental Analysis

Monitoring an organization’s internal environment should
identify all strengths and weaknesses inside the control of
the organization. Strengths and weaknesses focus on the
present organization and can be discovered by monitoring
an organization’s resources (inputs), present strategy
(process), and performance (outputs).

Service Delivery Structure Analysis
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The purpose of the service delivery structure analysis
segment of the strategic plan is to develop a plan for
delivery of agency services. The service delivery structure
analysis should provide a background to current activities
and then identify and develop key strategies to address
the strengths, weaknesses, and gaps in the agency’s
service capacities. Budgetary and fiscal constraints must
be factored in. Key issues such as locational, budgetary
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and staffing requirements are typically identified following
an evaluation of key service delivery performance drivers.

Organization Systems and Process Analysis

The purpose of the organization systems and process
analysis of the strategic plan is to develop strategies to
address the key issues (strengths, weaknesses, and gaps)
within the organization’s systems and processes that drive
organizational performance. Performance reviews to
improve internal organization systems and processes
typically include an assessment of the following areas:
quality management, risk management, regulatory
compliance, information management and security,
financial management, employee performance and morale,
stakeholder relationships, board and management
performance, future planning and ongoing innovation,
performance improvement across the organization
(including performance indicators and targets), and
management of the environmental and social impacts of
the organization’s operations.

One of the major stumbling blocks to measuring an
organization’s strengths and weaknesses is the lack of
performance indicators and performance analysis capable
of detecting and presenting problems both for the
organization and its wide variety of stakeholders. “An
absence of performance information may also create--or
harden--major organizational conflicts” because “without
performance criteria and information, there is no way to
evaluate the relative effectiveness of alternative strategies,
resource allocations, organizational designs, and
distribution of power.”

Human Resource/Management Analysis

Since the service delivery structure analysis segment of
strategic planning should provide new service delivery
projections and targets for the agency, current
organizational structures and human resource capabilities
may require improvement to meet increasing agency
demands. The organizational and management analysis
segment should include an analysis of the current
situation and future demand projections for the agency to
identify key organizational and human resource issues
that must be addressed if these future demand projections
are to be adequately met by the department. Strategies
with key performance measures and targets to address
these key organizational and human resource issues
should be developed. Areas to be addressed, both the
current situation and the future, typically include:

e organizational chart;
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¢ management team and their resumés;
¢ staffing requirements;

¢ job descriptions and work design for management
and staff;

¢ performance standards, measurements, and
feedback;

¢ management and staff training and development;
¢ recruitment and induction;

e encouraging innovation across the agency;

¢ providing leadership and building morale;

e occupational health and safety;

e wages; and,

¢ other relevant human resource issues.

Governance Analysis

Areas of governance typically include agency structures,
enabling statutes, board of directors (size and
composition), duties and responsibilities of the board,
board performance, and board advisors.

Financial/Feasibility/Cost Benefit Analysis
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The first purpose of the financial analysis segment of the
strategic plan is to develop a set of financials for the
duration of the plan based on the strategies and plans
formulated in previous sections, calculated costs, and
revenue projected. These financials should include key
financial performance indicators and related performance
targets.

Every organization has numerous strategies it wants to
pursue, but not all of them are feasible and/or cost-
effective considering we all operate in an environment
with limited resources. As a result, before strategies
should be pursued, an organization should conduct a
feasibility analysis and a cost-benefit analysis for each
proposed strategy/plan. A feasibility study is “an inquiry
to determine what can be achieved given certain specified
resources and constraints.” A cost-benefit analysis is a
“branch of operations research that aids in evaluating the
implications of alternative courses of action”). A cost-
benefit analysis not only allows an organization to
determine cost and projected benefit (both economic and
social), but also to be able to assign priority to different
strategic objectives based on the cost-benefit analysis
combined with a short-term and long-term needs
assessment.
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Other Elements of a Strategic Plan

Other elements of a strategic plan include organizational
values, critical success factors, core competencies, goals
and objectives, strategies with defined action/task plans,
and performance indicators.

Organizational Values (Culture)

Organizational values define the culture of each
organization. These values are an organization’s essential,
lasting values that should not be compromised or short-
changed for expediency, financial reasons, or for other
values that have been identified as important, but would
not be considered “essential” to providing critical services.

