
Michigan Department of Education

April 26-30, 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 Michigan Department of Education (MDE) the week of April 26, 2010.  This was a comprehensive review of the MDE’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-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 week, the ED team visited the Taylor School District (TSD) and River Rouge School District (RRSD), interviewed administrative staff, interviewed school staff in the LEAs that have been identified for improvement, conducted one private school visit, and conducted two 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 Departments of Corrections (DOC), and the Department of Human Services (DHS); and documentation. The ED team interviewed LEA staff of Part D, Subpart 2 programs in the Waterford School District (WSD) and the Wayne County Regional Education Service Agency (WCRESA).  The ED team also 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 WCRESA and Oakland Schools.  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:  The Office of the Inspector General found that during the

2005-2006 and 2006-2007 school year the MDE’s internal control over the Title I Grants to LEA programs did not ensure its compliance with federal laws and regulations regarding allowable costs/cost principles; matching, level of effort, and earmarking; and sub-recipient monitoring.  Following a review of the 2005-2006 school year, the Office of the Inspector General found that the MDE needed to improve its internal control over sub-recipient monitoring to ensure that sub-recipients submit compliance plans that address noted deficiencies.  Of 58 sub-recipients required to submit corrective actions, 11 (19%) did not submit compliance plans.  None of these audit issues has been resolved.
Previous Monitoring Findings:  ED last reviewed Title I programs in the MDE during the week of May 14-18, 2007.  ED identified compliance findings in the following areas for Title I, Part A:  (1) the MDE did not have an adequate system in place to monitor district implementation of Title I so that it could ensure that LEAs and schools were complying with critical accountability, instructional support, and fiduciary requirements; (2) the MDE had not ensured information in the State-level and school district-level report cards included all data elements required by ESEA;  (3) all paraprofessionals met the highly qualified requirements; (4) the MDE had not established a program for making academic achievement awards to recognize schools that significantly closed the achievement gap; (5) the MDE did ensure that parent involvement policies notifications and notifications for schools in improvement met all requirements; (6)  the MDE did not ensure that schoolwide and school improvement plans developed by Title I schools address all the requirements; (7) the MDE did not ensure that its reallocation procedures met requirements under section 1026 of the ESEA; (8) the MDE did not ensure that its LEAs correctly calculate equitable services for private school students;  (9) the MDE had not ensured that its LEAs allocate at least 95 percent of one percent of the required reservation for parental involvement in schools; (10) the MDE had not ensured that it had a Committee of Practitioners (COP) that has a membership that meets Title I statutory requirements; (11) the MDE had not ensured that all State agency applications for Part D addressed all of the requirements; (12) the MDE had not conducted monitoring of the Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 program grantees to ensure that they are meeting all requirements; (13) the MDE Title I Consolidated Application onsite review protocol did not address all requirements for services to students that are homeless.
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.

Finding:  The MDE's procedures for monitoring grant programs for Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 of the ESEA were insufficient to ensure that these programs are in compliance with the law.  The ED team reviewed State agencies during the onsite review and determined that MDE has not conducted a monitoring review since 2001 and therefore this is a repeat finding from 2007.  

Citation:  Section 80.40 of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) - Grantees must monitor grant and subgrant activities to ensure compliance with applicable Federal requirements.  

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

Further action required:  The MDE must revise its monitoring procedures to ensure that they:  1) include a schedule to collect and review information and make compliance determinations regarding all Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 program requirements; and 2) are sufficient to ensure that all instances of noncompliance with Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 program requirements are identified and corrected in a timely manner.  The MDE must also provide ED with a copy of its revised monitoring procedures and copies of two monitoring reports as evidence that the procedures have been implemented.  

Title I, Part A 

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

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

Recommendation
	5

	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

Recommendation
	6

	1.4
	The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.
	Findings
	6

	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

Standards, Assessment and 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. 

Recommendation: ED recommends that the MDE continue its efforts to further structure its limited English proficiency (LEP) exit criteria thereby ensuring that the LEP accountability subgroup is consistently defined across the State. The MDE’s main criterion for student exit of the LEP accountability subgroup is performance on the English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA); however, each district sets its own policy for using the ELPA score as part of several factors that determine a student’s exit from LEP services or programs. 

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

Finding:  The MDE did not ensure that its LEAs notify parents about choice and supplemental educational services (SES) in time to permit informed decisions about choice and SES.  RRSD did not notify parents about choice and SES in a timely manner.  (See finding in Indicator 2.5.)

