Idaho Department of Education

April 19-22, 2010
Scope of Review: A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office monitored the Idaho Department of Education (IDE) the week of April 19-22, 2010.  This was a comprehensive review of the IDE’s administration of the following programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended: Title I, Part A, Subpart 3; and Title I, Part D.  Also reviewed was Title VII, Subtitle B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (also known as the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act of 2001.)
In conducting this comprehensive review, the ED team carried out a number of major activities.  In reviewing the Title I, 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 required of the State educational agency (SEA).  During the onsite week, the ED team visited Coeur d’Alene School District (CSD), and Meridian School District (MSD), interviewed administrative staff, and conducted parent meetings.  The ED team then interviewed the IDE personnel to confirm the accuracy of data collected in each of the three monitoring indicator areas.  
In its review of the Title I, Part D program, the ED team examined the State’s application for funding, procedures and guidance for State agency (SA) applications under Subpart 1 and LEA applications under Subpart 2, technical assistance provided to SAs and LEAs, the State’s oversight and monitoring plan and activities, SA and LEA subgrant plans and local evaluations for projects in the Department of Juvenile Corrections (DJC) and Department of Corrections (DOC); and LEA staff of Part D, Subpart 2 programs operated by CSD and Boise School District (BSD). The ED team interviewed administrative, program and teaching staff.  The ED team also interviewed the Title I, Part D State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and discuss administration of the program. 
In its review of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program (Title VII,  Subtitle B, of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act), the ED team examined the State’s procedures and guidance for the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students, technical assistance provided to LEAs with and without subgrants, the State’s McKinney-Vento application, and LEA applications for subgrants and local evaluations for projects in the CSD and MSD, and one Non-Subgrantee,  Post Falls School District (PFSD).   The ED team also interviewed the McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local site and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  None.
Previous Monitoring Findings: ED last reviewed Title I programs in the IDE during the week of May 5-9, 2008.  ED identified compliance findings in the following areas for Title I, Part A:   approved system of academic content standards, accountability workbook, State and LEA report cards, paraprofessionals, statewide system of support, parental involvement policies, parental involvement notifications, school improvement, public school choice, supplemental educational services, targeted assistance programs, required reservations, calculation of equitable services, comparability, consultation with private school officials, equitable services to the parents and teachers of participating private school children, and the evaluation of the Title I program provided to private school children.  
ED identified compliance findings for Title I, Part D in the area of monitoring of subgrantees.  ED identified compliance findings in the McKinney-Vento program in the area of monitoring of its subgrantees with and without subgrants.   
All findings were resolved before this monitoring visit.   

Overarching Requirement – SEA Monitoring
A State’s ability to fully and effectively implement the requirements of the ESEA 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 ESEA.  
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 the ESEA.  Such a process should promote quality instruction and lead to achievement of the proficient or advanced level on State standards by all students.
Met requirements.   

The IDE had a thorough monitoring process in place and was following up with LEAs to make appropriate corrective actions.  Since there are several findings in this report that are repeated from previous ED reviews, the ED team encourages the IDE to continue its efforts to ensure that the guidance it is providing to LEAs is implemented and that the findings in this monitoring report as well as the IDEs monitoring reports are adequately addressed.  

Summary of Title I, Part A Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	1.1
	The 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.


	Finding
	5

	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 the ESEA.


	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
Standards, Assessment and Accountability

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

Finding: The IDE has not ensured that it provided accountability and AYP progress decisions and information in a timely manner in order for schools and LEAs in improvement status to be identified before the beginning of the school year.  Although the IDE has a waiver of the 14-day notice, neither CDS nor MSD notified any parents until August 25, or later.  This is not sufficient time to notify parents about public school choice and supplemental educational services (SES).  The IDE was approved for the 14-day notice requirement waiver which waives the Title I, Part A regulatory requirement for an LEA to provide parents of eligible students with notice of their public school choice options at least 14 days before the start of the school year. This waiver applies only to the notice provided to parents of eligible children attending schools that are newly identified for improvement for the 2009–2010 school year or that made adequate yearly progress (AYP) in the previous year, and, consequently,  could have exited improvement for the 2009–2010 school year, but did not.  The IDE has a proposed rule that it will present to the Board of Education in which LEAs and schools will be required to get any communication out to parents in three weeks.  The IDE is also revising its testing window schedule so that LEAs and schools receive final AYP designations earlier to meet the 14-day requirement. 
Citation(s): Section 1116(b)(1)(E)(i) of the ESEA requires LEAs to provide students enrolled in a school identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring with the option to transfer to another school not later than the first day of the school year following such identification. 
Section 200.37(b)(4) and (b)(5) of the ESEA implements the statutory requirements for LEAs to provide notice to parents of public school choice and SES options, respectively.  Section  200.37(b)(4)(iv) would require that LEAs provide to parents an explanation of the available school choices sufficiently in advance of, but no later than 14 calendar days before, the start of the school year, so that parents have adequate time to exercise their choice option before the school year begins.    

