Illinois State Board of Education

April 14 – 18, 2008

Scope of Review:  A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office monitored the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) the week of April 14–18, 2008. This was a comprehensive review of 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 VII, Subtitle B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youth) 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 of the State educational agency (SEA).  During the onsite review, the ED team visited four LEAs – Chicago Public Schools, Cicero Public Schools, Aurora East Public Schools, Kankakee Public Schools, interviewed administrative staff, as well as personnel from 17 schools in these LEAs that have been identified for improvement, and conducted four parent meetings. 

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 located in Jacksonville and Madison.  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 the State agency (SA) application under 

Subpart 1, technical assistance provided to the SA, the State’s oversight and monitoring plan and activities, the SA subgrant plan.  The ED team interviewed the SA - Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice.  The ED team also interviewed the Title I, Part D ISBE coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and discuss administration of the program.

In its review of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program, 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.  The ED team visited the programs in Chicago, Kankakee, and Girard Public Schools and interviewed administrative, program and teaching staff.  The ED team also interviewed the ISBE McKinney-Vento coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  Comparability is an additional issue that has been repeatedly identified in A-133 audits.  The ISBE was found to have not sufficiently monitored its LEAs’compliance with comparability requirements.

Previous Monitoring Findings:  ED last reviewed Title I programs in the ISBE during the week of April 4-8, 2005.  ED identified compliance findings in the following areas for Title I, Part A:  implementation of all required components as identified in its accountability workbook; alternate assessments; LEA report cards; highly qualified paraprofessionals; statewide system of support; parental involvement requirements; parent notification requirements; school improvement; supplemental educational services (SES) requirements; public school choice; audits; reservation of funds; calculation of equitable services; comparability; private schools:  maintaining control of the program; State reservation of funds; and carryover.   For Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 (Even Start): subgrant awards requirements, instructional program requirements; and, Title I, Part D - Neglected, Delinquent or At-Risk of Dropping-Out Program: Title I, Part D plans (State and local); reservation of funds; subrecipient monitoring; and the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program: identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students; technical assistance; comparable services to students in non-Title I schools; resolution of complaints; and subrecipient monitoring. 

The ISBE subsequently provided ED with documentation sufficient to address all compliance issues identified during this review. 

Subsequent to the April 2005 Title I monitoring visit, ED conducted a targeted monitoring review of ISBE’S implementation of public school choice and SES during the week of March 12-15, 2007.  As a result of that review, ISBE was cited for not ensuring that the public school choice requirements in Chicago were being carried out consistent with the statute.  Specifically, Chicago uses a targeted approach of selecting students for public school choice and may not be offering eligible students in all schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring the opportunity to transfer to another public school.  Since the March 2007 targeted monitoring visit ED has continued to work with the ISBE and Chicago to resolve this issue.       
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 standards by all students.

Status:  Met requirements
Recommendation (1):  The ED team recommends that the ISBE identify methods to collect and analyze data from its ‘medium’ and ‘low’ risk LEAs other than through onsite reviews, as staff informed the ED team that they are unable to conduct the complete schedule of reviews for these LEAs due to a lack of staff.  The ISBE staff from its External Assurances Office informed the ED team that its monitoring cycle is based on a risk analysis, which is conducted every three years.  The analysis includes such factors as size of the LEA, adequate yearly progress (AYP) status, number of schools in improvement, and the size of the grant award.  All LEAs determined to be ‘high risk’ are monitored every year, those determined ‘medium’ risk are monitored every two years, and those determined ‘low’ risk LEAs are monitored every three years.  Staff further informed the ED team that, due to small numbers of staff, it has been unable to conduct onsite reviews to the ‘medium’ and ‘low’ risk LEAs.  

Recommendation (2):  The ED team recommends that the ISBE revise its process for monitoring its largest LEA, Chicago, to either involve more staff or to collect and review data from Chicago outside of the onsite review process.  Currently, one ISBE staff member is assigned to conduct the annual onsite review of Chicago.  The review includes interviews with Chicago administrative staff as well as personnel from a number of public and private schools in Chicago.  The ED team was informed that the ISBE review begins in the fall of each school year, and is often not completed until the late spring or summer.  Consequently, the resulting monitoring report is issued during the summer, and Chicago must respond to and implement required corrective actions from the prior year’s monitoring as ISBE is beginning the monitoring review for the subsequent year.  This ‘overlap’ of monitoring reviews causes much confusion, and does not allow Chicago to fully implement corrective actions nor the ISBE to review such and make determinations as to their effectiveness.  