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 by Title I that fails for two consecutive years to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) as defined in the State plan.  Section 200.44 of the Title I regulations requires in the case of a school identified for school improvement under section 200.32, for corrective action under section 200.33, or for restructuring, under section 200.34, the LEA must provide all students enrolled in the school with the option to transfer to another public school serviced by the LEA. The LEA must offer this option not later than 14 calendar days before, the start of the school year.
Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a plan and timeline for how it will ensure that all LEAs identify schools in need of improvement in a timely manner so that school improvement requirements can be implemented, and parents of students entitled to public school choice and SES are notified before the beginning of the school year.  Such timely identification would allow enough time to notify parents about public school choice or SES options based on current data. 
Indicator 1.3: The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an annual Report to the Secretary.  

Recommendation: ED recommends that the MDE update its SEA annual report card to ensure consistency with the LEA report cards and the individual school reports. Plans are underway to standardize and improve the LEA report cards and the individual school reports.  The State’s annual report card includes all the required elements.

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

Finding (1): The MDE did not ensure that its LEA report cards contain all of the required elements.  RRSD and TSD omitted all or part of the following required elements.

· Information, in the aggregate and disaggregated by required subgroups, on student achievement at each proficiency level on the State academic assessments; 

· Information that provides a comparison between the actual achievement levels of each group of students and the State’s annual measurable objectives on each of the academic assessments required under this part;
· Information that shows how students served by the LEA achieved on the statewide academic assessment compared to students in the State as a whole;
· Most recent 2-year trend in student achievement in each subject area, and for each grade level, for which assessments under this section are required;

· Aggregate information on any other indicators used by the State;

· Information on the performance of the local educational agency regarding making adequate yearly progress, including the number and names of each school identified for school improvement under section 1116 and how long the schools have been so identified;
· number of recently arrived LEP students exempted from one administration of the State’s reading/language arts assessment (NOTE: this is a new requirement based on section 200.6(b)(4)(i)(C); and

· State data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 

Citation: Section 1111(h)(2)(B) of the ESEA requires the SEA to ensure that each LEA include the following information in the LEA annual report as applied to the LEA and each school served by the LEA. Section 200.6(b)(4)(i)(C) of the CFR requires that the State and its LEAs must report on State and district report cards under section 1111(h) of the statute the number of recently arrived limited English proficient students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts assessment.

· Information, in the aggregate and disaggregated by required subgroups, on student achievement at each proficiency level on the State academic assessments; 

· Information that provides a comparison between the actual achievement levels of each group of students and the State’s annual measurable objectives on each of the academic assessments required under this part;

· Percentage of students not tested for all required groups;

· Most recent 2-year trend in student achievement in each subject area, and for each grade level, for which assessments under this section are required;

· Aggregate information on any other indicators used by the State;

· Graduation rates for secondary school students; 

· number of recently arrived LEP students exempted from one administration of the State’s reading/language arts assessment (NOTE: this is a new requirement based on section 200.6(b)(4)(i)(C);

· Information on the performance of the local educational agency regarding making adequate yearly progress, including the number and names of each school identified for school improvement under section 1116; and

· Professional qualifications of teachers in the State, percentage of such teachers teaching with emergency or provisional credentials, and percentage of classes in the State not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and disaggregated by high-poverty compared to low-poverty schools. 

· Number and percentage of schools identified for school improvement and how long the schools have been so identified; and

· Information that shows how students served by the LEA achieved on the statewide academic assessment compared to students in the State as a whole.
Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a complete LEA report card that includes all required information.
Finding (2): The MDE did not ensure that its individual school reports contain all of the required elements.  In addition to the previously delineated requirements that were omitted from the LEA report card(s), TSD omitted the following required elements from its individual school report.

· Information on whether the school has been identified for school improvement; and

· Information that shows how the school’s student achievement on the statewide academic assessment and other indicators of AYP compared to student achievement in the LEA and the State as a whole.

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(2)(B)(ii) of the ESEA requires the SEA to ensure that each LEA also include the following information as applied to each school served by the LEA.
· Information on whether the school has been identified for school improvement; and

· Information that shows how the school’s student achievement on the statewide academic assessment and other indicators of AYP compared to student achievement in the LEA and the State as a whole.
Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a complete individual school report that includes all required information.

Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area 2:  Instructional Support

	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
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	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
	Findings
	9

	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
	Findings
	11

	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
	Finding
	12

	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 2.3 - The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental involvement requirements. §§ 1111-1112; and §§1114 -1118.
Finding (1): The MDE did not ensure that its LEAs were aware of the existence and purpose of the Parent Information Resource Center (PIRC).  LEA staff and school principals interviewed from TSD and RRSD 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: Section 1118(g) of the ESEA requires LEAs and schools receiving Title I funds in a State where a Parent Information Resource Center is established to inform parents and parent organizations of the existence and purpose of such centers.

Further action required: The MDE 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 MDE must also provide ED with evidence that the plan has been implemented.  

Finding (2): The MDE has not consistently ensured that parents were involved in the development and evaluation of LEAs’ parental involvement policies, as required.  Evidence was not provided by Ann Visger Elementary School and River Rouge High School that their parent involvement policies were evaluated in consultation with parents.

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 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.  The evaluation must include identification of barriers to parent involvement, especially barriers to parents who are economically disadvantaged, disabled, have limited English proficiency, have limited literacy, or belong to a racial or ethnic minority. 

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with documentation that it has provided technical assistance to all LEAs regarding 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.  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed plan and timeline for the steps it will take to ensure that the TSD and RRSD evaluates, in consultation with parents, the content and effectiveness of its current policy in improving the academic quality of Title I schools and, based on that evaluation, revises the policy as appropriate.  The MDE must also provide ED with a copy of an evaluation of the content and effectiveness of the parental involvement policies for Ann Visger Elementary School and River Rouge High School.

Finding (3):  The MDE has not ensured that Title I schools convene an annual Title I meeting for parents.  Staff at Ann Visger Elementary School and River Rouge High School stated that they did not convene an annual meeting to inform parents about the Title I, Part A program and parental involvement provisions.  

Citation:  Section 1118(c)(1) of the ESEA requires that “each school under this part shall convene an annual meeting, at a convenient time, to which all parents of participating children shall be invited and encouraged to attend, to inform parents of their school’s participation under this part and to explain the requirements of this part, and the right of the parents to be involved.”

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with documentation that Ann Visger Elementary School and River Rouge High School have held an annual parent meeting, at a time that is convenient for parents, and that meets statutory requirements for Title I schools.  Documentation should include an agenda and training materials for meetings held.  The Title I annual meeting must be used to inform parents of their schools’ participation in Title I and their right to be involved in their children’s education.   

Finding (4):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs inform Title I school parents about the one percent reservation of funds for parental involvement, nor has it ensured that LEAs allow parents to be involved in the decisions regarding how the Title I funds are used for parental involvement activities.   In RRSD parents were unaware of the one percent reservation of funds for parental involvement.  Parents in RRSD were also unclear about their right to be involved in decisions about the use of these funds.

Citation:  Section 1118(3)(B) of the ESEA requires under “Parental Input” states that “Parents of children receiving services under this part shall be involved in the decisions regarding how funds reserved under subparagraph (A) are allotted for parental involvement activities.”

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with documentation that parents of Title I children in RRSD have been informed of the reservation of Title I funds for parental involvement and have been involved in decisions regarding how these funds are used for parental involvement activities.  Documentation may include minutes of meetings with parents of Title I students in RRSD during which this issue was discussed.  

Finding (5): The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs/schools provide materials and training to help parents of high school students to work with their children to improve their children’s achievement such as literacy training.  LEA staff interviewed at TSD stated that information and training had been provided only to the elementary schools.  They are in the process of developing the same for parents of high school students.

Citation:  Section 1118(e)(2) under “Building Capacity for Involvement” states that to ensure effective involvement of parents and to support a partnership among the schools involved, parents and the community to improve student academic achievement, each school and local educational agency assisted under this part shall provide materials and training to help parents to work with their children to improve their children’s achievement such as literacy training and use of technology, as appropriate, to foster parental involvement. 

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided technical assistance and guidance to its LEAs and schools for the upcoming school year on the topic of effective capacity building for effective parental involvement.  Such evidence should include materials and training agendas designed to help parents to work with their children to improve their academic achievement, such as literacy training to foster parental involvement, including those children at the high school level. 

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

Finding (1): The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs notified parents about public school choice options 14 calendar days prior to the start of school.  In the school districts visited, parent notification letters were not mailed out to parents 14 calendar days prior to the start of school.

