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Executive Summary

According to recent government data, over 450,000

children are now homeless nationwide. Another two million

children are "precariously housed" and at imminent risk of

homelessness. And at least 28% of homeless school-aged

children are not attending school.

Numerous barriers may shut homeless children out of

school: residency rules that impose permanent address

requirements may prevent homeless children from enrolling in
school. Delays in the transference of school records,

burdensome documentation requirements, and unrealistic

guardianship rules may operate as additional, less obvious,
barriers. And lack of transportation to school may present an

insurmountable barrier for homeless children.

The Stewart B. McKinney Act, enacted in July 1987,

was intended to remove these barriers and to ensure that

homeless children are guaranteed access to public school. But

despite a 1988 consent decree, the U.S. Department of

Education, charged with implementing this mandate, har failed
to comply with its statutory duties. As a result:, barriers to

education persist -- and homeless children are still being

shut out of school.

After extensive investigation -- including review of

thousands of pages of documents, interviews with scores of

federal and state officials, and a 20 state survey of

providers of services to the homeless -- the Center made these

major findings:

1. DOE Has Failed to Implement the McKinney Act

Properly. DOE has failed in each of its statutorily mandated

duties:

a. Delays. Distribution of funds by DOE to

state educational agencies is one year behind schedule.

Fiscal year 1988 funds, appropriated by Congress in December

1987, were not fully distributed by DOE until October 1989.

7



b. Inadequate guidance to states. DOE has
consistently failed to provide basic information on federal

requirements to state education agencies. In one instance,

DOE sent a memorandum to states advising them to apply for

funds -- which had been appropriated by Congress eight months

earlier -- just 18 days before the application deadline.
c. Limitation on direct services. Withcit

legal basis, DOE has interpreted the statute to prohibit use

of McKinney ftinds to actually educate homeless children. As a

result, with few exceptions, badly-needed funds may only be
used for administrative purposes.

d. Failure to monitor states. Despite a

statutory directive -- and clear state non-compliance -- DOE
has taken no action to monitcr states' compliance with federal
requirements.

e. Late and inaccurate reports to Congress.

DOE's annual reports to Congress, required by law, have been
submitted with delays of over one year. The 1990 report

included state data that was altered -- at DOE's direction --

in order to minimize the number of homeless children.
2. The States Have Failed to Implement the

McKinney Act Adequately. The States have also failed in

implementing the Act. State plans -- the detailed documents

designed to ensure that homeless children have access to

public schools -- routinely omit provisions expressly mandated
by the Act. And while some state plans contained thoughtful

analyses of the problem and proposed concrete solutions,

others were minimal at best.

3. Homeless Children Are Still Being Shut Out of

School. A 20 state survey of providers of services to the

homeless conducted by the Center reveals that homeless

children are still being denied access to education. Of the
states surveyed:



60% report that residency requirements are

still being imposed in a manner that excludes

homeless children.

70% report difficulties in records transfer for

homeless children.

40% report that guardianship requirements are

being imposed in a manner that excludes

homeless children.

55% report that homeless children are being

denied access to "comparable services,"

including school meals and special education

programs.

Recommendations. The Center recommends that:

1. DOE immediately comply with its obligations

under the McKinney Act, including: distribution of funds
within 60 days of availability, monitoring of state

compliance, provision of technical assistance to states,

removal of the limitation on direct services, and timely
reporting to Congress.

2. The States take immediate, affirmative steps to

comply with the McKinney Act, including: removal of all

residency requirements, expeditious transfer of records,

removal of burdensome documentation requirements, and

provision of transportation to school.

3. The McKinney Act should be expanded to provide

additional services to children who are homeless as well as to

children who are at risk of homelessness. These services,

designed to help children escape the cycle of homelessness,
include: after school programs, tutoring, school meals, and
school supplies.

- iv -
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Introduction

Current estimates reveal tat 25% of all homeless
persons are children.-1/ According to the Department of Educa-
tion, at least 450,000 children are now homeless across the
country.-2/ Based on other government data, an even greater
number -- over two million -- are precariously housed and at
imminent risk of homelessness.3/

The most innocent victims, children are also the
hardest hit by homelessness. Not only do they lack proper
shelter, food, and clothing, but they are also often deprived
of a tool which might enable them to escape the cycle of
homelessness: education. According to a 1987 survey of eight
cities across the country, 43% of homeless childreil did not
attend school.4/ In a 1989 report, DOE estimated that 28% of

1/ See, U.S. Conference of Mayors, A Status Report on Hunger
and Homelessness in America's Cities: 1989 at 28-29 (December
1989).