Recommendation (3):  The ED team recommends that the ISBE incorporate more of the programmatic requirements of Title I of the ESEA into its monitoring process to ensure a more comprehensive review of all Title I requirements during onsite reviews.  The ED team was informed by the ISBE staff that onsite reviews involve mostly fiscal issues, a fact that was confirmed through interviews with LEA staff as well as a review of monitoring reports.  Many ISBE staff were unaware of the programmatic issues evidenced in the ED team’s review, many of which could have been identified through its own monitoring reviews.

Title 1, Part A

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title 1, Part A:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	1.1
	SEA has approved system of academic content standards, academic achievement standards and assessments (including alternate assessments) for all required subjects and grades, or has an approved timeline for developing them. 
	Findings
	5

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

Recommendation
	6

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

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

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

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


Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area:  Accountability

Indicator 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.

Finding (1):  The ISBE provided criteria for categorizing students as Limited English Proficient (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 Chicago the exit criterion for LEP students is a 4.0 score on the ACCESS, in Aurora East the exit criterion is a composite score of 4.5 on the ACCESS, and in Kankakee the exit criterion was 5.0 on the ACCESS.  In ED’s 2005 monitoring report, the same inconsistencies in the exit criteria for LEP students were noted.  

Citation:  Section 200.20(f)(2)(i) of the Title I regulations states that in determining AYP for the subgroup of LEP students, a State may include, for a period of up to two years, the scores of students who were limited English proficient but who no longer meet the State’s definition of LEP.  

Further action required:  The ISBE must clarify the criteria used to exit LEP students from that category, communicate these criteria to LEAs and provide additional training for LEA personnel statewide.  The ISBE must establish consistent statewide exit criteria, and provide ED with a plan to communicate these criteria to the LEAs. 

Finding (2):  The ISBE has not ensured that the reading script accommodation is valid for the Prairie State Achievement Exam (PSAE).  According to the “Assessment Accommodations for English Language Learners:  Guidance for 2008” published in February 2008, for the Prairie State Achievement Examination (PSAE), reader script (in English) is allowed for all tested subjects.  According to ISBE and the guidance, the Reader Scripts are special test booklets read by the test administrator to the test-taker(s).  The booklets include instructions, test items, and item choices. The test administrators are reading the reading test Reader Script to students.  This accommodation will invalidate the reading construct. 

Citation:  Section 1111(b)(3)(C)(ix)(III) of the ESEA requires that such assessment shall provide for the inclusion of limited English proficient students, who shall be assessed in a valid and reliable manner and provide reasonable accommodations on assessments administered to such students.

Further action required: The ISBE must provide ED with the number of scores that it invalidated for those students who took the PSAE reading test using the reader script accommodations or demonstrate how this accommodation is intended to help students demonstrate their knowledge of test content without altering the test construct.  
Indicator 1.2 -The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook. 

Finding:  The ISBE provides AYP determinations to all Illinois LEAs in a timely fashion and identified schools in need of improvement by July 26 and completed the appeals process by September 4, 2007; however, Chicago used the previous year’s data to identify schools and issue choice letters to parents.  

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(1)(A) and (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 two consecutive years to make adequate yearly 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 ensure that Chicago identifies schools in need of improvement in a timely fashion so that school improvement requirements may be implemented. Such timely identification would allow enough time to notify parents about public school choice or SES options based on current data.  The ISBE must provide ED with a plan and timeline for Chicago’s identification of schools and implementation of choice and SES in that LEA. 

Recommendation:  In order to prevent confusion among LEAs, ED recommends that ISBE define a “new” school and include that definition in the State’s accountability workbook.  The ISBE does not have a definition of a “new school with appropriate description of accountability rules that are consistently applied throughout the State.  

	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.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.2
	The SEA has established a statewide system of support that provides, or provides for, technical assistance to LEAs and schools as required.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

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


	8

	2.4
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring have met the requirements of being so identified.
	Finding
	10

	2.5
	The SEA ensures that requirements for public school choice are met.
	Finding 
	11

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


	11

	2.7
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop schoolwide programs that use the flexibility provided to them by the statute to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.
	Finding
	12

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


Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area:  Program Improvement, Parental Involvement and Options
Indicator 2.3 – The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental involvement requirements.

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that all LEAs in the State have complied with all parental involvement policy requirements.  As a result of ED’s previous Title I monitoring of the ISBE in April 2005, the ISBE was cited for not ensuring that a high number of schools in Chicago developed parental involvement policies.  Subsequent to ED’s 2005 visit, the ISBE issued additional guidance to Chicago and all LEAs on the required components of LEA and school level parental involvement policies and ensured ED that all schools in Chicago had developed parental involvement policies; however, school level parental involvement policies were not available for all schools interviewed by the ED Team in Chicago, Cicero and Kankakee.

Citation:  Section 1118(b) of the ESEA requires that each Title I school jointly develop 

with and distribute to parents of participating children a written parental involvement policy agreed on by the parents that describes the requirements of subsections (c) through (f).  