Critical Success Factors

Critical success factors are the factors/conditions that
must exist in order for an organization to achieve its goals.
Critical success indicators (operational objectives) are
measures, or gauges, of progress toward achieving desired
levels of performance in terms of critical success factors.

Core Competencies

Core competencies are the organizational skills that are
vital in achieving an organization’s mission. Core
competencies are a set of unique internal skills, processes,
and systems that are critical to the success of the
organization.

Goals and Objectives

The purpose of establishing strategic goals is to provide a
clear and well-marked pathway for achieving the aim
(purpose) of the strategic plan. To establish clear, concise,
action-oriented goals, the goals should be specific,
measurable, action-oriented, affordable, achievable, and
time-bound. To ensure the strategic plan has a sharp
focus, the number of key goals should be limited.

After each goal has been clearly formulated, a set of
supporting objectives and strategies should be developed.
Objectives define the best pathway for achieving each goal.
Objectives should also meet the criteria listed above (e. g.,
specific, measurable).
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Strategies with Defined Action/Task Plans

Strategies define the pathway for achieving each objective.
According to Bryson, a strategy is defined “as a pattern of
purposes, policies, programs, actions, decisions, or
resource allocations that define what an organization is,
what it does, and why it does it. Strategies can vary by
level, by function, and by time frame.”

Bryson notes that an effective strategy must meet the
following criteria. First, a strategy must be technically
workable, politically acceptable to key stakeholders, and fit
the organization’s philosophy and core values. Second, a
strategy should be ethical, moral, and legal, and it should
further the organizational pursuit of the common good.

A strategy must address the strategic issue it was
supposed to address. Strategies, as well, should meet the
standards for goals and objectives listed above (e. g.,
specific, measurable).

The action/task plan then allocates people and resources
to completing the tasks required for each strategy to be
successful. Action plans should address the following
questions: “What work is to be completed (actions steps),
who is responsible for getting the work completed, how
will the work be completed (operational details if
necessary), when will the work be completed, what
resources are needed, and how will success be measured.”
Also, vital budget and resource considerations should be
integrated into the overall strategic plan to ensure all
planned actions are feasible.

Strategies with defined action/task plans are the outlined
means to which an agency plans to achieve its goals and
objectives and to a greater extent, the agency’s mission
and vision of success. Strategies with defined action/task
plans incorporate all the information a department learns
about its agency through its different levels of analysis to
be able to maximize the department’s core competencies,
internal strengths, and external opportunities and
minimize the department’s internal weakness and external
threats.

Performance Indicators
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Performance indicators with defined targets are meant to
serve as a guideline to measure the success of agency
strategies. Thus one of the major stumbling blocks to
measuring an organization’s strengths and weaknesses is
the lack of performance indicators and performance
analysis capable of detecting and presenting problems
both for the organization and its stakeholders. As noted
in Strategic Planning for Public and Nonprofit
Organizations, without performance criteria and
information, it is difficult for an organization to evaluate
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the relative effectiveness of alternative strategies, resource
allocations, organizational designs, and distribution of
power.

Checklist for an Effective Strategic Plan

The following checklist could be helpful in ensuring a
useful strategic plan:

¢ Does the organization’s strategic plan have a
defined set of priorities that allows for the
strategic plan to be adjusted according to changing
needs and resources?

¢ Does the organization’s strategic plan include goals
that are not only achievable but also measurable
and time-sensitive?

¢ Is the organization’s strategic plan flexible and
responsive enough to be able to adapt to
unforeseen detours such as unexpected crisis, new
opportunities, or changes in available resources?

¢ Does the organization’s strategic plan focus on the
most important things the agency is trying to
accomplish by being simple and concise, yet
thorough?

¢ Is everything in the organization’s strategic plan
not only capable of being accomplished but also
needed to be accomplished?

¢ Does the organization’s strategic plan outline a
clear process to reach the agency’s intended goals
and does not just contain goals with no means to
achieve them?

¢ Does the organization’s strategic plan stay in the
present by being reviewed and updated yearly, but
still covers a longer time frame?

