SUPPORTING STATEMENT

A. JUSTIFICATION

1. The McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program has been authorized since 1990.  States that applied for and receive formula grant funds from this program have been required to submit data reports on the status of homeless students.  The period required for submitting reports has varied in the past from one-to-three years.  The last report received from the States on the status of homeless students was in FY 2000.  The program reauthorized under NCLB requires a status (data) report by January 8, 2006 to be submitted to the President and Congress.

The Department has determined that programs receiving Federal funds should be reviewed annually to determine progress under NCLB.  Progress is reported through at least two mechanisms: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and the Performance Assessment Rating Tool (PART).  GPRA and PART attempt to collect annual data on all ED programs and determine if they meet performance targets.  Additionally, the Department periodically receives requests from Congress for a direct response to constituents concerning complaints that much of the Homeless Education Program is an unfunded mandate and is an economic burden to school districts.  Therefore, current State and local school district data are helpful to address many of these concerns.

The Homeless Education program is not a part of the Consolidated Applications process and therefore, the Consolidated Applications Performance Report is not an appropriate vehicle for collecting data for this program.  The Office of the General Council has stated that the Department has the legal authority to request an annual collection (through the OMB process).  The data collection instrument is designed to ask minimal demographic questions about homeless students from LEAs that do not receive McKinney-Vento funds.  The questions are consistent with ones ED has asked in prior collections.  The majority of questions are for LEAs that received State funds through the subgrant process.  

The Statutory authority for the collection of the data is as follows:

42USC 11432

722(f)(3) FUNCTION OF THE OFFICE OF THE STATE COORDINATOR

Collect and transmit to the Secretary, at such time and in such manner as the Secretary may require, a report containing such information as the Secretary determines is necessary to assess the educational needs of homeless children and youths within the State.
42 USC 11434

724(f) DETERMINATION BY THE SECRETARY
The Secretary, based on the information received from the States and information gathered by the Secretary under subsection (h), shall determine the extent to which State educational agencies are ensuring that each homeless child and homeless youth has access to a free appropriate public education, as described in section 721(1).

724(h) INFORMATION
(1) IN GENERAL- From funds appropriated under section 726, the Secretary shall, directly or through grants, contracts, or cooperative agreements, periodically collect and disseminate data and information regarding-
(A) the number and location of homeless children and youths;

(B) the education and related services such children and youths receive;

(C) the extent to which the needs of homeless children and youths are being met; and

(D) such other data and information as the Secretary determines to be necessary and relevant to carry out this subtitle.
2.
The information is collected a data collection form to be submitted by State education agencies.  The Department uses that information to determine if the State has met the legislated intent of the program to improve educational services for homeless children and youth.  The information also serves as a basis for monitoring SEA performance towards holding the SEA and LEAs to the intent of the Federal legislation, collecting required data and offering technical assistance to the SEA in implementing their State grant.

3. The collection of information will allow for the use of automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological collection techniques or other forms of information technology, e.g. permitting electronic submission of responses.

4. The information is relevant only to applications under the new legislation that was signed January 2002. There is no similar information available in other forms or as the result of other information collections.  This information collection does not duplicate any other information collection effort.

5. The respondents are State educational agencies (which includes their LEAs).

6. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 only awards Education for Homeless Children and Youths formula grants to SEAs based on applications, as outlined in the legislation.  The Department does not have the authority to permit a State to waive Federal education requirements unless a SEA meets all legislated criterion set forth in an application to the Secretary.  The program cannot be evaluated for effectiveness without the collection of information.

7. We do not foresee any special circumstances to arise that will require such manners of information to be collected.

8. Consultations with personnel from within the Department of Education and other agencies have been conducted.  Meetings such as these provide opportunities to solicit feedback regarding issues and concerns regarding the issues and concerns with the implementation of the program, including the data collection questions.
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ED has received several comments that are appended to the end of this Statement. 

9. No payments or gifts to respondents have been made.

10. There is no assurance of confidentiality for public education agencies.  Identifying data is aggregated by State and local school district information.  There will be full data confidentiality that would not in any way identify individual families or students. ED has no intention of collecting or reporting information that can identify an individual or family for the purposes of this collection.  

11. There are no questions of a sensitive nature.

12. A.
Burden Hours for Respondents
The maximum number of respondents is 3251, which includes the 50 States including Puerto Rico and approximately 3200 local educational agencies.  The data collection occurs only once. Based on 3251 responses to the collection which will have an average of 80 hours per (State) applicant to complete the application package, the total burden is approximately 4071 hours [Total hours (State + LEAs) = 4071 ./. 51 States = 79.82 hours per State].

This breaks down as follows:

SEA responses is 51 X 21 hours/responses  = 1071 hours. 

LEAs with subgrants responses is approximately 700 X 2.5 hours/responses = 1750 hours.

LEAs without subgrants responses is approximately 2500 X .5 hours/responses = 1250 hours.

Additionally, State allocations under this legislation has more than doubled since the last collection, offering much greater recompense for data collection. 

B.
Cost to Respondents

Primary costs to respondents fall into the following categories:  preparation of the collection and mailing.  Based on the estimate that 51 packages will be submitted, costs to respondents are estimated to be the following:

51 State (and LEA) packages X 80 hours/ application x $26*/hour =$106,080.00

51 State (and LEA) packages X  $2.50/application for mailing      =
$        127.50

Total Cost to Respondents


=


$ 106,207.50  

Professional Salary: $37,000 / 2088 hrs. = $17.72 hr.

Support Salary:  $17,000/ 2088 hrs.        = $  8.14 hr.

* $25.86 hr.

13.
There are no costs that (a) meet the criteria for inclusion under this item, and (b) that have not been addressed in either item #12 or #14.

14. Estimated Federal Costs:

Program personnel:

1 person @ $19.50/hr x 102 hours (2 hours x 51 reports) = $1989.

Printing and mailing of the collection package

51 packages x $2.50 per application

$127.50

15.
The program change includes a reinstatement due to the expiration of this collection.  There was no collection of data during this lapse of the expiration date.  In addition, revisions to the collection occurred due to the changes in the legislation under the NCLB Act.  Specifically, these changes include a new requirement to report data to the Secretary for the purpose of determining the extent to which State educational agencies are ensuring that each homeless child and homeless youth has access to a free appropriate public education, as described in § 721(1).  This will require local educational agencies to report local homeless student data to the State.  The overall burden is reflected as a State package that includes the State and LEAs reporting data on homeless students. 

.

16.       There are no plans to publish the results of this data collection.  The data will be    used for PART and GPRA considerations.

17. No request is being made to not display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection.

18. There are no exceptions for certification.

B. COLLECTION OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHODS

This information collection does not employ statistical methods.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE COLLECTION

ED has received several comments on the collection.  Below are the individual comments received and ED’s responses:

-----Original Message-----

From: Bea Warner [mailto:bwarner@euhsd.k12.ca.us]

Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2004 5:44 PM

To: Axt, Kathy

Cc: Bob Clay

Subject: Homeless Data

Comment: For small districts, this data request poses unreasonable problems and at this time of year, cannot possibly be accurate. Students and their parents are extremely reluctant to report they are homeless, much less to keep the school office up to date on changes in their homeless situations or locations. It would be disastrous for the ED to make financial or programmatic decisions based upon such data, particularly at this time of year. Please wait till the fall and rethink the Department's needs as to how this data will or will not really benefit the kids and their families! Thanks.

