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Section H. State Monitoring of Local Educational Agency McKinney-Vento Programs

[bookmark: _GoBack]	Monitoring local educational agency (LEA) Education for Homeless Children and Youth (EHCY) programs for compliance with the McKinney-Vento Act is a key responsibility of State Coordinators. State Coordinators must “provide technical assistance to and conduct monitoring of local educational agencies” [42 U.S.C. § 11432(f)(5)].[footnoteRef:1]  This provision applies to LEAs both with and without subgrants. [1:  All resources and references mentioned are found in the Resources at the end of this section, with their links, if available. ] 

	While the monitoring process for LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants may include additional elements to evaluate the effectiveness of funded programs, State educational agency (SEA) monitoring of LEAs for compliance with the McKinney-Vento Act should be comparable for LEAs with and without subgrants. Under the McKinney-Vento Act, whether or not an LEA has a subgrant, all LEAs have the same responsibility to identify, enroll, and support students experiencing homelessness. 
Compliance monitoring not only ensures that LEAs meet their legal responsibilities; an effective monitoring process also can serve to strengthen the quality of programs serving homeless children and youth in all communities. Information gathered during the monitoring process provides evidence of quality implementation and, perhaps equally important, can inform decisions about the kinds of technical assistance that would best serve the school community on behalf of children and families in homeless situations. An effective monitoring process also allows State Coordinators to seek out and identify local practices and procedures that can be shared with others as promising solutions to LEAs whose programs are in various stages of development and implementation. Lastly, an effective monitoring process will convey to LEAs the importance of developing quality homeless education programs, not only for purposes of complying with legislation, but also for continuous improvement in services to homeless children and youth. When LEAs take the time to prepare for a monitoring visit, they have the opportunity to reflect on current practices and often identify ways to make their program more effective; such ownership in the process increases the likelihood that changes will be implemented.
Good practice recommended by the U. S. Department of Education (ED) suggests that all LEAs should be monitored on a regular basis, with many States conducting on-site monitoring every three years, and more frequently for LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants. LEA monitoring of EHCY programs can accomplish several important goals, including
· ensuring that local programs are providing quality and comprehensive services for homeless children and youth;
· bringing local EHCY programs identified as at risk of compliance, based on a review of needs assessment data or past findings, into compliance;[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The State Coordinator should encourage LEAs to review their program periodically in order to assess needs and identify compliance issues that they can address on an ongoing basis. NCHE developed an informal needs assessment tool for LEAs.
] 

· providing ongoing motivation for LEAs to comply with the McKinney-Vento Act; 
· creating an opportunity for LEAs to conduct a critical review of their EHCY program;
· bringing greater authority and visibility to the program among LEA administrators;
· identifying areas for needed technical assistance; and 
· identifying good practices to share with other LEAs.

H.1. Prioritizing LEAs for Monitoring
	Mirroring the approach for selecting States for Federal EHCY monitoring, ED recommends a risk-assessment approach to selecting LEAs when you develop your annual monitoring schedule. With the availability of data, provided in NCHE’s LEA-level data workbooks developed for each State and provided in other records, State Coordinators should prioritize LEAs to monitor according to those at the greatest risk of non-compliance with the McKinney-Vento Act. A checklist for risk factors to consider may include
· amount of time since the LEA was last monitored;
· number of findings in the previous monitoring;
· indications that the LEA may be under-identifying homeless students;
· number of complaints related to serving homeless children and youth received at the State level; 
· quality of data submitted to the SEA and EDFacts;
· amount of turnover in the local liaison position and liaison participation in professional development offerings; and
· for subgrantees, submission of required records, end-of-year reports, and appropriate use of funds, including timely expenditures.

H.2. Approaches to LEA Monitoring
	A State’s best approach to LEA monitoring is dependent upon numerous factors, such as the
· number of LEAs in the State,
· time allotted for the position of EHCY coordinator,
· State’s system of Federal programs monitoring (e.g., separate monitoring for each program or consolidated monitoring), and
· unique characteristics of or challenges in the State educational system.
Many State Coordinators agree that the biggest challenge in LEA monitoring is the time required to arrange and conduct monitoring. The following approaches will help you weigh the advantages and disadvantages of different ways to conduct monitoring and to select the approach or the combination of approaches that would best fit the needs of your State and your LEAs.

