Illinois State Board of Education

April 4-8, 2005

Scope of Review:  A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office monitored the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) the week of April 4-8, 2005.  This was a comprehensive review of the ISBE’s administration of the following programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB):  Title I, Part A; Title I, Part B, Subpart 3; and Title I, Part D.  Also reviewed was Title X, Part C, Subtitle B, of NCLB (also known as the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act of 2001).  Two representatives of ED’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer’s (OCFO) Internal Control Evaluation Group participated with SASA staff in the review of selected fiduciary elements of the onsite Title I monitoring review.  The Improper Payments Information Act of 2002 requires ED to conduct a risk assessment of the Title I program to determine if program funds are being delivered and administered in a manner that complies with the congressional appropriation.  The OCFO representatives are working with SASA staff in a cooperative effort on selected Title I monitoring reviews to carry out the required assessment.  Findings related to this portion of the review are presented under the Title I, Part A Fiduciary Indicator #3.13 and in a subsequent section entitled, “Other Fiscal Management Issues.”

In conducting this comprehensive review, the ED team carried out a number of major activities.  In reviewing the Part A program, the ED team conducted an analysis of State assessments and State Accountability System Plans, reviewed the effectiveness of the instructional improvement and instructional support measures established by the State to benefit local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools, and reviewed compliance with fiscal and administrative oversight requirements required of the State educational agency (SEA).  During the onsite week, the ED team visited three LEAs – the Chicago Public Schools (CPS), the East St. Louis Public Schools (ESLPS) and the Springfield Public Schools (SPS), and interviewed administrative staff, visited with staff from 20 schools in the LEAs that have been identified for improvement, and conducted three parent meetings.  The ED team then interviewed ISBE personnel to confirm data collected in each of the three monitoring indicator areas.  The ED team conducted conference calls to two additional LEAs (Danville Public Schools (DPS) and Decatur Public Schools (DePS)) upon its return to Washington DC to confirm information gathered onsite in the LEAs and in ISBE.

In its review of the Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 Even Start program, the ED team examined the State’s request for proposals, State Even Start guidance, State indicators of program quality, and the most recent applications and local evaluations for three local projects located in Hull House in Chicago, U-46 Schools in Elgin, and the Dewitt-Livingston-McLean Regional Office of Education in Bloomington.  During the onsite review, the ED team visited these local projects and interviewed administrative and instructional staff.  The ED team also interviewed the Even Start State Coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and to discuss State administration issues.  
In its review of the Title I, Part D program, the ED team examined the State’s application for funding, procedures and guidance for State agency (SA) applications under Subpart 1 and LEA applications under Subpart 2, technical assistance provided to SAs and LEAs the State’s oversight and monitoring plan and activities, SA and LEA subgrant plans and local evaluations for projects in CPS, Elgin, DePS and SPS.  The ED team interviewed administrative, program and teaching staff.  

In its review of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program (Title X, 

Part C, Subpart B), the ED team examined the State’s procedures and guidance for the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students, technical assistance provided to LEAs with and without subgrants, the State’s McKinney-Vento application, and LEA applications for subgrants and local evaluations for projects in CPS, Elgin, DePS and SPS.  The ED team also interviewed the ISBE’s McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local site and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  For the fiscal year (FY) ending June 30, 2002, the State audit report contained several findings related to Title I.  In the first, the auditors cited a lack of timely onsite monitoring of subrecipients.  The auditors found that the ISBE had established a monitoring schedule in which its LEAs were to be reviewed onsite once every three years.  The auditors reviewed 50 LEA monitoring files and found that no on-site monitoring had occurred for five subrecipients’ Title I programs.  The ISBE responded that it is currently conducting “risk-based on-site monitoring of Title I Grants,” which requires extensive data review for all districts annually, and the application of specific criteria for determination of an LEA as ‘high risk.’  All identified ‘high risk’ LEAs receive an onsite review by the ISBE.  Two additional findings in the FY 2002 audit involved Title I, among other Federal programs.  One finding noted that the ISBE did not review the single audit reports for its subrecipients on a timely basis and did not adequately document the reviews that had been completed.  The other finding indicated that the ISBE did not complete its monthly reconciliation between ED’s GAPS system and its database accounting system in an adequate and timely manner.  Both of these findings were repeated in the FY 2003 audit report

Previous Monitoring Findings:  ED last reviewed Title I, Part A and Part B programs in Illinois in April of 2000 as part of a Federal integrated review initiative.  There were several findings identified in the Title I, Part A program as a result of that review, including:  content of schoolwide program plans [lack of], identification of schools and districts for improvement and carryover funds.  Subsequent to that review, the ISBE provided documentation of compliance with all of the required corrective actions specified in ED’s August 25, 2000, monitoring report.  There were no compliance findings identified in the Part B program as a result of that review.  ED has not previously conducted a comprehensive review of the Neglected/Delinquent or Education for Homeless Children and Youth programs in Illinois.

Title I, Part A Monitoring

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 1.1
	The SEA has approved academic content standards for all required subjects or an approved timeline for developing them.
	Met requirements
	NA

	Indicator 1.2
	The SEA has approved academic achievement standards and alternate academic achievement standards in required subject areas and grades or an approved timeline to create them.
	Met requirements
	NA

	Indicator 1.3
	The SEA has approved assessments and alternate assessments in required subject areas and grades or an approved timeline to create them.
	Finding

Recommendations
	6

	Indicator 1.4
	Assessments should be used for purposes for which such assessments are valid and reliable, and be consistent with relevant, nationally recognized professional and technical standards.
	Met requirements
	NA

	Indicator 1.5
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.
	Finding
	7

	Indicator 1.6
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an Annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Met requirements
	NA

	Indicator 1.7
	The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.
	Finding
	7

	Indicator 1.8
	The SEA indicates how funds received under Grants for State Assessments and related activities (§6111) will be or have been used to meet the 2005-06 and 2007-08 assessment requirements of NCLB.
	Met requirements
	NA

	Indicator 1.9
	The SEA ensures that LEAs meet all requirements for identifying and assessing the academic achievement of limited English proficient students.
	Met requirements
	NA


	Monitoring Area 2, Title I, Part A:  Instructional Support

	Indicator

Number
	Description


	Status
	Page

	Indicator 2.1
	The SEA designs and implements procedures that ensure the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals and ensure that parents are informed of educator credentials as required.
	Finding

Recommendation
	8

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

	Indicator 2.3
	The SEA ensures that the LEA and schools meet parental involvement requirements.
	Finding

Recommendations
	10

	Indicator 2.4
	The SEA ensures that schools and LEAs identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring have met the requirements of being so identified.
	Findings
	11

	Indicator 2.5
	The SEA ensures that requirements for public school choice are met.
	Findings

Recommendations
	12

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

Recommendations
	12

	Indicator 2.7
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop schoolwide programs that use the flexibility provided to them by law to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.
	Met requirements

Recommendations
	14

	Indicator 2.8
	The SEA ensures that LEA targeted assistance programs meet all requirements.
	Met requirements
	NA


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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	The SEA ensures that its LEAs are audited annually in accordance with the Single Audit Act, and that all corrective actions required through this process are fully implemented.
	Met Requirements


	N/A

	3.2
	The SEA complies with the allocation, reallocation, and carryover provisions of Title I.
	Finding
	15

	3.3
	The SEA complies with the maintenance of effort provisions of Title I.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.4
	The SEA ensures that LEAs comply with the comparability provisions of Title I.
	Findings
	15

	3.5
	The SEA ensures that LEAs provide Title I services to eligible children attending private schools.
	Findings

Recommendation
	16

	3.6
	The SEA establishes a Committee of Practitioners (COP) and involves the committee in decision making as required. 
	Met Requirements


	NA

	3.7
	The SEA has an accounting system in place that enables it to account for reservation of funds for school improvement, State administration, and the State academic achievement awards program.
	Findings
	20

	3. 8
	The SEA has a system for ensuring fair and prompt resolution of complaints.
	Finding
	22

	3.9
	The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with the rank order procedures for the eligible school attendance area.
	Met Requirements
	NA

	3.10
	The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I program requirements.
	Met Requirements
	NA

	3.11
	The SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the provision for submitting an annual application to the SEA and revising LEA plans as necessary to reflect substantial changes in the direction of their program.
	Findings
	22

	3.12
	The SEA ensures that Title I funds are used only to supplement or increase non-Federal sources used for the education of participating children and not to supplant funds from non-Federal sources.
	Met Requirements


	NA

	3.13
	The SEA ensures that equipment and real property are procured at a cost that are recognized as ordinary and the equipment and real property is necessary for the performance of the Federal award.
	Findings

Recommendation
	23


Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area:  Accountability

Indicator 1.3 - The State has approved assessments and alternate assessments in required subject areas and grades or has an approved timeline to create them. 

Finding:  In the “Illinois Alternate Assessment 2004-2005 Implementation Manual,” the State provides guidelines for participation in the Illinois Alternate Assessment (IAA).  In interviews with staff in the LEAs visited, the ED team was informed that LEAs were not applying these guidelines consistently across the State.  As a consequence, CPS has .3 percent of its students counted as proficient, while ESLPS has 2.5 percent of its students counted as proficient, thus exceeding the regulated cap of 1percent to which ISBE granted an exception. 

Citation:  Section 200.6(a)(2)(iii)(A)(1) of Title I regulations as codified by 34 CFR 

Part 200 (2004) requires that the State establish and ensure implementation of clear and appropriate guidelines for Individualized Educational Program teams to apply in determining when a child’s significant cognitive disability justifies assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must review the guidelines for participation in the IAA for clarity and provide ED with a plan to train staff of LEAs on the guidelines and for monitoring their compliance. 

