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MAY 18 2009
Honorable T. Kenneth James Commissioner
Arkansas Department of Education 
Four State Capitol Mall, Room 304 A 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201-1071

Dear Commissioner James:
During the week of March 9, 2009, a team from the U. S. Department of Education's (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office reviewed the Arkansas Department of Education's (ADE) administration of the following programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended:

· Title 1, Part A (Basic);

· Title 1, Part D (Neglected and Delinquent); and

· Title VII, Subtitle B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program).

Enclosed is a report based upon this review.

The 2008-2009 fiscal year begins the third year of the second full cycle of monitoring under ESEA. Based on five years of monitoring, we have learned significantly more about the status of States, districts, and schools in implementing the requirements of Title I. For the first time, ED has collected data on critical compliance issues under the ESEA in all States. This knowledge has informed the current cycle of monitoring, and is reflected in the procedures and monitoring protocols utilized in the onsite review process.

The ESEA, as amended, has increased the emphasis on accountability for all students, and has focused on States' responsibilities to work with districts and schools to improve instruction and student achievement. ED will continue to work closely with States to define their responsibilities in implementing the requirements of the ESEA.

Monitoring for the Title 1, Part A; Neglected and Delinquent; and Education for I homeless Children and Youth Program will continue to be conducted in three broad areas — accountability; program improvement, parental involvement and options; and fiduciary responsibilities. Prior to, during, and following the onsite monitoring review, Page 2 — Honorable T. Kenneth James

the ED team conducted a number of activities (described in the enclosed report) to verify compliance with the critical monitoring indicators in each of the three broad areas for all three programs.

The enclosed report contains a listing of the critical monitoring elements in each of the three areas for the four programs monitored, a description of the scope of the monitoring review, and the findings, required corrective actions, and recommendations that the team cited as a result of the review. The ADE has 30 business days from receipt of this report to respond to all of the compliance issues contained herein. ED staff will review your response for sufficiency and will determine which areas are acceptable and which will require further documentation of implementation. ED will allow 30 business days for receipt of this further documentation if required. ED recognizes that some corrective actions may require longer than the prescribed 30 days, and in these instances ED will work with you to determine a reasonable timeline. In those instances where additional time is required to implement specific corrective actions, you must submit a request for such an extension in writing to ED, including a timeline for completion of all related actions.

Each State that participates in an onsite monitoring review and that has significant compliance findings in one or more of the programs monitored will have a condition placed on that program's grant award specifying that the State must submit (and receive approval of) documentation that all compliance issues identified in the monitoring report have been corrected. When documentation sufficient to address all compliance areas has been submitted and approved, ED will then remove the condition from your grant award.

Please be aware that the issues presented in the enclosed report reflect the status of compliance in Arkansas at the time of SASA's onsite review. ADE may receive further communication from ED that will require it to address noncompliance occurring prior or subsequent to the onsite visit.

The ED team would like to thank Annette Barnes and her staff for their hard work and the assistance they provided prior to and during the review in gathering materials and providing access to information in a timely manner. The ED team was impressed with the efforts of your State's staff to implement the many requirements of the four programs monitored.

We look forward to working further with your staff to resolve the issues contained in this report and to improve the quality of Title I programs in Arkansas.

  




Sincerely,

Zollie Stevenson, Ph.D. Director

Student Achievement and

School Accountability Programs

Enclosure

cc: Annette Barnes, Director

Chandra Martin, ND Coordinator Cindy Hogue, Homeless Education

Arkansas Department of Education 

March 9-13, 2009

Scope of Review: A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office monitored the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) the week of March 9-13, 2009.  This was a comprehensive review of the ADE’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 SASA team carried out a number of major activities.  In reviewing the Part A program, the SASA 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 required of the state educational agency (SEA).  During the onsite week, the ED team visited two LEAs – Hot Springs School District (HSSD) and Little Rock School District (LRSD), interviewed administrative staff, interviewed school staff in the schools that have been identified for improvement, and conducted two parent meetings.  The ED team also interviewed the SEA staff for Title I, Part A to discuss administration of the program.

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; 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 a project in HSSD and Perryville School District (PSD); as well as programs run by the Arkansas Department of Corrections (DOC) and Division of Youth Services (DYS).  The ED team also interviewed the SEA staff for Title I, Part D to discuss administration of the program.
In its review of the Title VII, Subtitle B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youth) as amended, 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 LRSD and North Little Rock School District (NLRSD).  The ED team visited and interviewed administrative and program staff in those two LEAs as well as the homeless liaison from LEAs without a subgrant, Mayflower School District (MSD) and Pulaski County Special School District (PCSSD).  The ED team also interviewed the McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  This information will be included in the final report.

Previous Monitoring Findings: ED last reviewed Title I programs in the ADE during the week of March 27-31, 2006.  ED identified compliance findings in the following areas for Title I, Part A:  assessments, alternate assessments, report cards, statewide system of support, school improvement funding, parental involvement policies, parental involvement notifications, required reservations, calculations of poverty percentages,  rank ordering, desegregation waivers, comparability documentation, SEA monitoring of LEA audit corrective actions, third-party providers for private school children, LEA control of the private school programs, complaint procedures, and committee of practitioners.    

ED identified compliance findings for Title I, Part D in the areas of reservations for transition services and monitoring of subgrantees.  ED identified compliance findings in the McKinney-Vento program in the areas of identification, enrollment, and retention of homeless students, and monitoring of its subgrantees with and without subgrants.   

Improper Payments Act

The Improper Payments protocol was used as a monitoring tool with LRSD staff.  LRSD furnished reports and documents for evaluation.  LRSD provided oral responses to key areas addressed in the monitoring protocol; however, written documentation was not readily available at the time of the interview.  The Improper Payments protocol is being piloted for the current 2008-2009 monitoring year; therefore, the following general observations are included in the report.  