2/ 1989 Report on Department of Education Activities
(Section 724(b)(2) of P.L. 100-77) and 1989 Status Report on
Homeler.;s from State Coordinators (Section 724(b)(3) of P.L.
100-77 at 7 (March 1990) [hereafter 1989 Report to Congress).
See also infra at 7.

3/ According to a 1989 report by the General Accounting
Office, on any given night 54,000 children are "literally"
homeless; another 186,000 are "precariously housed."
According to the GAO, precariously housed persons --
doubled-up families, for example -- "could be interpreted" to
fall within the McKinney Act's definition of "homeless." The
GAO did not compile annual statistics, but projected an annual
figure of 310,000 for children and youths housed in shelters.
In addition, the GAO compiled ratios of children in shelters
to precariously housed children in forty counties across the
country. The Center used the average of this ratio (6.7) to
project a national annual estimate of 2,077,000 precariouslyhoused children. Adding this figure to the annual number of
sheltered children yields a total of approximately 2.4
million. GAO/PEMD-89-14 Homeless Children and Youths at 10
(Jane 1989).

4/ Child Welfare League of America, Homeless Children and
Their Families: A Preliminary Study at 2 (1987).



all homeless children arn youth did not attend school.5/ And
in a 1987 survey of 104 shelters across the country, 34% re-
ported that homeless children faced barriers that shut them

6/out of school.-

In 1987, Congress passed legislation designed to
provide "critically urgent" emergency relief to the nation's
homeless poor. The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance
Act, signed into law on July 22, 1987, specifically provides
for the education of homeless children. Title VII, Subtitle B
of the McKinney Act requires that all homeless children be
provided access to publin school education and provides fund-
ing to states to implement this policy.

Nevertheless, despite an express congressional find-
ing of urgent need, the United States Department of Education,
the rederal agency charged with implementing the new law, has
been lax in doing so. On December 28, 1987, suit was filed in
federal court to require DOE to comply with the congressional
mandate and implement Title VII in a timely fashion.' On Janu-
ary 21, 1988, DOE entered into a settlement agreement, stipu-
lating to an expedited timetable for implementaaon.

In late 1989, the National Law Center began a

follow-up investigation of DOE's implementation of the program
to educate homeless children. The goal was to monitor the
activities of DOE and the States since the initial suit was
filed. In conducting the investigation, the Center focused on
DOE's compliance with the statutory mandate. In addition, the
investigation examined state implementation of the program.
Finally, the Center interviewed sores of service providers
across the country in order to determine whether homeless
children are now being provided an education.

5/ 1989 Report to Congress at Table 3.

6/ The Center for Law and Education, Education Problems of
Homeless Children at 2 (1987) [hereafter "Education
Tialems"].



Methodology. Through a request under the Freedom of
Information Act, as well as the voluntary cooperation of DOE,
the National Law Center obtained copies of documents relating
to the program and its implementation from DOE. Due to the
disorganization of DOE's own files, the collection of the
documents requested was burdensome and time-consuming. In

addition, DOE refused to make a complete response to the FOIA
request. As a result, after numerous requests and searches,
and the production of thousands of documents, it is still not
clear whether all requested documents were turned over to the
Center.

Center staff then reviewed and analyzed those docu-
ments that were made available, which included information on
DOE's interpretation of the program, disbursement of funds to
the States, and review of applications from the States. In
addition, the documents included the States' applications and
"plans" -- which are intended to be detailed proposals provid-
ing for the education of homeless children. and youth that

States must submit in order to receive federal funding under
the program. The Center obtained and analyzed plans submitted
by 49 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

Center staff also met with and interviewed at length
DOE officials responsible for implementation of the program.
In particular, Center staff met with Tom Fagan, Special Pro-
gram Analyst with the Office of Policy Development and Evalua-
tion, who has provided advice and guidance to the program
since its inception. In addition, Center staff met with Fran-
cine Vinson, Director of the Education of Homeless Children

and Youth Program and her predecessor, Ed Smith.

Over a period of ten days, Center staff interviewed
all of the 52 state officials responsible for implementation
of the program at the state level. Each official was asked
the same ciestions regarding his or her experience with the
program.

Finally, Center staff interviewed service providers
in 20 states across the country to obtain information on the

- 3 -
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current educational status of homeless children. Providers
were asked whether homeless children now face barriers in
entering school, in remaining in school, and in receiving the
services to which they are entitled under Title VII.

This report summarizes the results of the Center's
investigation and offers some recommendations to improve and
expand the range of educational services available to homeless
children.