Citation: Section 200.44 of the Title I regulations requires, in the case of a school identified for school improvement, corrective action, or restructuring, the LEA must provide all students enrolled in the school with the option to transfer to another public school serviced by the LEA. The LEA must offer this option not later than 14 calendar days before the start of the school year. 

 Further action required: The MDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided technical assistance and guidance to its LEAs regarding the 14 day parent notification requirement for public school choice for the 2010-2011 school year.  MDE must also provide ED with written evidence that the RRSD and TSD parent notification letters are sent to all parents not later than 14 calendar days before the start for the 2010-2011 school year.  
Finding (2):  Neither RRSD nor TSD had information about public school choice posted on the LEA’s website, as required.  

Citation:  Section 34 C.F.R. §§200.39 of the Title I regulations require an LEA to prominently display on its Web site the following information regarding public school choice:


1. Beginning with data from the 2007-2008 school year, and for each subsequent school year, the number of students who were eligible for and who participated in the public school choice option [34 C.F.R. §§200.39(c)(1)(i); 200.42(b)(5); 200.43(b)(5); 200.43(c)(1)(iii)]; and

2. For the current school year, a list of available schools to which students eligible to participate in public school choice may transfer [34 C.F.R. §§200.39(c)(1)(iv); 200.42(b)(5); 200.43(b)(5); 200.43(c)(1)(iii)]. 

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with evidence that the following information regarding public school choice is posted on the RRSD and TSD websites:

1. Beginning with data from the 2008-2009 school year, and for each subsequent school year, the number of students who were eligible for and who participated in the public school choice option.

2. For the current school year, a list of available schools to which students eligible to participate in public school choice may transfer.

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

Finding: The MDE did not ensure that its LEAs prominently display information on its web site regarding SES, as required.  Both RRSD and TSD did not have information about SES posted on their LEAs web sites, as required.

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; 

· 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

· An LEA should display the provider information on its web site in a place that is visible and easy for parents to locate. Note that an LEA must list on its web site 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 the providers general geographic location, and providers accessible through distance learning technology.

For more information, see the Supplemental Educational Services Non-Regulatory Guidance, G-10, at:  http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/suppsvcsguid.doc. 

Further action required: The MDE must provide ED with evidence that the following information regarding SES is posted on the RRSD and TSD websites:

Beginning with data from the 2008-2009 school year, and for each subsequent year, the number of students who are eligible for and the number of students who participated in SES:

1. A list of SES providers approved by the State for the current school year to serve the LEA and the locations where services are provided; and

2. A list of all SES providers approved by the State to serve the LEA as well as the provider’s general geographic location, and providers accessible through distance learning technology.
	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 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
	Findings

Recommendation
	15

	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
	19

	Indicator 3.5
	Services to Eligible Private School LEA comply 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
	Finding

Recommendation
	20

	Indicator 3.6
	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


Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area:  Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.3 - Within District Allocation Procedures

Finding (1):  The MDE has not ensured that LEAs use enrollment data that is consistent regarding the number of students residing in each of the school attendance areas.   In reviewing documents at TSD the ED team noted that the official pupil count for school enrollments from the LEA accounting department was inconsistent with what is reported in the LEA application.  This inconsistency would result in not having accuracy within district allocations.

Citation:  Section 200.78 of the Title I regulations provides that an LEA must allocate funds under Title I, Part A to school attendance areas and schools identified as eligible and selected to participate in rank order on the basis of the total number of children from low-income families in each area or school.
Further action required:   The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs and/or agenda for technical assistance meetings.  The MDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  
Finding (2):   The MDE has not ensured that LEAs have documentation to support salary and fringe benefit differentials.  LEA officials at RRSD were not aware of what the salary and fringe benefit differential was and did not have supporting documentation for the differential amount reported on the LEA application.  At TSD, comparability calculations only included base salary of teachers, and no salary and fringe benefit differential was identified. 

Citation:   Section 1113(a)(1) of the ESEA requires that Title I, Part A funds be allocated only in eligible school-attendance areas and schools on the basis of the number of children from low-income families in each area or school.  In guidance on allocation of Title I funds to eligible schools, the U.S. Department of Education recognizes that an inequity may occur if schools with similar allocations offering similar instructional programs need to spend different amounts because of the salary and fringe benefit costs of the staff providing the instruction.  To address this situation, an LEA may consider variations in personnel costs, such as seniority pay differentials or fringe benefit differentials, as LEA-wide administrative costs, rather than as part of the funds allocated to school attendance areas or schools.  The LEA would pay the differential salary and fringe benefit costs from its administrative funds taken off the top of the LEA’s allocation.  This policy would have to be applied consistently to staff serving both public and private school children throughout the LEA.