Further action required:  Because ED noted a similar finding during its previous monitoring review in 2005, the ISBE must take the following additional actions to ensure that all Title I schools in the State have written parental involvement policies that are consistent with section 1118(b) of the ESEA for the 2007-08 school year, and annually thereafter:

1. Reissue written guidance to all LEAs about the requirements for school level parental involvement policies; 

2. Develop and implement a process, including timelines, to provide technical assistance to Chicago, Cicero, and Kankakee to resolve this finding; 

3. Establish a process and timeline for annually determining that each Title I school has fully implemented parental involvement policies according to all statutory and regulatory requirements; and

4. Establish specific corrective actions, to include timelines, that the ISBE will take to ensure full compliance in cases where actions taken by LEAs have not been adequate or do not meet statutory and regulatory requirements.

The ISBE must provide ED with a written explanation, including timelines, that details how the SEA has addressed, or will address, each of the actions noted above.

Finding (2):  The ISBE did not ensure that parents were involved in the development and evaluation of LEAs’ parental involvement policies as required by Title I statute.  District staff in Aurora East and Cicero could not provide evidence that parents were involved in the development of the district level parental involvement policies and evidence that the district parental involvement policy had been reviewed and evaluated annually.

Citation:  Section 1118(a)(2) of the ESEA requires that each LEA receiving Title I funds develop and distribute to parents a written parental involvement policy stating how it will support the involvement of parents.  This policy must be developed jointly with and agreed upon by parents.  The policy becomes part of the LEA’s plan submitted to the State under section 1112 of the ESEA.  Section 1118(a)(2)(E) of the ESEA requires that the LEA conduct, with the involvement of parents, an annual evaluation of the content and effectiveness of the parental involvement policy in improving the academic quality of the Title I schools.    

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide ED with documentation that it has informed all LEAs of the requirements related to the planning, review, and revision of LEA parental involvement policies and information related to the procedures it will use to monitor the implementation of these requirements. 

Finding (3):  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs notify parents about public school choice on or before the first day of school.  Cicero did not send public school choice notification letters until after the beginning of the school year. 

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA requires that the public school choice option be provided no later than the first day of school.

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide Cicero and all its LEAs additional written guidance indicating that they must notify parents about public school choice before the start of the school year, and must provide ED with a copy of this guidance.  

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

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that Chicago adheres to the school improvement requirements for schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring.  

The ISBE requires Title I schools in academic improvement status to develop and submit 

school improvement plans through the electronic Illinois e-Plans system, which does incorporate all requirements.  LEAs are required to submit restructuring plans through the e-Plan system on behalf of schools; however, Chicago uses its own format for school improvement planning as defined in State code prior to NCLB.  Because Chicago uses a format that was enacted prior to NCLB, the format does not contain all the required components.  School plans for Chicago reviewed by ED lacked some of the required components of the school improvement plan that must be written (or revised) when a school does not make AYP for two consecutive years and is identified for improvement.  In addition, it was not always clear what corrective actions and/or restructuring options the schools were implementing. 

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(3) of the ESEA requires that each school identified for improvement must develop or revise a school plan in consultation with parents, school staff, the LEA serving the school, and outside experts.  Schools must develop or revise the plan not later than three months after being identified for improvement.  The plan must cover a two-year period and be approved by the LEA.  Sections 1116(b)(3)(A)(i-x) of the ESEA describe the elements that must be included in the plan.  In addition, sections 1116 (b)(7)(C) and (b)(8)(B) of the ESEA describe the planning requirements for schools identified for corrective and restructuring, respectively.  

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide guidance and technical assistance to Chicago on the use of the Illinois e-Plan school improvement templates and planning guides   that it requires all other LEAs and schools to use in preparing and submitting school improvement and school restructuring plans.  The ISBE must provide ED with a description of the actions it will take to ensure that, by the beginning of the 2008-08 school year, Chicago will meet all planning requirements stipulated in section 1116 of the ESEA for schools identified for school improvement, corrective action, and restructuring.  

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

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that Chicago is offering public school choice options to parents whose children attend charter schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.   Because Chicago serves as the authorizing agent for charter schools operating in the LEA, Chicago as the charter school authorizer must take actions as required by NCLB when a charter school fails to meet AYP requirements.

Citation:   A charter school that receives Title I funds is covered by the school improvement provisions under section 1116 of the ESEA and section 200.44 of the Title I regulations.  Section 1116(b)(E) of the ESEA and section 200.44(a) of the Title I regulations require LEAs that authorize charter schools to notify parents of the students enrolled in the school before the beginning of the school year of its status and their options for public school choice with transportation provided by the LEA just as the LEA would notify parents of students enrolled in other public schools.
Further action required:  The ISBE must provide written guidance to Chicago and all its LEAs regarding the school improvement requirements for charter schools that receive Title I funds.  The guidance must stipulate that because Illinois’ charter law approves   local school boards as the charter authorizer, then the LEA as the authorizer must notify parents of their school’s status and their options for public school choice with transportation provided by the LEA.  The guidance must be consistent with sections 1112 and 1116 of the ESEA, section 200.44 of the Title I regulations, and the Department’s non-regulatory guidance issued in July 2004 on “The Impact of the New Title I Requirements on Charter Schools.”   