Response: We understand this. We have never discovered 'a good time' to get accurate data on homeless students. I'm sure you appreciate those who are concerned over the plight of homeless families want to know the extent of homelessness and how many students are impacted. While the numbers will be less that perfect this year, we will continue to collect information annually to correct any misrepresentations. Again, thank you for taking time to contact us.

-----Original Message-----

From: Hays, Theresa [mailto:Thays@hawthorne.k12.ca.us]

Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2004 4:31 PM

To: Axt, Kathy

Cc: Sidwell, Sandy

Subject: McKinney-Vento Data Collection- comments

Comment: As the Homeless Liaison for Hawthorne Elementary School District, I have many of the same concerns as expressed by Karen Chizek. We do not have a subgrant but were asked by LACOE to collect the same data, as much as possible. 

Without a specific date of data collection, much of this data would be duplicated as students move to from district to district. Are we to collect enrollment data on all students who have entered our district from the beginning of the school year including those who have left? 

The only data I would feel would be of value for our purposes would be: grade levels, primary type of residence and types of services (sp. ed., ELL, GATE). 

My biggest immediate concern is still getting the records from previous school districts within a timely manner. I have spoken to several school office personnel in other districts who have not been informed of the urgency in obtaining records for "homeless or foster care". 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my comments. 

Terry Hays

Welcome Center, Coordinator

Response: Thank you for taking time to respond.  We share your concern about the timing. However, we hope to get a National snapshot of the 2003-4 school year so that we may be better informed over the next few years.

-----Original Message-----
From: Kaylor, Carol [mailto:CKaylor@monrovia.k12.ca.us]
Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2004 2:29 PM
To: Axt, Kathy
Subject: Homeless data report

Comment: I am responding to the information received from Karen Chizek at Placer COE   re: the proposed 2003-2004 ED data collection requirements for McKinney-Vento.

I will try and list the points of concern: 
(1) Monrovia USD is a small district (6600 students) and receives no additional funding to provide oversight of the program requirements, thus it is indeed an unfunded mandate.  

(2) While we have procedures in place to identify homeless students, because it ultimately requires full disclosure by families of their status in response to what can be perceived as personal probing questions by the district, the identification is ambiguous at best.  Since living conditions can change so rapidly and requires families to report the changes, securing accurate information about the location of a nighttime residence is probably not accurate.  

The concept behind identifying homeless appears to require a person to frequently call or make visits to a location that may change, i.e., literally to "hunt down" families who are in very unstable living conditions.  Again, this is unfunded, and in smaller districts, the personnel is not available and requires this to be added to their other job requirements.

(3)  There is no timeline identified for the count.  Should the figures reflect the homeless students at the time of the report, on the date of CBEDS, etc.?  

(3)  Of far more concern, is to request academic performance data collection NOW for the 2003-2004 school year.  The academic information we would use would be the STAR testing - and that would reflect 2002-03 test results (assuming a homeless student is still in the district).  Because homeless students have not been identified as a subgroup that is disaggregated for state or federal purposes (i.e., API, AYP), to gather the information at the end of this school year using Spring 2003 data requires personnel to review their own databases and/or the students' actual cum records.

At the very least, the rules should be clear at the beginning of a school year, not at the end, thus enabling districts to create the systems needed to support the acquisition of needed information.  Finally, since the information gathered at this time would be spurious at best, for what purpose would the information be used?  Hopefully, not for any far-reaching decisions about the needs of the homeless.  What districts could reasonably provide now is a straightforward count of students identified as homeless (date of the count to be clarified).

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the ED proposed report. 

Carol Kaylor 
Director of Special Projects 
Monrovia USD 

Response: Thank you for your thoughtful comments on the Homeless Children and Youth Data Collection. Please see responses below to your communication. 

The collection responsibility is for the State. Each State with a McKinney-Vento grant has committed to assuring the Department it will collect such information as is necessary to determine compliance with the McKinney-Vento program.
The collection requirements for LEAs without McKinney-Vento subgrants is the same requirement the Department of Education has had for all prior Homeless Education collections.  We have only two questions for all LEAs in the State. 

 

Your State Coordinator will be of assistance in helping your office to collect data without disclosing family identities.  Many schools know who their homeless students are or are able to gather information from local motels and shelters or local agencies and coalitions that serve homeless children and families.  This report will not identify students by school or district or county.  The report will be a statewide total. 

 

The timeline identified is for the State to define its school calendar year. The data to be collected is for the 2003-4 school year, as it is defined by the State. It is not a single point in time count like CBEDS.

 

We appreciate the difficulty with collecting academic data in a timely manner for this school year school.  However, this data is to be collected only by LEAs with subgrants.  In subsequent years it will hopefully be easier to have timely data on more students identified as homeless.

-----Original Message-----

From: Nancy Puckett [mailto:napucke@zeus.kern.org]

Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2004 1:02 PM

To: Axt, Kathy

Cc: Janis Jones

Subject: FW: Data Collection: Homeless

Comment: Kernville USD has a McKinney-Vento sub-grant (our second year)and it has been a great help to our homeless population.  The attached document is very similar to what we are already collecting for grant reporting purposes.

My only comment on the attached form is in regards to Question 11, column c, "Children that met or exceeded state proficiency".

Our experience with our homeless children, and even with our after school program children, is that very few are above or even near the 50th percentile.  Typically, children in these programs come from homes that are in disarray, with very little encouragement and support for education due to the social stressors the parents are busy dealing with.  We have tracked our children on increased scoring, rather than percentile.  A child who moves from an overall score of 7 to 30 is a major achievement, even though she is under the 50th percentile mark. This is a positive move for her and with continued work by school staff, on site and from resource centers, she will make that 50th mark.

My comment is that we need to look at improvement in scoring, rather than meeting the percentile rank.

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss the document.

Nancy

Nancy C. Puckett, Program Coordinator

Kernville USD Family Resource Center

Lake Isabella, Ca.  93240

Response: We agree. The purpose of the collection is not to get a profile of your school districts, but a State and National picture of students served by the McKinney-Vento program.

-----Original Message-----
From: Kathy_d_Abbott [mailto:kathy_d_abbott@snowline.k12.ca.us]
Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2004 12:24 PM
To: Axt, Kathy
Subject: Homeless Data Collection

Comment:  I am the Projects Coordinator for Snowline Joint Unified School District in
southern California.  I recently received information regarding what will
possibly be collected for Homeless data for this fiscal year.  Since we have
never collected this type of information before, this would be an enormous
undertaking for a small and overworked district office, particularly given
the abundance of new data we have been attempting to collect since the
inception of No Child Left Behind.  


In addition, we have concerns about privacy.  While we have some idea where
the kids' nightime residence it, it would seem intrusive to ask them for
specifics, particularly since we may not even be given a correct answer. 
 I might be able to gather numbers and possibly even estimate nighttime
residence, but to determine the types of services would be a nightmare for
this school year as the year is almost at a conclusion.  