Based on a review of written and on-line documentation and the verbal responses to the interview questions, the interviewer concluded that the ADE and LRSD should improve their internal fiscal controls and procedures in order to meet requirements for expending Title I funds, accounting for their use, and maintaining necessary records as provided in Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act; section 443 (a) of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA); Part 80, Subpart C of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR); the Improper Payments Information Act; and any other relevant standards, circulars or legislative mandates to safeguard Federal funds and assets and protect against waste, fraud and abuse.  

The ADE should strengthen the fiscal management, oversight, and direction to the LEA.  This oversight may be accomplished by conducting pre-reviews utilizing the Federal protocol and identifying areas of concern.  A corrective action plan could be developed to support the improvement of internal fiscal controls and procedures.

The following observations were made:

Carryover and Current Year Allocations

· In LRSD, LEA officials were not able to access their Title I funds after July 1, 2008 due to the LEA’s internal fiscal deadline.  
· The ADE did not provide regular financial reports to LRSD.

· The ADE did not release current year funding to LRSD in a timely fashion.

Training

· LRSD provides at least two districtwide training conferences for local school administrators.

· School bookkeepers regularly meet with LRSD officials;  however, more bookkeepers should be trained to independently track expenditures of Title I funds so that potential overspending may be avoided.

Equipment

· The inventory report was not available during the review.

Monitoring

· The ADE should provide more onsite monitoring of its LEAs to ensure that Federal guidelines for properly implementing fiscal controls are followed.

· LRSD should increase monitoring of the local schools by making onsite visits and not relying solely upon financial reports.

Overarching Requirement – SEA Monitoring

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

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

Finding:  The ADE has not conducted systematic and comprehensive monitoring of LEAs for approximately four years.  While they have a good process for application review and approval, the review process does not include sufficient detail to ensure compliance with the requirements of the statute.  The ADE is piloting a new monitoring protocol which would include onsite monitoring of every LEA once every four years but the pilot has not yet resulted in the issuance of any reports to LEAs.  

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

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

Further action required:  The ADE must provide ED with evidence that it has fully implemented its new monitoring process.  This evidence should include copies of at least two reports issued to LEAs as a result of monitoring and evidence that the LEAs have taken steps to correct areas of non-compliance identified during the review.  
 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 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

Recommendation
	6

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

Recommendation
	7

	Indicator 1.3
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an Annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Finding
	8

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


	8

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

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


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:  The ADE did not ensure that its LEAs have adequate participation rates in State assessments. In LRSD, the participation rates for students with disabilities in high school were low.  The end-of-course test participation rates were 80 percent for mathematics and 87 percent for literacy. 

Citation:   Section 1111(b)(3)(C)(ix)(I) of the ESEA states that State assessments shall provide for the participation of all students. 

Further action required:  The ADE must ensure that LRSD includes all students in high school assessments including students with disabilities in the end-of-course mathematics and literacy assessments.  The ADE must provide ED with the 2009 participation rates for the end-of-course tests in mathematics and literacy for LRSD. 

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the ADE provide LRSD with technical assistance on the eligibility requirements for taking the portfolio assessment for students with disabilities.  LRSD staff were confused about the number of students eligible for the portfolio assessment and the number that took the assessment. For 2008, LRSD ordered materials for 342 students to take the portfolio assessment while only 210 students took the assessment.  

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

Finding:  The ADE did not ensure that its schools and LEAs were identified for school and LEA improvement before the beginning of the school year; therefore the ADE did not provide accountability and adequate yearly progress (AYP) progress decisions and information to LEAs in a timely manner.  In its accountability workbook, August 8 was the deadline for notifying schools of their AYP status and August 15 was the deadline for schools to notify parents of students eligible for choice and/or supplemental educational services (SES).  The final identification of schools and LEAs for improvement did not take place until early November; therefore, the identification of LEAs and schools for improvement and the notification of parents for public school choice and SES are not being done in a timely fashion and not in accordance with the ADE Consolidated State Application Accountability Plan.

Citation: Section 1116(b)(1)(A) and (B) of the ESEA requires an LEA to identify for school improvement any elementary or secondary school served under Title I that fails for two consecutive years to make AYP as defined in the State plan.  The identification must take place before the beginning of the school year following each such failure to make AYP.  

Further action required:  The ADE 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 (See Indicator 2.3).  

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the ADE provide LEAs with professional development regarding the written procedures to follow when an LEA exceeds the one percent cap on the percentage of students proficient for AYP purposes on the alternate assessment. Neither LEA visited understood the procedures to follow if the LEA exceeded the one percent cap.

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

Finding:  The ADE did not ensure that its report card contains all of the required elements.  In the ADE State report card, two of the required elements are missing:   

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

b. Comparison of the actual achievement levels of each subgroup of students to the State’s annual measurable objectives for each required assessment.
Citation:  Section 200.6(b)(4)(i)(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)(ii) of the ESEA requires that the LEA report cards include:  

· Information that provides a comparison between the actual achievement levels of each group of students; and 

· The State’s annual measurable objectives for each group of students on each of the academic assessments.

Further action required:  The ADE must provide ED with a template of the State report card for the Spring 2010 assessments that includes the missing information.  When the State report card for the Spring 2010 assessments is complete, the ADE must submit the completed report card to ED. 
Indicator 1.4 – The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards.

Finding:  The ADE did not ensure that its LEA report cards contain all of the required elements.   In the LEA report cards, two of the required elements are missing:   

a. The number of recently arrived LEP students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts test; and

b. Comparison of the actual achievement levels of each subgroup of students to the State’s annual measurable objectives for each required assessment.
Citation: Section 200.6(b)(4)(i)(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)(ii) of the ESEA requires that the LEA report cards include:  

· Information that provides a comparison between the actual achievement levels of each group of students; and 

· The State’s annual measurable objectives for each group of students on each of the academic assessments.

