Minnesota Department of Education

March 25-30, 2007

Scope of Review: A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) monitored the Minnesota Department of Education (MDE) the week of March 25-30, 2007.  This was a comprehensive review of MDE’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 VII, Subtitle B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youths), as amended by NCLB.  

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.  During the onsite week, the ED team visited three LEAs – Minneapolis Public Schools (MPS), St. Paul Public Schools (SPPS), and Minnesota Internship Center:  English Academy Campus and interviewed local educational agency (LEA) administrative staff; interviewed staff from ten schools in the LEAs in various stages of improvement, conducted two parent meetings, and interviewed supplemental educational services (SES) providers.  The ED team then interviewed MDE personnel to confirm data collected in each of the three monitoring indicator areas.  As part of the expanded monitoring for public school choice and supplemental educational services (SES) portion of the review, the ED team reviewed only these requirements in Mankato Area Public Schools, Osseo Area Independent School District, and St. Cloud Area School District.  The team interviewed LEA and school administrators, parents and SES providers in these additional LEAs.

In its review of the Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 Even Start program, the ED team examined the State’s request for proposals, State Even Start guidance, State indicators of program quality, and the most recent applications and local evaluations for two local projects, MPS and Rochester Public Schools.  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 applications, technical assistance provided to the SA, the State’s oversight and monitoring plan and activities, SA subgrant plans and evaluations for the Minnesota Department of Corrections (Subpart 1) and MPS and SPPS (Subpart 2).  The ED team interviewed administrative, program and teaching staff.  The ED team also interviewed the MDE Title I, Part D State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the State agency site and discuss administration of the program.

In its review of the Education for Homeless Children and Youths program (Title VII, Subpart B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act), the ED team examined the State’s procedures and guidance for the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students, technical assistance provided to LEAs with and without subgrants, the State’s McKinney-Vento application, and LEA applications for subgrants and local evaluations for programs in MPS, SPPS, Columbia and South Washington Public School Districts.  The ED team also interviewed the MDE McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local site and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  None to report.

Previous Monitoring Findings:  ED last monitored the Title I, Part A and Part B programs in Minnesota in August 2004. The team identified compliance issues during that review in the areas of paraprofessionals, parent notifications, statewide system of support, Committee of Practitioners, school improvement plans, public school choice, schoolwide plans, complaint procedures, monitoring, and equitable services to private school students.   For Title I, Part B, the team identified six compliance issues in the areas of program application, Indicators of Program Quality, evaluation, program schedules, year round services, and consultation with private school officials.  All compliance issues were subsequently resolved.   No compliance issues were identified for Title I, Part D or for Homeless Education Programs.

Overview of Public School Choice and SES Implementation

Public School Choice
Minnesota has been an open enrollment State since the late 1980’s.   Students may attend schools in any LEA as long as transportation is provided to a bus stop in the LEA.  Other choice options include charter schools, on-line learning and  “The Choice is Yours” program that enables students from low-income families in MPS to attend suburban school districts with transportation provided.  Over 30,000 students transferred to schools in other LEAs last year under the State choice program.

MPS has an open enrollment program for all students.  A public school choice fair is held annually in November.  In November 2006, area charter schools held their fair on the same day and in the same location as the school choice fair so that parents could obtain information about the charter school programs.   Parents of students attending Title I schools identified for improvement are given a second option to transfer in the fall; however, as most parents have exercised their choice option earlier, very few participate in the Title I choice option.  For example, in the 2005-2007 school year, 17,586 students were eligible to transfer as the result of attending a Title I school identified for improvement; however only 22 students transferred.  In the 2006-2007 school year, five of the eligible 9,203 students in grades K-8 transferred, and six of the 6,186 eligible high school students transferred. 

SPPS also has an open enrollment program and uses several methods, including sending a catalogue to parents to ensure that parents are aware of their options.  SPPS also hosts an information fair at the end of January where parents can meet with representatives of all public schools, charter schools, and non-public schools.   Additionally, LEA student placement center staff speak in churches and at public sites to increase awareness of the registration process.   There are 30 choices for parents at the elementary school level and open choice for middle and high school students.  Parents have a two-month window to apply for schools.  In the 2005-2006 school year, all middle and high school students who submitted applications on time got their first choice.   As in MPS, most parents in SPPS have exercised their choice through the LEA open enrollment program prior to being offered public school choice under Title I.  In the 2005-2006 school year, approximately 250 students transferred under the Title I choice option.

The MDE has a range of information on Minnesota’s various choice options.  The information includes a template for a parent notification letter available in the six top languages spoken in the State.

Supplemental Educational Services (SES)

MPS has 2,731 (approximately 22 percent) students enrolled in SES out of an eligible population of 12,184.  In SPPS, 710 (approximately 23 percent) of the 3,065 eligible students participated in SES in the 2006-2007 school year.  

LEAs indicated they use multiple methods of informing parents about SES options.  For example, MPS held provider fairs on six different dates and had interpreters available in the three main non-English languages spoken in the LEA—Spanish, Hmong, and Somali.   Some principals in MPS also conducted their own outreach to parents—one in particular made personal phone calls and home visits to recruit students.  In SPPS, parents can sign up for SES services through multiple methods including on-line, calling the LEA phone bank (staffed with individuals speaking English, Spanish, Hmong, and Somali), at provider fairs and at school sites where registration was held in conjunction with school open houses, which parents would already be attending.  The phone bank appeared to be a particularly effective way of enrolling students.      

LEA staff indicated that the lack of transportation was a barrier for some families to participate in SES.    

Interviews with LEA staff indicated that it can be challenging for them to help parents with the decision about how to select an SES provider if asked because the LEA comment can be interpreted as favoring one provider over another.  To avoid such a perception, MPS --the particular LEA raising the issue -- indicated that its staff tries to limit their comments to answering questions about the location, hours and type of service various providers offer.   LEA staff also pointed out that it is difficult for an LEA on the borderline of being identified for improvement to be an SES provider.  As a practical matter, the LEA must plan as if it will be identified for improvement.  Then,if the LEA learns in August that it has made adequate yearly progress (AYP) it is too late to get the SES services up and running.    