It is my understanding that this report is out for 60-day Review and I would
ask that you consider carefully the burden this data collection will place
on districts.  Is all of this needful for Federal Reporting and what can be
streamlined?


Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Kathy Abbott, Projects Coordinator
Snowline Joint Unified School District
Response:  We are very mindful of student and family privacy.  Nothing in this collection should be construed so as to violate any privacy provisions. Your State Coordinator for Homeless Education will hopefully assist your district's local school liaison for homeless students to collect the requested information.  The data will be reported for a whole State and there will be no identifying characteristics accept by grade clusters.

-----Original Message----- 
From: Caroline M Thibodeau [mailto:cthibodeau@sjcoe.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2004 5:15 PM 
To: Axt, Kathy 
Subject: Homeless 
Comment: The whole topic of homeless and the "Leave No Child Behind" legislation leaves me with great distaste.  The implied assumption is that school districts are doing nothing to help the homeless.  That is so wrong!  Long before the government acknowledged homeless children school districts have been providing for their care!  I've done home visits to tents and campers in campgrounds, brought bags of groceries, bought specific groceries for people without the means to cook or have refrigeration who were living in a car.  We have taken kids shopping for clothes, paid from our own pockets for medication, transported kids to medical appointments, haggled with dentists and doctors to see them when there was no funding, and bought a tent because that is what the family thought would help them most.  Our district provides breakfast programs in most schools and in some cases we take food to the office so when certain children are hungry they can be fed.

        
None of this is new.  Also what is not new as you point out is that we really don't have a clue about what the numbers really are with regard to homeless.  Many are still uncomfortable sharing that information.  It is also a very dynamic situation with frequent moves and established homes for a time then homeless for a while.  You are right, any numbers we put down will be a guess.

        
In school districts where there are no nurses to do home visits or other personnel there will never be an accurate assessment of needs.  What does homeless mean?  Someone can say they are homeless and live in a trailer.  What does that conjure up?  For me it didn't conjure up the reality which goes much further than homeless.  The trailer was one of those old ones that sleeps two and maybe four if you take out the table and make the seats into a bed.  This is where a family of four children and their parents lived.  One child was disabled.  The mother was battered.  There was literally no place to store food or clothing not to mention toys and the family was isolated miles from anywhere when the father was gone.  So what do we know about homeless from this situation?  What are the greatest problems?  How do you address them and not make the situation worse?  So how many districts are able or already doing assessments as we are?

        
I have gone to some classes now that tell me homeless children need to eat as they don't always get food, they need medical care, etc. and if they don't get these needs met they cannot learn.  This is not just a homeless issue!!

        
I'm sorry but data collection is just one other activity that costs money and time and prevents me from interacting with families myself or acting as a resource for my nurses and other school staff.

        
I couldn't agree with your remarks and concerns more if they'd come from my mouth.  You said them much more succinctly. 

        
Again as you said any data will be for the sake of numbers and will just be a wild guess. 

        
Thanks for the heads up and for asking. 
  
Caroline Thibodeau 

        Caroline Thibodeau RN,CS, FNP, MHS 
Coordinator of Health Services 
Manteca Unified School District 

Response: Thank you for your thoughtful critique and comments.  As you suggest we are mindful that collecting data on homeless children is complex.  However, for school purposes it is vital that we attempt to identify homeless students who need additional support services.  There are very few accurate counts of homeless students.  This collection and subsequent collections is a shared attempt to obtain a State and National picture of homelessness for students attending public school programs. 

-----Original Message-----

From: Susan Schmidt [mailto:SSCHMIDT@sbusd.k12.ca.us]

Sent: Friday, April 30, 2004 6:59 PM

To: Axt, Kathy

Subject: Homeless data collection

I urge you to reconsider collection of assessment data until 04-05.  It

is unrealistic to expect accurate data unless you give LEAs info before

the year begins on what is expected to be tracked.  From a practical

perspective, this is important data to begin to collect, however

"homeless" is such a broad category now that no individual is

necessarily the same; e.g. a child living in a car and moving vs. one in a motel (same room) 12 mos. a year.  Both meet the requirement as

"homeless" if the parent declares they are "homeless".  Is collecting

data as though all homeless are "one category" really going to provide

the information that is desired?

Response: Thank you for responding to the collection notice. While we understand that it may present difficulty for some school districts to have accurate numbers of homeless students, the statutory requirement, for all districts to have a local liaison to identify homeless students, has been in effect for over two years. We hope districts will use their best judgment for data this school year and will be able to provide more accurate information in succeeding years.

Gary Rutkin

Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs

U.S. Department of Education

 -----Original Message-----
From: robert and candi [mailto:webdixon@softcom.net]
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2004 6:39 PM
To: Axt, Kathy
Subject: 

Question: What I need to know is, just what is expected of the students and what are their responsibilities when it comes to achievement and how that is evaluated.

                                          thanks Robert Woodward

Response: The McKinney-Vento statute states: 
Homeless children and youths should have access to the education and other services that such children and youths need to ensure that such children and youths have an opportunity to meet the same challenging State student academic achievement standards to which all students are held.
 
 School districts that have applied for and received additional funding to serve homeless students need to identify if homeless students are included in accountability systems and state their current level of proficiency in reading  and mathematics.  There are no additional expectations or responsibilities attached to this information collection.
Gary Rutkin 
Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs 
U.S. Department of Education 
  

Thank you for your response. We appreciate your concern about access to additional funding to serve homeless students. The statutue leaves it up to States how they will cometively distribute subgrant funds. We hope you ca narrive at a satisfactory resolutio nwith your California Department of Edcuation on this issue.

Gary Rutkin

Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs

U.S. Department of Education

-----Original Message-----

From: Grace LaTegola [mailto:Glategola@guhsd.net]

Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2004 7:10 PM

To: Axt, Kathy

Subject: Homeles Ed Data Collection

Dear Kathy,

As a Categorical Programs Director, I have been challenged by the

funding structure in-place, to date regarding McKinney Vento funds.

I am also challenged with the task of data collection for now two

unfunded mandates:  Homeless Education and Foster Youth.

While our district has been proactive about meeting or exceeding the

NCLB legislative intents, the labor intensive act of :

1) identification

2) tracking & monitoring

These special pops pose significant yet unfunded labor and systems

resources costs.  It behooves CDE to support school districts who embrace the intent of meeting the needs of the students by

using the baseline and annual Con App data collection to drive

entitlements to the districts for Homeless Ed.

I am significantly disappointed with the current three year competitive

grant model which penalizes districts like ours who have put significant community partnership in place, in a school-based model, yet have no direct funding to effectively support these students (other than our shrinking district funds). Please help us with a more sane approach to meeting the NCLB intents for Homeless Education.

Grace La Tegola

Director Categorical Programs & Grants

Grossmont Union High School District 

-----Original Message-----
From: Denise Land [mailto:dland@rocklin.k12.ca.us]
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2004 7:21 PM
To: Axt, Kathy
Subject: FW: Homeless Children and Youth Data Collection
 

Greetings!

   In  response to the proposed new data collection requirements being proposed by ED, I have the following comments.