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

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that LEAs implement SES in accordance with the ESEA statutory requirements.   Cicero did not offer SES to parents at one eligible school. The Cicero staff indicated that ISBE informed the LEA that it did not have to offer SES for the current school year because the school’s rating was delayed. In Aurora East a list of providers was not included in the SES notification sent to parents.  In Cicero the SES notification letter did not include information on provider qualifications. These practices limit parental opportunities to enroll their children in SES.  

Citation:  Sections 1116(b)(5), (7), and (8) of the ESEA require 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 ISBE 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, information about the available providers and their qualifications must be included in the SES notification letter.  The ISBE must provide a copy of this guidance to ED.  In addition, the ISBE must provide ED an explanation of why it permitted Cicero not to offer SES at one eligible school because the school’s rating was delayed and the actions the ISBE has taken or will take to ensure that SES will be offered to parents of eligible students in all schools required to provide SES.  
Finding (2):  The ISBE has not consistently ensured that SES providers send progress reports to a student’s parents and teachers.  For example, staff in Cicero reported they do not receive progress reports from SES providers, even though Cicero’s contracts with SES providers stipulate that providers will send monthly progress reports to a student’s parents and teachers.
Citation:  Section 1116(e)(3) of the ESEA requires that an LEA’s agreement with a provider must include detailed achievement goals for the individual student, a timeline for meeting the goals, a method to measure student progress, and a description of how parents and teachers will be regularly informed about student progress.  Section 1116e(5)(A) of the ESEA requires SES providers to provide parents of children receiving SES and the LEA information on the progress of the children in increasing achievement, in a format and, to the extent practicable, a language that parents can understand.  
Further action required:  The ISBE must provide additional guidance to LEAs and SES providers regarding its requirement for SES providers to prepare and distribute student progress reports to parents and teachers.  The ISBE must also provide ED with documentation that this guidance has been provided.  In addition, the ISBE must submit a summary of actions it has taken or will take with providers serving Cicero to resolve this issue.     
Indicator 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.

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that all schools in Chicago that operate schoolwide programs fully address the required ten components.  School improvement plans for Chicago reviewed by ED lacked some of the required components for schoolwide plans and/or strategies and action steps to help the school to achieve its schoolwide goals. 

Citation:  Section 1114(b)(1)(A-J) of the ESEA requires a schoolwide program to include the following components:  1) a comprehensive needs assessment; 2) schoolwide reform strategies; 3) instruction by highly qualified teachers; 4) high-quality and ongoing professional development; 5) strategies to attract high-quality, highly qualified teachers to high-need schools; 6) strategies to increase parental involvement in accordance with section 1118 of the ESEA; 7) plans for assisting preschool children in the transition from early childhood programs, such as Head Start, Even Start, Early Reading First, or a State-run preschool program, to local elementary school programs; 8) measures to include teachers in the decisions regarding the use of academic assessments; 9) activities to ensure that students who experience difficulty mastering the proficient or advanced levels of academic achievement standards are provided with effective, timely additional assistance; and 10) coordination and integration of Federal, State and local services and programs.

Further action required:  In conjunction with further actions required under Finding 2.4, the ISBE must provide guidance and technical assistance to Chicago in modifying its school improvement plan template to reflect the inclusion of all required schoolwide program plan components consistent with section 1114(b)(1) of the ESEA for all schools that operate as schoolwide programs.  Further, the ISBE must provide documentation to ED of the actions it has taken in this regard, and evidence to demonstrate that plans have been revised appropriately.

	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.
	Findings
	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

Recommendations
	18

	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: SEA Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.3 – Within District Allocation Procedures The LEA complies with the requirements in sections 1113, 1116, & 1118 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 ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs reserve funds for services to homeless students.  Cicero has not reserved Title I funds for services to homeless students.

Citation:  Section 200.77(a)(1) of the Title I regulations requires that LEAs reserve funds to provide services to homeless children who do not attend participating schools, including providing educationally related support services to children in shelters and other locations where homeless children may live.

Further action required:  The ISBE must require that all its LEAs that receive a 

Title I, Part A allocation reserve a portion of those funds for services to homeless students.  The ISBE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when it informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs, agendas for technical assistance meetings, application review process or other information for this requirement that demonstrate that the ISBE provided proper guidance.  In addition, the ISBE must submit to ED evidence that, for the 2008–2009 school year, Cicero reserved a portion of Title I funding for services to homeless students.  