Further action required:  Because ED noted a similar finding during its two previous Title I monitoring visits in March 2005 and May 2008, the IDE must provide ED with a plan and timeline to ensure that all LEAs in the State identify schools in need of improvement in a timely way so that school improvement requirements can be implemented and parents of students entitled to public school choice and SES are notified no later than 14 calendar days before the start of the school year so that parents have adequate time to exercise their choice option before the beginning of the school year.  The IDE must also submit evidence that the plan has been implemented.
	Monitoring Area 2, Title I, Part A:  Instructional Support

	Indicator

Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	2.1
	The SEA ensures the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals.
	Finding
	7

	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


	7

	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.
	Recommendation
	10

	2.6
	The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.
	Finding
	10

	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


Monitoring Area 2:  Instructional Support

Indicator 2.1:  The SEA has developed procedures to ensure the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals.
Finding: The IDE has not ensured that all of its paraprofessionals, who are required to do so, meet the qualification requirements in the statute.  MSD reported employing a Title I paraprofessional for the 2009-2010 school year who does not meet the paraprofessional requirements.  (Also see Indicator 3.3, Finding 2)
Citation:  Section 1119(c)(1) of the ESEA requires each LEA receiving assistance under Title I to ensure that all paraprofessionals hired after January 8, 2002 and working in a program supported by Title I funds to have A) completed at least 2 years of study at an institution of higher education; B) obtained an associate’s (or higher) degree; or C) met a rigorous standard of quality and can demonstrate through a formal State or local academic assessment knowledge of and the ability to assist in instructing reading, writing and mathematics, reading readiness, writing readiness or mathematics readiness, as appropriate.  

Further action required:  Because ED noted a similar finding during its two previous Title I monitoring visits in March 2005 and May 2008, the IDE must review the status of all paraprofessionals working in programs supported by Title I funds and report to ED the total number of paraprofessionals who are required to meet the qualification requirements but currently do not do so.  The IDE must also submit to ED a plan indicating the steps it will take to ensure that any paraprofessional who does not currently meet the qualification requirements will do so in subsequent years.  
Indicator 2.3: The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental involvement requirements.

Finding (1):  The IDE has not ensured that its schools’ parent involvement policies include input from parents as required by the Title I statute.  Parent input into the development, review or revision of school parental involvement policies was not evident in CSD and MSD. 

Citation:  Section 1118(a)(1) of the ESEA requires that the LEA plan and implement parental involvement activities and procedures with meaningful consultation of parents of participating children.
Further action required:  Because ED noted a similar finding during its two previous Title I monitoring visits in March 2005 and May 2008, the IDE must provide ED with documentation that it has informed all of its LEAs of the requirements related to the planning, review, and revision of parental involvement policies and information related to the procedures it will use to monitor the implementation of these requirements.  The IDE must also provide ED with a copy of CSD’s and MSD’s evaluation of the content and effectiveness of its parental involvement policy in improving the academic quality of its Title I schools.

Finding (2):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs are aware of the existence and purpose of the Parent Information Resource Center (PIRC).  ED staff found during interviews that schools were not familiar with the PIRC as a resource that provides parents, schools and organizations working with families with training, information, and technical assistance to understand how children develop and what they need to succeed in school.

Citation:  Section1118(g) of the ESEA requires a State where a parent information and resource center is established to provide training, information, and support to parents and individuals who work with local parents, local educational agencies, and schools receiving assistance under this part, each local educational agency or school that receives assistance under this part and is located in the State shall assist parents and parent organizations by informing such parents and organizations of the existence and purpose of such centers.