Recommendation (1):  The ISBE has a standards-based alternative test, the Illinois Measure of Annual Growth in English (IMAGE), for limited English proficient (LEP) students; however, the regular State standards-based test for elementary and middle schools, the Illinois Standards Assessment Test (ISAT) has no accommodations for LEP students.  Since reasonable accommodations must be provided on these assessments under section 1111(b)(3)(C)(ix)(III) of the ESEA, ED recommends that the new ISAT being administered in spring of 2006 have accommodations for LEP students.  The ISBE acknowledges that additional accommodations for LEP students are needed and will be provided for the new ISAT that will be administered in 2006. 

Recommendation (2):  The ISBE’s high school standards-based assessment is the Prairie State Achievement Examination (PSAE), primarily developed from the American College Testing and the Work Keys assessments.  No accommodations for LEP students are allowed on this test and few accommodations are allowed for students with disabilities (SWD).  Since reasonable accommodations must be provided on this assessment under section 1111(b)(3)(ix)(II) and (III) of the ESEA, ED recommends that the ISBE provide an ample range of reasonable accommodations for LEP students and SWD during the spring 2006 administration of the PSAE. 

Recommendation (3): The ISBE provides criteria for categorizing students as LEP and criteria for LEP students exiting that category; however, LEAs are applying additional local criteria so these students are not consistently identified across the State.  For example, in CPS the exit criteria for LEP students include a level of English language proficiency comparable to that represented by the 50th percentile score, and the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) reading at/above the 35th percentile.  At the high school level, teacher judgment is used.  While the State’s criteria for inclusion of LEP are based on scores on the ISAT at the below standards level, the State standards-based test, or scores below the transitioning category in either reading or writing on the IMAGE or the below the 50th percentile in any of the four domains (listening, speaking, reading, writing) on a standardized English language proficiency test.  ED recommends that ISBE clarify the criteria used to identify LEP students and the criteria used to exit LEP students from that category, communicate these criteria to LEAs and provide additional training for LEA personnel statewide.  

Indicator 1.5 - The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.

Finding:  While the ISBE has a procedure for identifying schools in need of improvement, delays in verification of test data for spring 2004 prevented the State from identifying such schools in a timely manner.  While LEAs were given notice of the identification of schools in improvement by November 2004, the official notification to the LEAs did not occur until December 2004.  The ISBE recognizes the data accuracy issues and has developed new procedures to address the errors made in the coding of the data and improve the timeline for identification of schools and districts.

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(1)(A) & (B) of the ESEA requires that a local educational agency identify for school improvement any elementary school or secondary school served under Title I that fails for 2 consecutive years to make adequate year progress as defined in the State plan.  The identification shall take place before the beginning of the school year following such failure to make adequate yearly progress. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must describe its revised procedures and timeline for identifying schools and LEAs for improvement before the beginning of the next school year and submit this to ED within ten days of receipt of this report.  Moreover, ED reserves its option to take further administrative actions, including the withholding of funds.  If ED decides to take such actions, it will notify ISBE of those actions in a separate document. 

Indicator 1.7 – The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards.

Finding:  The LEA report card in Illinois does not include the following information:  the professional qualifications of teachers in the LEA, including the percentage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and disaggregated by high poverty compared to low poverty schools.

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(2) of the ESEA requires that the LEA report card include the professional qualifications of teachers in the LEA, the percentage of such teachers teaching with emergency or provisional credentials, and the percentage of classes in the LEA not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and disaggregated by high-poverty compared to low–poverty schools which, for the purpose of this clause, means schools in the top quartile of poverty and the bottom quartile of poverty in the LEA.

Further action required:  The ISBE must submit to ED a revised template of its LEA report card that includes the missing information.

Monitoring Area:  Instructional Support

Indicator 2.1 - The SEA designs and implements procedures that ensure the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals and ensure that parents are informed of educator credentials as required.

Finding:  The ISBE does not ensure that all LEAs, as evidenced in discussions with ISBE staff, and staff in CPS, SSD, and ESLSD, have required that the annual notification letter to parents regarding the professional qualifications of teachers also indicate that parents may request information on whether their child is provided services by a paraprofessional, and, if so, the paraprofessional’s qualifications.   

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(6)(A) of the ESEA (the ‘Parent’s Right to Know’ provisions) state that at the start of each school year an LEA that receives Title I, Part A funds must notify parents of each student attending a Title I school that they may request, and the LEA will provide, in a timely manner, information regarding the professional qualifications of their children’s classroom teachers and, if applicable, the services provided by their paraprofessionals, as well as the paraprofessionals’ qualifications.

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that CPS, SSD, and ESLSD, and its other LEAs, comply with the requirement to notify parents of students in Title I schools, at the beginning of each school year, that they have the right to request information about the professional qualifications of their children’s teachers and paraprofessionals.  The ISBE must incorporate into its monitoring process the review of the content of LEA and school “Parents Right to Know” letters to ensure they contain the required information regarding paraprofessionals.  In addition, the ISBE must provide ED with evidence that CPS, SSD, and ESLSD have complied with this requirement for the 2005-2006 school year.

Recommendation:  Nearly 1500 instructional paraprofessionals in CPS hired on or before January 8, 2002, and working in programs supported by Title I, Part A funds, have yet to meet the paraprofessional qualification requirements under section 1119(c) and (d).  With only seven months until the statutory deadline for having all paraprofessionals in programs supported by Title I, Part A funds meet these requirements, it is critical that the ISBE provide technical assistance to CPS and other LEAs to identify methods and strategies to accelerate the process and increase the number of paraprofessionals who meet these NCLB requirements by January 8, 2006.   

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

Finding:  The ISBE has not fully implemented a statewide system of support.   Through a competitive grant process, the ISBE has established and funded ten regional service provider offices (RESPROS) that give support and improvement assistance to districts and schools.  In discussions with ISBE staff and with staff in the schools visited in CPS, SSD, and ESLSD, it is unclear how the RESPROS identify and assign school support teams to schools in need of support or how they designate and use distinguished teachers and principals from Title I schools that have been especially successful in improving academic achievement.  Additionally, it is not clear how the RESPROS give priority first to schools that are in corrective action and then to schools in need of improvement or in need of support and assistance.  For example, the principals in three CPS “fourth year” corrective action schools interviewed by the ED team were not able to provide information about any specific services provided by the Statewide system of school support or ways ISBE staff have assisted their schools during the 2004-2005 school year to plan for restructuring for the 2005-2006 school year.  Further, the principals in these three schools were not aware that their schools were to have used the 2004-2005 school year as a planning year for restructuring as required under NCLB. 

In discussions with LEA and school staffs in CPS, SSD, and ESLSD, the ED team found that the technical assistance and support provided by the RESPROS to schools in corrective action and improvement appear to be mostly professional development and training that is indistinguishable from ongoing staff development that the LEAs would ordinarily provide all schools, regardless of their improvement status.

Citation:  Section 1117 of the ESEA requires each SEA to establish a statewide system of support and improvement for LEAs and schools that receive Title I, Part A funds.  The support system must include (1) establishing and providing assistance to school support teams, (2) designating and using distinguished teachers and principals, and (3) using additional approaches to provide assistance such as higher education institutions, local consortia of education service agencies, and private technical assistance providers.  As its first priority, an SEA must use its system of support to help LEAs with schools in corrective action, in need of improvement, or in need of support and assistance, and schools in LEAs that have failed to carry out their responsibilities to provide technical assistance and support.  Section 1117(a)(5) of the ESEA requires that the composition of each support team includes individuals who are knowledgeable about scientifically based research and its potential for improving teaching and learning and about successful schoolwide projects, school reform, and improving educational opportunities for low-achieving students. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide ED with evidence that the requirements for the statewide system of support and improvement will be fully implemented by the beginning of the 2005-2006 school year, including evidence concerning how the ISBE and RESPROS prioritize services as required under section 1117 of the ESEA.  In addition, the ISBE must provide ED with evidence that all year four corrective action schools are receiving the necessary support and assistance to help them plan for restructuring for the following school year.  

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

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that all LEAs in the State have complied with all parental involvement policy requirements.  The ISBE officials provided documentation to demonstrate that LEAs had been notified of the parental involvement requirements for LEAs and schools, including the requirements for school-parent compacts.  However, staff interviewed from three of the schools in CPS were unable to demonstrate that their schools had developed written parental involvement policies and school–parent compacts, even though these schools were previously cited for not having parent policies in place by the ISBE in its Fiscal Year 2004 monitoring report for CPS.  In its response to ISBE’s monitoring report, CPS ensured that it had corrected the noncompliance in these schools.

Additionally, the ISBE’s Fiscal Year 2004 monitoring report cited a high number of CPS Title I schools for not complying with the parental involvement requirements of NCLB. The citations noted in the report were a result of monitoring visits by ISBE to a sample of Title I schools in CPS during the period of December 3, 2003 through June 17, 2004.  The ISBE staff noted that CPS subsequently provided documentation to ISBE that the instances cited in the monitoring report had been corrected.  A review of a sample of monitoring reports provided by ISBE noted similar findings in other LEAs regarding parental involvement policies and school-parent compacts.   

Citation:  Section 1118 of the ESEA states that each Title I school must jointly develop with and distribute to parents of participating children a written parental involvement policy.  As a component of the school-level parental involvement policy, each school must jointly develop with parents a school-parent compact. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that CPS, and all other LEAs in the State, direct principals of Title I schools to immediately develop and distribute to parents written parental involvement policies and school-parent compacts if such policies or compacts are not in place.  These policies should be consistent with the requirements of section 1118 of the ESEA.  The ISBE must provide ED with the parental involvement policies, developed consistent with the content and process requirements in section 1118(b)–(d), for Armstrong Elementary School, Clemente High School, and Westinghouse Achievement Academy.  