- 4 -
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I. Background

A. The Problem

The absence of education hurts homeless children in
at least twc ways. First, it deprives them of the stability
and opportv.nity for growth associated with school. Already
cut off from the mainstream by their homelessness, these chil-
dren are further isolated when they are either unable to get
into school or their schooling is discontinued. Second, it
deprives them of the tools needed to break the cycle of pover-
ty. Without an adequate education, the probability of a home-
less child acquiring the skills needed to compete effectively
in the job market is slim. Without an adequate education, the
prospects for a homeless child, both present and future, are
bleak.

The evidence is clear that many homeless children
are not receiving an education. Many factors contribute to
this result. Where parents and children are struggling to
survive, education may become a "luxury" rather than a priori-
ty. Moreover, homeless children lack the basics essential to
successful performance of school duties such as a private,
quiet place to study or do "homework." But even if these
inherent difficulties were to be set aside, homeless children

,.,so face other barriers that effectively deny them access to
public schools.

Denial of access may take several forms. Typically,
in order to attend public school, a child must be a "resident"
of the relevant school district. In some cases, school dis-
trictc have interpreted such rules to require a permanent
addres. A homeless child, by definition unable to meet this
requirement, may be denied access to public schools as a re-
sult. In other cases, a child who, upon becoming homeless,
moves out of the original school district may be denied access
because the districts disagree as to whether the child is a
resident of the original or new school district.

- 5 -
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In addition to actual denials of access, homeless
children face a host of other legal and practical difficul-
ties. For example:

1. Transportation. Children living in the shel-
ters or the street may be unable to obtain transportation to
school.-7/

2. Lack of Records. Homeless children may be
unable to register because they are unable to obtain records
promptly from a previous school district.-8/

3. Special Education. More than other children,
homeless children may require special education to compensate
for academic deficits or other problems resulting from their
homelessness. Yet, lengthy testing processes for entry into
such programs may effectively exclude homeless children. In

some cases, testing may be intentionally delayed in order to
weed out homeless children.9/

4. Guardianship requirements. Some homeless fami-
lies, hoping to spare their children the trauma of shelter
life, or unable to find accommodations in family shelters, may
send their children to live with friends or relatives. Yet
schools may require that either a parent or a legal guardian
register a child. When the parents are not nearby, and cannot
afford transportation to the school, this requirement may
effectively preclude homeless children from registering for
school.

According to DOE, the number of school-aged homeless
10children in FY89 was 272,773.--/ Roughly 40-50 percent of all

7/ Education Problems at 2.

8/ Id.

9/ National Coalition for the Homeless, Broken Lives: Denial
of Education to Homeless Children at 9 (December 1987).

10/ However, the Center using tLe same data arrived at a

(footnote cont'd)

- 6 -
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homeless children are of pre-school age.11/ All signs are
that without swift, decisiv-2 action the existing educational
problem is destined to grow much worse in the future.

B. The McKinney Act

Congress passed the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless
Assistance Act with the intent of providing emergency aid to
the nation's homeless poor. The spirit of the Act was clearly
one of urgency. Both the language of the Act and its legisla-
tive history clearly indicate that Congress intended the agen-
cies to move quickly in implementing the provisions of the
law.

Title VII, Subtitle B, (entitled the "Education of
Homeless Children and Youth"), was aimed at integrating home-
less children into the existing public education system. The
McKinney Act did not seek to create a new, esp4fate education

system for homeless children; rather it sought to assist state
and local agen^ies in integrating homeless children into al-
ready existing p!ograms. This policy is evident in both the

12/ 13/Act-- and the leyi lative history.--

Title VII B implements this goal in two ways.
First, it guarantees homeless children access to public
schools, asserting that as a matter of federal policy, states

must ensure that homeless children have the same access to "a
free, appropriate public education" as children who are not
homeless. This provision both bars states from excluding

(footnote cont'd)

total of over 296,000 homeless school age children. These
figures are calculated from state reports sent to DOE
representing the FY89 numbers of homeless children and youth.

11/ States FY89 count.

12/ Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, [hereinafter
McKinney) 42 U.S.C. S 11431-11432 (1987).

13/ H. Rep. No. 174, 100th Cory,, 1st Sess., reprinted in
1987 U.S. Code Cong. and Admin. News 441.



homeless children and places them under an affirmative obliga-
tion to ensure access by homeless children to public schools.
States that have residency requirements must review and revise
such requirements to ensure that homeless children are afford-
ed access.

Second, Title VII B provides federal funds and sets
up a system for states to implement this mandate. States
receiving funds must establish a Coordinator of Education of

Homeless Children and Youth. Each Coordinator must gather

data on the number of homeless children in the state, educa-
tional problems faced by homeless children, and any difficul-

ties in identifying the needs of such children. In addition,
each Coordinator must draw up a state plan designed to address

the educational needs of homeless children. Finally, each
Coordinator must periodically report to DOE.