Finding (2):  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements regarding reservations for parental involvement.  Although Kankakee and Cicero have reserved at least one percent of their Title I allocations for parental involvement activities, neither could provide evidence that, after reserving, if appropriate, a proportionate share for equitable services for private schools, they had allocated at least 95 percent of the remainder to schools.

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 children 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. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must require that all its LEAs that receive a Title I, Part A allocation of greater than $500,000 reserve at least one percent for parental involvement activities, calculate, if appropriate, the equitable portion for services to families of private school students, and distribute 95 percent of the remainder to Title I public schools.  The ISBE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ISBE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs, agendas for technical assistance meetings, the application review process or other information for this requirement that demonstrate that the ISBE provided proper guidance.  In addition, the ISBE must submit to ED evidence that, for the 2008–2009 school year, Kankakee and Cicero have correctly calculated the amount of Title I funding for parental involvement that must be distributed to public schools.  The ISBE must also provide ED with a description of the process that it will use to annually ensure that its LEAs meet this requirement.  

Finding (3):  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements regarding calculating equitable services for private school children, their teachers and families.    Cicero has not correctly calculated services to private school children, their teachers and families.  Although the ISBE had identified the issue in Cicero through its monitoring process, the ISBE does not have a process to ensure annually that its LEAs meet these requirements. This issue was identified during ED’s last monitoring cycle.
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 its Title I, 

Part A allocation to carry out parental involvement activities. Section 200.65 of the Title I regulations requires an LEA 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 reserved 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 reservation.  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 LEA 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 ISBE must ensure that its LEAs correctly calculate annually equitable services for the teachers and families of participating private school students.  The ISBE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ISBE informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The ISBE must also provide ED with a description of the process that it will use to annually ensure the correct implementation of these requirements. The ISBE must submit to ED evidence that it has resolved this issue with Cicero.

Finding (4):  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs meet the requirements related to Title I schools identified for corrective action or restructuring.  The ISBE does not have a process in place to annually ensure that, in reserving Title I funds for choice-related transportation or SES, LEAs do not reduce Title I allocations to these schools by more than 15 percent.

Citation:  Section 1116(10)(D) of the ESEA prohibits LEAs from reducing the allocations of Title I schools identified for corrective action or restructuring by more than 15 percent.

Further action required:  The ISBE must require that all its LEAs that have Title I schools identified for corrective action or restructuring do not reduce the Title I allocations to those schools by more than 15 percent.  The ISBE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the IDE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs, agendas for technical assistance meetings, application review process or other information for this requirement that demonstrate that the ISBE has provided proper guidance.  The ISBE must also provide ED with a description of the process that it will use to annually ensure that its LEAs meet this requirement.  

Indicator 3.4 - Maintenance of Effort, Comparability, and Supplement not Supplant

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements related to comparability.  Chicago has not included Title I schools identified as special education, special, alternative, performance or new charter schools in its comparability calculations. This issue was also identified during ED’s 2005 monitoring review of ISBE and the ISBE provided documentation and assurances to ED that this issue had been addressed.

Citation:  Section 1120A(c) of the ESEA states that an LEA may receive Title I, Part A funds only if State and local funds are used in participating Title I schools to provide services that, taken as a whole, are at least comparable to services in non-Title I schools.
Further action required: The ISBE must ensure that its LEAs meet requirements related to comparability.  The ISBE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ISBE informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs, agendas for technical assistance meetings and revised guidance. The ISBE must also provide ED with a description of how it will ensure that all Title I schools are included in comparability calculations.  In addition, the ISBE must submit evidence to ED that, for the 2008–2009 school year, Chicago has included all Title I schools in its comparability calculations.

Finding (2):  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements related to supplement not supplant.  Examples include:

· Chicago has used a combination of Title I and local funds to provide assessments to be used with all schools.
· Chicago has used Title I funds for staff positions in Human Resources.  The staff members collect and analyze “Highly Qualified” data for teachers in all schools.
· Chicago has used Title I funds for several staff positions in the Office of Research, Evaluation and Accounting offices.  These staff members are responsible for providing services to all schools and the Chicago district office.
Citation:  Section 1120A(b) of the ESEA requires LEAs to use Title I funds only to supplement and, to the extent practicable, increase the level of funds that would, in the absence of Title I funds, be made available from non-Federal sources.  Using Title I funds to pay for services for all schools or all children in the LEA is supplanting because Title I schools are receiving the same benefits as non-Title I schools and nothing more.  
Further action required:  The ISBE must notify Chicago and any other of its LEAs that are using Title I funds to supplant to cease this practice immediately and must provide evidence to ED that it has done so.  The ISBE must also provide ED a written explanation of how it will ensure the correct implementation of this requirement in Chicago.  This explanation must also detail the specific corrective actions, with timelines, that the ISBE has taken or will take with Chicago to ensure that Title I funds are not being used to fund staff positions or services that provide benefits to all schools.   

