Illinois State Board of Education

April 12-16, 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 Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) the week of April 12-16, 2010.  This was a comprehensive review of the ISBE’s administration of the following programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended: Title I, Part A; 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 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 review, the ED team visited Berwyn North Public School District 98 (BPS), Chicago Public School District 299 (CPS), Decatur Public School District (DPS), and Springfield Public School District (SPS), interviewed administrative staff, interviewed school staff in the LEAs that had been identified for improvement, conducted four private school interviews, and conducted four parent meetings.

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 Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice; and LEA staff of Part D, Subpart 2 programs in CPS and McLean County Schools Unit 5.  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 CPS and Regional Office of Education #56 as well as interviewed the local liaison from an LEA without a subgrant, Schaumberg.  

The ED team also interviewed the McKinney-Vento State coordinator.  The team confirmed information obtained at the local site and discussed administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  

There were no audit findings in the past two years.

Previous Monitoring Findings:  

ED last reviewed Title I, Parts A and D, and Education for Homeless Children and Youth programs the week of April 14-18, 2008.

The following were findings in the previous monitoring review of Title I, Part A.  Under Standards, Assessments, and Accountability, the ISBE did not ensure that LEAs 1) identified limited English proficient students, 2) provided adequate testing accommodations, and 3) used correct data to select schools in improvement.  Under Instructional Support, the ISBE did not ensure that LEAs 1) followed the parental involvement requirements 2) offered and monitored public school choice, 3) offered supplemental educational services, and 4) schoolwide plans addressed all of the components as established in section 1114 of the ESEA.  Under Fiduciary, the ISBE did not ensure that LEAs 1) reserved funds for homeless students and for parental involvement activities, 2) provided equitable services, 3) included all schools in comparability, 4) used Title I, Part A funds to supplement the State and local school program, 5) provided adequate consultation forms for private school participation, 6) provided adequate services to private school participants, 7) evaluated the private school program, and 8) provided services to private school participants.

The ISBE had the following findings in the previous monitoring review of Title I, Part D.  The ISBE did not ensure that:  1) all SA programs are monitored for compliance with Title I, Part D requirements, 2) SA programs meet the requirements for providing a regular program of instruction, 3) SA programs provide required professional development activities as identified in the SA application, and 3) staff followed Federal requirements for the allocation of Title I, Part D funds.

The Education for Homeless Children and Youth program had two findings in the previous monitoring.  The ISBE did not ensure that: 1) LEAs, with and without subgrants, were monitored to determine compliance with McKinney Vento, and 2) all LEAs reserve funds for homeless students not attending Title I schools.

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, States are expected to 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.

Status:  Met requirement.

Title I, Part A

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description


	Status
	Page

	Indicator 1.1
	The 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

	Indicator 1.2
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.
	Recommendation
	6

	Indicator 1.3
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Finding
	6

	Indicator 1.4
	The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required 
	Finding
	6-7

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

	Indicator 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


Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A: Accountability

Indicator 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.

Finding (1):  The ISBE has not ensured that “Illinois Alternate Assessment Participation Guidelines 2009-2010” are clear.  The first criterion for participation in the alternate assessment appears to reflect “instructional level” rather than standards linked age/grade-appropriate benchmarks.  In DPS, the ED team found that the LEA was looking at functional curriculum as opposed to a curriculum based on grade level content. This issue was also identified during the peer review process. 

Citation:  Section 200.6(a)(2)(iii)(A)(1) of the Title I regulations requires that if a State permits the use of alternate assessments that yield results based on alternate academic achievement standards, the State must establish and ensure implementation of clear and appropriate guidelines for Individualized Educational Program (IEP) teams to apply in determining when a child’s significant cognitive disability justifies assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must submit evidence of the revised “Illinois Alternate Assessment Participation Guidelines 2009-2010” for peer review. 

Finding (2):   The ISBE has not ensured the participation of all high school students in the grades assessed in mathematics and reading or language arts.  From the Student Information System, the State data indicate that approximately 8 percent of high school students are not being tested.  

Citation:  Section 1111(b) (3)(v)(I) and (ix)(I) of the ESEA requires that assessments shall measure the proficiency of students in, at a minimum, mathematics and reading or language arts and be administered not less than once during grades 10 through 12, and provide for the participation in such assessments of all students. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide ED with evidence that all high school students are being assessed in reading or language art and mathematics. 