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

Finding (3): The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs sent letters to parents about public school choice 14 days prior to the start of school.  The letters from CSD were sent out on August 25, 2009 and school began September 2, 2010.  In MSD, the parent notification letters did not have a date on them.
Citation:  Section 1116(b)(6)(F) of the ESEA requires that an LEA promptly (i.e., 14 days prior to the start of school provide to a parent or parents of each student enrolled in an elementary school or a secondary school identified for school improvement, corrective action, or restructuring:

(A) An explanation of what the identification means and how the school compares in terms of academic achievement to other elementary or secondary schools served by the LEA and the SEA;

(B) The reasons for the identification;

(C) An explanation of what the school identified for improvement is doing to address the problem of low achievement;

(D) An explanation of what the LEA or SEA is doing to address the problem of low achievement;

(E) An explanation of how the parents can become involved in addressing the academic issues that caused the school to be identified for improvement; and 

(F) An explanation of the parents’ option to transfer their child to another public school or to obtain SES.

Further action required: The IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has developed a plan and timeline to ensure that CSD, MSD and all its LEAs, comply with the Title I statute and regulations related to informing parents of public school choice and SES options 14 days prior to the start of school.  The IDE must provide ED with evidence that CSD and MSD will send notification letters to parents at least 14 days before the start of the 2010(2011 school year informing them of public school choice options for schools in improvement.  The IDE must also provide ED with evidence that the plan has been implemented. 
Finding (4): The IDE has not ensured that all Title I schools in its LEAs conduct an annual Title I meeting for parents.  Principals interviewed in CSD and MSD stated that they had not conducted a meeting for parents where they provide information about specific Title I requirements or uses of Title I funds for parental involvement activities. 

Citation:  Section 1118(c)(1) of the ESEA requires each school served under Title I,  Part A to convene an annual meeting, at a time convenient for parents, to inform them of their school’s participation in Title I, Part A programs, and to explain the program requirements and their right to be involved.  In order to keep parents informed, schools must invite to this meeting all parents of children participating in Title I, Part A programs and encourage them to attend. 

Further action required: Because ED noted a similar finding during its two previous Title I monitoring visits in March 2005 and May 2008, the IDE most provide ED with evidence that it has notified all its LEAs that each school receiving Title I funds must conduct an annual meeting for parents that includes information about the Title I program in each school and that LEAs must maintain evidence of these meetings with minutes, agendas, sign-in sheets, etc.  
Finding (5):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs notify parents of their right to request information regarding the qualifications of their child’s teachers.  Neither staff from CSD nor MSD had notified parents in a timely manner, for the 2009-2010 school year, that they had the right to request information regarding the qualifications of their child’s teacher(s).  MSD has employed a school teacher in a Title I school during the 2009-2010 school year that has not met the highly qualified teacher (HQT) State requirements.

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(6)(A) of the ESEA requires an LEA at the beginning of each school year to notify parents of children attending Title I schools that they may request, and the LEA will provide in a timely manner, information regarding the professional qualifications of the student’s classroom teachers:

· Whether the teacher has met State qualifications and licensing criteria for the grade levels and subject areas in which the teacher provides instruction;

· Whether the teacher is teaching under emergency or other provisional status through which the State qualification or licensing criteria have been waived;

· The baccalaureate degree major of the teacher and any other graduate certification or degree held by the teacher, and the field of discipline of the certification or degree; and

· Whether the child is provided services by paraprofessionals, and if so, their qualifications.

Further action required:  Because ED noted a similar finding during its two previous Title I monitoring visits in March 2005 and May 2008, the IDE must provide ED with a plan for ensuring that its LEAs receiving Title I funds annually notify parents of their rights to request information regarding the qualification of their child’s teachers. This plan must include any templates or sample letters and the methods that will be used to verify that letters are being sent as required.  The IDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will monitor LEAs for compliance with this requirement, including the protocol to be used and the proposed monitoring schedule. 

Indicator 2.5: The SEA ensures that requirements for public school choice are met.
Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the IDE provide additional guidance to both MSD and CSD to ensure that the required information is “prominently displayed.”   The public school choice data and information required by the October 2008 Title I regulations are hard to find on both LEAs’ websites.  

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

Finding:  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs have the list of approved SES providers displayed on school district websites.  Neither CSD nor MSD has a list of approved SES providers on its website.  Neither LEA website posts the location where SES services are provided nor the number of children eligible and participating in SES. 

Citation:  Section 200.36(c)(2) of the Title I regulations requires that an LEA prominently display on its website the following information regarding SES:

· Beginning with data from the 2007-2008 school year, and for each subsequent year, the number of students who were eligible for and the number of students who participated in SES; and 

· For the current school year, a list of SES providers approved by the State to serve the LEA and the locations where services are provided.