    In collecting data, ED requests the information on the proposed form, but they seek "comment" on:  "is this collection necessary to the proper functions of the Dept; will the info be processes and used in a timely manner; is the estimate of burden (workload) accurate; how might the dept. enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the info to be collected; and how might the Dept. minimize the burden of this collection on the respondents, including through the use of info technology?????"

    
    ED is requesting data to "determine the extent to which states ensure homeless children and youth have access to a free, appropriate public education under Title X, Part C of NCLB of 2001."  SEAs and LEAs (with and without McKinney-Vento Subgrants) are to "review and revise policies and regulations to remove barriers to enrolling, attendance, and academic achievement."

 

    The form (attached) requires:

 

1.   LEAs to estimate the number of homeless children and youth by grade level clusters (K-5, 6-8, 9-12) enrolled in public school during the 2003-2004 school year!

    a.  While we have addressed every request for homeless liaison assistance and published services to the community, student and families, it is too late to collect such data honestly in a comprehensive manner regarding those not seeking services .  Therefore it would not be valid or reliable.

 

2.  Primary nighttime residence (shelters, doubled-up, unsheltered-cars, parks, campgrounds, hotels/motels, other, or unknown) of homeless children and youths!

    a.  To eliminate barriers to enrolling homeless students, LEAs and schools are not required to request proof of residency (or immunizations, birth dates, or other records...), therefore in many cases this information is speculative, in addition to transitory. 

    b.  These families or youths are highly mobile and often move numerous times throughout the month and school year.  How often do schools try to collect this without such a collection becoming duplicative and meaningless?

    c.  Most homeless families and youth would consider such an inquiry an invasion of their privacy and quite intrusive leading to their tendency to move away from communication with the school?  How does this help identify their educational needs?

 

3.  The form also requires input on the number of:   preschool-age children (if a district runs a public preschool), unaccompanied youth, and migrant....all in 2003-04.

    a.  Again, the timing is totally unreasonable

   b.  The best thing to do would be to notify LEA (now) of a 2004 – 2005 requirement, if indeed valid information is desired.

 

4.  The types of services (sp ed, ELL, GATE, voc ed) provided to what numbers homeless enrolled in 2003-04 are also to be tallied, as are numbers of LEAs providing support services (tutoring, expedited evaluations, prof dev, health service referrals, transportation, ECE programs, before and after, etc. school programs, record transfers and assistance, parent ed, school-agency coordination, counseling, domestic violence interventions, clothing, school supplies, emergency assistance, other...) with McK-Vento funds.

    
5.LEAs reporting barriers (eligibility for services, school selection, transportation, school records, immunization records, other enrollment issues, other...) to the education of homeless children and youth for 2003-04.

    a. The primary goal of McKinney –Vento being to remove these barriers, reporting to this question seems to be contradictory.  Doesn’t it seem better to stick with the question of what services or resources were provided to over-come barriers?

 

6.  LEA reports on the numbers of students included in statewide assessments AND the number that meet or exceed state standards in reading and math

    a.  This creates yet ANOTHER SUBGROUP to track for academic progress in reading and math... which therefore implies, another subgroup to meet API and other achievement standards relative to AYP for schools and districts.

 

7.  There is no specified timeline or date of data collection, i.e, as CA uses CBEDS for collecting other data on a specific date.

    a.  If done upon enrollment:  How many times might one student be counted in several schools and LEAs?

    b.  How many times and when is this to collected for students in foster youth programs, alternative education, court and community school programs... all with erratic attendance and enrollment figures?

    c.  What is the accuracy of this data, and if not accurate, then why collect it?

 

In general:  This is burdensome, especially for small school districts, requiring a great deal of time for data collection not previously requested, yet is to reflect the 2003-04 school year.  As far as I read, this seems to be an unfunded mandate... particularly so for those LEAs NOT receiving McKinney-Vento funds!  It also cannot be accurate if collected within the last month of school (or beyond), so would be pointless to collect.

 

The Title X text states that the ED Sec. may require reports "necessary to determine the needs of homeless children and youths" yet the data requested seems to go far beyond that, especially since there is no mandate to disaggregate achievement data of those students, creating yet another subgroup.  If the purpose of the data collected is to "improve the educational services for homeless children and youth," it seems the research behind the origination of this law in 1990 and again (reauthorized) in 2001, has already clarified what their needs are and has substantiated best practices in educational services and coordination of services specific to those needs.  

 

Things to be re-thought:  What homeless children and youth data is truly necessary, collected from which LEAs, on what timeline, and in a manner is reliable and valid, AND that does not further burden our LEAs?

  
 

Dr. Denise L. Land
RUSD Prevention Programs Coordinator
dland@rocklin.k12.ca.us
Response: Thank you for commenting on this collection.  Many of the items you mentioned are only to be responded to by LEAs who have received homeless education subgrants from your State (items 3, 4, 5 and 6). For the past 15 years, items # 1 and 2 have been requested of States in all previous Department requests for information on the numbers and locations of homeless children and youth.  The statute requires a local liaison in every district to identify homeless students.  As the statute has been in effect fro over two years the Department hopes to collect the most accurate data available for this school year and more accurate information in succeeding years.  The guidelines for the collection will come from your State, especially for all school districts in answering questions #1 and #2. 

Gary Rutkin 
Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs 
U.S. Department of Education 

 

-----Original Message-----

From: Grace LaTegola [mailto:Glategola@guhsd.net]

Sent: Monday, May 03, 2004 11:57 AM

To: Axt, Kathy

Subject: RE: Homeles Ed Data Collection

Comment: Kathy, could you tell me exactly what needs to be collected now? or is this ALL just conceptual. Perhaps I misunderstood...I thought some Homeless data collections are required of the May Conn. App. Part I.

Thanks,

Grace

Response:  This collection for the 2003-4 school year will be collected by your State and then reported to the Department in October 2004. As McKinney-Vento is not a part of the consolidated state Application this is a seperate process.  Your State will indicate when the data is due to them.

Gary Rutkin

Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs

U.S. Department of Education

-----Original Message-----

From: Dvorak, Karen 

Sent: Monday, May 10, 2004 3:32 PM

To: Axt, Kathy

Subject: CDFA Number 84.196, OMB No: 1810-0650

To:
Kathy Axt@ed.gov

From:
Karen Dvorak

Date:
June 22, 2004
Subject:
Texas Education Agency Comment 


Proposed State Data Collection for the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act 


CDFA Number 84.196, OMB No.: 1810-0650

Background

Part I of the proposed data request from the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) includes two types of aggregate student data to be reported by each state for the 2003-04 school year:

1. The estimated number of homeless students by grade level group: K-5, 6-8, 9-12, and Total.

2. The estimated number of homeless children by nighttime residence category: shelters, doubled-up with other families, unsheltered, in hotels/motels, other, and unknown.

The March 9, 2004, Federal Register (Vol. 69, No. 46) invited comment from the public on this proposed information collection. The proposed data request includes data on homelessness of students in the 2003-04 school year. Most school years end in the next two to three weeks. To report to USDE count of all students who experienced homelessness at any time during the 2003-04 school year, would require local education agencies (LEAs) to reconstruct student data.