¢ Does the organization’s strategic plan have a short-
term, mid-range, and long-term outlook with
corresponding goals for each?
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Appendix D: Reports Produced by the
Department of Education’s Office of Educational

Accountability

According to the Office of Educational Accountability, it has
completed the following program assessments:

Public School Dropouts - 2002;

Education of Deaf, Blind and Hearing and Visually
Impaired Students - 2002;

An Administrative Cost Study - Mississippi’s Public
School Districts - 2001;

Mississippi Special Education Program - 2000;

Parents and Other Clients/Customers - Concerns and
Complaints - 1999;

Tech Prep, Carl Perkins Vocational and Applied
Education Act - 1999;

Mississippi Adequate Education Program - 1998;
Mississippi Textbook Program - 1998;
School Executive Management Institute (SEMI) - 1998;

Mississippi Critical Teacher Shortage Act of 1998 -
1998;

Child Nutrition Program (Purchasing and Food
Distribution) 1998;

Mississippi Tech-Prep Program - 1998;

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I-
Helping Disadvantaged Students Meet High
Standards - 1997;

Education of Homeless Children and Youth, The
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act -
1997;

Support Our Students, After School Mentoring
Program - 1997;

Educable Child - 1997;

Education Technology Enhancement - 1997,
Mississippi Critical Teacher Shortage - 1997;
Educational Enhancement Fund - 1996;
Mississippi Math and Science School - 1996;
Mississippi Teacher Center - 1996;
Alternative Education - 1996;

Assistant Teacher Program - 1995.

SOURCE: MDE Office of Educational Accountability.
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Appendix E: MDE’s Outcome Measures

Strategy 1: Implement ongoing, comprehensive reform in the areas of instruction, curriculum, assessment design and
accountability stystems for all grade levels, from early education through graduation.
Outcome Measures:
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All children will demonstrate appropriate readiness skills upon exiting Kindergarten.

All students will exit 3rd grade at or above appropriate reading level.

All language arts and writing scores in fourth through eighth grades will increase and students will perform proficiently
in language and related coursework in ninth through the twelfth grades.

All Mississippi students will demonstrate a growing proficiency in reading and will meet the national average in
reading within the next decade.

All children will exit kindergarten with appropriate mathematics readiness skills.

All first through third grade students will demonstrate a growing proficiency in mathematics, in order to exit third grade
with a basic foundation for the application of mathematics.

All third through eighth grade mathematics assessment scores will show increased student achievement.

All students will successfully complete a challenging K-12 Mathematics Curriculum that includes mastery of the content
standards included in Algebra.

Implement a comprehensive assessment system to increase student achievement.

Implement an accountability system to hold local school districts and individual schools accountable for student
achievement and process standards.

Implement a comprehensive school improvement system that addresses individual weaknesses at each school to
accelerate student achievement.

All students will develop a growing proficiency in understanding the importance of achieving and maintaining a healthy
lifestyle.

Strategy 2: Increase the quantity and quality of teachers.
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Build a pipeline to channel prospective teachers from diverse backgrounds into Mississippi classrooms.

Establish a Mississippi Network of Future Educators Association clubs (FEA) to provide middle and high school students
with opportunities to explore teaching as a career option (Pre-Collegiate Recruitment).

Encourage college students to pursue a degree and teach in Mississippi classrooms.

Increase awareness of Mississippi teaching opportunities and the incentive at selected out-of-state Teacher Recruitment
Fairs with a special emphasis on Historically Black Colleges and Universities.

Investigate opportunities to increase the pool of highly qualified teachers (Foreign Recruitments).

Promote and enhance the Teaching Profession (Recruitment, Retention, and Enhancement).

All teachers will be qualified to use technology for instruction by meeting the Mississippi Technology Standards for
Teachers.

All students will be taught by highly qualified and competent teachers.

Strategy 3: Increase the quantity and quality of administrators.
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Teachers, administrators, and board members within a school and district will work as a team to lead school
improvement that will have a positive impact on student learning and performance.

School leaders will demonstrate the knowledge and skills to use relevant school data to improve curriculum, instruction,
and assessment.

School leaders will establish and maintain a safe and orderly school climate conducive to teaching and learning.

There will be an adequate pool of highly qualified administrators to lead Mississippi schools.

All administrators will be qualified to use technology appropriately to improve their efficiency, effectiveness and
productivity.

Strategy 4: Create a culture in Mississippi that understands the value of education.
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Encourage relationships among schools, families, businesses and communities that are essential to the academic
success of all students.

Coordinate efforts to engage and promote family, business and community involvement with schools.

Offer technical assistance to local schools and school districts to increase family, business and community involvement
and partnerships.

All districts will increase the involvement of parents, business/industry and community members in education through
the use of technology.