The ISBE must also provide ED with evidence that it has received and reviewed parental involvement policies for all Title I schools cited as not complying with parental involvement requirements in the final Fiscal Year 2004 monitoring report for CPS that was submitted to Mr. Arne Duncan, Chief Executive Officer for CPS, in a letter dated February 3, 2005.  Because these findings are based on the visits to a sample of CPS schools during the period of December 3, 2003 and through June 17, 2004, the evidence provided to ED by the ISBE must demonstrate how the ISBE and CPS staffs have communicated with, and provided guidance to, these schools to ensure that each school has developed and distributed to parents a parental involvement policy and a school-parent compact that comply with the requirements of section 1118.   

Recommendation (1):  The ISBE should provide guidance to each LEA regarding the content of all written communication to parents, including “parent-right-to-know” requirements, adequate yearly progress (AYP) status of the school, choice and supplemental educational services, and all applicable requirements under section 1118.   In addition, the ISBE should monitor the content of each LEAs written communications to parents on a regular basis.

Recommendation (2):  The ISBE should consider developing and posting on its NCLB website samples of letters that meet the requirements of NCLB for LEA’s to use when preparing written communications to parents.  Currently, ISBE does not have letters on its NCLB website, but has links that direct users to information from other States (Maine, Minnesota, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin).  In certain instances, the sample letters on these States’ websites are difficult to locate.  Having copies of these letters available on the ISBE website would facilitate LEAs in preparing written communications that are consistent and meet the requirements of NCLB.  

Indicator 2.4 - The SEA ensures that schools and LEAs identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring have met the requirements of being so identified.

Finding (1):  While ISBE has a procedure for identifying schools in need of improvement, delays in verification of test data for spring 2004 prevented districts from identifying schools in a timely manner.  LEAs were not officially notified of the AYP status of their schools until December 2004.  As a result, LEAs were unable to provide timely notification to parents regarding the AYP status of schools, and the related availability of choice and supplemental educational (SES) services to eligible students.  In addition, the delay in identifying schools prevented LEAs from taking appropriate corrective and school restructuring actions required for schools that have been identified as in need of improvement.  Further, it appears that in CPS the delay in identifying schools that have not made AYP for two consecutive years (year 1 school improvement) has also delayed these schools from planning for and providing choice options until the next school year, thereby waiting a full school year after being identified before providing the opportunity for eligible students to transfer (See Finding 1 under 

Indicator 2.5).    

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(1)(A)&(B) of the ESEA requires that an LEA identify for school improvement any elementary school or secondary school served under Title I that fails for 2 or more consecutive years to make AYP as defined in the State plan.  The identification must take place before the beginning of the school year following such failure to make AYP.  

Further action required:  Same as Indicator 1.5.

Finding (2):  The ISBE did not notify parents in a timely manner about LEAs identified for improvement.  In September 2004, the ISBE identified 245 LEAs in improvement status for the 2004-2005 school year; however, the ISBE did not send a letter of notification to parents in these districts until March 2005.  

Citation:  Section 1116(c)(6) of the ESEA and  section 200.51(c)(d) of the Title I regulations require the SEA to promptly notify parents of each student enrolled in the schools served by an LEA identified for improvement.  In the notification, the SEA must explain the reasons for the identification and how parents can participate in improving the LEA.  The SEA must also tell these parents, and the public, what corrective actions it will take to improve the schools.  The notification must be written in a format and, to the extent practicable, in a language the parents can understand.  In addition to notifying those directly connected with the LEA, the SEA must broadly disseminate information about an LEA identified for improvement using means such as the Internet, the news media, and public agencies.

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide ED with a timeline that describes when it will notify parents of each student enrolled in the schools served by an LEA identified for improvement or corrective action for the 2005-2006 school year.  Additionally, ISBE must provide ED with a listing of LEAs identified for improvement and corrective action for the 2005-2006 school year and samples of parent notification letters for ten LEAs identified for improvement and five parent notification letters for LEAs identified for corrective action.  

Indicator 2.5 - The SEA ensures that requirements for public school choice are met.

Indicator 2.6 - The SEA fulfills the statutory requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services.

Finding (1):  The ISBE provided evidence that on December 14, 2004, the SEA had officially notified all LEAs of schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.  It appears that in CPS, the delay in identifying schools that did not make AYP for two consecutive years (year-one school improvement) has also delayed these schools from planning for and providing choice options until the next school year, thereby resulting in a delay of one full school year after being identified before providing the opportunity for eligible students to transfer.  Interviews with CPS staff and staff from one of CPS’ year one improvement schools revealed that CPS did not send notification letters to parents for the 2004-2005 school year informing them of the AYP and school improvement status of those schools and their public school choice options.  As such, parents are not being provided the opportunity to transfer their children during the remainder of the current school year.  CPS staff noted that the district did not send notification letters to parents in these schools about choice options because there were no spaces available in other schools.
Further, should these schools not make AYP for a third year, in addition to choice, CPS will need to plan for and provide SES to low-income students in these schools.  Because these schools will not implement choice options until the 2005-2006 school year, CPS will be required to plan and implement both the public school choice and SES options for these schools concurrently.        

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA requires LEAs to provide all students in schools identified for improvement with the opportunity to transfer to another public school not later than the first day of the school year following notification.  

Further action required:  ISBE must ensure that CPS and all other LEAs with schools identified for year one of school improvement are not waiting until the next school year before providing the opportunity for students to transfer.  For Title I schools identified in December 2004 as schools in year one of improvement, ED requires that the ISBE provide evidence that parents of students in these schools in the three districts visited by the ED team, and all other LEAs, have been notified about the AYP status of their schools and of their school choice options.  Where copies of parent notification letters are not available for Title I schools identified in December 2004 as schools in year one of improvement, or where LEAs are delaying the implementation of choice option until the next school year, ISBE must describe the procedures and actions it will take with these LEAs to ensure they are implementing pubic school choice in accordance with 

section 1116(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA and submit this information to ED within ten days.  Moreover, ED reserves its option to take further administrative actions, including the withholding of funds.  If ED decides to take such actions, it will notify ISBE of those actions in a separate document.  

Finding (2):  The parental notices for choice and SES reviewed by the ED team did not include all required information.  CPS’ parent notification letters referred parents to its website or to an NCLB Hotline to learn about AYP information for their children’s schools and for the schools identified for the transfer option.
Citation:  Section 1116(b)(6)(A-F) of the ESEA requires LEAs to promptly provide eligible parents with information about why the school was identified for improvement; how the school compares to other schools in the district and State academically; how the school is addressing the problems that caused it to be identified and what the LEA and SEA are doing to help the school; how parents can be involved in addressing the problem; and an explanation of the parents’ options to transfer to another school and, if applicable, obtain supplemental educational services.  

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide CPS and all LEAs with written guidance and technical assistance sufficient to ensure that this requirement is met.  The ISBE must document for ED the process and timeline it will use to provide LEAs with guidance and technical assistance on the information that must be included when notifying parents and the community that a school has been identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.  Additionally, the ISBE must provide ED with a copy of the written guidance.  The guidance provided should include the information detailed in section 1116(b)(6)(A-F) of the ESEA and section 200.37 of the Title I regulations.

Recommendation (1):  Although ISBE maintains a current year listing by LEA of the number of schools that offer public school choice and SES, it does not maintain a current year listing by LEA of the number of students eligible for and the number participating in school choice and SES options under Title I of NCLB.  The information provided to the ED team was based on data for the 2003-2004 school year that ISBE collected for the FY 2004 Annual Title I Report to the Secretary required under section 1111(h)(4)(F) of the ESEA.  Due to the high numbers of Title I schools required to provide public school choice and SES options, the ISBE should consider collecting this information at regular intervals throughout the school year.  The collection of student participation information at regular intervals during the school year will be helpful to the ISBE to address such issues as late implementation of choice and SES or low participation rates in choice or SES.  For example, using current information, when SES participation rates are low in a particular LEA, the ISBE would be in a position to review LEA implementation practices to determine the cause and establish methods and procedures to increase such rates, where applicable, in a timely manner.  Additionally, the ISBE should consider delegating the collection and maintenance of current year public school choice and SES information to the ten RESPROS.  
Recommendation (2):  The ISBE should assist CPS in seeking ways to provide parents with opportunity to choose another SES provider, as CPS will cease delivering its SES program at the end of the 2004-2005 school year.  Of the 83,357 students participating in SES, the CPS model program is serving 41,981 students.   

Recommendation (3):  LEA officials in both ESLSD and SSD indicated that they were having difficulty attracting SES providers from the approved State list.  Sylvan and Plato are among the providers that are willing to participate.  In SSD, where schools offered Sylvan and Plato, no students are participating in SES, despite a door-to-door canvassing effort.  The SSD was not able to provide SES services through Plato because there were not enough students to meet the required enrollment threshold.  The ISBE should conduct an analysis of the reasons ESLSD and SSD, and any other LEA that has expressed difficulty attracting SES providers, to determine what impediments (if any) are inhibiting SES providers from participation, and establish methods and procedures to increase the participation of providers in these districts.  

Indicator 2.7 - The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop schoolwide programs that use the flexibility provided to them by law to improve the academic achievement of all students in the schools.