H.2.1. On-site Monitoring of LEA EHCY Programs
	On-site monitoring of LEAs can enable the State Coordinator to gain first-hand knowledge of every local EHCY program and to build rapport with the local liaison and other LEA administrators. In smaller States with a limited number of LEAs, a State Coordinator may have the luxury of visiting every LEA at least once every three years, or more frequently if necessary, and focusing on each LEA’s unique characteristics and challenges. However, for many States, this is not possible, and State Coordinators must develop alternatives that ensure sufficient oversight of local programs that are economical and efficient. Still, in some instances, there is no substitute for an on-site monitoring visit, particularly in LEAs where there is significant noncompliance. 

H.2.2. Consolidated Federal Program Monitoring 
	Some States combine their monitoring of Federal programs into one consolidated monitoring process. Each program coordinator develops a set of questions related to his or her program and provides the questions to a team that visits each LEA. Spreading the monitoring across all Federal program staff increases the breadth of the monitoring. The disadvantage is that while the EHCY State Coordinator will likely participate on a Federal monitoring team and interview staff from some local EHCY programs, there are many LEAs that will be monitored by staff who may not be very familiar with the EHCY program. Moreover, because consolidated monitoring includes several Federal programs, the time allotted to the EHCY program may be minimal, as compared to larger Federal programs like Title I.

H.2.3. Desk Monitoring
	Desk monitoring entails a review of LEA documents, records, and needs assessment information (see Section H.2.6) to determine the level of compliance with the law. The State Coordinator sends the local liaison a list of documents to provide to the SEA for review. Desk monitoring is usually combined with either an on-site or remote interview of LEA staff following the review of documents, in order for State Coordinators to ask clarifying questions and get more details on the operation of the local EHCY program. Common items requested for desk monitoring include
· enrollment residency questionnaire;
· LEA board policies related to the EHCY program, including the dispute policy;
· agendas and participant logs for training;
· phone and email logs for tracking barriers;
· brochures, flyers, resource lists that are given to identified families and youth or a link to a web page that includes information for homeless parents and youth;
· Title I, Part A set-aside amount, including how the amount was determined and how the funds will be used;
· records of transportation provided for homeless children and youth to and from the school of origin;
· logs/agendas for collaborative activities with community agencies;
· informal and formal agreements with agencies;
· data and needs assessment documents; and
· the LEA’s McKinney-Vento subgrant application, budget logs, and end-of-year reports, if the LEA has a subgrant.

H.2.4. Remote Reviews
With advances in technology, remote monitoring has become an economical and convenient alternative to on-site monitoring. Remote monitoring takes place without the expense and time involved in traveling to an LEA. Interviews can be quite personal and interactive with LEA participants and State administrators being visible to one another through video conferencing. While not a substitute for face-to-face meetings where State Coordinators can actually visit schools and see the context in which the EHCY program operates, State Coordinators can alternate desk monitoring and on-site visits with an LEA, or conduct remote reviews of only those LEAs with the least risk for non-compliance.

H.2.5. Using Contractors
	Some State Coordinators contract with external agencies or former local EHCY program staff to conduct LEA monitoring. Contractors must be very familiar with the EHCY program and well-trained in the monitoring process, shadowing the State Coordinator or other experienced monitors before conducting monitoring visits on their own. When experienced contractors continue in the role for several years, they become very knowledgeable about the EHCY program and can be a wealth of information for the State Coordinator. It is important for contractors to communicate frequently with the State Coordinator, especially to alert him or her to any particular compliance problems in an LEA that would require the State Coordinator’s intervention and follow up.

H.2.6. Annual LEA Needs Assessment
Many State Coordinators have found that an LEA self-assessment is especially useful as an initial phase of the monitoring process. A set of questions provided as a self-assessment can be the basis for a desk review and/or on-site monitoring. The self-assessment can even be administered as an online survey, either as a full set of questions related to the local EHCY program or as a few key questions that could identify possible areas of non-compliance and would prioritize an LEA for an on-site or remote review. 
While the value of LEA self-assessment to the State Coordinator is considerable, the utility of such an instrument to the local liaison can be immeasurable. The use of a well-designed self-assessment tool can help keep program implementation on track, as well as identify areas of concern for LEAs seeking to strengthen specific program components they find in need of further development. Therefore, the LEA self-assessment can serve a dual role, for local progress checks and as a component of the State’s monitoring process. (See the Resource and Reference List for NCHE’s Educating Homeless Children and Youth: Conducting Needs Assessments and Evaluating Services - A Guide for SEAs, LEAs, and Local Schools for a self-assessment tool in Appendix B that may be customized to your state’s needs.)