Title VII B spells out the required elements of the
state plans in detail. Essentially, state plans must address

and prescribe solutions to specific barriers to education
experienced by homeiess children. Each plan must ensure that:

(a) Local educational authorities will either con-
tinue the education of the homeless child in the original

school district or promptly enroll the child ix. the district

in which the child is actually living, whichever is in the
child's best interest;

(b) Homeless children are provided services such as

special education, school meals, and other services comparable

to those provided to children who are not homeles's;

(c) School records of homeless children are avail-
able in a timely fashion to new school districts;

(d) Procedures are in place for the resolution of

disputes regarding the educational placement of homeless chil-
dren.

In addition, Title VII B requires DOE to perforn,
four duties. DOE must:

(1) review applications, including state
plans, and allocate funds to States;

(2) monitor and review compliance by States;

- 8 -
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(3) report to Congress at the end of each
fiscal year; and

(4) disseminate information to the States on
exemplary programs that successfully ad-
dress Om needs of homeless children and
youth.1

II. DOE's Implementation of the McKinney Act

A. Chronology

The McKinney Act was passed by Congress on June 30,
1987, and signed into law on July 22, 1987. Appropriations
for implementation of the program were made available on Ju-
ly 11, 1987. This chronology summarizes DOE's progress in
implementing the program to educate homeless children.

Fiscal Year 1987.

July 16, 1987. DOE began work on developing im-

plementation guidelines. Rather than promulgating formal

regulations, DOE decided to implement the program through the
issuance of Non-Regulatory Guidance (NRG) in order to "expe-

dite implementation of the programs's-11/

The NRG is in question and answer form. It poses an

anticipated question about the application process and then
answers it. According to DOE, the purpose of the NRG is to
explain the requirements of the Act, while also allowing
states to deve" p programs tailored to their particular cir-
cumstances.

August 11, 1987. A memorandum was sent by DOE to

the Chief State School Officers informing them of the program

and the estimated allocations and requesting the name of a

state contact for the program.

14/ McKinney, 42 U.S.C. § 11432.

15/ Interview with Tom Fagan (October 12, 1989).

- 9 -
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November 3, 1987. A draft version of the NRG appli-
cation was sent out to chief state school officers, state con-
tacts, and interested organizations for comments.

November 24, 1987. DOE sent out application pack-
ages to the States for FY87 funding. These packages consisted
of a letter from DOE stating that funds were available and
asking interested states to submit a signed list of assurances
and a proposed budget to receive funds. DOE set April 30,
1988 as the deadline for submission of applications.

December 7, 1987. DOE sent the finalized NRG to all
state contacts.

December 28, 1987. Suit was filed against DOE in
federal court alleging that DOE was unlawfully delaying imple-
mentation of the program. The suit alleged that DOE's own
delays, as well as the timetable it set for State implementa-

tion, had resulted in the loss of a full year of benefits
under the Act.

January 21, 1988. DOE entered into a settlement in
which it agreed to speed up implementation of the program.

DOE started receiving applications for fiscal year
1987 in late December 1987. Within a month of receiving the
applications, the majority of states had applied. The time
between receipt and approval of the applications was generally
one to two weeks. But, the 1987 funds were not fully distrib-
uted until November 1988.

Fisca3 Year 1988.

December 22, 1987. Congress appropriated $4.7 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1988 funds for the program.

August 8, 1988. DOE sent notices to states announc-
ing the availability of fiscal year 1988 funds and enclosing
an application package. In contrast to the bare-bones FY87

applications, the FY88 application process was more complex:
states were required to draw up plans in keeping with the
mandate of the statute. DOE's materials, however, included
neither instructions, nor any due date.

- 10 -
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April 12, 1989. DOE sent a memorandum to all states
notifying them that their applications for FY88 funds were due
by April 30, 1989. The memorandum warned that states that did
not meet this deadline would not receive funds. It also re-
minded states that had not submitted their December 31, 1988
reports to DOE containing the results of the state-wide count
to do so immediately.

June 1, 1989. Francine Vinson replaced Ed Smith as
director of the program. DOE sent form rejection letters to
30 states. These states were given 15 days to submit correct-
ed plans.

The States took different amounts of time to resub-
mit their plans. Some did so within weeks while others took
months. DOE took up to two months to review and approve the
revised plans. Based on the Center's interviews, Virginia was
tne last plan to be approved for FY88. The Virginia plan was
sent in February 28, 1989 and needed no revisions; it was
approved eight months later on October 16, 1989. Hawaii is
the only state which has still not submitted a plan.

Fiscal Year 1989.