Recommendation (1):  In December 2004, the ISBE revised the template and rubric for school and district improvement plans.  Schools and districts may use the template and rubrics or a format of their own when developing their plans.  In cases where a school is both a schoolwide program and a school identified for improvement, it is permissible and favorable for the school to create or revise a single plan as long as the single plan contains the ten required components under the schoolwide requirements in section 1114(b)(1) and the school improvement plan requirements under section 1116(b)(3)(A) of the ESEA.  The ISBE is encouraged to incorporate into its templates and rubric for school and district improvement, and the accompanying guidance documents, information to guide the development of a single school plan for a school that is both a schoolwide program and a school identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring to ensure that all statutory and regulatory requirements of both plans are met.  

Recommendation (2):  The ISBE is encouraged to provide additional technical assistance and support to staff in schoolwide program schools that have operated schoolwide programs for a significant period of time to ensure that schools, through the LEAs, annually review and revise, with representatives of the school community, their schoolwide program plans and that those plans address each of the ten required components. 

Monitoring Area: Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.2 - The SEA complies with the allocation, reallocation, and carryover provisions of Title I.

Finding:  The ED team found that the ISBE was approving waivers of the 15 percent carryover limit for LEAs without requiring the necessary documentation that the requests were reasonable and necessary.  Justifications reviewed by the ED team did not include specific information regarding why the 15 percent carryover limit was exceeded or specific plans to reduce the carryover below the statutory maximum.

Citation:  Section 1127(b)(1) of the ESEA states that a State educational agency may waive the percentage limitation in subsection 1127(a) if the agency determines that the request of a local educational agency is reasonable and necessary.

Further action required:  The ISBE must revise its carryover procedures to require LEAs to provide a description of the reasons why the 15 percent carryover limit was exceeded and the specific actions that will be taken to bring the excess carryover below the 15 percent maximum.  This description should include the specific activities to be carried out and the amount of funds to be expended for each proposed activity.  The ISBE must provide ED with a copy of the revised guidelines for submitting waivers and the notification sent to LEAs regarding this change.

Indicator 3.4 – The SEA ensures that LEAs comply with the comparability provisions of Title I.

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that all schools in an LEA are included in comparability calculations.  Charter schools in the CPS, the ESLPS, and the DePS were not included in these districts’ comparability calculations.

Citation:  Section 1120A(c) of the ESEA states that Title I funds will be used in schools served under this part to provide services that, on the whole, are at least comparable to services in schools that are not receiving funds under this part.

Further action required:  The ISBE must revise its guidance to LEAs to include language that addresses the requirement to include all schools, including charter schools, in comparability calculations.  The ISBE must submit to ED a copy of its revised procedures and the notification sent to LEAs of this revised guidance and copies of the revised comparability calculations for the CPS, the ESLPS, and the DePS that include charter schools in these LEAs.

Finding (2):  The ISBE has not ensured that non-comparable schools received the necessary resources to make them comparable.  In CPS, after comparability calculations are completed, schools found to be non-comparable are advised that they were not comparable and are allocated additional State and local funds necessary to hire staff to make the schools comparable; however, no follow up is conducted by either the ISBE or CPS to verify that the required adjustments were made. 

Citation:  Section 1120A(c) of the ESEA states that Title I funds will be used in schools served under this part to provide services that, on the whole, are at least comparable to services in schools that are not receiving funds under this part.

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that CPS and other LEAs have in place procedures to document that the necessary staff adjustments are made for schools found to be non-comparable.  The ISBE must provide guidance to the CPS and other LEAs on this process, and submit these guidelines to ED.

Indicator 3.5 - The SEA ensures that LEAs provide Title I services to eligible children attending private schools.

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that LEAs serving eligible private school children are assessing annually the effectiveness of the Title I program toward meeting standards agreed upon in consultation with private school officials.  The LEAs visited by the ED team only assessed individual participants.  LEA staff members interviewed could not provide any evidence that annual progress has been determined during consultation and whether any modifications and instructional changes were made to the Title I program based on the results of an annual assessment of that program.

Citation:  Section 1120(b)(1)(D) of the ESEA and section 200.63(b)(5) of the Title I regulations require an LEA to consult with appropriate private school officials during the design and development of the LEA’s program for eligible private school children on issues such as how the LEA will assess the academic services provided to eligible private school children and how the LEA will use the results of that assessment to improve 

Title I services.

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that each LEA serving private school children consult with private school officials to determine how the results of the academic assessment of the Title I program will be used to improve services to private school children.  The ISBE must also ensure that all LEAs serving private school children, including LEAs with third party contracts, annually assess the progress of the Title I program toward enabling private school participants to demonstrate achievement based on standards agreed upon in consultation in order to know whether annual progress for the Title I program has been made.  The ISBE must provide ED with a description of the annual progress determinations made for school year 2005-06 in Title I programs for private school children in the five LEAs visited or interviewed.  

Finding (2):  The ISBE has not ensured that LEAs providing services to eligible private school children through third party providers have exercised proper oversight in awarding these contracts or agreements.  For example, CPS selects third party providers from the CPS School Board approved vendor list.  As a result, the CPS has no written or signed contracts with third party providers that detail how the third parties would fulfill the 

Title I requirements of providing services to eligible private school children.  Instructions appear to be only oral ones.     

Citation:  Section 9306(a)(1) & (2) of the ESEA requires an LEA when submitting a consolidated application to assure that each Federal program will be administered in accordance with all applicable rules, regulations, program plans, and applications and will maintain control of funds provided and title to and property acquired with these program funds will be in the LEA and the LEA will administer those funds and property as required by the program. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must require that any LEA serving eligible private school students through contracts or similar agreements with a third party ensure that the third party is providing Title I services to eligible private school children in accordance with all Title I requirements.  In order for LEAs to exercise proper oversight, the ISBE must require LEAs to have signed contracts or agreements with third party providers that provide technical descriptions of the Title I services with such detail sufficient to enable the LEA to determine that the Title I statutory and regulatory requirements will be met as required by section 9306.

Finding (3):  The ISBE has not ensured that the LEAs providing services to eligible private school children through contracts with third party providers have exercised proper oversight when reimbursing third party providers.  Invoices submitted by a third party provider in CPS contained very little detail on the expenditures listed.  In addition, no documentation was provided for the requested expenditures.



Citation:  Section 9306(a)(5) of the ESEA requires an LEA when submitting a consolidated application to use fiscal control and fund accounting procedures that will ensure proper disbursement of, and accounting for Federal funds paid to the LEA.   Section 443 of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) requires each recipient of Federal funds such as an LEA to keep records which fully disclose the amount and disposition of the funds, the total costs of the activity for which the funds are used … and such other records as will facilitate an effective financial or programmatic audit.  

Further action required:  The ISBE must require its LEAs that serve eligible private school students through third party providers to exercise proper oversight over invoices submitted from third party providers.  These providers must list on their invoices expenditures in at least two categories:  instructional activities (paid with funds generated by children from low-income families) and administration costs (paid with funds from the section 200.77(f) reservations).  Within each category, the contractors must provide detail sufficient to enable the LEA to determine that the requested invoices are in accordance with Title I requirements and the GEPA.  Information could include the name and salary of each teacher, the instructional materials purchased, and the specific administrative costs such as supervisor’s salary, office expenses, travel costs, capital expense type costs, and fee.  LEAs have the authority under the GEPA to require documentation to support requested expenditures.

Finding (4):  The ISBE has failed to ensure that LEAs charge only allowable costs to the instructional funds generated by private school students from low- income families.  The CPS charges administrative costs incurred by third party providers and listed on their invoices as travel/communication, maintenance, and furniture/equipment, to funds generated by private school students from low-income families as opposed to charging these costs to the funds reserved for administration.  Under the equity provision of Section 1120(a)(3), funds generated by private school children must be used for instructional activities if the funds generated by public school children from low-income families are used for instructional activities.      

Citation:  Section 1120(a)(3) of the ESEA requires that educational services to eligible private school children be equitable in comparison to services for public school children.    Section 200.77(f) of the Title I regulations requires that LEAs reserve such funds as necessary to administer Title I programs for both public and private school children, including capital expenses, if any, incurred in providing services to eligible private school children, such as (1) the purchase and lease of real and personal property; (2) insurance and maintenance costs; (3) transportation; and (4) other comparable goods and services.    

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that CPS and any other LEA serving private school children charge the costs for administering the Title I program for public and private school children to the administrative reservation under section 200.77(f) rather than to the instructional funds generated by private school students from low- income families.  The ISBE must provide ED with a copy of any guidance prepared and disseminated regarding this issue.

Finding (5):  The ISBE has not ensured that the LEAs providing Title I services to eligible private school children have maintained public control of Title I funds.  In CPS, private school officials were certifying official purchase order requests and invoices and authorizing work on statements of work. 

Citation:  Section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA requires that LEAs must maintain control of Title I funds.    

Further action required:  The ISBE must require LEAs serving private school children to maintain control of Title I funds.  Since private school officials have no authority to obligate or spend Title I funds, they must not sign purchase order requests, invoices, or statements of work.  The ISBE must provide ED with a copy of any guidance prepared and disseminated regarding this issue.
Finding (6):  The ISBE did not ensure that CPS and other LEAs calculated correctly the amount of funds available for equitable services for families of Title I private school participants.  CPS and DePS calculated the funds for private school families from the 

95 percent allocated to schools instead of calculating the amount from the funds reserved for section 1118 activities.  In addition, the DePS use the per pupil amount and not the number of private school children from low-income families to determine the amount of funds it will use to provide equitable services to families of private school participants.  
Citation:  Section 1120(a)(1) of the ESEA and section 200.65 (a)(1) of the Title I regulations require an LEA to ensure that families of participating private school children participate on an equitable basis in parental involvement activities from applicable Title I funds reserved by the LEA for parental involvement as required under section 1118 of the ESEA.  The amount of funds available to provide equitable services from the section 1118 reservation must be proportionate to the number of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.   