Further action required:  The MDE must provide technical assistance and guidance to its districts on the requirements and procedures for determining salary and fringe benefit differentials.  The MDE must provide copies of the guidance it develops as well as documentation supporting the salary and fringe benefit differentials that may be used for RRSD and TSD.
Finding (3): The MDE has not ensured that LEA indirect costs were correctly applied in district wide reservations for administrative costs.    Indirect costs were taken at the school-level in addition to the district level administrative cost reservation.  For example, the school-level budget detail report for Ann Visger K-5 Preparatory Academy at RRSD reported school level indirect cost.  Further, the MDE did not ensure that other district level administrative costs were reserved at the district level. This included costs related to audits and conference costs for the district Title I director that were included in school level budgets rather than the district-wide administrative cost reservation at RRSD. 

Citation:  Section 200.77 of the Title I regulations provides that, before allocating funds to school attendance areas and schools, an LEA must reserve funds that are reasonable and necessary in part to administer programs for public and private school children under Title I, Part A programs.  
Further action required: The MDE must provide technical assistance and guidance to its districts on the requirements and procedures for district reservations on administrative costs. The MDE must provide copies of the guidance it develops as well as documentation supporting the corrections for administrative costs and school level allocations for RRSD. 

Finding (4):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs receiving $500,000 or more in 

Title I funds reserve one percent of their allocation for parental involvement activities and allocate at least 95 percent of the reservation to schools.  TSD could not provide evidence that they had allocated at least 95 percent (after deducting the amount calculated for parental involvement for families of private school participants) of the one percent of the parental involvement reservation to public schools.     

Citation:  Section 1118(a)(3)(A) of the ESEA requires LEAs with a Title I, Part A allocation of greater than $500,000 to reserve not less than one percent of their Title I, Part A allocation to carry out parental involvement activities. 

Section 200.65 of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to calculate from these funds the amount of funds available for parental involvement activities for families of private school students based on the proportion of private school students from low-income families residing in Title I attendance areas.  The LEA then must distribute to its public schools at least 95 percent of the remainder, leaving the balance of the reserved funds for parental involvement activities at the LEA level.  Any funds related to this requirement that the LEA does not use during that year must be carried over into the next fiscal year and used for parental involvement activities.    

Further action required:  The MDE must require its LEAs to allocate 95 percent of the required one percent reservation (after deducting the amount calculated for equitable services to parents of private school participants) to the Title I public schools.  The MDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.

Finding (5): The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs correctly calculate the amount of funds available to serve eligible private school children and their families.  Specifically, TSD did not calculate an equitable proportion of its parental involvement reservation to provide services to families of Title I students in private schools.      

Citation:   Section 1118(a)(3)(A) of the ESEA requires that LEAs with a Title I allocation of greater than $500,000 reserve not less than one percent of their Title I allocation to carry out family involvement activities.  Section 200.65 of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to calculate from these funds the amount of funds available for family involvement activities for families of private school children based on the proportion of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.     

Further action required: The MDE must ensure that its LEAs serving eligible private school children reserve an equitable portion of their Title I funds to provide instructional services to participating private school children and services to families of participating private school children.  Prior to approving LEA applications for SY 2010-2011, the MDE must ensure that its LEAs correctly calculate the required equitable services reservations for services to participating private school children and their families.  The MDE must submit to ED a description of the procedures that it will use to ensure that its LEAs have correctly applied the calculations for equitable services to serve private school children.  In addition, the MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed all its LEAs of this requirement.   The MDE must also provide a copy of this calculation done correctly at TSD.
Finding (6):  The MDE did not ensure that personnel certifications specifically indicate that staff was working in the Title I program.  Both districts visited by the ED team did not have correct certification procedures for staff paid with Title I funds.  Certification forms reviewed by the ED team did not specifically identify Title I as the funding source for the Title I–funded staff.  Instead, the certification indicates the “employee funded under Title I, Title II, or Title V grant funds.”