H.2.7. Regional Reviews
	Some State Coordinators have become creative with maximizing their time and resources for LEA monitoring. One approach is to conduct regional reviews, in which local liaisons come to a central location to meet with the State Coordinator. Some time is spent discussing as a group the challenges local liaisons face in administering their local EHCY program. This is a time where the liaisons establish rapport with one another as well. The State Coordinator also spends time interviewing each liaison. The State Coordinator can follow up with any LEA that appears to have compliance problems with a more extensive on-site review.
	Another approach to maximize time is to offer regional training while visiting an area for monitoring. Even if a regional review is not possible, State Coordinators can still target regions for a series of LEA monitorings during the same visit and follow the monitoring with a training open to the LEAs in the area. This can be especially helpful in rural areas and LEAs that are a significant distance from the State Coordinator’s office.

H.3. Developing a Monitoring Protocol
	The development, acquisition, or adaptation of appropriate and useful tools is a critical part of designing an effective LEA monitoring process. Building a strong monitoring system begins with a set of questions that captures the program requirements and the LEA’s implementation of activities that meet those requirements. The questions should represent the law and guidance and should be detailed enough to capture an accurate assessment of program implementation. You should also include questions related to record keeping; the tracking of barriers, such as a log of interactions between parents and local liaisons; or documentation of emerging issues and problems and how they were addressed. 		
You should include additional questions for subgrantees that relate to fiscal management and carrying out specific program activities that were approved in their application for funding. Items to include in the protocol should include both general questions and optional probe questions that capture specific examples of implementation. These probe questions can often illuminate an otherwise too general response, providing details of implementation that can differentiate a program that looks good on paper but might be less robust in reality. The optional probe questions will also be helpful to interviewers who are part of a larger monitoring team and may or may not be familiar with the various elements of implementation of effective McKinney-Vento programs.
	Most written monitoring protocols include the following elements, which are modeled on former ED protocols for State EHCY monitoring:
· name of the LEA;
· local liaison and contact information;
· date of the monitoring visit or remote interviews;
· names of the monitors, including anyone asking questions and the person who will develop the monitoring report;
· LEA and school representatives present during the monitoring;
· documents reviewed before, during, and after the monitoring;
· rating rubric (criteria for meeting requirements and receiving findings and recommendations);
· monitoring topics (e.g., local policy/infrastructure, identification, enrollment, school stability, dispute resolution, fiscal);
· general questions for each topic, probing questions, and sample evidence, and recommended role groups present for responding to the questions (local liaison, Title I coordinator, pupil transportation director, school registrar, etc.); and 
· space for the monitor to record detailed notes.
Most monitoring protocols include eight to ten general areas of inquiry that could be covered in three to four hours for smaller LEAs and in a longer period of time for larger LEAs. State Coordinators should review the requirements in the McKinney-Vento Act for 
· the State Plan [42 U.S.C. § 11432(g)(1)], 
· LEA requirements [42 U.S.C. § 11432(g)(3)],
· coordination requirements [42 U.S.C. § 11432(g)(5)],  and
· local liaison duties [42 U.S.C. § 11432(g)(6)].
State Coordinators should also review any current protocols utilized for Federal monitoring to determine ED’s priorities. Depending on concerns identified in materials reviewed before the monitoring review, the State Coordinator or monitor may want to expand interviews with a particular role group.
For an example of a State’s monitoring protocol, see Appendix H-1. North Carolina Homeless Education Program LEA Monitoring Interview Protocol. Keep in mind that the protocol must be reviewed and updated annually, as your State program evolves and as new priorities come from ED. NCHE has posted other examples of monitoring protocols on its Resources by Topic web page for monitoring and program evaluation.