Further action required:  The ISBE must require CPS and all other LEAs serving eligible private school children to reserve an equitable portion of the Title I funds as required under section 200.77(e) for equitable services to families of private school students from the total amount reserved from section 1118 of the ESEA.  The ISBE must provide ED with a copy of any guidance prepared and disseminated regarding this issue.

Finding (7):  The ISBE has not ensured that an Office of the Inspector General (OIG) finding (ED-OIG/A05-B0005, issued on March 29, 2002) on inventory procedures for equipment ($500 plus value) in CPS was corrected.  ED was assured by the ISBE that  CPS had implemented the required changes in order to comply with this finding.  During the onsite visit, the ED team examined property and equipment at two private school sites.  While Title I teachers at these two sites had extensive inventory lists as required by the OIG report, CPS had not marked adequately the property and equipment purchased with Title I funds and located at private schools sites.  Labeling was done with black markers and/or removable tape or signs with the words “Title I” or “Chapter 1.”  No items purchased with Title I funds were labeled “Property of Chicago Public Schools.”   The property was not properly labeled as ownership and control of the property and equipment by CPS is not established when CPS only labels property and equipment with the words “Title I” and uses black markers and removable tape or signs.  

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

Further action required.  The ISBE must require CPS to establish a control system for properly tagging all property and equipment purchased with Title I funds and located at private school sites with the words “Property of Chicago Public Schools” placed on labels that cannot be either erased and/or removed.

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the consultation between the Title I teachers and the regular private school teachers in CPS be strengthened.  One private school teacher told the ED team that she thought that the Title I program was a separate program and had no relation to the instruction occurring in her classroom.  Further, the ISBE should submit to ED any guidance prepared and disseminated regarding this issue.

Indicator 3.7 - The SEA has an accounting system in place that enables it to account for reservation of funds for school improvement, State administration, and the State academic achievement awards program.

Finding (1):  The ISBE had not ensured that districts in improvement reserved the required professional development set aside.  The CPS, the ESLPS, and the DePS had not reserved the ten percent required for districts in improvement.

Citation:  Section 1116(c)(7)(A)(iii) of the ESEA requires that LEAs in improvement under section 1116(b)(1)(A) must develop or revise a local educational plan that addresses the professional development needs of the instructional staff by committing to spend not less than ten percent of the funds received by the local educational agency under subpart 2 for each fiscal year in which the agency is identified for improvement for professional development (excluding funds reserved for professional development under section 1119 of the ESEA).

Further action required:  The ISBE must require the CPS, ESLPS, and the Decatur Public Schools to amend their e-grant applications to include the required professional development reservations for LEAs in district improvement.  The ISBE must submit to ED a copy of the revised budgets for the CPS, the ESLPS, and the DePS as approved by the ISBE that includes the required ten percent professional development reservation.
Finding (2):  The ISBE had not ensured that LEAs were complying with the requirement for schools in improvement to set aside ten percent for professional development.  Staff in the CPS were not aware of the requirement in NCLB that schools in improvement must provide an assurance that they will spend not less than ten percent of the funds made available to the school under section 1113 for each fiscal year that the school is in school improvement status.  CPS staff was still using the definition in the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA).  The DePS were reserving funds at the LEA level and were not requiring improvement schools to reserve these professional development funds from their school allocations.

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(3)(A)(iii) of the ESEA states that schools in improvement must provide an assurance that they will spend not less than ten percent of the funds made available to the school under section 1113 for each fiscal year that the school is in school improvement status for the purpose of providing to the school’s teachers and principal high-quality professional development that (1) directly addresses the academic achievement problem that caused the school to be identified for improvement; (2) meets the requirements for professional development activities under section 1119 of the ESEA; and (3) is provided in a manner that affords increased opportunity for participating in that professional development.

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide guidance to the CPS and other LEAs to ensure that all LEAs comply with the ten percent professional development requirement for schools in improvement.  The ISBE must provide ED with a copy of the guidance it distributes to LEAs.  The CPS must notify all principals of schools in improvement of this requirement and implement procedures to ensure that the required ten percent is spent annually.  The ISBE must provide to ED a copy of the guidance it provides to LEAs for distribution to schools in improvement.

Finding (3):  The ISBE allocates the 95 percent of the four percent it reserves for school improvement to its regional service providers and not directly to LEAs with schools in improvement.

Citation:  Section ten03(b)(1) of the ESEA requires that the SEA shall allocate not less than 95 percent of the amount reserved to carry out the State’s responsibilities under sections 1116 and 1117 directly to LEAs for schools identified for school improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.

Further action required:  The ISBE must allocate funds directly to LEAs with schools in improvement or receive approval from those LEAs to directly provide for these activities or arrange for their provision through other entities such as school support teams or educational service agencies.

Indicator 3.8 - The SEA has a system for ensuring fair and prompt resolution of complaints.

Finding:  The ISBE had no formal complaint procedures in place at the time of ED’s onsite review.  A copy of the recently approved procedures was shared with the ED team during the visit, however, these procedures had not been disseminated to LEAs or the public.

Citation:  Section 9304(a)(3)(C) of the ESEA requires each SEA to adopt written procedures to receive and resolve complaints alleging violations of the law in the administration of programs covered under the consolidated application.

Further action required:  The ISBE shall provide documentation that its approved complaint procedures have been made available to the public.  The ISBE shall also provide documentation that the Committee of Practitioners (COP) has reviewed the complaint procedures.  The ISBE shall provide a copy of the minutes of the COP  meeting at which the complaint procedures were reviewed along with any comments provided by the COP.

Indicator 3.11 - The SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the provision for submitting an annual application to the SEA and revising LEA plans as necessary to reflect substantial changes in the direction of their program.

Finding:  The ISBE receives LEA consolidated applications electronically.  This process is the method whereby the ISBE annually approves Title I applications.  The ED team found instances in the LEAs visited, reservations required under section 200.77 of the Title I regulations and equitable services calculations from these reservations were not included in the e-grant applications.

Citation:  Section 9304(a) of the ESEA requires that the SEA ensure that programs authorized under the ESEA are administered in accordance with all applicable rules, regulations, program plans, and applications. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must develop an application review process or procedures that ensure that its LEAs are reserving from the total Title I allocation in accordance with section 200.77 of the Title I regulations, that equitable services calculations for private school children, their families, and their teachers are calculated in accordance with sections 200.64-65 of the Title I regulations.  

Note:  The ISBE’s consolidated application does not contain all elements specified in section 1112 of the ESEA.  This issue is under review and ED will respond to the ISBE on this separately.

Indicator 3.13 - The SEA ensured that equipment and real property are procured at a cost that is recognized as ordinary and the equipment and real property are necessary for the performance of the Federal award.

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that CPS current practices for physical inventory of Title I equipment are consistent with documented policy and procedures.  The ISBE has not ensured that:
· CPS has uniformity in its physical inventory process.

· CPS office has a comprehensive list of equipment.

· Equipment lists from individual schools are provided in a consistent format.

· All equipment lists are current.

· CPS has a uniform method of labeling equipment assets.

· CPS uses bar codes, labels or some alternative method in identifying equipment or property.

· The physical inventory lists provided by schools include cost data.

· The physical inventory is being reconciled with accounting records.

Citation:  Section 80.32(d)(1) of the EDGAR requires that property records be maintained that include a description of the property, a serial number or other identification number, the source of property, who holds title, the acquisition date, and cost of the property, percentage of Federal participation in the cost of the property, the location, use and condition of the property, any ultimate disposition data including the date of disposal and sale of the property.  Section 80.32(d)(2) of EDGAR requires that a physical inventory of the property be taken and the results reconciled with the property records at least once every two years.  In addition to these two requirements,

section 80.32(d)(3) of EDGAR requires that a control system be developed to ensure adequate safeguards to prevent loss, damage, or theft of property.  Also, section 80.32(d)(4) of EDGAR requires that adequate maintenance procedures be developed to keep the property in good condition.  

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that all of its LEAs maintain comprehensive policies and procedures for the procurement, recording, disposition, and physical inventory of Title I equipment.  The policies and procedures must be distributed to and complied with by all entities that utilize Title I equipment.  All LEAs must maintain a current and comprehensive list of equipment purchased with Title I funds inclusive of description, cost, and location.  The ISBE must also ensure that all LEAs use either bar codes or an alternative means of identifying equipment.  All LEAs should conduct a physical inventory of Title I equipment at least every two years and the physical inventory should be reconciled with accounting records.  As part of its monitoring process, the ISBE must review LEA policies for the procurement, recording, disposition, and physical inventory of Title I equipment and ensure the policies are being applied.
Finding (2):  The ISBE has not ensured that CPS’ capitalization threshold for Title I equipment did not exceed $5,000.  The CPS capitalization threshold for Title I equipment is $25,000.  

Citation:  OMB Circular A-87 (Revised 05/ten/04), “Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments,” defines “equipment” as an “. . . article of nonexpendable, tangible personal property having a useful life of more than one year and an acquisition cost which equals or exceeds the lesser of the capitalization level established by the governmental unit for financial statement purposes, or $5,000.”

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that all of its LEAs maintain a capitali-zation level not to exceed $5,000 for each article of Title I equipment.  The ISBE must provide ED with evidence that all LEAs, including the CPS, have been made aware of this requirement and have complied with it.  The evidence must show that, in particular, the CPS has a timely corrective action plan in place for bringing its capitalization level for each article of Title I equipment within the limits required under OMB Circular A-87.

Finding (3):  The ISBE has not ensured that the ESLPS maintains an equipment inventory list that is complete and up-to-date.  In ESLPS, the ED team was unable to locate all equipment selected for inspection at the Administration Office.  At the Clark Middle School, the ED team was unable to locate any of the equipment selected for inspection.