Citation:  Under 34 CFR 80.20(b) (6) of the EDGAR accounting records must be supported by source documentation.  The certification for such source documentation is in addition to the standards for payroll documentation and is required to support salaries and wages by OMB Circular 87, Attachment B, Item 11, Compensation for Personnel Services.

In addition, OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, Paragraph 8.h. (3) states, 

“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 time and effort certification.  These time and effort certifications will be prepared at least semi-annually and will be signed by the employee or supervisory official having actual knowledge of the work performed by the employee.”
OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, Paragraph 8.h. (4) states, “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). . . .”  Subsection (5) states, 

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, and

(d) They must be signed by the employee.
Further action required: The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs and/or agenda for technical assistance meetings.  The MDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  
Finding (7):  The MDE did not ensure that its LEAs implement internal controls regarding inventory maintenance and that the LEAs review and update property purchased with Title I funds within 2 years.   Title I inventory of equipment provided at RRSD was dated September 8, 2005.    

Citation:  34 CFR §74.34(f)(1) of the Title I regulations requires that a physical inventory of equipment purchased with Federal funds must be taken and the results reconciled with the equipment records at least once every two years.  

Section 80.20(b) (3) of the EDGAR requires grantees and subgrantees to meet the standards of effective internal controls.  The internal controls must be maintained for grant, subgrant, cash, real and personal property and other assets.  

 

Section 80.32(d) of the EDGAR requires that a control system be developed by recipients of Federal funds to ensure that there are adequate safeguards to prevent loss, damage, or theft of the property. 

Further action required: The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs and/or agenda for technical assistance meetings.  See also recommendation at the end of Indicator 3.5. 

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

Finding (1):  The MDE did not ensure that LEAs use correct information on district comparability reports.  For example, paraprofessionals paid with Title I funds, were not excluded in comparability calculations at TSD.

Citation:  Section  1120A of the ESEA requires that an LEA may receive Title I, Part A funds only if it uses State and local funds to provide services in each Title I school that are at least comparable to services that, taken as a whole, an LEA provides to schools not receiving Title I funds.  (Or, if all schools in an LEA are Title I schools, each school must be substantially comparable.)

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED documentation that in meeting the comparability requirements (1) TSD excluded federally funded staff from inclusion in comparability calculations, and (2) the schools included in its grade-span grouping are in fact comparable. 
Finding (2):  The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs consistently use Title I, Part A funds to supplement, and not supplant, Title I, Part A funds.  RRSD was using Title I, Part A funds to pay for regular classroom grade 8 math and algebra textbooks and regular classroom instructional clappers.    

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

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

Indicator 3.5 - Services to Eligible Private School Children

Finding: The MDE has not ensured that its LEAs have met the requirements for evaluation of the effectiveness of the Title I program for private school students, including what constitutes annual progress for the Title I program serving eligible private school children.  No program evaluation of the equitable services was available in the TSD. 

Although private schools in TSD assess individual students using standardized tests administered by the private school, the LEA does not evaluate the effectiveness of the Title I program being provided to students attending private schools.  This is an LEA responsibility and cannot be delegated to the private schools.

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 children on issues such as how the LEA will assess academically the services to eligible private school children and how the LEA will use the results of that assessment to improve Title I services.  

The evaluation of the effectiveness of the Title I program being provided to students attending private schools is an LEA responsibility, and cannot be delegated to the private schools.

Further action required:  The MDE must ensure that each LEA serving private school students consult with private school officials and as part of the consultation process make a determination as to what standards and assessments will be used by that LEA to measure the annual progress of the Title I program for private school children.  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the MDE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation must include any letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings. The MDE must also submit a plan and timeline for how it will monitor overall LEA compliance with this requirement and evidence that the plan has been implemented.  

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the MDE review its electronic application process to ensure that for all LEA reservations that require equitable services are correctly calculated in the system.  Since the equitable proportionality is not provided in the MEGS computer system, TSD officials had to calculate the proportionality during the ED site visit.   It was unclear whether equitable services were correctly calculated on all applicable reservations.

Title I, Part D

 Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Neglected, Delinquent or At-Risk of Dropping-Out Program
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	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.
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Monitoring Area: Title I, Part D

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 MDE has not ensured that Title I, Part D programs are monitored for compliance with Title I, Part D requirements.  