Further action required:   The ADE must provide ED with a template of the LEA report cards for the Spring 2010 assessments that includes the missing information.  When the LEA report cards for the Spring 2010 assessments are complete, the ADE must submit a sample of a completed LEA report card to ED.

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

	Indicator

Number
	Description


	Status
	Page

	Indicator 2.1
	The SEA develops procedures that ensure the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 2.2
	The SEA has established a statewide ADE system of support that provides, or provides for, technical assistance to LEAs and schools as required.
	Findings

Recommendation
	11



	Indicator 2.3
	The SEA ensures that the LEA and schools meet the parental involvement requirements.
	Findings

Recommendation
	13

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

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


	16

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

Recommendation


	18

	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.
	Met Requirements
	N/A



	Indicator 2.8
	The SEA ensures that LEA targeted assistance programs meet all requirements
	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.

Finding (1):  The ADE did not ensure that it fully implemented its statewide system of support, which is a repeat finding from the March 2006 review.  The ADE’s statewide system of support is, however, under design with the Mid-Continent Research for Education and Learning and the Center on Innovation and Improvement.  The ADE expects the design to be completed by July 2009 and to be implemented by 2010.  Design completion was delayed when differentiated accountability had to be built into the system.  At the time of the review, school support teams were being developed and assigned, and State teams were being organized and identified.  

Citation: Section 1117(a)(1) of the ESEA requires each State to establish a statewide system of intensive and sustained support and improvement.  In carrying out this requirement, the State shall: 

A) Provide support and assistance to LEAs with schools subject to corrective action under section 1116 and assist those schools, in accordance with section 1116(b)(11), for which an LEA has failed to carry out its responsibilities under paragraphs (7) and (8) of section 1116(b); 

(B) Provide support and assistance to other LEAs with schools identified as in need of improvement under section 1116(b); and 

(C) Provide support and assistance to other LEAs and schools participating under this part that need support and assistance in order to achieve the purpose of this part.  

Further action required:  The ADE must provide ED with a written description of its fully designed statewide system of support that includes lists of participants; roles/titles of all technical assistance providers; professional development activities; visits scheduled; the assignment of school support teams; and the selection and identification of distinguished educators and teachers.  The ADE must also submit a plan to ED, with timelines, for the full implementation of the Statewide System of Support that is consistent with the July 2009 and 2010 dates provided during the review.   

In the interim, the ADE must provide ED with a description of any problems encountered in designing and implementing the statewide system of support that might hinder full completion by the July 2009 and 2010 projected dates.  This is a repeat finding from the March 2006 monitoring review.

Finding (2):  The ADE did not ensure that it properly allocated its school improvement funds to its LEAs.  Following SASA’s March 2006 onsite monitoring review, the ADE chose a vendor, America’s Choice, to enhance its statewide system of support.  America’s Choice provides services and support to the Title I schools that meet the ADE’s criteria of having been identified for improvement for three or more years.  America’s Choice is funded through a contract using 95 percent of the four percent of school improvement funds set aside under section 1003(a) of the ESEA.  In 2007-2008, several LEAs with schools that met the ADE’s criteria chose not to receive services and support from the America’s Choice vendor.  The ADE, however, awarded the entire reservation for school improvement to America’s Choice, leaving no funds for assistance to the schools choosing not to participate in America’s Choice even though they met the eligibility criteria.  

Additionally, for the school year 2008-2009, the ADE did not provide ED staff with documentation that 1) the ADE had requested approval from some or all of its LEAs to use their share of the 1003(a) school improvement funds for America’s Choice services and support; and/or 2) the ADE had allocated any of the school improvement funds to LEAs meeting the selection criteria to participate in America’s Choice.  Again, America’s Choice was awarded the full amount of the school improvement funds.  

Citation:  Section 1003(a) of the ESEA requires the SEA to reserve four percent of its 

Title I allocation to support local school improvement activities, provide technical assistance to Title I schools identified for improvement, and provide technical assistance to LEAs that the SEA has identified for improvement or corrective action.  Section 1003(b) of the ESEA requires the SEA to allocate not less than 95 percent of the amount reserved directly to LEAs that operate schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring to support improvement activities or arrange to provide them through such entities as support teams or educational service agencies.  States may, with the approval of the LEA, directly provide for these activities or arrange for their provision through other entities.

Corrective action:  For the school year 2009-2010, the ADE must provide ED with evidence that it allocated not less than 95 percent of the four percent reserved under section 1003(a) directly to LEAs meeting the State’s criteria for assistance, or with the approval of the LEAs, arrange for the provision or assistance through another entity.  Evidence should include a list of all schools meeting the State’s criteria under the priority in section 1003(c), evidence that the State allocated not less than 95 percent of the reservation under 1003(a) to LEAs for schools meeting the State’s criteria, or that the State obtained approval from each of the LEAs to provide the assistance through another entity.  

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the ADE consider providing LEAs with more than one option for the kind of school improvement assistance they receive under section 1003(a) and not limit technical assistance to only one school improvement model.  Providing more than one option for technical assistance would increase the likelihood that the school improvement assistance would directly address the academic achievement problem that caused the school to be identified for school improvement as specified in section 1116(b)(3)(A)(iii)(III).  

Indicator 2.3 - The SEA ensures that the LEA and schools meet the parental involvement requirements.

Finding (1):  The ADE did not ensure that its LEAs meet all of the Title I parental involvement requirements.  There is confusion about the integration of the Title I, Part A parental involvement requirements and Arkansas’ statewide Parent Involvement Acts 603 and 307, enacted in 2003 and 2007 respectively.  Act 603 requires a “parent involvement plan;” however, that plan does not include all of the required elements of the Title I districtwide parental involvement policy or that of the school parental involvement policy required by sections 1118(a)(2) and 1118(b), respectively.  The Special Rule at section 1118(b)(2) allows amending an existing parental involvement policy that a school may have to meet the requirements of this subsection; however, the amendments to the parental involvement plans reviewed for the LRSD do not meet the requirements of section 1118(b).  School-parent compacts are missing some of the required elements in HSSD and LRSD.  Parents in HSSD are not involved in the decision-making regarding the expenditure of the one percent reservation for parental involvement.  There is no annual evaluation of the parental involvement policy in either HSSD or LRSD.