Minnesota is a “First Settlement State” for the Office of Refugee Settlement with the result that there are many refugee families living in the Minneapolis - St. Paul metropolitan area.  Parents from one of these groups were particularly positive in their praise of SES.  

Interviews with SES providers indicated that they would like to have better relationships with the schools that the children they serve attend.  The providers indicated that schools see SES as punitive and that this is a barrier to building relationships.

Overarching Requirement – SEA Monitoring

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

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

Status:   Met requirements.

Title I, Part A 

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

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

Requirements
	N/A

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

Requirements
	N/A

	1.3
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an Annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Finding


	6

	1.4
	The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.
	Finding
	7

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

Requirements
	N/A

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

Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area:  Accountability
Indicator 1.3 – The SEA has published an annual report card as required. 

Finding:  The MDE State report card did not include all of the required information.  The following were missing:

1. Information, in the aggregate, on student achievement at each proficiency level on the State academic assessments disaggregated by race, ethnicity, gender, disability status, and migrant status, English proficiency and status as economically disadvantaged (where the minimum “n” has been met). Achievement information is not presented for migrant status or for each proficiency level.

2. Comparison of the actual achievement levels of each group of students previously described to the State’s annual measurable objectives for each required assessment. Achievement information is not presented for migrant status.

3. Information on LEAs regarding whether they made adequate yearly progress (AYP), including the number and names of schools identified for school improvement, were missing.

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(i, ii, and vii) of the ESEA requires that the State annual report card include: (i) information, in the aggregate, on student achievement at each proficiency level on the State academic assessments described in subsection (b)(3) disaggregated by race, ethnicity, gender, disability status, and migrant status, English proficiency and status as economically disadvantaged (where the minimum “n” has been met); (ii) comparison of the actual achievement levels of each group of students described in subsection (b)(2) (C)(v) to the State’s annual measurable objectives for each required assessment; and (vii) information on the performance of LEAs regarding whether they made AYP, including the number and names of schools identified for school improvement under section 1116.  

Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED a template of the State report card that includes the missing information cited in the report.  When the State report card for the 2006-2007 school year is completed, the MDE must submit it to ED.

Indicator 1.4 – The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.

Finding:  The MDE has not ensured that LEA report cards and individual school reports include all required information.  LEA and school reports do not include aggregate student achievement information at each proficiency level on the State academic assessments disaggregated by race, ethnicity, gender, disability status, and migrant status, English proficiency and status as economically disadvantaged.  The percentages of students at or above the proficient level are presented rather than achievement information at each achievement level.  Migrant status is omitted. 

Individual school reports do not show how the school’s students achieve on the statewide academic assessments and other indicators of AYP compared to that of students in the State.  The LEA annual report card does not include the number and percent of schools identified for improvement by name or how long the schools have been so identified.   MDE provides percentages of teachers with emergency or provisional credentials, but these data are not disaggregated by high- and low-poverty schools on the LEA report card. 

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(i, viii) and section 1111 (h)(2)(B)(i)(I, II) of the ESEA require States to ensure that each local educational agency collects appropriate data and includes in the local educational agency's annual report the information described in paragraph (1)(C) as applied to the local educational agency and each school served by the local educational agency.

Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED a template of the LEA report card that includes the missing LEA and school level information.  When the LEA report card for the 2006-2007 school year is completed, the MDE must submit it to ED.

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

	Indicator

Number
	Description


	Status
	Page

	2.1
	The SEA has developed procedures to ensure the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals.
	Finding
	9

	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
	10

	2.3
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental involvement requirements.
	Findings
	11

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

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

	2.6
	The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.
	Findings
	12

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

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


Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area 2:  Program Improvement, Parental Involvement and Options

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

Finding:  The MDE has not ensured that all its paraprofessionals who are required to do so meet paraprofessional requirements.  Although the MDE has evidence that 95 percent of its paraprofessionals who are required to do so met paraprofessional qualification requirements, the MDE does not have evidence that 100 percent of its paraprofessionals met qualification requirements as of the last day of the 2005-2006 school year.     

Citation:  Section 1119(c) of the ESEA requires that all paraprofessionals hired after the date of enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act, and working in a program supported by Title I funds complete at least 2 years of study in an institution of higher education, obtain an associate’s (or higher) degree, or demonstrate through a State or local academic assessment knowledge of, and the ability to assist in instructing reading, writing, and mathematics or reading readiness, writing readiness, and mathematics readiness as appropriate.   Section 1119(d) of the ESEA requires that all paraprofessionals hired before the date of enactment shall not later than 4 years after the date of enactment meet one of 3 qualification requirements.  Through a policy announcement from the Deputy Secretary, ED informed States that they would have until the last day of the 2005-2006 school year to comply with these requirements.

Further action required:  The MDE must provide evidence that the remaining five percent of paraprofessionals met one of the three qualification requirements as of the last day of the 2005-2006 school year.  For any paraprofessionals who do not meet the requirements, the MDE must indicate the steps it has taken to ensure that such individuals are not working in a program supported with Title I funds as of the first day of the 2007-2008 school year.

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 MDE has not completed implementation of its statewide system of support.  The MDE started implementing a new statewide system of support that consists of regionally based technical assistance providers for most LEAs and with MDE staff responsible for technical assistance for MPS and SPPS.  The MDE began implementing the new system in July 2006; however, the implementation process is not complete.  For example, the MDE has not yet completed its process for identifying the professional development needs of its LEAs with schools in the improvement process so that the Statewide system of support can move forward with additional technical assistance.  Staff in one of the LEAs visited reported that the 2006-2007 school year was a transition year and that they were expecting the system to be operational for them in the 2007-2008 school year.  The MDE staff also indicated they were in the process of ramping up technical assistance for the 2007-2008 school year.