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the ISBE include definitions of limited English proficient (LEP), and the LEP exit criteria in its assessment training.  The ISBE has a statewide definition for LEP students and statewide criteria for students exiting from the LEP accountability subgroup; however, in Decatur, the staff did not know the State’s definition of LEP and the State’s LEP exit criteria.  LEA staff should know these definitions. 

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

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the ISBE include procedures for identifying LEAs for improvement in its accountability training.  Although the procedures for identifying LEAs for improvement are clear in the accountability workbook, in CPS and BPS, the LEA staff did not know the procedures for identifying LEAs for improvement and exiting from improvement. 

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

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that its report card contains all of the required elements.  In the ISBE State report card, two of the required elements are missing:   


•
The number of recently arrived limited English proficient (LEP) students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts test; and


•
The most recent two-year trend in student achievement for the Illinois Alternate Assessment (IAA) in each subject at each grade-level for grades in which assessment is required.

Citation:  Section 200.6(b)(4)(C) of the Title I regulations requires that the State report card include the number of recently arrived LEP students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts assessment.  Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(iv) of the ESEA requires that the State  report cards include: the most recent 2-year trend in student achievement in each subject area, and for each grade-level for which assessments are required. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide ED with evidence that it has revised its State report card for the spring 2010 assessments to include all required components.

Indicator 1.4: The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards.

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that its LEA report cards contain all of the required elements.  In the LEA report cards, two of the required elements are missing:


•
The number of recently arrived limited English proficient (LEP) students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts test; and


•
The most recent two-year trend in student achievement for the IAA in each subject at each grade-level for grades in which assessment is required.

Citation:  Section 200.6(b)(4)(C) of the Title I regulations requires that the State report card include the number of recently arrived LEP students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts assessment.  Section 1111(h)(2)(B) of the ESEA requires that the LEA report cards include: the most recent 2-year trend in student achievement in each subject area, and for each grade-level for which assessments are required. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide ED with evidence that it has revised its State report card for the spring 2010 assessments to include all required components.

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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 2.1
	The SEA has developed procedures to ensure the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals. §1119; 34 CFR Part 200 §200.58-200.59
	Finding
	9

	Indicator 2.2
	The SEA has established a statewide system of support that provides, or provides for, technical assistance to LEAs and schools as required. §1117; 34 CFR §200.40
	Met 
Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 2.3
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental involvement requirements. §§ 1111-1112; and §§1114 -1118
	Finding
	9-10

	Indicator 2.4
	The SEA ensures that LEA and schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring have met the requirements of being so identified. §1116; 34 CFR Part 200 §200.36-200.43
	Met 
Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 2.5
	The SEA ensures that requirements for public school choice are met. §1112 and §1116; 34 CFR Part 200, §200.44
	Met

Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 2.6
	The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met. §1116; 34 CFR Part 200, §§200.45–200.47
	Met

Requirements
	N/A

	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. §1114, 34 CFR Part 200, §200.25–200.28
	Met

Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 2.8
	The SEA ensures that LEA targeted assistance programs meet all requirements. §1115
	Met
Requirements
	N/A


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

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

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that all instructional paraprofessionals hired in Title I schools are highly qualified.  Based on information provided by CPS, 82 paraprofessionals did not meet the statutory requirements as of April 14, 2010.  

Citation:  Section 1119(c)(1) of the ESEA specifies the requirements that new paraprofessionals hired after the date of enactment of the NCLB and working in a program supported with Title I must meet.  Section 1119(d) of the ESEA requires that all paraprofessionals hired before the date of enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act and working in a program supported with Title I funds must, not later than 4 years after the date of enactment, satisfy the requirements of subsection (c) listed above.  Through a policy announcement from the Deputy Secretary, ED informed States that they would have until the last day of the 2005-2006 school year to comply with these requirements.

Further action required:  The ISBE must submit an action plan, including timelines, that details how the SEA has addressed (or will address) the following actions in a manner that ensures the LEAs are annually hiring and retaining qualified instructional paraprofessionals:

1. Establish a process and timeline to collect annually from all LEAs at the beginning of each school year evidence that all paraprofessionals are highly qualified; and
2. Define specific corrective actions, with timelines, that the ISBE will take to ensure full compliance.