September 20, 1988. Congress appropriated $4.8
million in FY89 funding for the program.

February 14-15 and 23-24, 1989. DOE held two re-
gional technical assistance meetings. These meetings took the
place of the cancelled national meeting scheduled for December
1988. The topics were the development of state plans and
future data gathering.

July 11, 1989. DOE sent application packages for
FY89 funds to the States. The due date was April 30, 1990.

August 16, 1989. Mary Jean LeTendre, Director of

Compensatory Education, sent a memorandum to the States ex-
plaining basic issues relating to the program's funding. This
memorandum explained when fiscal years begin and end, when
funds appropriated in a given fiscal year should be used, when
funds become available, and by when funds must be spent.

- 11 -
20



August 18, 1989. Mary Jean LeTendre sent a memo-
randum to the States explaining how "homeless child" is de-
fined under Title VII.

November 7-8, 1989. DOE sponsored a conference in

Washington, D.C. for all state Coordinators. At the confer-

ence, Tom Fagan announced that states could use any remaining
FY88 money to fund "pilot projects" by local school districts.

In addition, in August 1989, DOE advised the States
that FY89 funds could be used, on a special one-time basis, to
fund pilot projects. Such projects provide after-school pro-
grams, tutoring, and other special services for homeless chil-
dren (Appendix 1).

As of mid-May, DOE had received all of the FY89
applications. To date, twenty-seven have been funded.

Fiscal Year 1990.

November 21, 1989. Congress appropriated $4.99
million in FY90 funds for the program. To date, no action has
been taken by DOE to distribute funds.

B. Assessment of DOE's Performance

1. Review of Applications and Distribution of Funds
a. Delays in Review

DOE's implementation of its primary responsi-
bility of reviewing applications and allocating funds to the
States was rife with delays. When questioned about the delays
during his tenure as Director, Ed Smith stated that the imple-

mentation delays were due to the "nature of the bureaucra-
,16

cy. --
/

Yet the Center's investigation revealed long delays
in the perturiaance of even the simplest tasks. Those delays
undoubtedly hampered the ability of states to establish pro-

grams and compelled homeless children to continue waiting for
assistance. Some of the more egregious delays include:

16/ Interview with Ed Smith (December 4, 1989).



DOE did not send out the FY87 application pack-
ets until four months after the program was enacted. Yet the
packet contained only basic information about the program, a

list of assurances to be signed by state officials, and direc-
tions for states to submit a proposed budget.

DOE did not finalize its non-regulatory guid-
ance to states until December 7, 1987, over four months after
the program was enacted. Yet, this guidance consisted only of
eighteen simple questions and answers about the program (Ap-
pendix 2).

DOE delayed over eight months in sending a
simple notice to states alerting them that FY88 funds were
available. When DOE did send the notice, it neglected to
indicate any application deadline.

DOE waited until April 12, 1989, over eight
montns after the original notice of fund availability was sent
out, to inform states that the FY88 ah-.,.lications were due on
April 30, 1989.

DOE took an average of 3.1 months to review the
state plans submitted with the FY88 applications. Twelve of
the plans took over 4 months for DOE to review (Appendix 3).

b. Inadequate and Improper Review of State
Plans

Of the FY88 applications which contained the
States' plans, 30 were rejected by DOE. This in itself sug-
gests that the States were not given proper guidance by DOE.

But the obvious lack of communication is also demonstrated by
DOE's rejection letters. These were form letters which merely

cited statutory provisions with which DOE felt the States had
not complied.

Moreover, the form letters gave no direction on
how to correct the plan. For example, in fourteen of the
thirty rejection letters, the deficiency cited was a general
statement that the plan failed to meet the requirements of
Section 722e of the Statute. Section 722e is one page long

and outlines almost all of the required parts of a state plan.
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DOE's apparent decision to leave the determination of how to
correct the plar to the States with minimal guidance was com-
pletely inappropriate. Particularly given the limited guid-

ance provided by DOE up to that point (as well as the extraor-
dinary amount of time taken to review the state plans), a

response that essentially commanded the states to "try again"
can hardly be regarded as effective implementation of the law.

Not only were form letters inadequate, but they
may also have been used for an improper purpose. All the form
letters were sent out on the same day -- June 1, 1989. Co-
incidentally, this was also the day Francine Vinson started as
Director. One would expect that the letters would have been
staggered if they were responses to individual plans. Rather,
it appears that they were a hasty sweep -- used to "clean

house" rather than to hasten the review process -- perhaps to
mask a long period of prior inactivity.