Additionally, it is not clear that the system is adequate to meet the needs of the State’s largest LEAs with the greatest number of schools in improvement.  The system consists of regionally based technical assistance providers for the majority of LEAs in the State.  However, technical assistance to MPS and SPPS is to be provided by SEA staff, all of whom have other responsibilities beyond the provision of technical assistance to these two LEAs.  

Citation:  Section 1117 of the ESEA requires each State to establish a statewide system of intensive and sustained support and improvement for local educational agencies and schools receiving Title I, Part A funds.  The purpose of the statewide system of support is to increase the opportunity for all students served by those agencies and schools to meet the State’s academic content standards and student academic achievement standards and sets out the requirements for such systems.  

Further action required:  The MDE must provide evidence that it has completed implementation of its statewide system of support for the 2007-2008 school year.  This evidence may include items such as, the topics and a schedule for professional development activities to be carried out in the 2007-2008 school year, a description of the types of sustained support that the regionally-based technical assistance providers will provide to LEAs with schools in the improvement process, and a detailed description and schedule of meetings or other activities that will be used to identify the technical assistance needs of and provide support to MPS and SPPS.  The MDE must also provide evidence that the MDE staff responsible for technical assistance to MPS and SPPS have sufficient time to devote to this activity in order to ensure the provision of intensive and sustained technical assistance consistent with the statute.      

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

Finding (1):  The MDE has not ensured that LEAs have parental involvement policies that include all required components.  Although MPS is in the process of revising its parental involvement policy, it does not currently have in place a parental involvement policy that meets the requirements of the statute.  

Citation:  Section 1118(a)(2) of the ESEA requires each LEA that receives Title I, Part A funds to develop jointly with, agree on with, and distribute to, parents of participating children a parental involvement policy which describes how the agency will (1) involve parents in the joint development of the LEA Title I plan and the school review process under section 1116, (2) provide the coordination, technical assistance and other support necessary to assist participating schools in planning and implementing effective parental involvement activities, (3) build the schools’ and parents’ capacity for strong parental involvement, (4) coordinate and integrate Title I parental involvement strategies with parental involvement strategies under other programs such as Head Start, (5) conduct, with the involvement of parents, an annual evaluation of the content and effectiveness of the parental involvement policy, and (6) involve parents in the activities of Title I schools.  

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a plan including a timeline for how it will ensure that its LEAs and schools develop parental involvement polices and carry out parental involvement activities consistent with the requirements of section 1118 of the ESEA, and evidence that the plan has been implemented.  The plan must include providing LEAs with written guidance describing the requirements for LEA and school parental involvement policies including how they are to be developed and evaluated.  The plan must also address how the MDE will monitor LEA compliance with these requirements as part of its ongoing monitoring of LEA implementation of Title I.   

Finding (2):  The MDE has not ensured that parental notifications for public school choice and SES include all the required components.  For example, the SPPS public school choice notification letter did not include information on the academic achievement of schools to which a child might transfer.  While the MPS had a publication with information on SES providers, neither that publication nor any other information on providers was included in the parent notifications concerning SES.

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(6) of the ESEA requires LEAs to promptly provide parents with an explanation of the identification of their child’s school that includes (1) how the school compares academically to other schools in the LEA and the State, (2) why the school has been identified, (3) what the school is doing to address the achievement problem, (4) what the LEA and SEA are doing to help the school to address the achievement problem,  (5) how parents can be involved in addressing the achievement problem, and (6) parents’ options to transfer their child to another school, and, if applicable, obtain SES.  Section 200.37 of the Title I regulations also lists the minimum information that the notice must contain regarding the choice and SES options.

Further action required:  The MDE must provide its LEAs with written guidance on the requirements of the notices to parents of children attending schools identified for improvement including a checklist of requirements and a sample of a parent notification letter that LEAs and schools may use to develop their notification letters, and must provide a copy of this guidance to ED.  The MDE must also provide ED with a plan for how it will monitor its LEAs to ensure that parental notifications include all required information.

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

Finding (1):  The MDE has not fully implemented a system for monitoring the quality and effectiveness of SES providers.  Although the MDE has piloted a system for monitoring the quality and effectiveness of SES providers, the system is not fully implemented.  

Citation:  Section 1116(e)(4)(D) of the ESEA requires SEAs to develop, implement, and publicly report on standards and techniques for monitoring the quality and effectiveness of services offered by approved [SES] providers, and for withdrawing approval of providers that fail, for 2 consecutive years, to contribute to increasing the academic proficiency of students served under this section. 

Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED a detailed description, including a timeline, for how it will fully implement its system for monitoring the quality and effectiveness of SES providers, including the number of providers to be reviewed annually and a schedule of monitoring visits to be conducted in the 2007-2008 school year.  

Finding (2):  The MDE does not consistently ensure that the provisions of the agreement (contract) between its LEAs and SES providers are being implemented.  The SES contract for MPS requires providers to submit regular reports of each student’s progress and the results of any tests administered to parents and the regular day teacher or district representative.   Providers in MPS reported that while they are in regular contact with the parents of students receiving services about student progress, there is no process for providing information to a student’s teacher and that is not occurring.   The MDE staff indicated that they had previously identified this issue through its own monitoring.  

Citation:  Section 1116(e)(3)(B) of the ESEA requires that agreements between LEAs and providers, among other things, must describe how the student’s parents and the student’s teacher or teachers will be regularly informed of the student’s progress.

Further Action Required:  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed plan and timeline for how it will ensure that teachers of students receiving SES are regularly informed of the students’ progress.   The plan may include written guidance to LEAs and SES providers and technical assistance meetings or other activities.  The plan must include information on how the MDE will monitor to ensure that contract components, including the provision of information to the children’s parents and teachers, are being carried out.

Finding (3):  The MDE has not consistently ensured that SES are being implemented consistent with the statute.  MPS required parents to attend a provider fair in order to select a SES provider.  While parents also could sign up with a provider directly (and the provider would send the registration form to the LEA), a list of providers was not included in the notice sent to parents (see finding under indicator 2.3) making it difficult to use this option.  These actions limited parental opportunities to enroll their children in SES.  