All students will attend school regularly.

Develop a Speakers Bureau comprised of members well versed on K-12 education and their own areas of expertise from
the Mississippi Department of Education Executive Leadership, Public Relations Office, State Superintendent's
Representative, and personnel representing strategic initiatives of the Department to speak to various groups and
organizations across the state.

Strategy 5: Redesign education for the 21st century workforce in Mississippi.
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All students will meet or exceed the state standards for student literacy in technology by 2008.

All students and educators will have equitable access to high quality educational content and resources.

The dropout rate for grades 9-12 will be reduced to 13% by 2012-2013.

The truancy rate for grades 9-12 will be reduced by 50 percent by 2012-2013.

The graduation rate for each four-year high school cohort will increase to 85 percent by 2018-2019.

The academic integration for grades 7-9 will be included in the redesign for the 21st Century workforce plan to help
prepare students for IC3 Computer Literacy certification which will transfer to college, and meet the computer literacy
requirement for the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.

The Instructional Components in the redesign for the 21st Century workforce for grades 7-9 will help prepare students
for IC3 computer Literacy certification, which will transfer to college, and meet the computer literacy requirement of the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.

The Integration of Workforce Education in high school will help prepare students for a global economy and future study
in the postsecondary academic and vocational arena.

SOURCE: MDE
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Appendix F: Reports Produced by the
Department of Education’s Office of Research
and Statistics

¢ State Accountability (required by MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 37-17-6 [4])--produce accurate, valid, and reliable
state accountability results by September;

¢ Federal Accountability (required by Public Law 107-110
Page 1445)--produce accurate, valid, and reliable federal
accountability results by September;

¢ High Quality Teacher Reports (required by Public Law
107-110 Page 1634)--produce accurate, valid, and reliable
high quality teacher data by December;

e Title IIT Accountability (required by Public Law 107-110
Page 1702)--produce accurate, valid, and reliable Title III
accountability results by October;

¢ Closing the Gaps school listing (required by Public Law
107-110 Page 1500)--produce accurate, valid, and reliable
school listing by October;

¢ Blue Ribbon Schools school listing (required by Public
Law 107-110, Part D, Fund for the Improvement of
Education, Subpart 1, Sec. 5411 [b] [5])--produce accurate,
valid, and reliable school listing by November;

¢ Student Testing Rosters to Testing Vendors (required by
Public Law 107-110 Page 1449 and MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 37-17-6 [4] [h]);

¢ Student Testing Results Files from Testing Vendors
(required by Public Law 107-110 Page 1449 and MISS.
CODE ANN. Section 37-17-6 [4] [h])--ensure accurate test
results are included in both the state and federal
accountability models as well as accurately reported
publicly;

¢ Superintendent’s Annual Report (required by MISS. CODE
ANN. Section 37-3-11 [k])--produce accurate, valid, and
reliable report by January;

¢ MS Report Card (required by MISS. CODE ANN. Section
37-3-53)--produce accurate, valid, and reliable report by
January;

¢ Children First Report Card (required by MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 37-17-6 [9] [a])--produce accurate, valid, and
reliable report by January;

¢« EDEN/CSPR Reporting--each file has a unique due date
established by the U. S. Department of Education,;

¢ Graduation Rates--produce accurate, valid, and reliable
report by January; and,

¢ Special Education APR/SPP assessment data--Table 2 data
due in October and Table 6 data due in February.

SOURCE: MDE Office of Research and Statistics.
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Appendix G: Performance Indicators Required by

Perkins IV

Secondary Level Performance Indicators
and Measurement Definitions

Post-secondary Level Performance Indicators
and Measurement Definitions

¢ Academic attainment in
reading/language arts: percentage of
concentrators who met the proficient or
advanced level of the statewide high
school reading/language arts
assessment and who, in the reporting
year, left secondary education

* Academic attainment in math:
percentage of concentrators who met
the proficient or advanced level of the
statewide high school mathematics
assessment and who, in the reporting
year, left secondary education

¢ Technical skill attainment: percentage
of concentrators who passed technical
skills assessments that are aligned with
industry-recognized standards, if
available

¢ School completion and student
graduation rates: percentage of
concentrators who completed both
years of a two-year program reported
as graduated

¢ Placement: percentage of students
who completed two-year programs and
were placed in military, advanced
education, or employment