Finally, many of DOE's determinations appear to
have been incorrect. Center staff reviewed each state plan
using the Act as the basis for approval or rejection. Of the
fifty-one plans reviewed, the Center rejected eighteen. Four-
teen of these were also rejected by DOE, but only two were
rejected on the same grounds as in the Center's review. On
the whole, the Center concluded that only nineteen of DOE's
fifty-one decisions were accurate (Appendix 4).

c. DOE One Year Behind in Funding

Like many education programs, Title VII is
"forward funded." This means that funds appropriated in a

given fiscal year are to be used in the following fiscal year.
For example, money appropriated in FY89 is for use during
FY90. The purpose of this funding method is to allow states

sufficient notice to plan their activities.

This system makes funds available for a given
fiscal year in the fall of the previous year. Yet under DOE's
schedule, states cannot even apply for these funds until April
30 of the following year. That means that even if a state ap-
plies on time, it has lost ten months.
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For example, FY88 funds were appropriated by
Congress on December 22, 1987. These funds were intended to
be distributed in 1988 for use in 1989. But under DOE's
schedule, those funds were not distributed until after April
30, 1989, the application due date. Because of this built-in
delay, funds lay idle for over a year. Indeed, FY88 funds
were not fully distributed until almost two years after they
were appropriated.

These delays continue. While DOE no longer has
a backlog of applications to be processed, it is still a year
behind schedule. These delays have serious consequences; they
increase the chance that funds will lapse and decrease the
time to use the funds to benefit homeless children. The im-
plications are even greater when this "urgent" program is one
year behind.

d. Fiscal Years and Forward Funding

Not only is funding delayed, but DOE's schedule
has also resulted in complete confusion on the part of DOE
itself as well as on the part of the States (Appendix 5). As
a result, a number of states applied for funding at inappro-
priate times. An example of this is evidenced by states ap-
plying for FY90 funds when the funds had not yet been appro-
priated for that year.

DOE is handling the frustration and confusion
surrounding fiscal years by no longer referring to funding for
FY89 or FY90, but to second or third year funding. In an
interview with DOE officials regarding fiscal years, we were
asked to speak in terms of Year 1, 2, and 3. Likewise, many
Coordinators could not answer questions unless they referred
to the number year. However, the grant award letters sent to
the States as well as the funding applications still refer to
fiscal years. This dual system is confusing and misleading.

e. Limitations on Direct Services

The McKinney Act requires the States to use
their federal grant money to carry out the federal law and

policies behind the Statute as well as their state plans. The
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integration of homeless children and youth is clearly the

Congressional intent of Title VII, Subtitle B. However, the
Act contains no indication that the money be used for adminis-
trative purposes only. Yet, the NRG explicitly states that
the money cannot be used directly to educate homeless children
and youth.

The result of this restriction on direct ser-
vices is that money has been used by the States to perform the
count of homeless children in their state, set up an office,
hire a coordinator and buy office equipment. The problems
implicit in restricting the use of federal funds are many, but

the greatest problem is that none of the money actually reach-

es the children, for whose benefit the Act was created. As
Joe Johnson, State Coordinator for Texas, stated at the Novem-
ber DOE convention, the Coordinators should refer to them-
selves as the "Counters of Homeless Children and Youth" rather

than educators since that is actually what their job entails.
2. DOE's Failure to Monitor State Activity

DOE's obligation to monitor compliance with
Title VII is clearly set forth in the statute. Its record of
compliance with this obligation is minimal at best. In re-
sponse to the Center's request for documents setting forth
procedures for monitoring compliance, DOE stated that it had
no such documents. DOE officials confirmed that the only

means DOE has of monitoring is through reading state plans or
annual reports. However, reading reports and state plans
cannot be considered monitoring. The statute imposes a sepa-

rate responsibility to monitor, distinct from DOE's duty to
review state plans and reports. This duty has been completely
ignored by DOE. According to Tom Fagan, DOE intends to begin
monitoring state implementation of the program, by using moni-
tors responsible for evaluation of other DOE programs. Ac-
cording to Francine Vinson, these evaluators will "check in
on" the state Coordinators, but no effort has been made to
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more specifically define their duties. Moreover, to date no
monitoring program exists.17/--

3. Late Reports to Congress

The third duty assigned to DOE by the McKinney
Act is that DOE report to Congress. Specifically, Section
724(b)(2) requires th3 Secretary to report annually to Con-
gress on "the programs and activities authorized by this sub-
title at the end of each fiscal year." In addition, Section
722(b)(3) requires the Secretary to report to Congress on
information received from the States within 45 days of receipt
of that information. In turn, Section 722(d)(3) requires each
state to report annually to the Secretary on the data it has
compiled on homeless children and youth. An "interim" report
was to be made by each state by December 31, 1967, and "final"
reports were due by December 31, 1988.