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(5), (7), and (8) of the ESEA requires schools identified for the second year of improvement, corrective action, and restructuring to offer SES consistent with the requirements of section 1116(e)(1).     

Further action required:  The MDE must provide written guidance to its LEAs reiterating that SES are to be offered to students from low-income families in all grades served by the school identified for the second year of improvement, corrective action or restructuring.  This guidance must also clarify that while LEAs may encourage parents to attend provider fairs, they may not require parents to attend provider fairs in order to enroll a child in SES.  The MDE must provide a copy of this guidance to ED.

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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	SEA complies with—

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

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

· The reallocation and carryover provisions in section 1126(c) and 1127 of Title I statute.
	Met

 Requirements
	N/A

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

Requirements
	N/A

	3.3
	SEA ensures that all its LEAs comply with the requirements in section 1113 of the Title I statute and sections 200.77 and 200.78 of the regulations with regard to (1) Reserving funds for the various set-asides either required or allowed under the statute, and (2) Allocating funds to eligible school attendance areas or schools in rank order of poverty based on the number of children from low-income families who reside in an eligible attendance area.
	Findings
	15

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

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

· SEA ensures that Title I funds are used only to supplement or increase non-Federal sources used for the education of participating children and do not supplant funds from non-Federal sources.
	Finding
	17

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

Requirements
	N/A

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

Recommendation
	17

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

Requirements
	N/A

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

 Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area:  Fiduciary Responsibilities

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

Finding (1):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs correctly calculate equitable services for services to private school students, their teachers, and families. 

· MPS has not correctly calculated the amount of Title I funds for equitable services for teachers and families of private school students.

· Although SPPS has reserved more than one percent of its Title I allocation for parental involvement activities, it has calculated equitable services for parental involvement only on one percent of its allocation rather than on the entire amount reserved for parental involvement.  In addition, SPPS has calculated equitable services for parental involvement based on the number of low-income private school students rather than on the proportion as required.

· There is no process or mechanism at the State level to determine whether LEAs have calculated equitable services, if appropriate, on activities that they fund with carryover.  MPS is developing a plan for spending carryover from 2005–2006.  Certain items, for example, additional professional development and family involvement resources, may be subject to equitable services.  MPS staff indicated that they have received no direction from the MDE regarding when the required proportion for private schools should be calculated for carryover funds.

Citation:  Section 1118(a)(3)(A) of the ESEA requires that LEAs with a Title I, Part A allocation of greater than $500,000 reserve not less than one percent of their Title I, Part A allocation to carry out parental involvement activities. Section 200.65 of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to calculate from these funds the amount of funds available for parental involvement activities for families of private school students based on the proportion of private school students from low-income families residing in Title I attendance areas.  The LEA then must distribute to its public schools at least 95 percent of the remainder, leaving the balance of the reserved funds for parental involvement activities at the LEA level.  Any funds related to this requirement that the LEA does not use that year must be carried over into the next fiscal year and used for parental involvement activities.  If an LEA reserves more than the required one percent of its 

Title I, Part A funds for parental involvement activities, the requirement to allocate an equitable amount for the involvement of private school parents applies to the entire amount set aside for this purpose. 

If an LEA reserves funds under section 1119 of the ESEA for carrying out professional development activities, the LEA must provide equitable services to teachers of private school participants from this set-aside.  Section 200.65(a)(1) – (2) of the Title I regulations requires an LEA to calculate the amount of funds available for professional development activities from the reserved funds based on the proportion of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.  Activities for the teachers of private school participants must be planned and implemented with meaningful consultation with private school officials and teachers.

Section 200.64(a)(2)(i)(A) of the Title I regulations requires that, if an LEA reserves funds for instructional related activities for public elementary or secondary students at the district level, the LEA must also provide from these funds, as applicable, equitable services to eligible private school children. The amount of funds available to provide equitable services from the applicable reserved funds must be proportional to the number of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.

Further action required:  The MDE must ensure that its LEAs correctly calculate equitable services for services to the teachers and families of participating private school students.  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The MDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will ensure the correct implementation of these requirements. The MDE must submit to ED evidence that, for the 2007–2008 school year, MPS and SPPS have correctly calculated the amount of Title I funds, including any applicable carryover funds that must be reserved for services for eligible private school students, their teachers and families.

Finding (2):  The MDE has not ensured that it has correctly calculated the per-pupil funding cap for SES.  The MDE used the total formula count rather than the census poverty count in calculating the SES per-pupil funding cap for its LEAs.

Citation:   Section 1116(e)(6) of the ESEA sets the per-pupil cost for supplemental educational services at the lesser of an LEA’s per-pupil allocation under Part A of Title I or the actual cost of the services.  To calculate the LEA’s per-pupil allocation under 

Part A, an LEA must divide its Title I, Part A allocation by the number of children residing within the LEA aged 5‑17 who are from families below the poverty level as determined by the most recent census estimates from the Department of Commerce.  The LEA must use the census poverty count, not the total formula count.

Further action required:  The MDE must ensure that it has correctly calculated the per-pupil funding cap for SES.  The MDE must provide ED with evidence that, for the 

2007–2008 school year, it has correctly calculated the per-pupil funding cap for SES or has provided information to its LEAs in order that they may calculate.

Indicator 3.4 – Fiscal Requirements – Maintenance of Effort, Comparability and Supplement not Supplant as demonstrated by the following:

Finding:  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs have used Title I funds to supplement not supplant.   

· MPS is using a portion of its reservation for professional development for “highly qualified” to fund portions of salaries for Human Resources staff.  These Human Resources staff track the “highly qualified” status of all teachers in the LEA. During the Title I funded portion of their time these staff work with issues related to teachers in Title I schools; during the local funded portion of their time these staff work with issues related to teachers in non-Title I schools. 