Citation:  Section 80.32(d)(1) of EDGAR requires that property records be maintained that include a description of the property, a serial number or other identification number, the source of property, who holds title, the acquisition date, and cost of the property, percentage of Federal participation in the cost of the property, the location, use and condition of the property, any ultimate disposition data including the date of disposal and sale of the property.  Section 80.32(d)(2) of EDGAR requires that a physical inventory of the property be taken and the results reconciled with the property records at least once every two years.  

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that all of its LEAs maintain an up-to-date and comprehensive list of equipment paid for with Title I funds, in accordance with a documented policy for the procurement, recording, disposition, and physical inventory of Title I equipment.  Documentation demonstrating compliance must be available for review by ED.
Finding(4):  The ISBE has not ensured that SPS maintains an equipment inventory list that is complete and up-to-date.  In SPS, an equipment list was provided the ED team during its visit to the Harvard Park Elementary School, but it was not up to date.  The absence of an up-to-date equipment list prevented the ED team from identifying all Title I equipment selected for inspection.    

Citation:  Section 80.32(d)(1) of EDGAR requires that property records be maintained that include a description of the property, a serial number or other identification number, the source of property, who holds title, the acquisition date, and cost of the property, percentage of Federal participation in the cost of the property, the location, use and condition of the property, any ultimate disposition data including the date of disposal and sale of the property.  Section 80.32(d)(2) of EDGAR requires that a physical inventory of the property be taken and the results reconciled with the property records at least once every two years.  

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that all of its LEAs maintain an up-to-date and comprehensive list of equipment paid for with Title I funds, along with a uniform list of instructions to follow.  Also, the ISBE must make certain that LEAs are using bar code numbers or an alternative means of identifying Title I equipment.  

Other Fiscal Management Issues 

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that CPS has established effective controls over the payments process to ensure proper application of Title I funds.  The ED team’s review of documentation for selected disbursements revealed that products and services not related to Title I are being paid for with Title I funds.  

Citation:  Section 80.20(b)(2) of EDGAR states that “Grantees and subgrantees must maintain records which adequately identify the source and application of funds provided for financially-assisted activities.  These records must contain information pertaining to grant or subgrant awards and authorizations, obligations, unobligated balances, assets, liabilities, outlays or expenditures, and income.”  Attachment B of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87 (Revised 05//ten/04), “Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments,” provides cost principles to be applied in establishing the allowability of selected items of cost. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that all LEAs maintain records that adequately identify the source and application of funds provided for Title I activities.  In the case of the CPS, the ISBE must continue to closely monitor the application of Title I funds provided to the district to ensure that the funds are being used for allowable purposes.  Also, as a matter of internal control, the ED team strongly advises the ISBE to require the Title I Directors in all of the LEAs to be involved in the payments approval process.  The ISBE must be able to provide ED with adequate documentation to support the disbursement of all expenses charged to the Title I program. 

Finding (2):  The ISBE has not ensured that a competitive bidding process for the procurement of goods and services for the Title I program was not documented or in practice at either CPS or ESLPS.  

Citation:  Section 80.36(c)(1) of EDGAR requires that all procurement transactions be conducted in a manner providing full and open competition.

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that CPS and ESLPS, and all LEAs, understand and comply with the requirement for a competitive bidding process.  The ISBE must send ED a copy of the guidance provided the LEAs, explaining the process.

Finding (3):  The ISBE has not ensured that all disbursements for the payment of invoices from third parties for the provision of Title I services were supported by written contracts in CPS.  In CPS, ESLPS, and SPS, some contracts reviewed by the ED team did not clearly specify deliverables.  These included contracts awarded for professional development consultants and SES providers, such as Queue, Inc. in schoolwide programs.   

Citation:  Section 80.36(b)(2) of EDGAR requires that grantees and subgrantees maintain a contract administration system that ensures that contractors perform in accordance with the terms, conditions, and specifications of their contracts or purchase orders.  Section 80.36(b)(9) of EDGAR requires grantees and subgrantees to maintain records sufficient to detail the significant history of procurement.  These records will include, but are not necessarily limited to the following:  rationale for the method of procurement, selection of contract type, contractor selection or rejection, and the basis for the contract price.  Section 80.36(c)(3)(i) of EDGAR requires that all solicitations incorporate a clear and accurate description of the technical requirements for the material, product, or service to be procured.  Usually, such description is contained in the Statement of Work as part of the solicitation, and is incorporated into the actual contract as well.  Section 80.36(i)(11) of EDGAR requires that a grantee’s and subgrantee’s contracts provide for retention of all required records for three years after grantess or subgrantees make final payments and all other pending matters are closed.

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that every procurement action taken by LEAs is in writing.  Every contract should clearly specify the deliverables desired.  The SEA must provide ED with a description of the procedures taken to ensure that school districts do not enter into procurement actions without a written contract that contains a clear and precise description of the products or services to be delivered.

Finding (4):  The ISBE has not ensured that invoices are approved for payment without sufficient description of products or services provided in the CPS, ESLPS, and SPS.  Specifically, invoices reviewed by the ED team lacked details linking to contracts regarding specific services provided and when the services were provided.  In ESL and SPFD, the ED team reviewed, on a test basis, selected invoices for four contracts, two at each location, and found all four lacking descriptions of the services performed.  In the CPS, the ED team was not provided documentation in the form of purchase orders or invoices for some of the disbursements selected for review.

Citation:  Section 80.36(b)(2) of EDGAR requires that grantees and subgrantees maintain a contract administration system that ensures contractors perform in accordance with the terms, conditions, and specifications of their contracts or purchase orders.  Section 80.36(b)(9) of EDGAR requires grantees and subgrantees to maintain records sufficient to detail the significant history of any given procurement.  These records will include, but not necessarily be limited to the following:  rationale for the method of procurement, selection of contract type, contractor selection or rejection, and the basis for the contract price.  Section 80.36(i)(11) of EDGAR requires that a grantee’s and subgrantee’s contracts provide for retention of all required records for three years after grantees or subgrantees make final payments and all other pending matters are closed.

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that every LEA receives appropriate guidance regarding the applicable policies and procedures for procurements.  In particular, the ISBE must stress to the LEAs the importance of not approving invoices for `payment if the invoices do not provide adequate description of the products or services provided.  Additionally, contracts must contain sufficient detail specifying the products or services to be provided.  The ISBE must make certain, through its monitoring process, that purchase orders or other contracts and invoices in all of the LEAs are retained and available for review.  The ISBE must provide ED with a copy of the policies and procedures for procurements that LEAs are required to follow.
Finding (5):  The ISBE has not ensured that CPS maintains adequate documentation to support the disbursement of Title I funds.  In CPS, the ED team selected 59 disbursements for review.  CPS provided documentation for 54 of the 59 selected disbursements but was unable to provide any documentation for 5 or  9 percent of the sample during the site visit.  Review of the documentation provided for 54 disbursements resulted in questions on over 55 percent of the sample that could not be resolved during the site visit.

Citation:  Section 80.20(a)(2) of EDGAR requires that the fiscal control and accounting procedures be sufficient to permit the tracing of funds to a level of expenditures adequate to establish that such funds have not been used in violation of the restrictions and prohibitions of applicable statutes.  Section 80.20(b)(2) of EDGAR states,  “Grantees and subgrantees must maintain records which adequately identify the source and application of funds provided for financially-assisted activities.  These records must contain information pertaining to grant or sub grant awards and authorizations, obligations, unobligated balances, assets, liabilities, outlays or expenditures, and income.”   

Finding (6):  The ISBE has not ensured that it maintains adequate controls over the disbursement of Title I funds.  The ED team found that ISBE had inappropriately charged some expenses to the Title I program without adequate documentation.  

Citation:  Section 80.20(b)(2) of EDGAR states, “Grantees and subgrantees must maintain records which adequately identify the source and application of funds provided for financially-assisted activities.  These records must contain information pertaining to grant or subgrant awards and authorizations, obligations, unobligated balances, assets, liabilities, outlays or expenditures, and income.”  

OMB Circular A-87 establishes the principles for determining allowable costs.  Attachment E of the Circular states that “Costs specifically identified as unallowable and charged to Federal awards either directly or indirectly will be refunded (including interest chargeable in accordance with applicable Federal agency regulations).”

Finding (7):  The ISBE has not ensured that it maintains adequate documentation to demonstrate the proper application of indirect cost principles.  There was no evidence provided to the ED team to confirm that quarterly reviews of billings are being performed in accordance with a previously negotiated agreement with ED.  Without this information, the ED team was unable to determine whether the ISBE is using a proper procedure to allocate salary expense to Title I.

Citation:  Section 80.20(b)(2) of EDGAR states, “Grantees and subgrantees must maintain records which adequately identify the source and application of funds provided for financially-assisted activities.  These records must contain information pertaining to grant or subgrant awards and authorizations, obligations, unobligated balances, assets, liabilities, outlays or expenditures, and income.”  OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, Paragraph 8.h, contains the time distribution standards for State and local units of government.  