· An LEA should display this information on its website in a place that is visible and easy for parents to locate.  Note that an LEA must list on its website all SES providers approved by the State to serve the LEA.  This includes SES providers approved by the State that are located within the LEA, as well as in its general geographic location, and providers accessible through distance learning technology. 

· An LEA also must display on its website information on aspects of public school choice.  

Further action required:  The IDE must provide ED with evidence that the following information regarding SES is on CSD’s and MSD’s websites:

· Beginning with data from the 2009-2010 school year, and for each subsequent year, the number of students who are eligible for and the number of students who participated in SES;

· For the current school year, a list of SES providers approved by the State to serve the LEA and the locations where services are provided; and

· A list of all SES providers approved by the State to serve the LEA and its general geographic location, and a list of providers that are accessible through distance learning technology.
	Monitoring Area 3, Title I, Part A:  Fiduciary Responsibilities

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	The 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 sections 1126(c) and 1127 of the Title I statute.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

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

	3.3
	The LEA complies with the requirements 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.  [§§. 1113, 1116, 1118 of the ESEA and § 200.77 and §200.78 of the Title I regulations]
	Findings
	13

	3.4
	The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with---

· The procedures for ensuring maintenance of effort (MOE) as outlined in §1120A and 9021 of the ESEA.

· The procedures for meeting the comparability requirement as outlined in § 1120A of the ESEA. 

· The procedures for ensuring that Federal funds are supplementing and not supplanting non-Federal sources used for the education of participating children as outlined in §1120A of the ESEA, §1114 of the ESEA, §1115 of the ESEA, and §1116 of the ESEA. 
	Findings

Recommendation
	14

	3.5
	The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with requirements with regard to services to eligible private school children, their teachers and their families.   § 1120 and 9306 of the statute, § 443 of GEPA, and §§ 200.62 – 200.67, 200.77 and § 200.78 of the Title I Regulations.
	Findings
	16

	3.6
	The SEA establishes a Committee of Practitioners (COP) and involves the committee in decision making as required. §1903 and § 1111 of the statute.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Monitoring Area 3: 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 IDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements related to the funding and operation of a Title I preschool program.  CSD indicated in its consolidated application that a kindergarten center was an eligible school but was not served.  CSD used some of the Title I allocation from each of three Title I schools whose children attend this kindergarten center in order to provide Title I services to the children in the center.  Two of the schools operate schoolwide programs, and one of the schools operates a targeted assistance program. All children at the center receive Title I services without consideration of their eligibility for Title I.
Citation:  Section 1112(b)(1)(K) of the ESEA indicates that there are several ways in which preschool programs may be funded under Title I: A participating school operating either a schoolwide program or a targeted assistance program may use its Title I funds to operate a preschool program, or an LEA may reserve an amount from the LEA’s total allocation to operate a Title I preschool targeted assistance program for eligible preschool children in the district as a whole or for a portion of the district.  

Section 1114(a)(2) of the ESEA indicates that a preschool that is part of a Title I school operating a schoolwide program is not required to identify particular children as eligible to participate in the Title I preschool.  Rather, all children in the attendance area of that school are eligible for preschool services.  However, if a school operating a schoolwide program cannot serve all preschool children residing in the attendance area, the school must establish criteria to identify and serve those children most at risk of failing. 
Section 1115(b) of the ESEA requires that, to be eligible to attend a Title I preschool program in a targeted assistance school, preschool-age children must be failing or most at risk of failing to meet the State’s challenging student academic achievement standards as determined by multiple, educationally related criteria established by the LEA and supplemented by the school.  With respect to preschool children, this determination must be made on the basis of criteria such as teacher judgment, interviews with parents, and developmentally appropriate measures of child development.  The use of family income to determine eligibility for a Title I preschool is allowable as one of the criteria.
Further action required: The IDE must ensure that LEAs that wish to operate Title I preschool programs meet requirements for doing so.  Title I schools may use funds from their Title I allocations to operate a preschool program. In this case, all children from a schoolwide program would be eligible to attend, and targeted assistance schools would be required to identify the most at risk children to attend the preschool program.  The LEA may also reserve funds from the entire LEA allocation to operate a preschool program. In this case, the LEA would be required to identify the children most at risk to attend the program.
The IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided guidance for ensuring that its LEAs comply with these requirements.  The IDE must also provide evidence that it has included these requirements in the SEA monitoring protocol.
Finding (2): The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements related to allowable Title I expenditures.  MSD had used Title I funding to provide assistance, including tutoring and purchasing of the para-pro test for paraprofessionals who had not yet met requirements for paraprofessionals. Since all paraprofessionals should have met the qualification requirements as of January 8, 2002, expenditures associated with tutoring and testing of paraprofessionals is not an allowable cost under Title I.  
Citation: Section 1119(c)(1) of the ESEA requires each LEA receiving assistance under Title I to ensure that all paraprofessionals hired after January 8, 2002 and working in a program supported by Title I funds shall have: completed at least two years of study at an institution of higher education; obtained an associate’s (or higher) degree; or met a rigorous standard of quality and can demonstrate through a formal State or local academic assessment knowledge of and the ability to assist in instructing reading, writing and mathematics, reading readiness, writing readiness or mathematics readiness, as appropriate.  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. Consequently, the use of Title I funds to help paraprofessionals in Title I schools meet this requirement is an unallowable use of Title I funds.