Citation:  Section 1120A(b) of the ESEA requires a State educational agency or local educational agency to use Federal Title I funds only to supplement the funds that would, in the absence of such Federal funds, be made available from non-Federal sources for the education of students participating in programs assisted under Title I, and not to supplant such funds.  An LEA may not use Title I funds to provide services that the LEA is required to make available under Federal, State, or local law. 

Further action required:  The MDE must ensure that its LEAs use Title I funds to supplement and not supplant. The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The MDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.

Indicator 3.6 – Services for Private School Students

Finding (1):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs maintain control of the Title I program being provided for eligible private school children. 

· While MPS is providing services to eligible private school children, it is not fulfilling its role as the public agency responsible for planning, designing, and implementing Title I programs that meet the needs of private school participants.  Instead, it has allowed the private school officials to assume responsibility for these activities, such as analyzing needs of private school children, designing a program with contractors to meet identified needs, directing contractors’ work, and designing professional development and parental involvement activities. Private school officials from MPS shared with the ED team the Title I Program Description Form template that had been provided to them by MPS.  Directions on the form indicated that private schools should, “complete a plan for each Title I program for which they are applying.”  The directions also indicated that, “you have a choice in whom you hire to provide Title I services”; “you can contract with a third party contractor…”; “…if you or the district hire an educational assistant…”; “…staff may be purchased using Title I funds, as long as it is addressed in your plan…”; and “all equipment and materials used in the Title I program must be marked and used solely by Title I students.  It is best to separate computer and other equipment so that you can ensure only Title I students have access to it.”

· In several instances in MPS, private school staff have requested that Title I pay for equipment, materials and supplies.  These materials and supplies are for use in the private schools and have been sent directly to the private school.  Private school officials have labeled the equipment and/or materials.  Some materials have been labeled with the name of the private school; others have been labeled with the names of both the private school and the LEA.

· In several instances in MPS, private school principals are signing the timesheets of Title I funded staff.

· Private school staff in MPS indicated that LEA staff have been to the school only once since the beginning of the year to view the Title I program being provided by a third-party vendor.  In a report issued for an August 9-13, 2004 Title I, Part A monitoring review, a team from ED found that MDE did not ensure that the policies and procedures were in place regarding the approval and monitoring of contracts including those with potential third-party providers.  
Citation: Section 80.40 of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) requires grantees to monitor grant and subgrant activities to ensure compliance with applicable Federal requirements.  

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

Section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA requires that the LEA maintain control of the Title I funds, materials, equipment and property.  

Section 200.64(b)(3)(ii)(B) of the Title I regulations requires that if an LEA contracts with a third-party provider for the services to private school students, and/or their teachers and families, the contract must be under the control and supervision of the LEA.

Section 1120(b)(1)(B) of the ESEA requires that an LEA consult with appropriate officials from private schools during the design and development of the LEA’s program for eligible private school children. After consultation with appropriate private school officials, the LEA must design a Title I program that meets the needs of private school participants.  The LEA is responsible for planning, designing, and implementing the 

Title I program and may not delegate that responsibility to the private schools or their officials. 

In addition, section 1120(d)(2) of the ESEA requires that the Title I services be provided by an employee of the LEA or by an employee through a contract with the LEA.  The statute also requires that the employee shall be independent of the private school and of any religious organization.  

Further action required:  The MDE must require all LEAs serving private school children to maintain control of the Title I program for the eligible private school children.  LEAs are responsible for designing and implementing the Title I program and cannot delegate their responsibilities to the private school officials.  The MDE must require MPS and any other LEA delegating this responsibility to private school officials to cease this practice immediately, and must provide evidence to ED that it has notified MPS. Any supplies, materials or equipment purchased with Title I funds should be provided for the sole use of the Title I-funded staff to support the Title I services being provided for private school students. The MDE must require MPS and all its LEAs serving private school students 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  _____ County Public Schools” placed on labels that cannot be erased or removed and must provide ED with evidence that MPS has done so. The MDE must also provide ED with descriptions of Title I services that MPS will provide either through contract or through MPS staff to two private schools for the 2007–2008 school year.

Since LEAs that serve private school children are required to supervise any contracts for third-party vendors providing these services, LEA staff should be monitoring the contract on a regular basis; private school principals should not be signing timesheets of Title I- funded staff.  The MDE must require MPS and any other LEA using third-party vendors to provide Title I services to private school students to supervise those contracts on a regular basis.  Additionally, the MDE must require that MPS and any other LEA where private school principals sign the timesheets of Title I-funded staff to cease this practice immediately, and must provide evidence to ED that it has notified MPS. The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of these requirements. This description must include any documents, such as letters to LEAs and/or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The MDE must provide ED with documentation that it has informed its LEAs of these requirements and provide ED with information on procedures they will use to ensure the correct implementation of these requirements.  

Finding (2):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs exercise proper administration (control) of the Title I services it is responsible for providing to private school teachers and families of participants.  In MPS, the ED team reviewed several contracts for Title I-funded professional development activities at private schools in which the scope of work included activities, such as providing administrative coaching to the administrative team, or coaching/mentoring identified staff.  MPS staff are not involved in planning or implementing professional development and parental involvement activities nor do they attend the planned activities to ensure that the activities meet Title I requirements.  

Citation:  Section 200.66 of the Title I regulations requires that an LEA must use Title I funds to meet the educational needs of the private school participants.  The LEA may not use any Title I funds for the needs of the private school or the general needs of children in the private school.   

Section 1120(a)(1) of the ESEA requires that the LEA shall, after meaningful consultation with appropriate private school officials, ensure that teachers and parents of participants receive equitable services.  The activities for private school teachers of private school students should address how these teachers can better serve their Title I students. Parental involvement activities must be designed and implemented to meet the needs of the parents of Title I participants.

Section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA requires the LEA to administer and maintain control of Title I funds. 

Further action required:  The MDE must require that MPS and any other LEA that provide services for private school students to exercise proper oversight for the Title I services they provide to private school teachers and parents of private school participants and ensure that the third-party providers who are providing these services are not in violation of Title I requirements.  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when it informed its LEAs of these requirements, what technical assistance it has or will provide to its LEAs that serve private school students, how it will monitor these requirements, and provide two copies of a third party contract from MPS for the 2007–2008 school year as evidence that the private schools do not benefit from the Title I-funded services.  