The ISBE must take these additional actions to ensure that all instructional paraprofessionals in Title I schools in CPS, as well as all other LEAs, meet qualification requirements prior to the beginning of the 2010-2011 school year.

Indicator 2.3:  The SEA ensures that the LEA and schools meet parental involvement requirements.
Finding 2.3: The ISBE has not consistently ensured that parents of children receiving Title l services are involved in decisions regarding how Title l funds reserved for parental involvement are spent.  In SPS, parents and principals did not have knowledge about the LEA’s reservation for parent involvement and capacity building activities, and parents were not provided information on how they can be involved in decisions regarding the use of Title l funds reserved for parental involvement.   Although schools in CPS involve parents of Title I students and community members in decisions about the use of Title I funds reserved for parental involvement, the requests approved by the schools and CPS do not consistently demonstrate how the decisions reached by parent groups help parents to improve the academic achievement of their children. 
Citation:  Section 1118(a)(3)(A) of the ESEA requires that each LEA that receives more than $500,000 in Title I funds must reserve not less than 1 percent of its Title I allocation to carry out parental involvement activities, including promoting family literacy and parenting skills.  Section 1118(a)(3)(B) specifies that parents of children receiving Title I services must be involved in the decisions regarding how Title I funds reserved for parental involvement are allotted for parental involvement activities.  Section 1118(a)(3)(C) specifies that not less than 95 percent of the Title I funds reserved for parental involvement are distributed to schools. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must submit a written explanation, including timelines, that details how the SEA will provide additional guidance and technical assistance to all LEAs regarding the purpose, nature, and requirements related to Title I funds distributed to schools for parental involvement.  This guidance must specify that parents of children receiving Title I services must be involved in the decisions regarding how funds are allotted and used for parental involvement.  Further, in providing this guidance, the ISBE should work with LEAs, schools, and parent groups to develop a list of suggested activities that parents may consider in making decisions for parental involvement activities to improve the academic achievement of their children.  
	Monitoring Area 3, Title I, Part A:  Fiduciary Responsibilities

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 3.1
	Within State Allocations, Reallocations, and Carryover. The SEA complies with:

· The procedures for adjusting ED-determined allocations from funds made available under ARRA and the regular FY 2009 appropriation outlined in §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 from the amount allocated to the State under ARRA and the regular FY 2009 appropriation.

· The reallocation and carryover provisions in §1126 (c) and §1127 of the ESEA
	Met 
Requirements


	N/A

	Indicator 3.2
	LEA Plan. The SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the provision for submitting an annual application to the SEA and revising LEA plans as necessary to reflect substantial changes in the direction of their program. § 1112 of the ESEA
	Met 
Requirements


	N/A

	Indicator 3.3
	Within District Allocation Procedures. 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
	Finding

Recommendation


	12

	Indicator 3.4
	Fiscal Requirements: Maintenance of Effort, Comparability, Supplement, not Supplant, and Internal Controls---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 requirements 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
	12-15


Services to Eligible Private School—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 ESEA, §443 of GEPA, and § 200.62 – 200.67, 200.77 and § 200.78 of the Title I 

	Regulations
	Findings
	15-17
	


Committee of Practitioners (COP). The SEA establishes a

	Committee of Practitioners (COP) and involves the committee in decision making as required. §1903 and §1111 of the ESEA
	Met 
Requirements
	N/A
	


Monitoring Area 3, Title I, Part A: Fiduciary

Indicator 3.3:  Within District Allocation Procedures

Finding (1):  The ISBE did not ensure that its districts allocated at least 95 percent of the one percent reserved for parental involvement to its Title I schools.  BPS and SPS failed to allocate to its Title I schools 95 percent of the one percent reservation for parental involvement.

Citation:  Section 1118(a)(3) of ESEA requires that not less than 95 percent of the funds reserved for parental involvement by an LEA shall be distributed to the LEA’s Title I schools.

Further Action Required:  ISBE must provide evidence to ED that BPS and SPS make adjustments to their Title I allocation so that Title I schools receive at least 95 percent of the district’s required one percent parental involvement reservation.   