In 1999, the ISBE and ED entered into an agreement, as part of ED’s Cooperative Audit Resolution and Oversight Initiative (CAROI).  The agreement was designed to resolve issues relating to ISBE’s compliance with Federal record-keeping requirements for employees with multi-program responsibilities who were paid with Federal funds awarded under various programs.  The agreement fully resolved the issues raised by Illinois Auditor General Compliance single audit finding 96-40 (Audit Control Number 05-96-78183) of the ISBE for the period July 1, 1994 through June 30, 1996, as well as related issues concerning information on record-keeping supplied by the ISBE as part of the CAROI process for fiscal years 1997 and 1998.  In full resolution of the these matters, ED and ISBE agreed that ISBE was continuing to implement a time distribution reporting system for allocating salaries and wages to Federal awards that was consistent with OMB Circular A-87.  Also, the ISBE certified, as part of the agreement, that it was in compliance with all of the statutes and regulations pertaining to the record-keeping requirements that led to the audit and the other documentation-information issues.  As a condition of the agreement, ISBE agreed to provide for adjustments of billing to actual costs on a quarterly basis, if a cumulative variance was ten percent or greater.  At the end of each fiscal year, the ISBE was to have made an adjustment of billings to timesheet support whenever the timesheet reporting system showed expenses based on the timesheets to be less than those billed to the Federal program or cost objective.

Further action required:  The ISBE must maintain documentation that adequately supports the allocation of salary expense to Title I in compliance with the ISBE/ED agreement completed in 1999.  The ISBE must review its procedure for allocating salary expense to Title I and provide evidence of the quarterly reviews as described in the 1999 agreement.

Summary of Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 (Even Start) Monitoring Indicators
	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part B, Subpart 3:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	1.1
	The SEA complies with the subgrant award requirements.
	Finding
	33

	1.2
	The SEA requires applicants to submit applications for subgrants with the necessary documentation.
	Met requirements
	NA

	1.3


	In making non-competitive continuation awards, the SEA reviews the progress of each subgrantee in meeting the objectives of the program and evaluates the program based on the Indicators of Program Quality.
	Met requirements
	NA

	1.4
	The SEA refuses to award subgrant funds to an eligible entity if the agency finds that the entity has not sufficiently improved the performance of the program, as evaluated based on the Indicators of Program Quality.
	Met requirements
	NA

	1.5
	The SEA develops, based on the best available research and evaluation data, Indicators of Program Quality for Even Start programs.
	Met requirements
	NA

	1.6
	The SEA uses the Indicators of Program Quality to monitor, evaluate, and improve local programs within the State.
	Met requirements
	NA

	1.7
	The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Even Start program requirements.
	Met requirements
	NA

	1.8
	The SEA ensures that projects provide for an independent local evaluation of the program that is used for program improvement.
	Met requirements
	NA


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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	2.1
	The SEA uses funds to provide technical assistance to local programs to improve the quality of Even Start family literacy services.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.2
	Each program assisted shall include the identification and recruitment of families most in need, and serve those families.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.3
	Each program shall include screening and preparation of parents and enable those parents and children to participate fully in the activities and services provided.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.4
	Families are participating in all four core instructional services.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.5
	Each program shall be designed to accommodate the participants’ work schedule and other responsibilities, including the provision of support services, when those services are unavailable from other sources.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.6
	Each program shall include high-quality, intensive instructional programs that promote adult literacy and empower parents to support the educational growth of their children, and in preparation of children for success in regular school programs.
	Finding
	33

	2.7
	All instructional staff of the program hired after enactment of the LIFT Act (December 21, 2000), whose salaries are paid in whole or in part with Even Start funds, meet the Even Start staff qualification requirements.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.8
	By December 21, 2004, a majority of the individuals providing academic instruction shall have obtained an associate’s, bachelor’s, or graduate degree in a field related to early childhood education, elementary school or secondary school education, or adult education.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.9
	By December 21, 2004, if applicable, a majority of the individuals providing academic instruction shall meet the qualifications established by the State for early childhood education, elementary or secondary education, or adult education provided as part of an Even Start program or another family literacy program.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.10
	By December 21, 2004, the person responsible for administration of family literacy services has received training in the operation of a family literacy program.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.11
	By December 21, 2004, paraprofessionals who provide support for academic instruction have a secondary school diploma or its recognized equivalent.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.12
	The local programs shall include special training of staff, including child-care workers, to develop the necessary skills to work with parents and young children.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.13
	The local programs shall provide and monitor integrated instructional services to participating parents and children through home-based programs.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.14
	The local programs shall operate on a year-round basis, including the provision of some program services, including instructional and enrichment services, during the summer months.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.15
	The local program shall be coordinated with other relevant programs under the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, the Individuals with Disabilities Act, and Title I of the Workforce Investment Act of 1988, and the Head Start program, volunteer literacy programs, and other relevant programs.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.16
	The local programs shall use instructional programs based on scientifically based reading research for children and adults.
	Finding
	34

	2.17
	The local program shall encourage participating families to attend regularly and to remain in the program a sufficient time to meet their program goals.
	Met requirements
	NA

	2.18
	The local programs shall use reading-readiness activities for preschool children based on scientifically based reading research.
	Finding
	34

	2.19
	The local program shall, if applicable, promote the continuity of family literacy to ensure that individuals retain and improve their educational outcomes.
	Met requirements
	NA


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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	The SEA complies with the allocation requirements for State administration and technical assistance and award of subgrants.
	Met requirements
	NA

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

	3.3
	The SEA complies with the cross-cutting maintenance of effort provisions.
	Met requirements
	NA

	3.4
	The SEA ensures timely and meaningful consultation with private school officials on how to provide Even Start services and benefits to eligible elementary and secondary school students attending non-public schools and their teachers or other instructional personnel, and local programs provide an appropriate amount of those services and benefits through an eligible provider.
	Met requirements
	NA

	3.5
	The SEA has a system for ensuring fair and prompt resolution of complaints and appropriate hearing procedures.
	Met requirements
	NA


Title I, Part B

Monitoring Area:  Accountability

Indicator 1.1 - The SEA complies with the subgrant award requirements.

Finding:  ISBE awarded funds to a partnership between two LEAs - 21st Century Urban Schools and CPS.  Although 21st Century Urban Schools is a non-profit charter school entity, according to Illinois law “a charter school that is approved by a local school board is its own LEA.  A charter school that is approved on appeal by the state board of education is its own LEA.”  Therefore, the 21st Century Urban Schools qualify as an LEA under Illinois law.  Although a partnership that is eligible to receive a subgrant of Even Start funds may include more than one LEA, the partnership also must include at least one other non-profit entity that is not an LEA.  A partnership between two LEAs with no other type of qualifying partner entity does not qualify as an "eligible entity" for the purpose of receiving a subgrant of Even Start funds.  

Citation:  Section 1232(e)(1) of the ESEA states that the term “eligible entity” means a partnership composed of (A) a local educational agency; and (B) a nonprofit community-based organization, a public agency other than a local educational agency, an institution of higher education, or a public or private non-profit organization other than a local agency, of demonstrated quality.

Further action required:  The ISBE must submit a list of the entities comprising the eligible partnership for all Even Start grantees in the State.  

Monitoring Area:  Instructional Support

Indicator 2.6 - Each program shall include high-quality, intensive instructional programs.

Finding:  Although the ISBE and local staff are aware of ED’s suggested minimum requirement of instructional hours offered, some projects are offering significantly fewer hours.  Even Start research shows that the more hours of instruction offered by an Even Start project, the more families will participate.  

Citation:  Section 1235(4) of the ESEA requires that Even Start programs include high-quality, intensive instructional programs that promote adult literacy, empower parents to support the educational growth of their children, and prepare children for success in regular school programs.  

Further action required:  The ISBE must develop and implement an action plan to ensure that all local projects provide high-quality and intensive instructional programs that promote adult literacy and empower parents to support the educational growth of their children and in preparation of children for success in regular school programs.  The recommended minimum intensities for the four core components are:
Adult Education - 60 hours per month 
Early Childhood Education (birth - 3) - 60 hours per month  

Early Childhood Education (3 - 4) - 65 hours per month  

Parenting Education and Interactive Literacy Activities between Parents and

   Children - 20 hours per month
Indicators 2.16 and 2.18 - The local programs shall use instructional programs and reading-readiness activities based on scientifically-based research for children and adults.

Finding:  Observations at two sites visited by the ED team indicated that educators were not engaging in research-based practices for direct and explicit instruction.  At one site the ED team did not observe any interactive language activities between toddlers and adults; at another site, the teacher was conducting drill-like activities with letters, colors, and words.  
Citation:  Section 1235 (ten) and (12) of the ESEA requires local Even Start projects to use instructional services based on scientifically-based reading research, including reading readiness activities for preschool children based on scientifically-based reading research.

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide technical assistance to all the projects, and the DeWitt-Livingston-McLean Project in particular, and monitor to ensure that instructional programs and practices are based on scientific research, including practices that promote language development and early reading skills in the early childhood education component.  ED recommends that additional site visits and professional development be conducted to ensure that educators at these sites increase the quality of early childhood instruction.  The ISBE must submit evidence of the technical assistance plan it will use to improve services at this and other projects. 
Summary of Title I, Part D Monitoring Indicators

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

	Indicator

Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

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

Recommendation
	36

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


	36

	1.3
	The SEA ensures that Local Educational Agency (LEA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.
	Met Requirements
	NA

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


	NA

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


	37

	3.2
	The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I, Part D program requirements.
	Finding
	37


Title I, Part D

Monitoring Area:  Accountability
Indicator 1.1 - The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its Title I, Part D (N/D) plan.
Recommendation:  Language in the ISBE State plan and guidance related to the Part D program references the prior reauthorization of ESEA (IASA).  This includes identifying in guidance an incorrect percent for the required Subpart 1 transition reservation.  ED recommends that the ISBE correct and update out-of-date IASA references and requirements to reflect the NCLB statutory language.
Indicator 1.2 - The SEA ensures that State agency (SA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.

Finding (1):  The ED team found that ISBE has developed Part D goals and objectives; however, SA Subpart 1 program applications do not identify their program goals and objectives that are aligned to ISBE goals and objectives.  