Finding (3):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs have exercised proper oversight in awarding contracts for the provision of Title I services to participating private school students.  Several contracts that MPS has with third-party providers to provide services to participating private school students did not have enough detail to enable MPS to determine that the Title I statutory and regulatory requirements will be met.  Additionally, contracts from MPS and SPPS that were for more than one type of service, for example, for supplemental instructional services for private school students as well as parental involvement activities for their parents did not break out the specific amounts for instruction and parental involvement.

Citation:  Section 9306(a)(1) & (2) of the ESEA requires that an LEA submitting a consolidated application ensure that Title I will be administered in accordance with all applicable rules, regulations, program plans, and applications; that the LEA will maintain control of funds; that title to any property acquired with Title I funds will be in the LEA; and, the LEA will administer those funds and property as required by Title I.   Contracts must contain enough detail on how the third-party provider will implement Title I requirements with detail sufficient to enable LEAs to determine that the Title I statutory and regulatory requirements will be met.     

Further action required:  The MDE must require MPS and all its LEAs that provide services to private school students to ensure that the third-parties are providing Title I services to eligible private school children, their teachers, and their families in accordance with all Title I requirements.  In order for LEAs to exercise proper oversight, the MDE must require its 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 LEAs to determine that the Title I statutory and regulatory requirements will be met as required by section 9306 of the ESEA.  Contracts for more than one type of service, for example, for services for private school students as well as parental involvement activities for their parents must break out the specific amounts for instruction and parental involvement.  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when it informed its LEAs of this requirement, what technical assistance it has or will provide to them, how it will monitor this requirement, and a copy of one contract from MPS and SPPS that meets this requirement.

Finding (4):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs have exercised proper oversight when reimbursing third-party providers for services to private school students.  Invoices reviewed by the ED team and submitted by third-party providers to MPS contained very little detail on the expenditures listed and did not separate charges for instruction and administration.  Invoices that were for more than one type of service, for example, for services for private school students as well as parental involvement activities for their parents did not break out the specific charges for instruction and parental involvement. 

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.      

Section 1120(a)(3) of the ESEA requires that 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.

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of the steps it will take to ensure that its LEAs exercise proper oversight over invoices submitted from third party providers that are providing Title I services to private school students.  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 fees.  Invoices that are for more than one type of service, for example, for services for private school students as well as parental involvement activities for their parents must break out the charges for instruction and parental involvement. LEAs have the authority under the GEPA to require documentation to support requested expenditures.  The description must address the technical assistance the MDE will provide to its LEAs and how it will monitor its LEAs’ oversight of invoices.    

Finding (5):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs establish, in consultation with private school officials, multiple educationally related objective criteria to identify private school students for Title I services. In interviews with ED staff, private school staff from MPS indicated that students were selected using one measure rather than multiple criteria.  

Citation:  Section 200.62(b)(1) of the Title I regulations requires that, to be eligible for Title I services, a private school student must reside in a participating public school attendance area and meet the requirements in section 1115(b) of the ESEA, which requires the LEA to use multiple, educationally related, objective criteria in selecting children to participate in the Title I program.

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

Finding (6):  The MDE has not ensured that the amount of funds generated for instructional services for private school students is actually used for that purpose. The ED team found that, although low-income students from two private schools in MPS had generated Title I funds for instructional services, MPS provided the schools with the total mount of Title I funds that would be available, including funds for professional development and parental involvement. The private schools determined on their own the amounts that would be used for instruction, professional development and parental involvement activities. 

Citation:  Section 1120(a)(4) of the ESEA requires that Title I expenditures for other benefits to eligible private school students be equal to the proportion of funds allocated to participating public school attendance areas based on the number of private school students from low-income families. Funds generated by private school students must only be used for instructional costs associated with providing Title I services to eligible private school students.  Section 120(a)(1) of the ESEA requires that an LEA provide teachers and families of private school participants equitable services from the funds reserved by the LEA under sections 1118 and 1119.  Section 200.65(a)(2) of the Title I regulations states that the amount of funds available to provide equitable services to private school teachers and families must be proportionate to the number of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas. In order for the equitable services requirements for teachers and families to be met by an LEA, the funds generated from sections 1118 and 1119 must be used for professional development activities for private school teachers of participating students and parental involvement activities for families of participants. There is no authority under Title I to use these funds for instruction, or to use funds generated for instruction for private school students for professional development or parental involvement.  

Further action required:  The MDE must require all LEAs serving private school students to reserve the amount of funds generated for instructional services for private schools for only instructional services for eligible students.  The MDE must require MPS and any other LEA that is allowing funds generated for instructional services to be used for other activities to cease this practice immediately, and must provide evidence to ED that it has notified MPS. The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of this requirement. This description must include any documents, such as letters to LEAs and/or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The MDE must also provide ED with information on procedures they will use to ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  

Finding (7):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs have met the requirements for evaluation of the Title I program for private school students including what constitutes annual progress for the Title I programs serving private school participants.  Although, in both MPS and SPPS pre- and post-tests are administered, neither LEA has determined, in consultation with private school officials, how the Title I program that is provided to private school students will be assessed, what the agreed upon standards are, and how the annual progress will be measured.  

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 officials from private schools during the design and development of the LEA’s program for eligible private school students on issues such as how the LEA will assess academically the services to eligible private school students and how the LEA will use the results of that assessment to improve Title I services.  

Further action required:  The MDE must ensure that its LEAs, as part of the consultation process, make a determination as to what standards and assessments will be used to measure the annual progress of the Title I programs provided private school participants.  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of this requirement, what technical assistance it will provide to its LEAs, and how it will monitor this requirement to ensure that the Title I programs provide reasonable promise that the private school participants will achieve to high levels.