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the ISBE ensure that CPS establishes a method for verifying that it allocates to its Title I schools identified for corrective action, planning to restructure and restructuring at least 85 percent of the allocation the school received the previous year.  During interviews at CPS, staff stated that they do not verify that their schools identified for improvement receive at least 85 percent of the school’s previous year’s allocation.   

Indicator 3.4:  Fiscal Requirements: Maintenance of Effort, Comparability, Supplement not Supplant, Internal Controls, and Reporting

Comparability

Finding (1):  The ISBE is not reviewing the data used to compile the comparability reports for each district at least every two years to ensure that information being reported is accurate.  Although the ISBE is using its monitoring process to review the source data, monitoring has been changed from a three-year cycle, which still would not have met the requirement of the ESEA statute, to a five-year cycle.  The districts do submit reports to the ISBE annually; however, this data is not being reviewed or verified.  The State must have controls in place to ensure that accurate, reliable data are being reported. 
CPS is categorizing charter schools and special education schools into separate grade-span groupings instead of comparing these schools to other non-charter and schools not designated as special education.  This method does not produce a valid comparison that meets the intent and purpose of section 1120A of the ESEA.

Citation:  Section 80.40 of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) states that “grantees are responsible for managing the day-to-day operations of grant and subgrant supported activities.  Grantees must monitor grant and subgrant supported activities to assure compliance with applicable Federal requirements and that performance goals are being achieved.  Grantee monitoring must cover each program, function, or activity.  Section 1120A of the ESEA provides that a local educational agency may receive funds under this part only if State and local funds will be used in schools served under this part to provide services that, taken as a whole, are at least comparable to services in schools that are not receiving funds under this part.”  (Or, if all schools in an LEA are Title I schools, each school must be substantially comparable to each other.)  The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that each Title I school receives an equitable share of State and locally supported resources that would otherwise flow to it in the absence of Title I.  Although section 1120A(c)(1)(B) of the ESEA provides flexibility by allowing an LEA to meet the comparability requirement on a grade-span basis, the grade-span breakout must be one that results in each Title I school receiving the amount of State and local resources to which it is entitled.

Further action required:  The ISBE must provide documentation to ED that in meeting the comparability requirements (1) CPS includes all of its schools, including charter schools and schools designated as special education schools, in the correct grade span when using grade-span groupings, (2) CPS includes only State and local funds that a school uses to purchase instructional staff and materials, and (3) the schools, including charter schools and special education schools, that CPS lists in each grade-span grouping are in fact comparable.  The ISBE must provide to ED its plan to ensure that LEA source data, used to produce comparability reports are reviewed at least every two years.

Internal Controls

Finding (2):  The ISBE is not ensuring that its districts and their employees are complying with OMB Circular A-87 reporting requirements.  DPS and SPS were not aware that time and effort documentation is required for all multiple cost objective or split-funded employees.  CPS is certifying time and attendance for split-funded staff every six-month, but is not keeping time distribution records or personnel activity reports (PARs) at least monthly.  DPS and SPS had not been certifying time and effort for employees who are funded under a single cost objective (employees paid 100 percent from Title I, Part A).

All employees charged to Federal grants must maintain time and effort reporting.  Employees funded with Federal grants must document the time they spend working on the grants’ objectives to demonstrate that the amount budgeted and claimed is accurate.  An individual who has a “single cost objective” has a position that is dedicated to one purpose (for example, funded 100 percent to work on Title I, Part A activities) and must be certified every six months.  An individual who works on activities for more than one funding stream (i.e., Title I, Part A and Title II, Part B) must maintain a PAR.  PARs need to be completed at least monthly, after the work has been completed and must be signed by the employee and certified by a supervising official. The PAR must reflect the individual’s total work time and identify the portion of time spent on the federal grant.  The PAR must also be supported with documentation of actual effort, not estimates.