Counts of homeless students served by public schools under Title I of The No Child Left Behind Act and McKinney-Vento are already provided to USDE. The Texas Education Agency requests that the Department clarify the purpose of a request for an additional data collection and the intended use of statewide data on students who are homeless at any time during a single school year. The Agency offers comments on two critical issues: data quality and the data collection burden on LEAs.

Purpose of data reporting

State reporting of data should match the Department’s intended use for the data. The proposed data request asks states to provide aggregate estimates of homeless students, not precise counts, annually. Estimates of homelessness gain public attention for the extent of homelessness among children and build political will to further investigate child homelessness. More accurate data are required to identify national or regional trends and allocate funding to meet local needs.

In past reports, the Department has acknowledged persistent problems with collecting reliable data on homeless children and youth. In the most recent Report to Congress on Homeless Education,
 the Department advises readers to view information in the report “cautiously as estimates rather than precise numbers” (p. 4). Indeed, in the introduction to the report, limitations of the data are described as follows:

“The figures are only estimates. States and LEAs employ a wide variety of data-collection methodologies. For example, States do not collect data at the same time of the year. Data are not consistently collected by grade level. Not all school districts report data to their SEA [state education agency] and some States extrapolate their data.” (p. 4)

Despite the qualifications, tables in the report present aggregate numbers of homeless students as precise numerals rather than round estimates. In addition, the data are used to compute percentage changes in the homeless student population since 1997 and are discussed as facts, not as estimates. Clearly, the focus of the report is to illuminate the challenges experienced by states in achieving goals for educating homeless students. Nevertheless, the treatment of numerical data invites policymakers and other readers to give inappropriate weight to numbers reported by states as well.

RECOMMENDATION: That the data request for Education for Homeless Children and Youth Programs clearly state the purpose of statewide data to be reported in Part I and describe the form in which it is to be presented (precise numerals or round estimates). If the Department requests estimates, states should be able to continue using existing data collection or extrapolation practices and state departments of education should report rounded estimates of students by grade series and by nighttime residence. 

Data quality

To provide precise counts, states must develop and implement methods to identify and enumerate all students in public schools who are homeless at any time during the school year. Data quality and data collection burden are critical components of compliance.

In the March 9, 2004, Federal Register, the Department expresses particular concern for the quality of the information collected on homeless students. A high level of data quality requires the selection and application of the most appropriate data collection methods. Methodological challenges in enumerating homeless populations, particularly the many individuals and families who do not rely on homeless shelters or other facilities where residents can be registered or otherwise easily counted, are well documented
.

Homelessness is not a student characteristic that can be recognized on sight, nor is it a living condition that is readily identified by the school. Some homeless students can be identified at school because they or their parents are willing to volunteer information regarding their residencies. Others do not want to reveal their true residencies, either because of a perceived social stigma associated with homelessness or because of fears of legal repercussions. For example, a homeless mother whose children live temporarily with family friends may fear state officials will challenge her custody rights. Such cases may not be unusual. In a five-year longitudinal study of poor families and housing, two-fifths of homeless mothers were not living with one or more of their children.

Homelessness for any one individual or family can be highly variable not only in terms of type of temporary residence, but also duration of time without a permanent home. Incidents of homelessness can vary from a single period to multiple periods. Cumulative homelessness can range from less than a week to years over a lifetime. Link et al. found that 8 percent of people who reported homelessness at some point during their lifetimes had been without homes for less than a week, and 33 percent had been homeless for between a week and a month.
 The majority had been homelessness for over a month (59%), and 13 percent had been homeless for over a year. The data reported by Link et al. are cumulative over respondents’ lifetimes. It is not known whether respondents typically experienced single, lengthy periods of homelessness or multiple periods of a few days without homes. 

The stability (or instability) of living situations of homeless individuals during a year is more evident in the reports of local service providers and city governments. Homelessness for many people is episodic, that is, people move in and out of homelessness.
 Phone interviews with homeless assistance providers (including soup kitchens, food pantries, and outreach programs as well as shelters) clearly indicate high turnovers of individuals and families using emergency shelters and other homeless assistance.
 A survey by the U. S. Conference of Mayors estimated homelessness based on reports of local emergency shelter demand.
 Across 25 cities, the average consecutive period of homelessness was five months—well over half of a school year for a young student.

Given the above factors, the method of enumerating homeless students should be selected according to the intended use of results. A “point prevalence” study, which quantifies short-term variations in homelessness, can be useful for purposes such as making locality-specific decisions about homeless service expansion in a particular direction.
 However, this method has two limitations relevant to the purpose of counting all students in a district who are homeless at any time during a school year. First, a point prevalence study provides only a snapshot of a homeless population at a point in time.
 This has been shown to result in misunderstanding the population characteristics of the homeless. One-time counts are vulnerable to selection bias—tending to over-represent individuals who are chronically homeless. Research results indicate that homeless people who stay the longest in the system are adults, male, and often suffering from mental illness or physical or substance abuse.
 The results of a one-time count can erroneously suggest that these individuals also are the greatest percentage of the homeless population. A second limitation of this kind of study is its inability to estimate the actual size of a homeless population. Point-in-time enumerations of homeless persons can result in undercounts as high as 30 to 80 percent of the actual homeless population in a geographic area.

To address the known limitations of point prevalence studies, Wright and Devine developed a set of criteria for a methodologically sound enumeration of homeless people. Their criteria require the design of a much more complex, resource-intensive study than a point-in-time count of students.
 Among the criteria are three that are relevant to conducting a count of K-12 students living in homeless conditions at any time within a single school year. Within each district, data collectors should:

1. select a range of sites to obtain a valid count that includes hard-to-find homeless students (e.g., those whose parents don’t volunteer to school officials that they are in doubled-up conditions);

2. conduct a “period count” to identify students who enter temporary housing during the school year but after an initial count of homeless students; and

3. use techniques to avoid multiple counting of students.

The type of study that meets the above criteria, termed a “period prevalence count,” can determine the full scope of student homelessness in a particular geographic area over time.
 A complex, resource-intensive period prevalence count is required for a state to provide high quality data on homeless students enrolled in all public schools.

Data collection burden

In the Supporting Statement and Paperwork Reduction Act Submission document accompanying CDFA Number 84.196, the U. S. Department of Education estimates the reporting and record-keeping hour burden to be 80 hours per state (item 12). The Department also states there will be no costs to respondents other than staff salary for the 80-hour preparation of the collection and mailing of data (item 13). The estimates reflect the burden to a state department of education of aggregating data reported by school districts. Because the USDE estimates do not reflect the burden to local education agencies to collect the primary data and prepare it for submission to the state, the estimates are misleading.

In 2003-04, the state of Texas enrolled 4,328,028 students in the public schools. The identification of all students who are homeless at any time during the school year requires a school to implement an ongoing process of student identification (that is, to conduct an annual period prevalence count of homeless students). The record-keeping hour burden to LEAs will be much higher than the estimates provided by USDE: tens of thousands, even hundreds of thousands, of hours is not an over-estimate of the aggregate effort required by local schools and districts in Texas. In the absence of increased, designated funds in the McKinney-Vento sub-grants to school districts, the reporting requirement represents an unfunded burden of data collection on local districts.