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 MDE must submit to ED documentation that it has monitored its State agency subgrantees, including identifying any compliance concerns and corrective actions, as appropriate. This documentation must be submitted within 90-calendar days of receipt of this report.  In addition, the MDE must submit to ED a schedule for future State agency and LEA subgrantees reviews beginning with the 2010-2011 school year and evidence that the plan has been implemented by submitting two reports of Subpart 2 LEA monitoring. 
Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the MDE require an annual program evaluation that refers to the previous year’s Part D program performance data to accompany or be included in the annual grant application or submission from each State agency and LEA that receives a subgrant.  It appeared that no subgrantee has used the data collected and submitted to the MDE specifically to evaluate annual Title I, Part D program performance.  

Indicator 2.1 - The SEA ensures that State Agency (SA) programs for eligible students meet all requirements, including facilities that operate institution-wide projects.  

Finding (1):  The MDE has not ensured that SA programs meet the requirements for providing a regular program of instruction.  ED observed that one DHS facility provided only ten hours of a regular instruction instead of the 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 (15 hours for youth in adult correctional facilities).  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 MDE 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 MDE 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 MDE must report to ED the results of this monitoring and the actions it took as a result of its findings.

Finding (2):  The MDE has not ensured that several required State agency application elements were addressed in the applications it approved from the DHS and DOC.  ED observed that the State agency applications were missing several required elements:  description of transition services, collaboration with Federal technical, vocational and other services, professional development for Title I, Part D staff and several required assurances that must be signed by the State agency. 
Citation:  Section 1414(c) of the ESEA lists 19 requirements and assurances that are to be included in a State agency application to be approved by the SEA.  Section 1414 (c)(11) of the ESEA requires the designation in the SA application of an individual in each facility participating in the Title I, Part D program to be responsible for issues relating to the transition of children and youth from such facility or institution to locally operated programs. 

Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED a revised State agency application template for FY 2010 that clearly indicates all of the 19 elements that require a description or an assurance as enumerated in section 1414(c) of the ESEA.

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the MDE provide additional technical assistance to subgrant applicants about Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 program options, such as for institution-wide programs. During the State agency interview, representatives were not familiar with the option to operate an institution-wide project nor did they understand all of the application requirements.  This technical assistance may be disseminated electronically or during annual meetings or conference presentations attended by current and prospective subgrantees.
Indicator 2.2 - The SEA ensures that Local Educational Agency (LEA) programs for eligible students meet all requirements.  
Finding:  ED observed that the Subpart 2 sections of the consolidated applications were missing required elements, such as description of collaboration with other Federal, state and local programs, and a description of formal agreements between the LEA and each facility served.

Citation:  Section 1423 of the ESEA lists 13 requirements and assurances that are to be included in local educational agency applications to be approved by the SEA.  Section 1425 describes the program requirements for correctional facilities entering into agreements with local educational agencies to provide services.

Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED a revised Title I, Part D, Subpart 2 LEA application template for FY 2010 that clearly indicates all of the 13 elements that require a description or an assurance as enumerated in section 1423 of the ESEA, including those that are to be completed “as appropriate” by the LEA. Furthermore, the MDE must provide evidence that every local correctional facility being served by Title I, Part D funds through the LEA has completed a formal agreement with the LEA to receive such funded services. A representative agreement between one facility and LEA applicant, as well as a checklist accounting for the presence of formal agreements between all the other local delinquent facilities and LEA applicants will suffice.

Finding(2):  The MDE has not clarified the eligibility of the Blanche Kelso Bruce Academy to receive Subpart 2 funds. Prior to the review, ED identified this subgrantee as the largest recipient of Subpart 2 funding, including ARRA funds, and expressed an interest in interviewing LEA staff with Title I, Part D duties. ED was informed that this LEA had not yet applied for FY 2009 funds. At the time of the review, ED learned that this charter LEA was receiving Subpart 2 funds. As a disciplinary academy that operates a daytime educational program, it is not clear that this charter LEA is eligible to submit a residential child count and apply for Subpart 2 funds. Its students may be eligible to be served by Subpart 2 funds, but there may be different LEAs that are eligible to submit child counts and apply for these funds based on the residential neglected or delinquent institutions within their geographical boundaries.

Citation:  Section 1422 (a) of the ESEA states that a State educational agency shall award subgrants to local educational agencies with high numbers or percentages of children and youth residing in locally operated (including county operated) correctional facilities for children and youth (including facilities involved in community day programs). ED’s non-regulatory guidance concerning the child count at local neglected or delinquent institutions also requires that the children and youth counted be residing in the institution.