Citation:  OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, Item 8 (h) states that (1) Charges to Federal awards for salaries and wages, whether treated as direct or indirect costs, will be based on payrolls documented in accordance with generally accepted practices of the governmental unit and approved by a responsible official(s) of the governmental unit.  (2) No further documentation is required for the salaries and wages of employees who work in a single indirect cost activity.  (3) Where employees are expected to work solely on a single Federal award or cost objective, charges for their salaries and wages will be supported by periodic certifications that the employees worked solely on that program for the period covered by the certification. These certifications will be prepared at least semi annually and will be signed by the employee or supervisory official having first-hand knowledge of the work performed by the employee.  (4) Where 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 which meets the standards in subsection (5) Unless a statistical sampling system or other substitute system has been approved by the cognizant Federal agency and, (6) Personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation must meet the following standards: 

(a) They must reflect an after the fact distribution of the actual activity of each employee,

(b) They must account for the total activity for which each employee is compensated,

(c) They must be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more pay periods, 

(d) They must be signed by the employee, and

(e) 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: 

(i) The governmental unit's system for establishing the estimates produces reasonable approximations of the activity actually performed; 

(ii) 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 

(iii) The budget estimates or other distribution percentages are revised at least quarterly, if necessary, to reflect changed circumstances. 

Further action required:  The ISBE must develop policies and procedures requiring its districts to meet the requirements of OMB circular A-87, Attachment B, Item 8(h).  The ISBE must provide ED with evidence that policies and procedures have been shared with all districts receiving Federal funds, especially those receiving Title I, Part A, and that technical assistance has been provided regarding these requirements.

Finding (3):  CPS did not have a system for tracking equipment paid for with Title I funds with a useful life of more than a year that falls below the district’s threshold of $500 for equipment.  

Citation:  Section 75.02 of the EDGAR requires grantees to use fiscal control and fund accounting procedures that ensure proper disbursement of and accounting for Federal funds.  

Further Action Required:  The ISBE must provide ED with evidence that CPS has a system in place for accounting and reconciling equipment at least once every two years with a useful life of more than a year that falls below the district’s $500 threshold. 

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the ISBE work with BSD to encourage the district to reserve Title I funds for the administration of the Title I program.  Title I of ESEA has numerous requirements, especially for districts with schools identified for improvement that require constant attention at the district level.  Relying on the Assistant Superintendent who has responsibility for 12 other programs does not seem to be adequate for a district with a Title I allocation in excess of $1 million.

Indicator 3.5-Services to Eligible Private School Children.  The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with requirements with regard to services to eligible private school children, their teachers, and families.  

Finding (1): The ISBE did not ensure that equitable services were provided to Title I participants attending private schools in CPS.  Title I services provided to students who are new (including all kindergarten students) to St. Mary of the Lake Elementary School did not begin until late October in 2009.  CPS did not discuss providing additional services during the year or a summer program with the private school official to compensate for starting services late.  Title I services for public school students at CPS begin in early September.

Citation:  Section 1120 of the ESEA requires LEAs to provide eligible children attending private elementary and secondary schools, their teachers, and their families with Title I services or other benefits that are equitable to those provided to eligible public school children, their teachers, and their families. 

Further action required:  In order for LEAs in Illinois that serve private school children to meet the equitability requirements, the ISBE must require its LEAs  to begin the Title I services for private school participants at approximately the same time as the LEA begins the Title I programs for public school participants.  The ISBE must provide ED with a description and timeline for how it will ensure the correct implementation of this requirement including documentation of procedures and/or technical assistance it provided to LEAs serving private school children.  
Finding (2):  The Title I program for eligible private school students at BPS, and CPS, DPS, and SPS was not assessed, according to statute, for the 2008-2009 school year. The ED team observed evidence that students were being assessed either by the district or the private school for individual progress; however, there was no evidence that the whole program was being evaluated for effectiveness.  Several districts indicated that they were implementing programs because that’s how it has always been implemented.  None of the districts visited had school plans that detailed a needs assessment, action plans, or other strategies.

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

Further Action Required:  The ISBE must ensure that Title I services to eligible private school students are assessed for the 2009-2010 school year.  The ISBE must develop and provide copies to its LEAs on how to assess private schools receiving Title I, Part A funds.  The ISBE must provide ED with copies of the guidance and provide evidence that it has been disseminated to all participating districts.

Finding (3): The ISBE has not ensured that districts calculate and reserve an equitable proportion of funds, from funds set-aside for district-wide Title I activities to provide services to eligible private school parents and teachers.  In BPS, equitable services for professional development were not calculated properly.  In SPS, the equitable proportion to be set aside for equitable services was calculated correctly.  However, the administrator combined the total amounts for professional development services and parental involvement services and advised the private school official to take one percent off-the-top for parental involvement activities.  The combining of the totals was an incorrect procedure that should have been caught by ISBE during the application approval process.  Requesting the private school official to reserve one percent for Title I activities is an unallowable use of funds.  The district must maintain total control of the funds allocated for use in the private school program.