Citation:  Section 1414 of the ESEA requires State plans to describe the program goals, objectives, and performance measures established by the State that will be used to assess the effectiveness of the program in improving the academic, vocational, and technical skills of children in the program.  Additionally, SA applications must describe how the program will meet the goals and objectives of the State plan.
Further action required:  The ISBE must provide evidence that it will require in its SA application process a description of how SAs will meet the goals and objectives of the State’s Part D plan.  The ISBE must provide evidence of steps it will take to review such plans for the required program elements. 

Finding (2):  The ED team found that SA Subpart 1 program staff were not able to describe professional development activities appropriate to carrying out their programs or for the operation of institutionwide programs.  The ED team was informed by SA program staff that teachers were ‘encouraged’ to attend specific training; however, there were no institutional plans for professional development.

Citation:  Section 1414 of the ESEA requires SA applications and plans to describe how appropriate professional development will be provided to teachers and other staff.  Additionally, all juvenile programs in Illinois operate institutionwide programs.  Section 1416 of the ESEA requires a SA to provide for appropriate training for teachers and other instructional and administrative personnel to effectively carry out their institutionwide programs.

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide evidence that it will require programs under the Illinois Department of Corrections (IDC) to address professional development to effectively provide Part D services, including institutionwide programs.

Finding (3):  The ED team found that the IDC has not identified an individual in each institution responsible for transition of students.

Citation:  Section 1414 of the ESEA requires State agencies to designate an individual in each correctional facility or institution for neglected or delinquent children and youth to be responsible for issues relating to the transition of children and youth from such facility or institution to locally operated programs.

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide evidence that it will require the IDC to designate an individual in each correctional facility or institution to be responsible for issues relating to the transition of children and youth.

Monitoring Area:  Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.1 -The SEA ensures each State agency has reserved not less than 15 percent and not more than 30 percent of the amount it receives under Subpart 1 for transition services.
Finding:  The ED team found that the IDC was not able to identify the required reservation of funds or attribute activities to such funds for transition services and support.

Citation:  Section 1418 (a) of the ESEA states that each State agency shall reserve not less than 15 percent and not more than 30 percent of the amount such agency receives under this subpart for any fiscal year to support - (1) projects that facilitate the transition of children and youth from State-operated institutions to schools served by local educational agencies; or (2) the successful reentry of youth offenders, who are age 20 or younger and have received a secondary school diploma or its recognized equivalent, into postsecondary education, or vocational and technical training programs, through strategies designed to expose the youth to, and prepare the youth for, postsecondary education, or vocational and technical training programs. 

Further action required:  ED requires the ISBE to provide technical assistance to the SA to assist them with attributing a reservation of funds to one or more of the activities appropriate as transition services stated in Section 1418(a).  ED further requires that ISBE ensure that all SA budgets approved for funding under Subpart 1 will identify the reservation of funds for transition.

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

Finding:  The ED team found that ISBE does not have a regular system, including a schedule and/or protocol, for desk or onsite compliance monitoring of Subpart 1 and Subpart 2 grantees.

Citation:  Section 1414 of the SEA plan contains assurances that programs assisted under Title I, Part D will be carried out in accordance with the State plan.  Additionally, the SEA is required to ensure that the State agencies and local educational agencies receiving Part D subgrants comply with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.  Further, section 1426 of the ESEA requires the SEA to hold LEAs accountable for demonstrating student progress in identified areas.  Finally, section 9304(a) of the ESEA requires that the SEA ensure that programs authorized under the ESEA are administered with all applicable statutes, regulations, program plans and applications.
Further action required:  The ISBE must provide a plan to ED that indicates how it will (1) implement a monitoring process that determines whether SAs and LEAs with Title I, Part D subgrants are complying with Part D requirements and (2) carry out comprehensive monitoring to ensure that SAs and LEAs implement requirements.  
Summary of McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program Monitoring Indicators

	McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

	Element Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

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

Recommendation


	40

	2.2
	The SEA provides, or provides for, technical assistance for LEAs to ensure appropriate implementation of the ESEA.
	Finding
	41

	3.1
	The SEA ensures that LEA subgrant plans for services to eligible homeless students meet all requirements.
	Met Requirements
	NA

	3.2
	The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with providing comparable Title I, Part A services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools.
	Finding
	41

	3.3
	The SEA has a system for ensuring the prompt resolution of disputes. 
	Finding
	41

	3.4
	The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.
	Finding
	42


McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

Monitoring Area:  Instructional Support
Indicator 2.1 - The SEA implements procedures to address the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students.

Finding:  Section 722(f) of the ESEA requires States to appoint a McKinney-Vento State Coordinator to provide leadership and oversight of the program.  ED staff observed on the ISBE cost allocation tracking and payroll forms that the Homeless State Coordinator position is budgeted ten0 percent out of McKinney-Vento funds; however, the Coordinator is responsible for and manages other ISBE programs for 25 percent or more of the time.  

Citation:  The Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments, states:  “Direct Costs are those that can be identified specifically with a particular final cost objective.  The costs must be allocable to a particular cost objective if the goods or services involved are chargeable or assignable to such cost objective in accordance with relative benefits received.   Compensation such as salaries is allocable for employees for the time devoted and identified specifically to the performance of activities for grant awards.”  

Further action required:  Cost Principles requires charges to Federal awards for salaries and wages, whether treated as direct or indirect costs, be based on payrolls documented in accordance with generally accepted practice of the governmental unit and approved by a responsible official(s) of the governmental unit.  ED requires ISBE to review and document salaries charged by ISBE in the current and prior two years to determine that there are no unallowable costs.  ED further requires ISBE to assure that for 2004-2005 and subsequent years, salaries charged to the McKinney-Vento program are allocable under Federal cost principles.

Recommendation:  A key function of the office of the State Coordinator is to facilitate coordination between the ISBE, the State social services agency, and other agencies, e.g., mental health, to provide services to homeless children and youth and to their families.  The ISBE Coordinator effectively utilizes the resources and information obtained from such activities through a contract with the statewide Open Doors project.  However, the Coordinator is not directly involved with direct interagency collaboration with other State agencies that serve homeless children, youth and their families.

ED recommends that the State Coordinator become directly involved with groups, such as the State interagency council on homelessness, to better direct and serve as a representative of school interests in such forums.  

Indicator 2.2 - The SEA provides, or provides for, technical assistance for LEAs to ensure appropriate implementation of the ESEA.
Finding:  The ED team found that CPS is unable to obtain transcripts from Cook County Public Schools (CCPS) because fees of homeless students have not been previously paid. 

Citation:  Section 722 of the ESEA requires States to address problems with respect to the education of homeless children and youth, including problems resulting from enrollment delays that are caused by: immunization and medical records requirements; residency requirements; lack of birth certificates, school records, or other documentation, etc.  Additionally, section 722(g)(3) of the ESEA requires LEAs to maintain records ordinarily kept by schools, including immunization or medical records, academic records, birth certificates, guardianship records, and evaluations for special services or programs, regarding homeless children or youth are maintained so that the records are available, in a timely fashion, when a child or youth enters a new school or school district, and in a manner consistent with section 444 of the GEPA (20 U.S.C. 1232g). 

Further action required:  ED requires the ISBE to notify all LEAs in the State of this requirement and provide evidence that the issues identified in CPS and CCPS regarding records and enrollment delays have been corrected. 

Monitoring Area:  Fiduciary Responsibilities
Indicator 3.2 - The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with providing comparable Title I, Part A services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools.
Finding:  The ED team found that several LEAs in the State do not reserve funds for homeless students not attending Title I schools as required under section 1113(c)(3)(A).

Citation:  Section 1113(3)(c)(A) of the ESEA requires LEAs to reserve funds to provide comparable services for homeless students not attending Title I schools.  Educationally related support services may occur in shelters or other locations where homeless children reside.

Further action required:  ED requires that the ISBE submit evidence as to how it will inform LEAs of this requirement and ensure compliance.

Indicator 3.3 - The SEA has a system for ensuring the prompt resolution of disputes.
Finding:  While the ISBE has a written dispute resolution policy it does not have an independent State-level dispute resolution review process to oversee LEA decisions regarding homeless students.  The review is left to Regional Superintendent offices to designate an ombudsperson to review disputes; however, the State code governing disputes exempts Cook County from either regional or State-level oversight for dispute resolutions.  Additionally, as the ISBE uses a regional technical assistance approach for providing subgrants through its regional offices, several local liaison in Cook County and other locations are district administrative staff.  This scenario is a potential conflict of interest and violates the intent of the State plan to provide administrative oversight to protect the rights of homeless students.

Citation:  Section 9304(a) of the ESEA requires that the SEA ensures that programs authorized under the ESEA are administered in accordance with all applicable statutes regulations, program plans, and applications.  

Further action required:  ED requires that the ISBE review I-25 of the Illinois State Education code and make necessary revisions regarding dispute resolutions to allow the ISBE to provide oversight for local and regional dispute resolution decisions. 
Indicator 3.4 - The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.
Finding:  The ED team found that the ISBE’s external compliance monitoring reviews do not address program elements of McKinney-Vento other than requesting the name of the local liaison. 

Citation:  Section 722(g)(2) of the ESEA State plans for the education of homeless children and youth requires the State to ensure that LEAs comply with the requirements of the McKinney-Vento ESEA.  Section 80.40 of the EDGAR further requires that the State, as the grantee, to be responsible for monitoring grant and subgrant-supported activities and to assure compliance with applicable Federal requirements. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide a plan to ED that indicates how it will conduct compliance monitoring to ensure that all LEAs implement McKinney-Vento program requirements.  

1