Citation:  Section 1118(a)(2) of the ESEA requires each LEA receiving Title I funds to jointly develop with, agree on, and distribute to, parents of participating children a written parental involvement policy which must address how the LEA will:

(A) Involve parents in the joint development of the plan under section 1112 of the ESEA and the process of school review and improvement under section 1116 of the ESEA;

(B) Provide the coordination, technical assistance, and other support necessary to assist participating schools in planning and implementing effective parental involvement activities to improve student academic achievement and school performance;

(C) Build the schools’ and parents’ capacity for strong parental involvement as described in subsection (e);

(D) Coordinate and integrate parental involvement strategies with other programs, such as Head Start, Early Reading First, Even Start, Parents as Teachers, and the Home Instruction Program for Preschool Youngsters (HIPPY);

(E) 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 school served; and

(F) Involve parents in the activities of the schools served with Title I.

Section 1118(b) of the ESEA requires each Title I school to jointly develop with and distribute to parents of participating children a school parental involvement policy, agreed on by such parents, that describes the means of carrying out the requirements in subsections (c) through (f).  Section 1118(h) requires the ADE to review its LEA parental involvement policies and practices to determine if the policies and practices meet the requirements of section 1118. 

Section 1118(d) of the ESEA requires each Title I school to jointly develop with all parents of children served a school-parent compact that outlines how parents, the entire school staff, and students will share the responsibilities for improved student academic achievement and the means by which the school and parents will build and develop a partnership to help children achieve the State’s high standards.  At a minimum, this school-parent compact must address the importance of communication between teachers and parents by:

(A) parent-teacher conferences in elementary schools, at least annually, during which the compact shall be discussed as the compact relates to the individual child’s achievement;

(B) frequent reports to parents on their children’s progress; and

(C) reasonable access to staff, opportunities to volunteer and participate in their child’s class, and observation of classroom activities.  

Further action required:  The ADE must provide ED with a detailed technical assistance plan and timeline for the steps it will take to 1) provide assistance to its LEAs and schools to ensure that the district and school parental involvement policies and school-parent compacts address the required elements; and 2) ensure that the districtwide parent involvement policies are evaluated annually as required by section 1118(a)(2)(E).  The plan must include a timeline that will enable all LEAs and schools to be in compliance with these parental involvement requirements before the end of the 2008-2009 school year.  A copy of the districtwide parental involvement policy, school parental involvement policy, and at least one school’s school-parent compact for HSSD and LRSD must be submitted to ED prior to the start of the 2009-2010 school year.  This is a repeat finding from the March 2006 monitoring review.  The steps the ADE took following the March 2006 review to address related parental involvement findings have not resulted in the implementation of the statutory requirements for LEA and school level parental involvement policies and school-parent compacts.

Policy Clarification:  Although the Title I statute uses the word "policy" in the context of requirements for a written parental involvement policy, this does not necessarily mean that the written document is an actual  “policy” requiring review by the LEA’s school board.  The decision about whether the policy should be reviewed by the school board should be made on the basis of the content of the document and the district’s review and clearance process.  Section 1118(a)(2) of the ESEA describes the required elements for a Title I parental involvement policy.  If these elements are not the types of matters that a school board would normally review in the LEA, the fact that the statute uses the word "policy" should not be determinate.  From ED’s perspective, an LEA may call the document describing the district’s parent involvement opportunities by a name other than “policy.” It must be in writing, however, and must be agreed to by parents of participating children.  

Recommendation:  ED recommends that on-going intensive staff training and assignment of additional SEA staff to assist LEAs and schools in carrying out these parental involvement provisions should be considered.  Additional strategies should be identified to encourage and enhance parental involvement so that parents of Title I students are meaningfully involved in all aspects of the Title I program.  For on-going technical assistance in the area of parental involvement, the ADE may wish to contact Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL), http://www.sedl.org/cgi-bin/mysql/corp/contact.cgi , an organization that specializes in parental involvement.  

Finding (2): 
The ADE has not ensured that its LEAs notified parents of their right to request information regarding the qualifications of their children’s teachers.  Neither  HSSD nor LRSD notified parents annually that they have the right to request information regarding the qualifications of their children’s classroom teachers and paraprofessionals.

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

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

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

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

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

Further action required:  The ADE must provide ED with a plan and a timeline for how it will ensure that its LEAs receiving Title I funds notify parents annually of their right-to-know the qualifications of their children’s classroom teachers and paraprofessionals.  This plan must include any templates or sample letters and the method(s) that will be used to verify that letters are being sent as required.  The plan must also include procedures the LEAs and schools will be required to use that provide evidence to the ADE that the Parents’ right-to-know requirement is being met and monitored.  Parents’ right-to-know letters in both the HSSD and the LRSD must be sent out to parents prior to the end of the 2008-2009 school year with a copy of an actual letter sent to ED from both HSSD and LRSD providing evidence that this requirement has been met and technical assistance provided.

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

Finding (1):  The ADE has not ensured that its LEAs are properly implementing the requirements of public school choice.  There is confusion about how to implement and who has responsibility for public school choice as required by the ESEA.  The ADE has an open enrollment policy and sends out letters annually that include a deadline for participation.  In LRSD, Student Registration is responsible for all public school choice; however, this office does not track the number of Title I students who participate or who are eligible to participate in public school choice.  In LRSD, all students are sent the same public school choice notification letter that is prepared by Student Registration. This letter does not contain all of the required information for participating Title I schools and there is no tracking of the number of Title I students who participate in public school choice via the open enrollment policy.  For example, for the 2008-2009 school year, Student Registration stated that they sent out 4,958 public school choice letters under the open enrollment policy which included both Title I and non-Title I schools and 89 students were transferred.   The LRSD staff did not know how many of those 89 students were Title I students or whether Title I students were transferred to another public school that had not been identified for improvement.  The open enrollment policy does not include a clause to give priority to the lowest-achieving students from low-income families, as needed.  