Citation:  Section 200.65 of the Title I regulations requires the LEA to calculate the amount of funds available for parental involvement activities from the reserved funds based on the proportion of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.
Also, as required under section 200.65 of the Title I regulations, an LEA calculates these equitable services from the reserved funds in the proportion to the number 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. 

Further Action Required:  The ISBE must submit to ED a description of the procedures that it will use to ensure that BPS and SPS have correctly calculated equitable services.   The ISBE must also submit evidence to ED that, for the 2009-2010 school year, BPS and SPS have correctly calculated the amount of Title I funds that should be made available for services to private school students, their teachers and families.  The ISBE must provide evidence that there is a process in place, at the application level, to ensure that calculations are correct and that the allocation is being maintained at the district level to provide equitable services.  This responsibility must not be given to the Title I funded teacher, a third-party provider, or the private school officials.

Finding (4): The ISBE has not ensured that districts have total control of the Title I, Part A-administered private school program.  The ED team found that SPS is reimbursing private school officials for books, supplies, and materials.  It is the fiduciary responsibility of the district to maintain control of the funds to be used to provide Title I, Part A services.

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

Section 1120(b)(1)(B) of the ESEA require that an LEA consult with appropriate officials from private schools during the design and development of the LEA’s program for eligible private school children.  After consultation with appropriate private school officials, the LEA must design a Title I program that meets the needs of private school participants.  The LEA is responsible for planning, designing, and implementing the Title I program and may not delegate that responsibility to the private schools or their officials.

Further action required:  The ISBE must develop guidance and provide evidence that all district-level grantees have been made aware of their fiduciary responsibility to maintain control of funds to provide Title I, Part A private school services.  This evidence may include letters to districts or agendas for technical assistance meetings that have been held.  The ISBE must also provide 

ED with information on procedures it will use to ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  The ISBE must require SPS and any other LEA delegating responsibility to private school officials or reimbursing money to private school officials to cease this practice immediately, and must provide evidence to ED that it has notified SPS.

Title I, Part D

 Summary of Monitoring Indicators

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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 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.  
	Finding

Recommendation
	19

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

	Indicator 2.2
	The SEA ensures that Local Education Agency (LEA) programs for eligible students meet all requirements.  
	Recommendation
	19

	Indicator 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 and not to supplant.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 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
	N/A


Title I, Part D: Instructional Support

Indicator 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.  

Finding:  The ISBE has not ensured that Title I, Part D programs are monitored for compliance with Title I, Part D requirements.  This was a finding in ED’s 2005 and 2008 monitoring of the ISBE, and the progress to have a regular system of monitoring has not been established, despite the fact that the ISBE provided ED with documentation and assurances that it had addressed this issue. The SEA provided a draft monitoring protocol and plan, however there were no available monitoring reports.

Citation:  Section 1414 of the ESEA requires SEAs to assure 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 two reports of its monitoring of subgrantees including identifying any compliance concerns and corrective actions, as appropriate.

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the ISBE create an annual program evaluation form that refers to the last year’s program targets and performance data to accompany or be included in the annual grant application or submission of Consolidated State Performance Report data from each state agency or LEA. Although the ED team observed that some educational program evaluations were conducted for both SAs and the Subpart 2 program at a local facility, it appeared that not one has used the data collected specifically to evaluate annual Title I, Part D program performance.  

Indicator 2.2:  The SEA ensures that Local Educational Agency (LEA) programs for eligible students meet all requirements.
Recommendation:  ED recommends that the ISBE provide additional technical assistance to continuing and prospective subgrant applicants about Title I, Part D program options. During an LEA interview, the representative was not familiar with the option to operate an LEA-based program to provide delinquency or dropout prevention or school-based transition services nor the special rule requiring LEAs to provide transition services when 70 percent or more of the youth exiting the local facility enroll in other schools in the LEA.  This technical assistance may be disseminated electronically or during annual meetings or conference presentations attended by current and prospective subgrantees.

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
	N/A

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