Further action required:  The MDE must investigate whether the students served by Title I, Part D, Subpart 2 funds at the Blanche Kelso Bruce Academy are residing in local neglected or delinquent institutions and whether this charter LEA or other LEAs are eligible to submit local agency child counts on behalf of these children and youth. If the SEA determines that some of these charter LEA students reside in local neglected or delinquent institutions and should be served by Subpart 2 funds, it must report to ED which LEAs will submit the child counts and apply to serve these students.
Recommendation:  ED recommends that the MDE provide additional technical assistance to subgrant applicants about Title I, Part D program options. During the LEA interviews, the representatives were not familiar with the option to operate an LEA-based program to provide delinquency or dropout prevention or school-based transition services.  ED recommends that the MDE provide additional guidance to this guidance may be disseminated electronically or during annual meetings or conference presentations attended by current and prospective subgrantees.

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 not supplant.
Finding:  The MDE has not ensured that fiscal maintenance of effort has been demonstrated by the two State agency subgrantees.  It is currently only an assurance on the application.

Citation:  Section 1414(c)(7) of the ESEA states that a State agency that applies for 

Part D funds must submit an application to the SEA that includes data showing that the State agency has maintained the fiscal effort required of a local educational agency in accordance with section 9521of the ESEA.

Further action required:  The MDE must submit data to ED showing that each State agency has maintained the fiscal maintenance of effort required to operate a Title I, 

Part D program.

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.
Finding:  ED observed in one LEA interview that the LEA made application for funds on July 15, 2009 and was approved in February, 2010.  
Citation:  Section 1422 of the ESEA requires SEAs to award subgrants to LEAs with high numbers or percentages of children and youth residing in locally operated correctional facilities for children and youth and notify LEAs of their eligibility to receive a subgrant under Subpart 2 of Title I, Part D. EDGAR Part 76 Subpart 3, enumerates the SEA’s general administrative responsibilities for subgrants, as well as its fiscal control and fund accounting procedures.  Section 76.702 of EDGAR states that an SEA and a subgrantee shall use fiscal control and fund accounting procedures that ensure proper disbursement of and accounting for Federal funds.
Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with documentation that federal funds allocated under Title I, Part D are awarded to LEAs in a timely manner after the applications process is completed. 

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the MDE provide additional technical assistance to subgrant applicants about the use of funds in Title I, Part D programs. During the LEA interviews, the representatives stated there was little guidance offered on the allowable use of funds under Title I Part D Subpart 2 programs.  ED recommends that the MDE provide guidance and technical assistance this guidance may be disseminated electronically or during annual meetings or conference presentations attended by 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.
	Finding
	27

	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 Educational 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


Monitoring Area: McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program
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.
Finding:  ED observed inconsistency among the three LEAs interviewed in the coordination between the Title I, Part A program and the McKinney-Vento requirements concerning the determination of an appropriate reservation of Title I, Part A funds to provide comparable services to homeless students.  ED observed that Title I, Part A applications did not require a description of services provided by this reservation nor how the plans generally address the educational needs of homeless children and youth, as required by statute.  The determination of a suitable reservation depends on the collection and use of data on homeless student enrollment and cost of services in previous years as well as close coordination between the two programs as the needs of homeless students in the district change.
Citation: Section 1113 (c)(3)(A) of Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act requires that districts receiving Title I, Part A funds reserve funds to provide comparable services to homeless students enrolled in non-Title I schools as well as at locations where they may reside.  This reservation may also be used to provide educationally-related support services to homeless students in Title I schools. Section 1112(a)(1) of the ESEA requires that the Title I, Part A program coordinate with the McKinney-Vento Act at the State and local levels. Section 1112(b)(E)(ii) of the ESEA requires that LEA applications describe how services for homeless children will be coordinated and integrated with the Title I, Part A program in order to increase program effectiveness.  Additionally, section 1112(b)(O) of the ESEA requires a description of services to be provided through the LEA reservation to homeless students in non-Title I schools.
Further action required:  ED requires the MDE to provide further written guidance to Title I coordinators and district homeless liaisons concerning the need for closer coordination in determining a suitable reservation of funds for homeless students from Title I, Part A. Furthermore, in its approval of LEA applications, MDE must ensure that every LEA has described how services for homeless children will be coordinated and integrated with the Title I, Part A program. It must submit to ED evidence that this description is part of the application review process.
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