Further action required: The IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided guidance to its LEAs regarding the fact that expenditures associated with the training and testing of paraprofessionals to help them meet Title I qualification requirements are now unallowable. In addition, the IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has notified MSD to cease this practice immediately.    

Indicator 3.4: Maintenance of Effort, Comparability, Supplement, not Supplant and Internal Controls.
Finding (1):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements related to time and effort for split-funded staff.  The Title I coordinator in MSD is funded .5 Title I and .5 Special Education; however, the coordinator has not maintained time and effort records.  
Citation:  Attachment B8(h) of Office of Budget Management (OMB) Circular A-87 requires that when employees work on multiple activities or cost objectives, a distribution of their salaries or wages will be supported by personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation.  Such documentary support will be required where employees work on more than one Federal award, a Federal award and a non Federal award, an indirect cost activity and a direct cost activity, two or more indirect cost activities which are allocated using different allocation bases, or an unallowable activity and a direct or indirect cost activity.
Personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation must meet the following standards: 
· They must reflect an after the fact distribution of the actual activity of each employee;

· They must account for the total activity for which each employee is compensated; 

· They must be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more pay periods; and 

· They must be signed by the employee. 
Budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before the services are performed do not qualify as support for charges to Federal awards but may be used for interim accounting purposes, provided that the governmental unit's system for establishing the estimates produces reasonable approximations of the activity actually performed; at least quarterly, comparisons of actual costs to budgeted distributions based on the monthly activity reports are made; costs charged to Federal awards to reflect adjustments made as a result of the activity actually performed may be recorded annually if the quarterly comparisons show the differences between budgeted and actual costs are less than ten percent; and the budget estimates or other distribution percentages are revised at least quarterly, if necessary, to reflect changed circumstances. 
Further action required:  The IDE must ensure that its LEAs meet requirements related to time and effort records.  The IDE 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, and how it will monitor this requirement. In addition, the IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has notified MSD to complete time and effort records as required.  

Finding (2):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements related to supplement, not supplant. The Title I staff member in CSD who provides services to children attending a private school indicated that she is the sole reading teacher for several of the children.

Citation:  Section 1120A(b) of the ESEA requires that an LEA use Title I funds only to supplement the level of funds that would, in the absence of Title I funds, be made available from non-Federal sources for the education of students participating in Title I programs.    

Further action required:  The IDE must ensure that its LEAs meet requirements related to supplanting.  The IDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when it informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The IDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will annually ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  

Recommendation:   The ED team recommends that the IDE provide additional guidance related to which schools should be considered Title I schools for comparability purposes.  CSD has included its kindergarten center as a Title I school in its comparability report, even though it is not served under Title I.

Indicator 3.5: Equitable Services.
Finding (1):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs maintain control of the Title I program provided to private school children, their teachers and families. In CSD, the private school officials have designed the program, identified the children, requested the materials and supplies that are needed for the program, received the materials that have been ordered, and labeled the materials and supplies as “Property of the Private School.” In addition, the materials and supplies are used by non-Title I staff members.

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

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

Section 1120(b)(1)(B) of the ESEA requires an LEA to 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.

Further action required:  Because ED noted a similar finding during its two previous Title I monitoring visits in March 2005 and May 2008, the IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has:  

· Provided guidance to its LEAs regarding these requirements.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings. 
· Developed and implemented a process, including timelines, to provide technical assistance to CSD to resolve this noncompliance finding.

· Established and implemented a process to annually ensure that its LEAs meet this requirement.

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.  The IDE must require CSD 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 CSD Public Schools” placed on labels that cannot be either erased and/or removed.  The IDE must provide ED with evidence that CSD has established a control system.