¢ Nontraditional participation:
percentage of participants from
programs in nontraditional fields who
were in an underrepresented gender
group that participated in a program
that leads to employment in
nontraditional field

* Nontraditional completion:
percentage of participants from
programs in nontraditional fields who
completed a program that leads to
employment in a nontraditional field

¢ Technical skill attainment: Percentage of
concentrators who passed technical skills
assessments that are aligned with industry-
recognized standards, if available

¢ Credential, certificate, or degree:
percentage of CTE concentrators who
received an industry-recognized credential,
a certificate, or degree

¢ Student retention or transfer: percentage
of CTE concentrators not earning a degree
who remained in postsecondary institution

¢ Student placement: percentage of
concentrators leaving postsecondary
education who were placed or retained in
employment or placed in military service or
apprenticeship programs in the second
quarter following the program year in which
they left

¢ Nontraditional participation: percentage of
participants from programs in nontraditional
fields who were in an underrepresented
gender group that participated in a program
that leads to employment in nontraditional
field

¢ Nontraditional completion: percentage of
participants from programs in nontraditional
fields who completed a program that leads
to employment in a nontraditional field

NOTE: CTE=Career and Technical Education.
SOURCE: MDE’s Office of Vocational Education.
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Appendix H: Goals of the High School Redesign
Program

¢ To provide a state-of-the-art standards-based,
research-based Information and Communication
Technology curriculum and assessment framework
for Mississippi middle school students that will
offer students an opportunity to become
technology literate, obtain 21st century skills and
enhance academic skills.

¢ To provide a high-tech career development
program with a strong emphasis in applied learning
in Science, Technology, Engineering and
Mathematics that will not only give students the
tools necessary to be successful in high school, but
also prepare students for future study beyond high
school.

¢ To reduce Mississippi’s dropout rate by providing
students with alternative school hours, the option
of completing career and academic courses online,
rigorous academic and career curricula, a
personalized learning environment, a relevant
connection between school and work, more options
of study and dual college credit.

¢ To prepare Mississippi high school graduates
academically as well as equip them with learning
and thinking skills, global awareness, information
and communications technology literacy,
leadership skills and life skills.

¢ To provide Mississippi educators with high quality,
standards-based professional learning
opportunities that will prepare instructors to
implement new curricula and increase student
achievement, course placement and completion.

¢ To provide extended funding to Mississippi school
districts that will support an effective learning
environment for all Mississippi students.

¢ To increase articulated and dual-credit courses
from community college to the university level in
order to assist students in the transition from one
level of education to another and in reducing the
expense as students seek higher levels of education
to meet increasing demands in the workplace.

SOURCE: http://redesign.rcu.msstate.edu.
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Appendix |I: Basic Components of the Mississippi
Reading Reform Model

SOURCE: MDE.
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well-designed early literacy interventions to ensure
reading readiness;

prescriptive direct instruction utilizing the
essential elements of reading instruction and based
on the results of valid and reliable assessments;

extended instructional opportunities for children;
and,

high quality professional development to improve
reading instructional practices of Mississippi
teachers, administrators, and support staff.
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Appendix J: Principles of Performance-Based
Contracting

According to the U. S. Government Accountability Office
(GAO), performance-based contracts clearly spell out the
desired end result expected of the contractor, while the
manner in which the work is to be performed is left up to
the contractor. This method gives the contractors as much
freedom as possible in figuring out how best to meet the
performance objective. Traditionally, government service
contracts tend to emphasize inputs rather than outcomes
due to very detailed and prescriptive process requirements
resulting from state or federal legislation. For example,
contracts typically have detailed the procedures and
processes to be used in delivering a service rather than the
outcome desired from such service. One primary
advantage in utilizing performance-based contracts is that
the contractors are encouraged to be innovative and find
more cost-effective ways of delivering services to obtain
the desired results. In addition, shifting the contractual
focus from the process or tasks to the overall results has
the potential to encourage obtaining more positive
outcomes.

In September 2002, the GAO issued a report entitled
Guidance Needed for Using Performance-Based Service
Contracting. The purpose of this report was to evaluate
whether service contracts characterized by agencies as
performance-based contain basic performance-based
attributes. These attributes include descriptions of what
outcomes the agency is looking for rather than
descriptions of how services should be performed;
measurable performance standards; quality assurance
plans that describe how the contractor’s performance will
be evaluated; and positive and negative incentives, when
appropriate. This report utilized key elements identified
by the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) as the
minimum that a contract must include in order to be
classified as performance-based. The following section
briefly describes the key elements that can be applied to
any performance-based contract.