H.4. Arranging Monitoring for an LEA’s EHCY Program
The 2016 Non-regulatory Guidance for the EHCY program states, “The monitoring process should include a formal letter of notification; protocols for interviews, observations, and document review, as applicable; a written report of whether requirements were met or corrective actions required; and a process for resolving corrective actions.” (ED, 2016, p. 14).
In arranging the LEA monitoring schedule for the year, the State Coordinator should send a letter to each local liaison and superintendent in LEAs selected for monitoring notifying them that the LEA will be undergoing a monitoring review and that the State Coordinator will contact the local liaison to schedule a time for the review. 
LEAs find it helpful to have a published schedule of all LEAs and the year monitoring is likely to occur; there can be a notation that adjustments may be made based on identified needs.  Several months before the review, the State Coordinator should publish the list for the current year. A webinar can be helpful to ensure LEAs are prepared when the monitoring occurs. Topics that can be covered include
· reviewing the state’s process and the protocol and explaining any changes since the previous monitoring,
· who will be conducting the monitoring,
· what logistical tasks the liaison should undertake to prepare,
· what records and documents the liaison should send ahead of time (and by what date),
· what records and documents the liaison should have on hand during the interview, and
· what other administrators or role groups should be present for the review.
After providing this information, the State Coordinator should contact the liaison and superintendent with further details of the review, including whether the review will be on-site on remote and who the monitor will be. The State Coordinator should also share the monitoring protocol and rating rubric at this time. Approximately one week before the review, the State Coordinator or monitor should provide an agenda for the review. 
The State Coordinator may also request that the local liaison arrange meetings with other administrators and role groups (e.g., Title I coordinator, pupil transportation director, school social worker, data manager, or community service providers). You may want to develop additional questions for these individuals. Including visits to a few schools will indicate if McKinney-Vento education rights posters are prominently displayed, and a conversation with the enrollment staff will reveal if school-level staff is aware of the McKinney-Vento Act and the right to immediate enrollment.
Many State Coordinators approach LEA monitoring as a technical assistance opportunity. During the review, in addition to identifying areas of noncompliance and good practice, the monitor can provide information on good practices to meet specific challenges learned from other LEAs. The monitor should take detailed notes for all questions during the review.
After the review, the monitor should develop a report of findings, commendations, and recommendations. The State Coordinator should send the report to the local liaison, superintendent, and Federal programs coordinator, with instructions for how the LEA should respond to any findings, including the deadline for the response. Monitoring reports are important documents to help State Coordinators develop their annual action plans for technical assistance. In addition, the State Coordinator should review the quality of the report to determine what changes need to be made to the LEA monitoring system or the monitors, if completed by someone other than the State Coordinator.

H.5. Providing Technical Assistance to LEAs to Prepare for Monitoring
Remember that an effective monitoring system is one component of a well-implemented McKinney-Vento program. While critical for accountability purposes, the overall monitoring process also should be viewed as an important piece of the program infrastructure, which is interwoven with professional development, program design, data collection, program evaluation, and communication and coordination with all segments of the LEA and community. 
	The best way to prepare an LEA for monitoring is to provide the information, training, and technical assistance needed for an LEA to build a strong local EHCY program. Since the monitoring protocol should set the expectations for the local EHCY program, the content of LEA training should align with it. LEAs that have the knowledge, skills, and tools to build stronger, more compliant McKinney-Vento programs should generally have a smooth monitoring process with few findings.

Section H.6. Customizing the Process for Your State
	While SEAs must meet the legislative requirement for monitoring their LEAs for McKinney-Vento compliance, the monitoring process will look different in every State. Appendix H-2. Case Studies illustrates ways that SEAs can customize the process for States of varying sizes and characteristics. Appendix H-3. Problems and Suggested Solutions in LEA Monitoring provides strategies to address some common challenges that State Coordinators face in establishing their LEA monitoring system. There is no one right way to conduct LEA monitoring, and the process should change as States, laws, and program needs change. 

Resources
NCHE. (2016). Local Educational Agency Informal Needs Assessment. Retrieved https://nche.ed.gov/ll/ll.php 
NCHE’s Resources by Topic web page on Program Evaluation and Monitoring at http://nche.ed.gov/ibt/sc_eval.php 
Title VII-B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act, 42 U.S.C. § 11431 et seq., 2015. Retrieved December 2016   http://uscode.house.gov
U.S. Department of Education. (2016). Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program Non-Regulatory Guidance. Retrieved July 2016 http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/160240ehcyguidance072716.pdf
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