Finding (8):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet consultation requirements regarding services to private school students, their parents and teachers.  The MPS consultation forms just indicated that, “timely and meaningful consultation occurred before the LEA made any decision that affected the participation of eligible private school children in the Title I, Part A program.”  However, MPS did not provide evidence that all required consultation topics for Title I were addressed with private school officials.

Citation:  Section 200.63 of the Title I regulations require that consultation must, at a minimum, address the following issues:

· How the LEA will identify the needs of eligible private school children. 

· What services the LEA will offer to eligible private school children.

· How and when the LEA will make decisions about the delivery of services.

· How, where, and by whom the LEA will provide services to eligible private school children.

· How the LEA will assess academically the services to private school children and how the LEA will use the results of that assessment to improve Title I services.

· The size and scope of the equitable services that the LEA will provide to eligible private school children and the proportion of its Title I funds that the LEA will allocate for these services and the amount of funds that the LEA reserves from its Title I allocation for the purposes listed in section 200.77 of the Title I regulations.

· The method, or the sources of data, that the LEA will use to determine the number of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas, including whether the LEA will extrapolate data if a survey is used. 
· The services the LEA will provide to teachers and families of participating private school children.
Consultation must also include –  –

· A discussion of service delivery mechanisms the LEA will use to provide services; and

· A thorough consideration and analysis of the views of the private school officials on whether the LEA should contract with a third-party provider.

Consultation must occur before an LEA makes any decision that affects the opportunity for eligible private school children, their teachers, and their families to participate in the Title I program.

Section 1120(4) of the ESEA requires each LEA to maintain and provide to the SEA a written affirmation signed by the officials of each participating private school that the required consultation has occurred.
In addition, section 200.64(a)(2)(ii)(A-B) of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to reserve funds generated by private school children, and, in consultation with private school officials, may:

· Combine those amounts, along with funds generated by students in other private schools to create a pool of funds from which the LEA provides equitable services to eligible private school children, in the aggregate, in greatest need of those services; or

· Provide equitable services to eligible children in each private school with the funds generated by children who attend that private school.

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The MDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  In addition, the MDE must submit to ED evidence that, for the 

2007–2008 school year, MPS has consulted with private school officials regarding all the required issues above.   

Finding (9):  The MDE has not ensured that Title I funds do not benefit private schools.  At one of the private schools in MPS, Title I funds a parent liaison who provides translations for parent/teacher conferences, ISP meetings and other school-related events for all students. Title I also funds a consultant/counselor who assists with the school’s behavior program, which does not serve exclusively Title I participants, by providing one-to-one or small group instruction as well as personal safety and safe environment training for students.  Title I funds also pay for the Star Reading and Star Math programs that are used to assess all student skills twice a year in order to target students for math and reading intervention.

Citation:  Section 200.66(b) of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to use Title I funds to meet the special education needs of participating private school students, and prohibits LEAs from using Title I funds to meet the needs of the private school or the general needs of children in the private school.

Further action required: The MDE must  require MPS and any other LEA using this practice to cease this practice immediately and must provide evidence to ED.  Additionally, Title I services must target the needs of the Title I students and may not meet the needs of the private school or the general needs of the children in the private school.  

Recommendation:  Currently, both MPS and SPPS are using an affirmation form that covers consultation for Titles I–V.  Private school officials may have been consulted on one of the topics for Title V or III, but not Title I, and there is no way to record that information on the form.  MPS and SPPS should consider developing a separate form just for Title I that contains all the required topics.

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
	27

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

Requirements
	N/A

	1.3
	In making non-competitive continuation awards, the SEA reviews the progress of each subgrantee in meeting the objectives of the program and evaluates the program based on the indicators of program quality, and refuses to award subgrant funds to an eligible entity if the agency finds that the entity has not sufficiently improved the performance of the program.
	Finding
	28

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

Requirements
	N/A

	1.5
	The SEA ensures that projects provide for an independent local evaluation of the program that is used for program improvement.
	Finding
	28

	1.6
	The SEA reports to ED in a timely manner using the required performance measures and ensures that local projects are assessing the progress of their participants using those measures.
	Finding
	28

	1.7
	The SEA ensures compliance with all Even Start program requirements.
	Met 

Requirements
	N/A


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

Monitoring Area:  Accountability
Indicator 1.1– The SEA complies with the subgrant award requirements.
Finding:  The MDE has not used the State’s Committee of Practitioners (COP) to advise on Even Start documents and processes such as grant applications.  

Citation:  Section 1903(b) of the ESEA requires the State educational agency (SEA) to create a State’s COP to advise the State in carrying out its responsibilities under Title I of the ESEA, including under the Even Start program (Title I, Part B, Subpart 3, ESEA).  

Further action required:  The MDE must develop and submit to ED a plan for using the State’s COP to advise on Even Start.  

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

Finding:  The MDE does not have a clear process for determining that grantees are making sufficient progress before awarding continuation funds.

Citation:  Section 1238(b)(3) and (4) of the ESEA requires States to use their indicators of program quality to evaluate whether projects are making sufficient progress toward program improvement for the purpose of making decisions about continuation awards.

Further action required:  The MDE must develop and submit to ED a process that includes written criteria for determining whether grantees are making sufficient progress towards their program objectives, based on the State’s indicators of program quality, before awarding continuation funds, and evidence that the process has been implemented.

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

Finding:  The MDE does not currently have a State evaluator and has not required that local projects hire their own evaluators.  Last year, the MDE contracted with a State evaluator who provided local evaluation to projects.  This contract ended in September 2006; thus, projects are most likely without a local evaluator until summer or fall when the new state contract is entered into.
Citation:  Section 1235(15) of the ESEA requires each Even Start project to provide for an independent evaluation of the local program to be used for program improvement.

Further action required:  The MDE must develop and submit to ED a plan for ensuring that all projects are providing for an independent local evaluation, and evidence that its plan has been implemented. 

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

Finding:  The MDE has not yet required projects to administer the PALS Pre-K Alphabet Letter Recognition assessment.  This assessment is required for one of the Even Start measures under the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA).     