Indicator 3.6 - Services to Private School Students

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements related to consultation.  The ISBE collect Private School Consultation for Title I Services forms from its LEAs that are signed by private school officials.  The form provided by ISBE, indicates that “districts are required to collect signatures from private school officials verifying that consultation has taken place;” however, the form does not specify all required consultation topics.  Since the required topics are not on the form which private school officials sign, there is no assurance that all required consultation topics have been discussed.

Citation:  Under section 200.63 of the Title I regulations 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 200.63 of the Title I regulations requires each LEA to maintain and provide to the SEA a written affirmation signed by the officials of each participating private school or appropriate private school representatives that the required consultation has occurred.

Further action required:  The ISBE must revise its Private School Consultation for Title I Services form to include all topics that are required under section 200.63 of the Title I regulation and provide a copy of the revised form to ED. In addition, the ISBE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when it informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs, agendas for technical assistance meetings, etc.

Finding (2):  The ISBE must ensure that its LEAs include discussion of appropriate professional development activities for teachers of private school participants as part of the consultation process. Cicero invites private school teachers to its professional development activities for its public school staff without discussing whether the professional development activities help these teachers in meeting the needs of Title I children.
Citation:  Section 200.63 of the Title I regulations requires that consultation must address the services the LEA will provide to teachers and families of participating private school children.
Section 200.65 of the Title I regulations requires that, from the funds reserved for professional development under section 200.77, an LEA must ensure that teachers of participating private school students participate on an equitable basis in professional development and parental involvement activities.  Activities for families and teachers of private school students must be planned and implemented after meaningful consultation with private school officials.  The professional development activities for the private school teachers of participating students should address how those teachers can better meet the specific needs of Title I students.    

If an LEA is inviting private school teachers (either only teachers with Title I participants or every teacher) to professional development activities for public school teachers paid with Title I funds, the professional development activities may be of such a nature that violates section 200.66 of the Title I regulations, which requires the LEA to use Title I funds to meet the educational needs of the private school participants and may not be used to meet the general needs of the private school or its children.    

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that its LEAs consult with private school officials regarding the professional development that the LEA will provide to teachers of participating private school children.  The ISBE must also inform its LEAs serving private school children that its is a violation of section 200.66(2) of the Title I regulations to invite private school teachers to professional development provided to public school teachers if that professional development does not address the specific educational needs of the Title I private school participants.  The ISBE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when it informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The ISBE must also provide ED with a description of how it will ensure the correct implementation of these requirements.  

Finding (3):  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements regarding evaluation of the Title I program for private school students.  Chicago administers annually the Terra Nova Test to private school students participating in the Title I program; however, Chicago has not determined, in consultation with private school officials, how the Title I program 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 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 ISBE 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 effectiveness of the Title I programs provided private school participants.  The ISBE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ISBE informed its LEAs of this requirement, as well as procedures it will use to ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  

Finding (4):  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEAs provide equitable services to private school children, their teachers and families. Due to the lateness of the RFP and contract process in Chicago for the 2007–2008 school year, some services for private school children did not begin until October or November, 2007.  Services for public school students began in September.

Citation:  Section 1120(a)(3) of the ESEA requires that educational services and other benefits for private school children must be equitable in comparison to services and other benefits for public school children participating under this part, and must be provided in a timely manner.

Section 1120(a)(4) of the ESEA requires that expenditures for educational services and other benefits to eligible private school children must be equal to the proportion of funds allocated to participating school attendance areas based on the number of children from low-income families who attend private school. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must ensure that Chicago and all other LEAs serving private school children provide equitable services to eligible private school children.  By not beginning Title I services to private school children on time, Chicago did not provide the required equitable services.  The ISBE must require Chicago to carry over all unspent 2007-2008 funds generated by poverty private school children to be used by Chicago to provide equitable services in the 2008-2009 school year.  The ISBE must provide ED with documentation that it has informed Chicago of this requirement, as well as, evidence that Chicago has taken the required action.  

Recommendation (1):  ED recommends that the ISBE remind its LEAs that the Title I services should employ methods and instructional strategies that have been shown to be effective through scientifically based research and are of such size, scope, and quality as to help raise student achievement.  In one private school visited, children are provided Title I services in mathematics for only 30 minutes once a week.  

Recommendation (2):  ED recommends that the ISBE provide guidance to its LEAs that offer both counselling and instructional services to private school participants that these services should be coordinated.  In one private school visited, Title I staff were unable to articulate whether there is regular contact between the Title I teacher, and the Title I counsellor.  There also was no evidence that the Title I staff members had regular contact with classroom teachers.