These statutorily mandated deadlines were not
met. DOE requested and Congress consented to delay the first
report. The deadline for the States' report was changed from
December 31, 1987 to June 30, 1988. However, the reports were
actually submitted August 30, 1988. DOE's first report to
Congress, originally due by February 15, 1988, was submitted
on February 15, 1989. DOE's second report to Congress was not
submitted until March 1990.

Finally, the second report contained several
discrepancies. Four states showed notable differences between
data submitted in their reports, and data DOE reported to
Congress. For example, Washington State reported 43,625 home-
less children and youth to DOE. The number reported for

17/ The fact that this program proposes to use another
program to do the required monitoring suggests an internal
problem: understaffing. There is only one full time person
assigned to the Education of Homeless Children and Youth Pro-
gram. Perhaps DOE is making a statement about the priority,
or lack thereof, it gives to this program, which is financial-
ly dwarfed by other DOE programs.
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Washington State by DOE to Congress, however, was 9,355. A
call to the St,,:e revealed that DOE had called Washington and
said, "The accepted number of homeless children in the country
is around 250,000, and there's no way that Washington alone

could have one-fifth of them." The state was asked to revise
its count to conform to a level more consistent with those

reported by other states.11/

4. Communication Concerns

Numerous comments were made by State Coordina-
tors about the quality of communications between the States
and DOE. The entire program has been marred by poor communi-
cations. Whether it is poor phone communications or the lack
of written updates, DOE has been negligent in its duty to keep
the States abreast of what is expected ..nom them. The prob-
lems with communication usually took one of three forms: a

lack of communication, miscommunication, and inconsistent
communication.

Examples of lack of communication are best seen
in the lack of guidance from DOE on the proper development of
state plans. The fact that states were expected to revise re-
jected plans with only a hint from DOE as to what was wrong
demonstrates a clear breakdown of communication.

18/ Washington's count differed from many other counts in
that it made an attempt to estimate the number of children in
"doubled -up" situations. This number (25,823) as well as the
number from "other" settings (8,454) was eliminated from the
revised rep,-)rt. The proportion between sheltered homeless and
all other situations in Washington is not inconsistent with
the proportions reported 137 other states. The fact that DOE
asked a state to alter its count reveals a disturbing
preconception of the number of homeless childre pn the part
of DOE.

Likewise, there is an unexplained difference in the
number reported by Wis,-)nsin (477) and the number reported by
DOE to Congress (277). The state Coordinator could not
explain why Wisconsin's number had been cut almost in half by
DOE.
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Almost every Coordinator interviewed listed
better communication as one of thei.: main suggestions to DOE.
Some suggested monthly newsletters to update Coordinators on
coming conventions, due dates, and guidelines on program im-
plementation. Others stated increased telephone communication
is necessary. Whatever the method, all agreed that stronger,
more frequent communication is needed between DOE and the
States (Appendix 6).

Miscommunication as well as inconsistent commu-
nication was frequently reported. Several State Coordinators
said they spoke to Francine Vinson or Ed Smith, received one

answer, and then discussed the problem with Tom Fagan and re-
ceived a totally different answer. One State Coordinator

remarked, "these folks [DOE] don't know much more about these
programs than the rest of us -- so I can understand their
reluctance to answer us and get pinned down to a specific
position."

When DOE officials did give specific answers,
they often contradicted each other or an explanation that had
been sent out by DOE explaining the same program. For exam-
ple, many Coordinators thought the yearly reports were due to
DOE at different times (December 1, December 31, and January
1). This problem could have been remedied by a letter re-
minding the States when their reports were due. Inconsistent
or ineffective communication hampers any program; it can crip-
ple one that is still in its formative stages. Information
must be provided to the States on a timely and consistent
basis.

5. Formation of the State Coordinators'

Association: nesponse to Lack of Guidance

At a February 1989 regional meeting, some of
the Coordinators expressed frustration with the program, and
particularly with its apparent focus on data collection over
services. It was at this time that Tom Fagan suggested that
the Coordinators form an association to address and focus on
these and other issues.
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In April of 1989, Joe Johnson, the Texas State Coor-
dinator, sent a survey to Coordinators asking their opinions
as to whether or not there was a need for an association of
coordinators. The response to the survey showed an overwhelm-
ing consensus that an organization was needed to accomplish
two things:

(1) develop better mechanisms to exchange ideas,
and

(2) create a united voice to influence DOE as to
how the program should be administered and
reauthorize4. (Appendix 7).