Citation:  Section 76.720 of the EDGAR (34 CFR section 76.720) requires States to submit an annual performance report (the consolidated State performance report), and 34 CFR section 76.722 authorizes States to require their subgrantees to furnish reports that the State needs to carry out its program responsibilities.  As authorized by the Office of Management and Budget under the Paperwork Reduction Act approval number OMB 1810-0614, the consolidated State performance report (in part) requires States to report data from local projects on the PALS Pre-K Alphabet Letter Recognition assessment measure.  

Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED evidence that it is requiring all projects to use the assessments needed to report on the GPRA performance measures, and a timeline for when that data will be reported to ED.  

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

	Indicator Number 
	Description
	Status
	Page

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

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

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

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

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


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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

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

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

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

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

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


 Title I, Part D

 Summary of Monitoring Indicators

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

	Indicator

Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

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

Requirements
	N/A

	1.2
	The SEA ensures that State agency (SA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.
	Recommendation
	32

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

Requirements
	N/A

	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
	N/A

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

Requirements
	N/A

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

Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part D

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

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the MDE provide technical assistance and support to Part D grantees on uses of data to review and strengthen programs.    One resource is the data and data analysis publications found at www.neglected-delinquent.org.
Title I, Part D, Subpart 3 of the ESEA describes program evaluations by SA and LEA grantees.  The Subpart identifies the use of multiple and appropriate measures to improve programs.  The ED team observed that Part D program performance evaluations could be strengthened by helping grantees use performance objectives and data analysis to examine program impact.
McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 1.1
	The SEA collects and reports to ED assessment data from LEAs on the educational needs of homeless children and youth.  
	Finding
	33

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

Requirements
	N/A

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

Requirements
	N/A

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

Requirements
	N/A

	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.
	Findings
	34

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

Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 3.4
	The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.
	Finding
	35


Indicator 1.1 - The SEA collects and reports to ED assessment data from LEAs on the educational needs of homeless children and youth.  

Finding:  The MDE has not ensured that LEAs report all required information on the educational needs of homeless children and youth.  All LEAs with and without subgrants are required to annually report data on homeless students, including the primary nighttime residence of homeless students.  Data in Minnesota were reported for 2005-2006 for the eight LEA McKinney-Vento grantees; however, of the 116 LEAs that reported homeless students, none identified the primary nighttime residence, which is the source of identifying the status of homelessness. 

Citation:  Sections 722(f)(3) and 724(h)(1)(A) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youths) requires SEAs to collect and transmit to ED a report containing information ED determines necessary to assess the educational needs of homeless children and youths within the State.  This report is to include the number and location of homeless children and youths.

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed plan and timeline for how it will ensure that future data collected for this program to be reported to ED will be provided in a complete manner for all requested data items.
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 (1):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs use Title I, Part A funds to provide comparable services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools consistent with the requirements of the statute.  Interviews with LEA staff and a program review of McKinney-Vento grant applications found that Title I, Part A funds are being used in several LEAs transporting homeless students to school, or providing transportation tokens.  Because the McKinney-Vento statute requires the provision of transportation at the request of a parent, guardian or unaccompanied homeless youth to the school of origin, Title I funds may not be used to meet this requirement, as such a use of Title I, 

Part A funds is supplanting.  

Citation:  Section 722(g)(1)(J)(iii) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youths) requires the SEA and LEAs in the State to ensure that transportation is provided at the request of a parent, guardian or unaccompanied homeless youth to the school of origin. 

Further action required:  The MDE must inform all LEAs in the State that transportation for homeless children and youth may not be paid for using Federal funds other than those provided under section 723 of Subtitle B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youths).  The MDE must provide ED with documentation that it has required all LEAs to cease using Title I funds for such purposes. 

Finding (2):  The MDE has not ensured that it LEAs use Title I, Part A funds to provide comparable services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools consistent with the requirements of the statute.  Interviews with MPS and SPPS homeless staff and a  review of the McKinney-Vento grant applications found that Title I, Part A funds are being used to pay 100 percent of a local liaison’s salary.   This is supplanting of requirements for the identification of a local liaison under the McKinney-Vento program. 

Citation:  Section 722(g)(1)(J)(ii) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youths) requires LEAs to designate an appropriate staff person, who may be a coordinator of other Federal programs, as local educational liaison for homeless children and youths.   

Additionally, ED has provided guidance that states, “A person paid with Title I, Part A funds may also serve as the homeless liaison and, accordingly, Title I, Part A funds may pay, in whole or in part, the salary of the homeless liaison.  Title I, Part A funds may not be used to pay any portion of the salary of an individual who serves solely as the homeless liaison with no responsibility for any part of the Title I, Part A program.”  

Further action required:  The MDE must inform all LEAs in the State that an individual that acts 100 percent in the role of local liaison may only be paid for such services through the McKinney-Vento subgrant.  The MDE must demonstrate to ED that it has informed its LEAs of this requirement.

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 MDE has a monitoring protocol and conducted pilot NCLB visits in the spring of 2006 as ‘unofficial’ monitoring.  Materials obtained by ED indicated a 2006-2007 monitoring schedule for LEAs.  However, ED was able to obtain only one recently completed Title I comprehensive monitoring protocol and one complete draft report for a subgrantee (MPS) dated ten days prior to the ED visit that stated it was a first official monitoring visit.
Citation:  Section 722(g)(2) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youths) requires that State plans for the education of homeless children and youth describe how the State will ensure that LEAs will comply with the requirements of the McKinney-Vento statute.  Section 80.40 of the EDGAR further states that the State, as the grantee, is responsible for monitoring grant and subgrant-supported activities to ensure compliance with applicable Federal requirements. 

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed plan and timeline for how it will conduct ongoing monitoring for LEAs with and without subgrants to ensure that all LEAs implement McKinney-Vento statutory requirements.  The MDE must also provide ED with evidence that the plan has been implemented, including copies of additional completed reports for monitoring carried out during the 2006-2007 school year.
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