RECOMMENDATION: 

For annual, state reporting, specify that homelessness counts may be equivalent to counts of students being reported as receiving services for homeless students under Title I of The No Child Left Behind Act and McKinney-Vento. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

For a comprehensive enumeration of the homelessness and residency statuses of all students over a school year, initiate a single, comprehensive to be conducted by the U.S. Department of Education every 5 or 10 years.

Or

For a comprehensive enumeration of the homelessness and residency statuses of all students over a school year, fund comprehensive state data collections every 10 years. The local burden will be very high during the enumeration years. 

Response: Thank you for your careful review of the proposed collection and your attached comments.  I will try to touch on all areas that you offered comment or suggestion.

Background:

We do not believe, as suggested, that a report on homeless students for the 2003-4 school year will require LEAs to reconstruct school data.  The McKinney-Vento statute (42 USC 11431 et. seq.) requires all LEAs to identify and immediately enroll homeless students.  Additionally, LEAs are required to designate a local educational liaison for the purpose of assisting in enrollment and obtaining appropriate services for homeless students.  In order for a homeless student to be identified as such the statute provides a definition for homeless students. Homeless students are defined by the students' nighttime residence (see 42 USC 11434a).  Therefore, all school districts since the reauthorization of the ESEA under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 should know the enrollment count of homeless students disaggregated by school level and their primary nighttime residence on an annualized basis.  There should be no need to reconstruct data that a local liaison or school district should have maintained as part of complying with the McKinney-Vento statute.

There are no counts of homeless students served by public schools under Title I and McKinney-Vento provided to the Department as suggested. The McKinney-Vento program is not a part of the State's consolidated application process and there is no mechanism for discerning which students receiving Title I services are homeless.  While all homeless students are eligible to receive Title I, Part A services, not all homeless students receive such services and they are not a disaggregated category for Title I purposes. 

Purpose of Data reporting:

Your discussion on intended use of data and recommendation is welcome. Therefore, the Department will reconsider the final data collection form and the use of the term 'estimate'.  As stated above, all school districts are required to identify, enroll and serve homeless students.  While not all homeless students are identifiable for a number of reasons (hence the proposed use of 'estimate'), all LEAs should have existing numerical data so that no extrapolation practices need occur.

Data quality:

While a number of issues were discussed under data quality there is no intention to make this data collection a focus for the study of homelessness in general. The stated purpose is congruent with the statutory requirement for State Coordinators for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth programs appointed by State Educational Agencies to collect and transmit information to the Department on homeless children and youth within the State (see 42 USC 11432 §722(f)(3)). The data will reflect what is relevant for school and education purposes and not overall characteristics of the child and youth homeless population.  

Data collection burden:

The Supporting Statement has been modified to reflect that the overall burden hours was intended to include LEA and State hours. The hours are now broken out for SEA and LEAs and are consistent with prior burden hours for this type of collection for McKinney-Vento reporting requirements.  This collection has only two questions for all LEAs without McKinney-Vento subgrants. 

Gary Rutkin

Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs

U.S. Department of Education

From: Keric Ashley

Sent: Monday, May 10, 2004 7:41 PM

To: Axt, Kathy

Subject: California Response to Federal Register - McKinney

VentoHomeless Data Collection

Kathy,

Please find attached California's response to the federal register

notification for comments related to the State Data Collection for the

McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act.

Keric W. Ashley, Director

Data Management Division

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

May 10, 2004

Dear Secretary Paige:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the notice regarding “State Data Collection for the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act” published in the Federal Register on March 9, 2004.

We first want to assure you that our state is committed to ensuring that educational barriers to homeless children are identified and eliminated. As you know, California is a large state, with 1,056 school districts, 6.3 million students.  This year, we have embarked on a new effort to implement some basic data management practices to reduce the data burden on LEAs. We have some overall concerns about the manner in which the USDE requests data and some specific concerns regarding the proposed data collection for homeless students.

In order for our state agency and LEAs to provide accurate data, the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) needs to significantly change its management process for data collections. In order to report accurate data, adequate advance notice must be given. Changes in reports translate to changes in data collections from LEAs, and in turn, to changes in local information systems. This takes time. That is why, in California, we have a change window of 18 months with our LEAs. If the USDE needs to change a data element, good data management practice requires that notice be given and that the change will then be implemented in the following year. The current practice is the exact opposite. The proposed data collection for the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act  is asking for data element changes now and expecting LEAs to have already collected this data throughout the current school year. The most significant change is requiring that all LEAs, not just sub-grantees, report on homeless students. Although the USDE met with state coordinators last October, the coordinators were told that the draft copies they were provided were not for public release. Even if our coordinator had been allowed to share these drafts with our LEAs, we would have hesitated to do so out of concern that LEAs would mobilize to gather the wrong data or data that the USDE would either change or not require at all. The requirements for 2003-04 reporting should have been processed for public comment, finalized and released by spring 2003 in order to allow LEAs to plan for changes. USDE should be notifying us now of the changes expected for the 2004-05 report, if accurate data is desired.
Asking  LEAs without sub-grants for data is unreasonable and imposes a significant data reporting burden. In 2002-03, only 70 (6.6%) of our 1,056 LEAs received sub-grants under McKinney-Vento. For those LEAs that did participate, their sub grant amounts ranged from $30,000 to $180,000. Total 2002-03 funding for California was $7.7 million. To impose a data-reporting on 93 percent of our states LEAs because a small percentage of our LEAs receive funding is a questionable use of resources. Further, if we were to ask LEAs to provide “estimated” numbers based on the past, we know that those numbers will not be accurate. Because I am committed to reducing the data-reporting burden placed on LEAs, I will be asking my department staff to explore alternatives other than asking non-sub-grantees for any new data. These alternatives may include extrapolating estimates based on data from sub-grantee participants and from Title 1 school reported counts of homeless students.
We believe the estimated hours for reporting is significantly under-estimated in the federal register. The department estimates it will take 0.5 hours for LEAs without sub-grants to compile data. Since the data elements have not been finalized, most LEAs have not been collecting this data for the 2003-04 school year.  By definition, homeless students will change their temporary living arrangements. One proposed data element asks for information about these temporary living arrangements throughout the year, instead of a one-time count. Therefore, LEAs will need to continuously ask homeless parents if their temporary living arrangements have changed. It is intrusive to families and time intensive for staff.  This will also lead to duplicated counts. To reduce the burden and avoid duplicative counts, these proposed data elements should be collected from LEAs on a specific single day, not a cumulative count throughout the school year. Only small, single school districts can complete this task in the estimated .5 hours as indicated in the federal register.  

In closing, I want to assure you that California is committed to providing accurate and complete data to USDE. We are taking steps to improve the accessibility and quality of information.  In order to allow LEAs to focus on improved student achievement, we need to reduce or eliminate the amount of resources we ask them to commit to administrative tasks.  We strongly urge the USDE to review their current process for collecting data and changing data requirements, including:

· Advance notice of new data requirements instead of retrogressive changes;

· Realistic estimates of time burden imposed on SEAs and LEAs that reflect the reality of data collection rather than assuming data are readily available; and 

· Reduce data elements to the minimum required to administer the program and consider the impact on resources and the accuracy of data collected throughout a school year, rather than a point-in-time count. 