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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page      

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

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

	1.3
	In making non-competitive continuation awards, the SEA reviews the progress of each subgrantee in meeting the objectives of the program and evaluates the program based on the indicators of program quality, and refuses to award subgrant funds to an eligible entity if the agency finds that the entity has not sufficiently improved the performance of the program.
	Finding
	24

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

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

	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.
	Recommendation
	24

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


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

Monitoring Area:  Accountability
Indicator 1.3 – Indicators of Program Quality 

Finding:  The ISBE has developed performance indicators but does not have a clear definition of insufficient progress.  

Citation:  Section 1238(b) (3) and (4) of the ESEA states that, in awarding funds to continue a program, the SEA shall review the progress of the entity in meeting the objectives of the program and evaluate the program based on the State’s indicators of program quality and may refuse to award subgrant funds to an eligible entity if the entity has not sufficiently improved the performance of the program.

Further action required:  The ISBE must develop and submit to ED its definition of sufficient progress after review by the State Committee of Practitioners (COP).  

Indicator 1.6 – Assessing the Progress of Participants
Recommendation:  ED recommends that the ISBE provide additional training and technical assistance focused on data collection.  At one of the local Even Start projects visited there was some confusion regarding the definition of adult participants and who could be considered an adult.  

	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


	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.
	Finding
	26



	1.2
	The SEA ensures that State Agency (SA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.
	Findings
	27

	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 State agency has reserved not less than 15% and not more than 30% 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.
	Finding
	28


Summary of Title I, Part D 

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

Indicator 1.1 - The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its Title I, Part D (N/D) plan.
Finding:  The ISBE has not followed Federal requirements for the allocation of Title I, 

Part D funds.  Additionally, the ISBE failed to follow its Consolidated State Plan Application submitted to ED in 2002 where it identified services to neglected and delinquent children in local institutions under Title I, Part D.  Prior to ED’s visit, the ISBE reported that for SY 2007-2008 no LEAs received funds under Title I, Part D Subpart 2.  The ISBE reported that the funds supporting the LEAs that serve neglected youth in residential centers and delinquent youth in county-level juvenile detention centers were allocated as part of the Title I, Part A reservation of funds for children in local neglected and delinquent institutions.  In 2007 (and prior years), the ISBE transmitted to ED an annual report that detailed a count of the number of children in local institutions for neglected and delinquent children. This report is used to generate an allocation to States that identifies the amount of funds available to LEAs for Title I, Part D Subpart 2 purposes.  However, for SY 2007-2008 ISBE did not provide such funds to the LEAs under the statutory guidelines for Part D, Subpart 2 and instead awarded the Part D, Subpart 2 under Part A.  According to ISBE staff, eligible LEAs were not required to submit an application for Subpart 2 funds to the SEA, however this is a statutory requirement.  Subsequent to the ED site visit, ISBE provided documentation that indicated that eight LEAs were awarded Subpart 2 funds.  However the documentation did not illuminate the issue if such funds were provided as direct Part A grants, which appears to be the case.  The Title I, Part A funds LEAs reserved for youth in local delinquent facilities is not a requirement of the Part A statute and is discretionary.  

Title I, Part A funds are to be used to provide comparable Part A services as stated in the Title I statute.  Title I, Part D funds may have different uses and such uses are identified under this statutory provision, therefore, they are not interchangeable funds intended for the same purposes.  Co-mingling Part A funds with Part D funds can impact the calculations LEAs are required to make on other required Part A reservations such as parental involvement. 

Citation:  Section 1421 of the ESEA requires that Title I, Part D, Subpart 2 funds be used to support programs operated by LEAs.  Section 1422 of the ESEA states that such funds are to be awarded as subgrants to LEAs that serve a school operated by a correctional facility or youth returning from such a facility.  Section 1423 of the ESEA further states that LEAs desiring funding under Part D Subpart 2 must submit an application for such funds that meet statutory requirements.  Section 1113(c)(3)(C) of the ESEA states that LEAs “if appropriate” may allocate funds that are reasonable and necessary to provide comparable Part A services to children in local delinquent institutions and or community day-school programs.  

Further action required:  ED requires that the ISBE explain why it told ED prior to the monitoring visit that no LEAs received funding under Subpart 2 for 2007-2008, that there was no subpart 2 applications process and therefore, there were no LEAs to visit for Subpart 2 purposes.  ED requires that the ISBE send a plan to ED as to how it will inform LEAs that an application for 2008-2009 is required in order to receive funding under Title I, Part D Subpart 2 and that such funds are solely for the purposes stated in section 1423 of the ESEA.  Additionally, ED required the ISBE to provide ED with evidence of the process for accepting local applications as required under section 1423 of the ESEA.   
Indicator 1.2 - SEA ensures that State Agency (SA) plans for services to eligible students meet all requirements.  