Finding (2):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs employ Title I staff whose members are independent of the private school. CSD employs a Title I staff member who is also employed by  the private school during the school day.  It was unclear as to what portion of her day when this employee was paid by Title I as well as when the Title I services paid for by Title I were provided. 
Citation:  Section 1120(d)(2)(B) of the ESEA requires that Title I services be provided to participating private school students by an LEA or third party contractor employee who is independent of the private school in the provision of Title I services.  The private school teacher can only be employed for Title I purposes outside of the time he or she is employed by the private school and the private school teacher must be under the direct supervision of the LEA with respect to all Title I activities.  

Further action required:  The IDE must ensure that CSD and all its LEAs that provide Title I services to private school students employ staff members who are “independent of the private school.”  The IDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when it informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  In addition, the IDE must provide evidence that, for the 2010 – 2011 school year, CSD has employed a staff member who is “independent of the private school.”    

Finding (3):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs have met the requirements for consultation regarding the evaluation of the Title I program for private school students, including consultation regarding what constitutes annual progress for the Title I program serving eligible private school children, nor the requirement that these programs annually assess the progress of the Title I program toward enabling participants to meet the agreed-upon standards.  CSD has not established a measure to evaluate the effectiveness of the Title I program.

Citation:  Section 1120(b)(1)(D) of the ESEA and section 200.63 (b)(5) of the Title I regulations require an LEA to consult with appropriate 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:  Because ED noted a similar finding during its two previous Title I monitoring visits in March 2005 and May 2008, the IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided technical assistance to its LEAs regarding this requirement. In addition, the IDE must provide ED with documentation that, for the 2010-2011 school year, CSD has met requirements regarding evaluation of the Title I program provided to private school children.  

Finding (3):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs have met requirements regarding selection criteria for private school children. Although private school staff have a process that they use for reviewing a wide range of academic data on children, the CSD has not identified the selection criteria that will be used to identify children for Title I services.

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 IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided guidance on the selection of private school students to all of its LEAs serving private school children. In addition, the IDE must provide ED with evidence that, for the 2010-2011 school year, CSD has established selection criteria that meet requirements.

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 conducts monitoring and evaluation of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I, Part D program requirements and progress toward Federal and State program goals and objectives.  
	Met Requirements

	

	2.1
	The SEA ensures that State Agency (SA) programs for eligible students meet all requirements, including facilities that operate institutionwide projects.  
	Met Requirements

	

	2.2
	The SEA ensures that Local Education Agency (LEA) programs for eligible students meet all requirements.  
	Met Requirements


	

	3.1
	The SEA ensures each State agency complies with the statutory and other regulatory requirements governing State administrative activities, providing fiscal oversight of the grants including reallocations and carryover, ensuring subgrantees reserve funds for transition services, demonstrating fiscal maintenance of effort and requirements to supplement not supplant.
	Met Requirements
	

	3.2
	The SEA ensures each LEA complies with the statutory and other regulatory requirements governing State administrative activities, providing fiscal oversight of the grants including reallocations and carryover, and allowable uses of funds.
	Met Requirements
	


McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 1.1
	The SEA conducts monitoring and evaluation of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.  
	Met Requirements


	N/A

	Indicator 2.1
	The SEA implements procedures to address the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students through coordinating and collaborating with other program offices and State agencies.
	Met Requirements


	N/A

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


	N/A

	Indicator 3.1
	The SEA ensures that Local Education Agency (LEA) subgrant plans for services to eligible homeless students meet all requirements.  
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 3.2
	The SEA complies with the statutory and other regulatory requirements governing the reservation of funds for State-level coordination activities.
	Met Requirements
Recommendation
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	Indicator 3.3
	The SEA has a system for ensuring the prompt resolution of disputes. 
	Met Requirements
	N/A


McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

Indicator 3.2:  The SEA complies with the statutory and other regulatory requirements governing the reservation of funds for State-level coordination activities.
Recommendation:  ED recommends that a greater FTE be assigned to the Office of Coordinator of Education for Homeless Children and Youth programs. ED recommends that the full 25% of the allocation be reserved to support at least a .5 FTE to carry out the functions of the Office of the Coordinator.  The current State Coordinator is assigned .25 FTE to the program but she is not able to spend that amount of time on the program on a regular basis. During one LEA interview, under identification and underreporting of homeless students was a concern and all three LEAs wanted more technical assistance on issues such as enrolling unaccompanied youth and use of subgrant funds. The SEA reserves about 20% of its allocation for State-level coordination activities. 
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