Citation:  Section 200.44(e) of the Title I regulations requires LEAs when providing students the option to transfer to another public school to give priority to the lowest-achieving students from low-income families.  Section 200.44(h)(1) of the Title I regulations requires an LEA to the extent practicable; to establish a cooperative agreement for a transfer with one or more other LEAs in the area when no eligible schools are available within an LEA.  

Further Action Required:  The ADE must provide ED with evidence that demonstrates how sections 200.44(e) and 200.44(h)(1) are being implemented in HSSD and LRSD.  The ADE must submit information to ED that explains how its LEAs are giving priority to the lowest-achieving students from low-income families for public school choice opportunities and must identify what steps are being taken to establish cooperative agreements for transfers to one or more other LEAs in the area.  Notification letters announcing public school choice should be revised to reflect all statutory and regulatory requirements for the 2009-2010 school year.

Finding (2):  The ADE did not ensure that the public school choice notification letters were sent out by its LEAs (HSSD and LRSD) with Title I schools in improvement, corrective action or restructuring in a timely manner, and that the letters contained all of the required elements.  Specifically:

· Notification letters in HSSD did not contain all of the required elements.

· Open enrollment letters were sent out by Student Registration but did not include all of the required elements under the ESEA even though LRSD Student Enrollment staff stated that that Office handles all public school choice matters.  It appears that the ESEA notification letters were not sent out at all and the AYP data were not delivered to LEAs until January 2009. 

· LRSD website contains a School Choice link.  Page 4 of that link is entitled NCLB (No Child Left Behind) Transfer and states that “[t]he district will mail applications for NCLB transfers to all students at identified schools.  Applications must be returned during the specified period.  Transportation is provided by the district and students may remain at the approved school as long as the students’ attendance zone remains on the ADE list”.

This information does not meet the requirements for parent notification for public school choice under the ESEA. There is no clarification of how the NCLB deadlines interact with the open enrollment deadlines and no explanation of how the NCLB requirements will be met given open enrollment occurs earlier than the NCLB notification, which was after school began in LRSD and is in direct conflict with the Student Registration office (which handles all public school choice letters). 

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(6) of the ESEA requires LEAs to provide promptly to parents of each student enrolled in a school identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring:

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

(B) The reasons for the identification;

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

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

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

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

Section 1116(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA requires LEAs to notify all parents of children attending a school identified for improvement not later than the first day of the school year following such identification of the option to transfer to another public school.

Section 1116(c)(6) of the ESEA requires the SEA to promptly provide to the parents (in a format and, to the extent practicable, in a language the parents can understand) of each student enrolled in a school served by an LEA identified for improvement, the results of the review under paragraph (1) and, if the agency is identified for improvement, the reasons for that identification and how parents can participate in upgrading the quality of the local educational agency.

Further action required:  The ADE must provide ED with evidence that it has clarified the roles and responsibilities of its staff with regard to open enrollment choice notification letters and Title I public school choice notification letters including the approval and tracking of students’ participation.  The ADE must provide guidance and technical assistance to its LEAs with Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring on the requirements for parent notification letters, including the materials that were used to provide this guidance and technical assistance.  The ADE must also re-issue its sample letters and provide technical assistance to its LEAs on the content and timelines for these notification letters.  The ADE must provide ED with evidence that it has complied with the requirement to notify parents of children in LEAs in improvement, including a copy of the letter to be distributed for the 2009-2010 school year for both LRSD and HSSD.  The ADE must clarify open enrollment and public school choice requirements with its LEAs and schools to ensure that all of the ESEA requirements relative to public school choice are being met and send a copy of that guidance to ED.

Indicator 2.6
The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.
Recommendation:  ED recommends that the ADE provide guidance to LEAs notifying them that offering SES throughout the school year should ensure all eligible students receive the SES for which they are eligible.   
School opened on August 19, 2008.  In LRSD, however, SES letters did not go out until September 8, 2008 and October 15, 2008.  Parents had from September 8, 2008 through October 14, 2008 to apply.  The LEA expects to have another enrollment period for this school year.  As of January 1, 2009, LRSD had 1,253 students who were eligible for SES.   SES tutoring started on January 12, 2009.  
 
	Monitoring Area 3, Title I, Part A:  Fiduciary Responsibilities

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 3.1
	SEA complies with:  (1) The procedures for adjusting ED-determined allocations outlined in sections 200.70 – 200.75 of the regulations; (2) The procedures for reserving funds for school improvement, State administration, and (where applicable) the State Academic Achievement Awards program; and (3) The reallocation and carryover provisions in sections 1126(c) and 1127f the Title I statute.
	Finding
	21

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

Recommendations


	21

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


	21

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

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

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

Recommendation
	23

	Indicator 3.5
	SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with all the auditee responsibilities specified in Subpart C, section 300(a) through (f) of OMB Circular A-133.
	Finding
	24

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

Recommendation
	25

	Indicator 3.7
	SEA complies with the requirement for implementing a system for ensuring prompt resolution of complaints.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 3.8
	SEA complies with the requirement to establish a Committee of Practitioners and involves the committee in decision-making as required.
	Finding
	27


Indicator 3.1 – Allocations, Reallocations, and Carryover

Finding:  The ADE did not ensure that its LEAs have access to their 2007-2008 Title I funds during the full period of availability.  In LRSD, LEA officials were not able to access their Title I funds after July 1, 2008 due to the LEA’s internal fiscal deadline.  
Citation:  Section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) requires LEAs and SEAs to obligate funds during the 27 months extending from July 1 of the fiscal year for which the funds were appropriated through September 30 of the second succeeding fiscal year.  This maximum period includes a 15-month period of initial availability plus a 12-month period for carryover.  However, section 1127(a) of Title I of the ESEA limits the amount of Title I, Part A funds an LEA may carry over from one fiscal year’s allocation to not more than 15 percent of the total Title I, Part A funds allocated to the LEA for that fiscal year.  