Thank you again for allowing us this opportunity to provide input. If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Keric Ashley, Data Management Division at (916) 323-5007 or by e-mail at kashley@cde.ca.gov. 

Sincerely,

GAVIN PAYNE

Chief Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction



========================================================

Response: Thank you for taking time to review the proposed collection and provide the Department with comments. 

We agree that adequate advance notice on data collections is vital.  We understand your concerns and do not underestimate the need to prepare school districts for information requests.  The McKinney-Vento statute (42 USC 11431 et. seq.) requires all LEAs to identify and immediately enroll homeless students.  Additionally, LEAs are required to designate a local educational liaison for the purpose of assisting in enrollment and obtaining appropriate services for homeless students.  In order for a homeless student to be identified as such the statute provides a definition for homeless students. Homeless students are defined by the students' nighttime residence (see 42 USC 11434a).  Therefore, all school districts since the reauthorization of the ESEA under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 should know the enrollment count of homeless students disaggregated by school level and their primary nighttime residence on an annualized basis.  There should be no need to discover data that a local liaison or school district should have maintained as part of complying with the McKinney-Vento statute.  

In the Spring of 2003 and again in the Summer of 2003 all State Coordinators for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth were provided with notice that a collection would take place for the 2003-4 school year pending OMB approval.  Additionally, at that time all State Coordinators were provided with a list of questions that may be asked in such a collection.  They were advised to provide feedback both on the collectability of the data as well as to alert homeless liaisons in their States about the possibility of this collection prior to or at the beginning of the 2003-4 school year.  While Coordinators were asked not to share the draft form as is, they were asked to share the contents of the form with liaisons for feedback purposes.  The request that all LEAs answer two question (1) number of homeless students disaggregated by grade level and 2) their primary nighttime residence) has been a part of all prior McKinney-Vento State data collections going back many years. The two questions asked of all LEAs without McKinney-Vento subgrants should come as no surprise as all school districts in the State are already required to identify, enroll and serve homeless students.  While not all homeless students are identifiable for a number of reasons, all LEAs should have existing data on the enrollment of homeless students for the 2003-4 school year.  The report asks for the qualifying status (nighttime residence) that the homeless student was identified under and should not reflect an ongoing tracking of changes in residence. 

We accept that any collection has a time and personnel burden. However the questions for LEAs without subgrants [93.4% of school districts in CA] should not be a significant burden if LEAs are in fact complying with the statutory requirements of McKinney-Vento to identify and enroll homeless students.  Further, we do not believe we have over-estimated the hours involved as they are consistent with the type of data collection requests we have made for this program in all prior collection years.  In addition, as a part of the OMB process we undergo an internal review by other program offices within the Department who are also involved in data collection efforts to look at the collection and suggested burden.  Upon review the burden was found to be reasonable and doable.  We do not request districts to continue to ask families of youth for ongoing changes in living arrangements.  Regarding duplicative counts - by reviewing the draft elements with the State Coordinators in advance and undergoing an internal Department review - we believe we have reduced elements as suggested in your comments to the minimum required to administer the program, in compliance with the statutory authority.  

Gary Rutkin

Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs

U.S. Department of Education

-----Original Message-----

From: Keric Ashley [mailto:KAshley@cde.ca.gov]

Sent: Friday, June 18, 2004 12:21 PM

To: Rutkin, Gary; Axt, Kathy

Cc: Leanne Wheeler; Sonya Edwards

Subject: Homeless Data Collection Comments - California

Please see the attached letter and survey in response to the Federal

Register request for comments regarding the proposed data collection for the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. California continues to encourage the use of good data management practice - that is, if any new data elements are to be added to a data collection, that these elements are specifically defined, finalized and then states and school districts given notice a year in advance. This will provide time for states and school districts to make the needed changes to information systems and data collection instruments. The result will be better data. Asking for new data after the school year is finished is not reasonable and will result in poor data. We understand that the USDE is often responding to legislative inquiries. It is time to take an active approach and inform the legislature about the cost of collecting data and the time needed to collect accurate data. Please contact me if you want to discuss this further. Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.    

Keric W. Ashley, Director

Data Management Division

California Department of Education

RESPONSE:  Thank you for your additional analysis and recommendations for the proposed data collection on homeless students.  In regards to the estimated time to complete the proposed survey and utilizing an internal review by Department offices, the following comments are important.  The data collection for ALL LEAs is a lesser burden than any prior Department collection for the homeless education program.  The last time data was collected (2000) LEAs were required to answer as many as 21 questions, depending on whether they did or did not receive subgrants.  In addition to answering questions on the number of homeless students and their nighttime residence, LEAs were asked questions to enumerate barriers to enrollment and attendance, identify and categorize the needs of homeless children (including preschool) and youth, identify the supplementary services programs homeless children and youth accessed, identify coordination of activities, as well as other questions.  We believe the Department has met the test of not overburdening schools with a large data request for this population of disadvantaged children and youth with the newly proposed collection.  Again, please see the response to California’s prior comments on school district burden.  Among other things, we pointed out that under the current statute all LEAs are required to identify a homeless liaison for the purposes of assisting with the identification and enrollment of homeless children and youth. This has been in effect for two years.  

While it is difficult to specifically comment on the survey that was conducted by your office - on burden hours for collecting information on homeless students by subgrantees in CA - a few general comments are appropriate.  LEA applications for homeless education subgrants from the State are both voluntary and awarded on a competitive basis.  As has been identified in your comments,  “…only 70 (6.6%) of our 1,056 LEAs received sub-grants under McKinney-Vento”.  This indicates that only a few select districts in California were able demonstrate both the need and quality of services to be provided in order to obtain a subgrant from the State.  As one can extrapolate from this circumstance, many, many school districts in California that have homeless students did not receive subgrant funds.  The allotment for California for the period of the proposed collection (2003-4 school year) was over $7.7 million.  While this figure may not adequately cover the services the 70 districts provided on behalf of homeless students through subgrants, it hopefully provided enough resources to maintain accurate data on the students served through the subgrants.  Each subgrantee in their application for funds agreed to comply with all requirements of the McKinney-Vento statue including, “…such information as the State educational agency may reasonably require.”  The questions in the proposed collection for LEAs with subgrants were selected on the basis of information that both the Department and the CDE need to know.  The Department and States need information from subgrantees to determine if subgrant funded programs, in determining the needs and services for homeless students, demonstrate whether the students’ needs are met.  Furthermore, as a requirement for receiving a State grant in 2002, the Department conducted a similar collection from States’ subgrantees of nearly identical student-assessment participation and outcome data.  California, as well as all other States participating in the McKinney-Vento program, produced this information based on the 2001-2 school year.  The collection burden and timing was similar.

Therefore, we believe LEAs with subgrants should be able to report such information as requested in the proposed collection and in the estimated time.  States may collect this information any why they choose, including electronically.  The collection instructions recommend that States submit the results of their statewide collection to the Department in an electronic format.  We believe the statement, “ …the majority of states are not ready to provide that data” is inaccurate.  States in fact have provided this information in the past and will hopefully continue to do so, only with greater precision and accuracy under the reauthorized law.  