The first key element of a performance-based contract is
that it must describe the requirements in terms of results
required rather than the methods of performance of the
work. Agencies should structure the purpose and
performance work statements in contracts around what is
to be performed rather than how to perform it. The
contract should also include performance requirements
that define the work in measurable, mission/objective-
related terms.
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The second key element of a performance-based contract
is that it includes measurable performance standards. The
standards should be established in terms of quality,
timeliness, and any other applicable requirements or
desired outcomes. An agency should ensure that each
standard is necessary, carefully chosen, and not impede
the contractor’s ability to achieve the desired result. If
these factors are not taken into consideration, the result
could be unnecessarily increased contract costs to both
the contractor and the agency. Agencies should also
consider that the standards are not set so high that they
could drive up the cost of service or so low that they may
act as a disincentive to good contract performance.

The third key element focuses on how the contractor’s
performance will be evaluated through a formal quality
assurance plan. A good quality assurance plan should
include a surveillance schedule and clearly state the
surveillance methods that will be utilized. The plan should
focus on the quality, quantity, and timeliness of the overall
performance to be delivered by the contractor and not on
the steps required or methods used to produce the service.

The fourth key element focuses on utilizing incentives,
both positive and negative if applicable, to the desired
outcome or service to be achieved. An agency should use
incentives when they will induce better quality
performance. These incentives should apply to the most
important aspects of the work, rather than every
individual task implemented to achieve the desired
outcome.

Additional best practices and elements of performance-
based contracting include utilizing commercial and/or
industry-wide performance standards, when they are
available. An agency should also take into consideration
prior contracting experience and lessons learned from
predecessor acquisitions in order to improve the
contracting process and identify future best practices.

While performance-based contracting methods may result
in achieving the desired outcomes and results, there are
several barriers in being able to implement a performance-
based contract that contains all of the minimum required
key elements. Barriers include very detailed and
prescriptive contract requirements in regard to the tasks
necessary to implement the service or achieve the desired
result, the presence of overly strong oversight
requirements typically established through state or federal
legislation, and whether the desired outcome could
potentially create a safety, cost, or technical risk to the
entities involved.

SOURCE: U. S. Office of Management and Budget and U. S. Governmental Accountability Office.
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MISSISSIPPI BOARD OF EDUCATION

CHARLES MCCLELLAND, Chair
Members

0. WAYNE GANN, Vice-Chair
TOM BURNHAM, Ed.D. Members
KAMI BUMGARNER Executive Secretary SUE MATHESON
HOWELL N. GAGE MARTHA MURPHY
CLAUDE HARTLEY ROSETTA RICHARD
WILLIAM H. JONES

September 13, 2010

Dr. Max K. Arinder
Executive Director
Joint Committee on Performance

Evaluation and Expenditure Review
P.O. Box 1204

Jackson, MS 3915

Dear Dr. Arinder:

On behalf of the Mississippi Board of Education, I would like to thank you and your staff
for your report entitled “Opportunities for Improving the Accountability of the
Mississippi Department of Education”. We appreciate your thorough review of the

complex environment of the Mississippi Department of Education. We found your report
to be both insightful and thought provoking.

As you noted in your report, the board’s ability to hold the department accountable for
achieving this goal is affected by numerous factors including federal and state mandates
and continuous changes in educational standards and programs. We appreciate your
recognition of the enormous complexity of working with 152 diverse school districts and

meeting the enormity of federal requirements which creates a unique challenge for the
department.

The Mississippi Board of Education has established a bold vision for the Mississippi
Department of Education. It is our goal to dramatically improve the quality of K-12
education in our state. We intend to utilize your report as a tool to improve our

governance of the department. We will study the concepts you outlined concerning
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performance management, strategic planning, performance-based contracting, and data
systems and research. Implementing many of your recommendations will take time. We
appreciate your constructive critique and will use your findings as a guide as we move
forward toward our mission to educate the children of Mississippi.

Thank you again for your diligent work on this report. We will update you as we work to
implement measures to improve accountability at the Mississippi Department of
Education.

Sincerely, /——7
Charles McClelland
Chairman

cc: Mississippi Board of Education Members
Dr. Tom Burnham, Superintendent of Education
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