Further Action Required:  The ADE must provide ED with evidence that LRSD has the access to its 2008-2009 Title I funds during the 27 months extending from July 1 of the fiscal year for which the funds were appropriated through September 30 of the second succeeding fiscal year.  The ADE must also provide ED with evidence that it has provided guidance regarding this provision to all of its LEAs.

Indicator 3.2 – LEA Plan

Recommendation (1):  ED recommends that the ADE change its application approval process to an earlier time so that LEA applications will be approved in a timely manner.  Based on information provided from HSSD, LRSD, and the ADE staff regarding the application approval process (involving all of the revisions necessary to complete the process), an earlier deadline would allow time for the ADE and its LEAs to resolve application approval issues and ensure that applications are approved in a timely fashion.  Applications were not approved until February 2009 in HSSD and January 2009 in LRSD.   
Recommendation (2):  ED recommends that the ADE include a clear and concise reservation page with its ACSIP software to minimize LEA error and facilitate the ADE review of applications.  The ADE should also include the reservations for the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program and the Title I, Part D program with the reservation pages to improve the accuracy of the reservation calculations.  

Indicator 3.3 – Within District Allocation Procedures

Finding:  The ADE did not ensure that its LEAs correctly calculated the required reservations for equitable services to eligible private school students.  This is a repeat finding from the 2006 monitoring visit.  The following errors were noted during the review:

· During the visit to HSSD, the LEA official(s) did not calculate the parental involvement equitable share for parents of eligible private school students from the entire amount reserved for parental involvement.  The LEA reserved $32,400 for parental involvement but it calculated the equitable share for parental involvement to the private school students based on the one percent reservation ($21,546);
· During the visit to LRSD, the LEA official(s) did not calculate the parental involvement equitable share for parents of eligible private school students using the proportionate number of low-income private school students to participating low income-students.  The calculation amount should have been $1,132 rather than $1,075.37;
· During the visit to HSSD and LRSD, the LEA official(s) did not calculate the professional development equitable share for teachers of eligible private school students from the professional development amount reserved (under the professional development reservation designed to assist staff in becoming highly qualified);
· During the visit to HSSD, the LEA official(s) reserved 10 percent of its allocation in the area of professional development (when this reservation was not required because the LEA is not in improvement).   HSSD should have calculated the equitable portion for professional development for teachers of eligible private school students from this reservation; and

· During the visit to HSSD, the LEA official(s) did not calculate the instructional funds for services for eligible private school students using the per-pupil amount (PPA) of Title I students in the public schools multiplied by the low-income private school students.  These figures should have been used to calculate the instructional funds allocated to the private school students.
Citation:  Section 200.65(a)(1) of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to calculate  reservations for parental involvement under section 1118 of the ESEA and professional development under section 1119 of the ESEA on the amount of funds available for these activities for teachers and families of private school students (based on the proportion of private school students from low-income families residing in Title I attendance areas).  LEAs are permitted to reserve more than the minimum amount required but they must calculate the private school equitable portion using the amount actually reserved.    
Section 200.65(a)(1) of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to calculate the equitable share of Title I funds for the families of private school participants by using reserved funds that are proportionate to the number of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.  
Further Action Required:  The ADE must submit to ED a description of the procedures that it will use to ensure that HSSD, LRSD and all other LEAs have correctly calculated equitable services.   The ADE must also submit evidence to ED that, for the 2009-2010 school year, HSSD and LRSD have correctly calculated the amount of Title I funds that should be made available for services to private school students, their teachers and families.  

Indicator 3.4 - Fiscal Responsibilities:  Maintenance of Effort, Comparability, 

Supplement not Supplant

Finding:  The ADE did not ensure that its LEAs maintained effort and that the required statutory adjustments were made to LEA allocations when effort was not maintained. 

Citation:  Section 1120(A)(a) of the ESEA and section 299.5(d)(1) of the Title I regulations require that, in determining whether an LEA has maintained fiscal effort, an SEA must consider the LEA’s expenditures from State and local funds for free public education.  An LEA may receive its full allocation of Title I, Part A funds for any fiscal year only if the SEA determines that the LEA has maintained its fiscal effort in accordance with section 9521 of the ESEA.

Section 9521 of the ESEA states that an “LEA may receive funds under Title I, Part A for any fiscal year only if the SEA finds that either the combined fiscal effort per student or the aggregate expenditures of the LEA and the State with respect to the provision of free public education by the LEA for the preceding fiscal year was not less than 90 percent of the combined fiscal effort or aggregate expenditures for the second preceding fiscal year”.

Additionally, section 9521(b) of the ESEA states that the “SEA shall reduce the amount of the allocation of funds under a covered program in any fiscal year in the exact proportion by which a local educational agency fails to meet the requirement of subsection (a) of this section by falling below 90 percent of both the combined fiscal effort per student and aggregate expenditures (using the measure most favorable to the local agency)”.  

Further Action Required:  The ADE must submit evidence to ED that it has adjusted allocations for its LEAs that did not maintain effort.  The ADE must use the following directions to accurately adjust the allocations of LEAs that did not maintain effort:

· The ADE must calculate the percentage by which each LEA did not maintain effort for the 2007 school year using the 2006 funds;

· After the ADE has calculated this amount, it must subtract the amount from the 90 percent threshold;

· After the difference has been subtracted from the 90 percent threshold, the ADE must adjust the 2009-2010 allocations by this amount (since the current 2008-2009 school year money has been allotted to LEAs); and

· When the ADE calculates the maintenance of effort for next year, the ADE must use 2007 funds showing what each LEA funding should have been if it maintained effort

The ADE must provide ED with evidence of guidance that it has provided to its LEAs regarding the funds used, general procedures for calculating maintenance of effort, how it determines when adjustments should be made for LEAs that do not maintain effort, and general maintenance of effort provisions.  ED staff will be available for a conference call to assist with the process and calculations for resolving this finding.  