Finally, we have also reviewed all collection questions with the Performance Based Data Management Initiative (PBDMI) team and have included such questions for the proposed PBDMI collection.  When PBDMI is ready to operationalize the single portal collection we will expeditiously seek to eliminate the separate collection for the homeless education program.   

We again wish to thank California for the committed to providing relevant, accurate and complete data to the Department and taking necessary steps to improve the accessibility and quality of information.  We also wish to thank you for entering into a professional dialogue and critique on this collection with the Department

Gary Rutkin

June 17, 2004

The Honorable Rod Paige

U. S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Room 4W333

Washington, DC 20202

Attn: Kathy Axt 

Dear Secretary Paige:

This represents California’s second round of comments regarding the proposed “State Data Collection for the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act.” In our first response, we expressed our belief that the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) significantly underestimated the data-reporting burden. In response to our first set of comments, the USDE indicated that their estimation involves “an internal review by other program offices within the Department who are also involved in data collection efforts to look at the collection and suggested burden. Upon review the burden was found to be reasonable and doable.”  Perhaps some of the USDE’s assumptions underlying the estimate are faulty or the other program offices do not fully understand the complexities associated with gathering data about homeless students.

Regarding the Burden for LEAs

In order to ensure our concern was justified, we conducted an informal sample survey of our 70 McKinney-Vento liaisons to determine how much time, in reality, it takes to compile the data to respond to the federal reporting requirement. Following is a summary of what our survey showed.

· The hours needed to complete the McKinney-Vento Report range from 2.5 hours to 165 hours. This wide range is primarily due to how extensive LEA’s information systems are and the degree to which the liaisons have access to assessment information. 

· For those LEAs that reported a significant amount of time, the majority of time is attributable to the student assessment results section of the report. It is not safe to assume that the liaison has ready access to an electronic version of a student’s assessment score and may have to manually look up the results. County office liaisons do not have ready access to student assessment results and as such, have to request those results from the school districts within their county. Attached is a detailed listing of activities that a county office of education reported as needing to do in order to complete the McKinney-Vento report. This report shows 6 hours for non-assessment data, 132 hours for assessment data and 27 hours for review for a total of 165 hours. That’s 165 hours of time that is being diverted from directly serving these students.

· The high mobility rate of these students complicates tracking down the assessment results because an LEA has to trace the student’s enrollment history to determine where the student was when he was assessed and then request the test results from the assessing LEA.

· One liaison reported on the challenges she faces when dealing with homelessness as a result of domestic violence. Often, the student’s parent/guardian adopts an alias in order to prevent the abuser from using the school system to track the victim’s whereabouts. The student’s are enrolled with the assumed name. As a result, the liaison may be unable to locate any assessment record for the student enrolled, even if the student may have been assessed elsewhere because there is no match between student name enrolled and student name assessed.

Regarding the Burden for SEAs

As we mentioned in our first comment, in 2002-03, only 70 (6.6%) of our 1,056 LEAs received sub-grants under McKinney-Vento. For the 2003-04, the USDE has proposed adding two sections, which will require that all LEAs (not just those receiving McKinney- Vento funding) submit homeless student counts and residence information. Our department will now be accountable for supporting all 1,056 LEAs, not just the 70 

sub-grantees. This represents a significant increase in workload.

Suggestions

California suggests the USDE consider the following revisions to the proposed data collection and the collection review process itself.

Change to the Proposed Data Collection
1. If the USDE continues to insist that assessment data is essential to informing this program, then allow the sub-grantees the time they need to establish systems whereby they can obtain the assessment data electronically. Specifically, unless the sub-grantee already has a system that can electronically compile data on homeless, the sub-grantee should be allowed one year to modify or develop such a system.

2. Provide specific instructions as to how LEAs deal with situations where they are unable to locate assessment results.

Regarding the Proposed Data Collection Process
1. During and through the design phase of a data collection’s development, encourage state education agencies to conduct informal surveys of the LEAs in order to arrive at a realistic estimation of workload rather than relying primarily or solely on an “internal review by [.] program offices with Department”. 

2. Consult with the USDE’s Performance Based Data Management Initiative (PBDMI) staff to determine to what extent the states are capable of providing specific data elements, and if the majority of states are not ready to provide that data, do not include it on the proposed collection.

3. Design and obtain final approval through OMB for a report for a specific fiscal year before the fiscal year starts, not after.

In closing, I again want to assure you that California is committed to providing relevant, accurate and complete data to USDE. We are taking steps to improve the accessibility and quality of information.  In order to allow LEAs to focus on supporting these students, we need to restrict our requests to only those data that are absolutely necessary for the federal government to administer this program.

Thank you for allowing us this opportunity to provide input. If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact me at (916) 323-5007 or by e-mail at kashley@cde.ca.gov. 

Sincerely,

Keric Ashley, Director

Data Management Division



	Tasks to complete the McKinney-Vento year-end report for a County Office
	 Time

	Non-Assessment data

(Note: Data is obtained from a database we would probably keep for ongoing program operations.  Consequently, the time to maintain this part of the database is not shown.)
	N/A

	Disaggregating data to respond to non-assessment questions & partial draft report
	6 hrs.

	SUBTOTAL
	6 hrs.

	Academic Progress of Homeless Students

	Communication between staff on the test data requested (e.g. what specific test to obtain scores from, CST, CAT 6) and uniform format to collect and document test data
	5 hrs.

	Contact of individual schools throughout the year to obtain student ID numbers in order to prepare for accessing the results of the spring testing (districts require ID numbers)
	34 hrs.

	Follow-up and tracking students to determine the student's district/school of attendance during the spring (the testing for the STAR program occurs in the spring of the year).
	17 hrs.

	Contact research departments of individual districts to establish procedures (e.g., what we need from them, how it should be requested - student list format, etc.) 
	9 hrs.

	Preparation of students lists for each district to obtain STAR test data           
	11 hrs.

	Completing form/proposal for district data research agreement requirements in order to obtain STAR test data
	2 hrs.

	Individual school contact to obtain test data unavailable from district research departments (e.g., missing test results on students)
	24 hrs.

	Follow-up with district research departments to confirm, verify and discuss data
	3 hrs.

	Database for assessment question (Academic Progress of Homeless Students). Set-up database. Entry of test data into database as received from districts. Note: Database created solely to be able to respond to the report.
	20 hrs.

	Disaggregating and calculating numbers for draft report (assessment question)
	7 hrs.

	SUBTOTAL
	132 hrs.

	Evaluation of report to determine what is being requested, and how to best establish procedures to complete report. Discussion with staff.
	4 hrs.

	CDE agenda item related to USDE report requirements (at the coordinator's meeting) and individual clarification with CDE regarding exactly what is being requested.
	4 hrs.

	Staff meeting for input, discussions. Staff responding to questions.
	14 hrs.

	Typing, proof reading & staff review report
	5 hrs.

	SUBTOTAL 
	27 hrs.

	GRAND TOTAL
	165 hrs.
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