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that SA programs provide required professional development activities as identified in the SA application.  In its 2005 monitoring review of the ISBE, 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.  In its 2008 monitoring review of the ISBE, 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.  ED observed that this issue still exists and that there has been no demonstrable change to provide professional development as described in Tile I, Part D.

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.  

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide evidence to ED that programs that receive Title I, Subpart 1 funds under the IDJJ address professional development to effectively provide Part D services to youth receiving such services.

Finding (2):  The ISBE has not ensured that SA programs meet the requirements for providing a regular program of instruction.  The ED team learned that at least two juvenile institutions that received Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 funds are not provided a required minimum of twenty hours of regular instruction in addition to receiving supplemental services under Title I, Part D.

Citation:  Section 1412 of the ESEA states that eligible grants to State agencies are for serving delinquent children and youth enrolled for at least 20 hours per week in a regular program of instruction in the institution.  Section 200.90 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines a regular program of instruction under Title I, Part D as one that consists of classroom instruction in basic school subjects such as reading, math, vocational education, etc.
Further action required:  The ISBE must provide evidence to ED that it will monitor all SA programs to identify all school programs that do not meet the minimum requirement of 20 hours.  Following this determination, the ISBE must either have all Part D funds suspended from such programs and redistributed to other schools that meet the requirement, or determine if such programs are immediately capable of meeting this minimum requirement. The ISBE must report to ED the results of this monitoring and the actions it took as a result of its findings. 
Indicator 3.2 - SEA Monitoring of Subgrantees to Ensure Compliance with Title I, Part D Requirements.

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that all SA programs are monitored for compliance with Title I, Part D requirements. The ED team found that the ISBE failed to monitor all its SA programs under Title I, Part D.  This was a finding in ED’s 2005 monitoring of the ISBE, and the progress to have a regular system of monitoring has not materialized, despite the fact that the ISBE provided ED with documentation and assurances that it had addressed this issue. Prior to ED’s onsite review, some monitoring was taking place, however, no reports were available for review. 

Citation:  Section 1414 of the ESEA 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 ED with a report on its monitoring of its SA program including identifying any issues, concerns and corrective actions, as appropriate. The report must include evidence that the ISBE has been or plans to conduct monitoring of all SA programs.
	McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	2.1
	The SEA implements procedures to address the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

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

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

	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

Recommendation


	30

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

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


	31


Summary of McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

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 ISBE has not ensured all LEAs with homeless students reserve Title I funds.  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) of the ESEA.  This was also a finding in ED’s 2005 monitoring of the ISBE. Although the ISBE has made good progress in informing LEAs of their responsibility to reserve Title I funds for homeless students, ED found that some LEAs with an identifiable population of homeless students do not reserve Title I funds.

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:  The ISBE must submit evidence to ED as to the steps it will take to identify those LEAs that have not reserved Title I funds to serve homeless students and how it will ensure compliance.

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the State coordinator identify opportunities to strengthen communication and collaboration between homeless education liaisons and Title I.  Section 1111(a)(1) and section 112(a)(1) of the ESEA require SEAs and LEAs to describe how the Title I plan is coordinated with the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act.  Additionally, the local plan must describe services provided to homeless students.  ED observed that the local application does include a section for such a description.  However, ED observed that communication and collaboration at the State level with LEAs regarding this requirement would be helpful in strengthening compliance with the requirement for LEA collaboration on services to homeless students.

This may include discussions about reservation of Title I funds as well as providing information and technical assistance on effective ways to include homeless students identified in local Title I plans. Effective collaboration at the State level can be a valuable part of supporting improved collaboration at the LEA level.  Possible strategies include:

Joint training of Title I and local liaisons on serving Title I students;  

Collaborative review of Title I Plans to ensure that the needs of homeless students are being addressed. The State coordinator should have an opportunity to review plans for LEAs reporting zero students, or not reserving funds, or reserving minimal funds while receiving large Title I allocations;

Consider revising the electronic consolidated application process, addressing the section on reservations with a description of how reserved funds will be used and require further explanation if an LEA reports zero homeless students. 
Indicator 3.4 – The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that LEAs with those programs, with and without subgrants, are sufficiently monitored to determine compliance with McKinney-Vento.  ED staff found that the ISBE conducts compliance monitoring of LEAs and this area is much improved since ED’s finding in 2005.  The monitoring described a combination of technical assistance and program monitoring.  However, ED did not see any completed monitoring protocol or reports for monitoring activities.  

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 ED with examples of completed monitoring protocols and completed reports to ensure that districts with and without subgrants implement McKinney-Vento statutory requirements.  

PAGE  
1