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the ADE review the ED’s 2008 fiscal guidance and revise certain provisions included in its current comparability guidance to align with ED’s 2008 fiscal guidance.  The ADE should complete an overall review and revision of the guidance.  Please contact ED staff to assist with this recommendation if assistance is needed.

Indicator 3.5 – Audits

Finding:  The ADE did not ensure that its LEAs properly implement corrective actions to resolve audit findings found during the A-133 Single Audit process.  The ADE does not have a system in place for ensuring the LEAs implement corrective action procedures.   During interviews with the ADE staff, the ADE officials stated that they were working on establishing a procedure for ensuring that LEAs are properly implementing corrective actions but the procedures have not been finalized.  There were repeat findings during the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 audits in HSSD in the area of segregation of duties.  This issue is also a repeat issue identified during the 2006 ED monitoring report.

Citation:  Section 80.26(b)(3) of EDGAR requires that “State and local governments . . . that provide Federal awards to a subgrantee, which expends $300,000 or more (or other amount as specified by OMB) in Federal awards in a fiscal year, . . . Ensure that appropriate corrective action is taken within six months after receipt of the audit report in instances of noncompliance with Federal laws and regulations.”  OMB Circular A-133, Subpart D, Section 400(d)(5) requires a pass-through entity to “. . . ensure that the subrecipient takes appropriate and timely corrective action.”  

Further action required:  The ADE must distribute written procedures to the LEAs defining the form and content of corrective action plans to address findings in audits;  monitoring reviews; and requirements for formulating, monitoring, and completing timely corrective action steps.  The ADE must provide ED with a copy of the procedures.

Indicator 3.6 – Services to Private School Children 

Finding (1):  The ADE did not ensure that its LEAs document that all required consultation topics have been discussed during the consultation process.  Neither HSSD nor LRSD had copies of written affirmation forms.  The ADE does not collect affirmation forms.  

Citation:  Under section 200.63 of the Title I regulations, consultation must, at a minimum, address the following issues:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Section 1120(4) of the ESEA requires each LEA to maintain and provide to the SEA a written affirmation signed by the officials of each participating private school that the required consultation has occurred.

Further action required:  The ADE must ensure that its LEAs maintain and provide to the ADE a written affirmation signed by the officials of each participating private school that the required consultation has occurred.  The ADE must provide ED with evidence that it has informed its LEAs of this requirement.  In addition, the ADE must provide ED with written affirmations of consultation for the 2009-2010 school year from HSSD and LRSD.

Finding (2):  The ADE did not ensure that students receiving Title I services in the private schools were selected using multiple, objective, educationally related criteria.  Kindergarten students in HSSD and LRSD were selected using teacher observation only.    

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

Further action required:  The ADE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided guidance on the selection of private school students to HSSD, LRSD, and all of its LEAs serving private school children.

Finding (3):  The ADE did not ensure that private school students received Title I equitable services in a timely fashion.  Services did not begin in HSSD and LRSD until October and November when services for the public school students began in August.  

Citation:  Section 1120(a) of the ESEA requires the LEA to provide equitable services to participating children in participating private schools on an equitable basis (after consultation with the participating private school officials).  

Further action required:  The ADE must provide technical assistance and guidance to HSSD, LRSD and all other LEAs serving private school children regarding the requirements of equitable services to eligible private school children.  The ADE must provide ED with copies of this guidance to HSSD, LRSD and other LEAs.

Finding (4):  The ADE did not ensure that its LEAs maintained control of the Title I program for students attending the private schools.  This is a repeat finding from the 2006 ED monitoring visit.  The Title I program in HSSD and LRSD had not been monitored by the LEA staff.

Citation:  Section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA requires that the LEA maintain control of the Title I funds, materials, equipment and property.  In addition, section 80.32(d) of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (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.  Section 200.66 of the Title I regulations requires that all materials and equipment purchased with Title I funds must only be used to meet the educational needs of participating private school children.

Further action required:  The ADE must require all its LEAs serving private school children to maintain control of the Title I program including materials, equipment, and property purchased with Title I funds.  The ADE must provide ED with evidence of its plan to oversee the Title I program in the private schools in LRSD and all LEAs serving private school students..

Finding (5): The ADE failed to ensure that LEAs informed private school officials of their right to complain to the ADE if they thought that an LEA did not engage in consultation that was timely and meaningful or did not give due consideration to the views of the private school officials.  The private school officials in HSSD and LRSD were not aware that they had the right to file a complaint with the ADE as required by statute.

Citation:  Section 1120(b)(5) provides private school officials with the right to complain to the SEA if an LEA did not engage in consultation that was timely and meaningful or did not give due consideration to the views of the private school officials.

Further action required:  The ADE must inform its LEAs serving private school students that private school officials have the right to complain to the ADE if they think that consultation was not conducted meaningfully, or in a timely manner, or that the views of the private school officials were not considered.  The ADE must submit to ED a copy of the notifications to LEAs and other evidence that private school officials were advised of their right to file complaints to the ADE against an LEA.

Recommendation: ED recommends that HSSD and LRSD strengthen their evaluation of the Title I private school program in the private schools. 

Indicator 3.8 – Committee of Practitioners

Finding:   The ADE did not ensure that its Committee of Practitioners (COP) had the required composition of membership.  The ADE’s COP is lacking a teacher, a parent, a private school representative, and a representative from pupil services personnel.

Citation:  Section 1903 (b)(2) states that “each such committee shall include –

(A) as a majority of its members, representatives from local educational agencies;

(B) administrators, including the administrators of programs described in NCLB;

(C) teachers, including vocational educators;

(D) parents;

(E) members of local school boards;

(F) representatives of private school children; and 

(G) pupil services personnel”

Further action required:  The ADE must add a teacher, parent, private school representative, and a representative from pupil services personnel to its Committee of Practitioners and forward the list of members to ED.   

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 implements all required components as identified in its Title I, Part D (N/D) plan.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 1.2
	The SEA ensures that State agency (SA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

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


	N/A

	Indicator 2.1
	The SEA ensures that institution-wide programs developed by the SA under Subpart 1 use the flexibility provided to them by law to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 3.1
	The SEA ensures each SA has reserved not less than 15 percent and not more than 30 percent of the amount it receives under Subpart 1 for transition services.
	Finding
	29

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

Recommendation
	30


Indicator 3.1- The SEA ensures each SA has reserved not less than 15 percent and not more than 30 percent of the amount it receives under Subpart 1 for transition services.
Finding:  The ADE did not ensure that a reservation of funds for transition services was reported by the Division of Youth Services. 
Citation:  Section 1418 of the ESEA states that each State agency shall reserve not less than 15 percent and not more than 30 percent of the amount such agency receives under this subpart for any fiscal year.

Further action required:  The ADE must provide ED with documentation showing the exact percentage of the DYS subgrant that was reserved for transition services in 2008-2009 with sufficient detail in the budget and narrative to account for how this reservation is being used.

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

ED recommends that the ADE create an annual program evaluation 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 the Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR) data from each State agency or LEA. ED observed a limited or inconsistent approach to using data to assess program impact in its interviews with 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 collects and reports to ED assessment data from LEAs on the educational needs of homeless children and youth.  
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	32

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


	N/A

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

Recommendation


	32

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


	N/A

	Indicator 3.2
	The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with providing comparable Title I, Part A services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools.
	Findings


	32

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

	Indicator 3.4
	The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.
	Finding
	33


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

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the SEA Homeless Education Coordinator conduct outreach efforts to a cluster of LEAs with proportionally high Title I allocations that report ‘zero’ or low numbers of homeless students.  The coordinator should provide targeted technical assistance to determine what kinds of outreach/identification activities are taking place, and to assist local liaisons in verifying that zero or low numbers are indeed an accurate reflection of the incidence of homeless families in their respective communities.  Approximately half of Arkansas’ LEAs report that they have five or fewer homeless students and almost one quarter report that they have no homeless students enrolled in their LEAs.  While a report of zero homeless students may be accurate, this high percentage needs further review.  

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

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the SEA Homeless Education Coordinator develop new strategies for providing training and technical assistance to LEA homeless liaisons in Arkansas. These strategies and methods might include Webinars, conference calls, and joint trainings with other programs. ED observed that several LEAs assign the liaison position to an assistant superintendent or a school principal (who fulfills the role of liaison in order to meet the requirement of the McKinney-Vento Act for every LEA to designate one person as the homeless liaison).  There has been a low participation rate in training and technical assistance opportunities offered to new liaisons specific to the McKinney-Vento Act, and consequently, there is insufficient knowledge and understanding on the part of local liaisons of the requirements of the McKinney-Vento Act.

Indicator 3.2 - The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with providing comparable Title I, Part A services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools.

Finding (1):  The ADE has not ensured that LEAs with and without subgrants reserve funds for homeless students required under Title I, Part A.  Liaisons interviewed from non-grantee LEAs did not have information on amount reserved, how it was determined, or how funds would be used.  Document review reveals gaps in how that requirement is being administered, and liaisons interviewed from non-grantee LEAs reported little or no communication with Title I regarding services for homeless students.  

Citation:  Section 1113(c)(3)(A) of the ESEA requires LEAs to reserve funds to provide comparable services for homeless students not attending Title I schools.  Educationally related support services may occur in shelters or other locations where homeless children reside.  Additionally, section 1112(a)(2)(1)(O) requires LEAs to include in their consolidated Title I plan application a description of the services they will provide with funds reserved under section 1113(c)(3)(A).

Further action required:  The ADE must identify the purposes of funds reserved under Title I, Part A to serve homeless students.  ED requires the ADE to review local Title I plans to determine if there is an assurance or other indication that such plans are aligned with student needs under McKinney-Vento, including the use of Title I, Part A funds.  

Finding (2):  The ADE has not ensured that LEA Title I applications identify how Title I programs are coordinated with McKinney-Vento. 

Citation:  Section 1112 of the ESEA requires LEA plans to both coordinate with McKinney-Vento and to describe services the LEA will provide to homeless students.  Additionally, section 1114(b)(1) of the ESEA requires LEAs to provide a comprehensive needs assessment under schoolwide programs to include the needs of all children.

Further action required:  The ADE must provide ED with written documentation on how it will ensure LEAs that do/do not reserve funds under Title I for homeless students are providing for appropriate services for homeless students in coordination with Title I, 

Part A.

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

Finding:  The ADE has not ensured that it has developed a schedule or full protocol for onsite compliance monitoring reviews of LEAs with and without McKinney-Vento subgrants. The ADE pilot monitoring protocol did not fully capture information about LEA efforts to identify homeless children and youth. There were no completed reports of monitoring activities for non-grantee LEAs at the time of the site visit.  This finding is a repeat finding from the 2006 ED monitoring report.  

Citation: Section 722(g)(2) of the State plan for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth requires the State to ensure that local educational agencies in the State will comply with the requirements of the McKinney-Vento statute.  Section 80.40 of the Education Department General Regulations (EDGAR) further requires that the State, as the grantee, is responsible for monitoring grant and subgrant-supported activities to assure compliance with applicable Federal requirements.
Further action required:   The ADE must provide ED with a a plan that indicates how it will implement an onsite monitoring process that determines whether LEAs are complying with McKinney-Vento requirements, and carry out comprehensive monitoring to ensure that all LEAs implement requirements. 
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