Thirty-five states participated in the initial meet-
ing on June 8-9, 1989. DOE did not sponsor this meeting, even
though a DOE official suggested the creation of the associa-
tion. The conferees did not determine the particular struc-
ture of the group, but instead focused on issues involving the
state plans and other immediate concerns. They formed commit-

tees addressing the structure of the group, problem areas, and

the numerous complaints about unsatisfactory communication
with DOE.

The Association met officially for the first time
one day prior to the November 1989 DOE convention. At this
time, it approved a substantial portion of its bylaws, ap-
proved its position document, and elected officers. Also, the
research committee disseminated a bibliography on issues re-
lated to homeless children and youth. According to it3 posi-
tion paper, one of the Association's main goals is to make the
program more service-oriented.

The Association's position paper also describes thr

problems the States are facing due to the continuation c"
barriers that initially prompted the enactment of Title VII.

The Association specifically noted this lack of coordination

between schools and shelter providers. In addition, the State
Coordinators cited the following specific barriers:

o Immunizations. States that require proof of immuni-

zations often delay enrollment while homeless children are
either immunized or attempt to obtain documentation. Some
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children are being kept out of school because they cannot

afford the immunization and lack transportation to the
clinics.

o Birth Certificates. The fact that many states re-

quire the student to present a birth certificate prior to

entry presents a problem to families who are unable to pay the
certificate copying fee.

o School records. Problems still exist with the

transfer of records within and between districts.
o Guardianship requirements. Some school districts

will not allow a child to enroll if he or she is living with

someone other than a parent or legal guardian. In extreme

cases, parents have felt compelled to give up legal custody of
their children to get them into schools.

o Transportation. Transportation presents many prob-
lems in the day-to-day transfer of children to school, but

particularly when the child exercises the option of returning
to his or her home school.

The Association also suggested areas that would
improve educational opportunities for homeless children and
give them a real chance to succeed in school. A few examples
include tutoring and remedial education services. (Sugges-
tions made by State Coordinators to the Center are summarized
in Appendix 8.)

When asked if there had been any change since the
formation of the Association, Joe Johnson responded that he

personally perceived improved communication between himself
and DOE. However, he was not sure whether to attribute this
to improved overall communications or the fact that he is the
President of the Association. He said that "it is still too
early to say" what impact the Association will have on DOE.
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III. State Implementation of the McKinney Act

A. Responsibilities

In addition to being in charge of data collection
and plan implementation, the States were also given virtually
complete responsibility for deciding what data would be col-
lected and how it would be collected, as well as how state
plans would be drafted and implemented. Almost all aspects of
implementation were left up to the States.

1. Creation of the Office of the Coordinator

The first mandate under the Act was to create the
Office of the Coordinator of the Education of Homeless Chil-
dren and Youth. The Coordinator was required by the Act to:

1) gather data on the number and the location of
homeless children and youth in their state;

2) develop and carry out a state plan to ensure
access to a free and appropriate education; and

3) prepare and submit an interim report to the
Secretary of Education no later than December
31, 1987 and a figq1 report no later than De-
cember 31, 1988.--f

A person within the state department of education
from a related program such as Chapter I (a program for educa-

tionally deprived children) was often given the task of apply-
ing for the initial funds to hire a coordinator. All eligible
states applied for FY87 funds, with over ninety percent doing
so prior to the April 30, 1988 deadline.

2. Counting Homeless Children and Youth
Once the Coordinators were either hired or designat-

ed, work began on the count of homeless children and youth.
It should be noted that because this program was new, none of
the Coordinators had any previous experience in their offices.

Some Coordinators had dealt with the federal government or
with "at-risk" children. But few, if any, had a combination

19/ McKinney, 42 U.S.C. S 11432(d).
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of the knowledge of the problem they were confronting and the
intricacies of working with the federal government for fund-
ing. Even fewer had any background counting homeless chil-
dren, much less in determining how to identify and address
their problems.

Further, many Coordinators had no idea how to begin
to alleviate the education-related problems of homeless chil-
dren. Little information came down from the federal govern-

ment, and desperately needed colleague communication was not
facilitated. One State Coordinator described the situation by
saying she felt like the program was on the "back burner."

Her feeling was that they weren't given enough information to
write the plans.

3. State Plans

Title VII Subtitle B, Sections c through e outlines

the general requirements of the Act. Meeting these require-
ments was the beginning of any plan, the framework around

which a more comprehensive, tailored plan was to be built.

However, instead of providing a foundation, these requirements

apparently confused many Coordinators. A large number of
states failed to include statutorily-mandated requirements in
their plans. The quality of the state plans varied drastical-
ly. While some plans explored the problems of homeless chil-
dren and youth in great detail and offered insightful ap-
proaches to the problem, others merely reiterated the require-
ments set forth by the NRG.

One cause of great confusion was the limitation on
direct services resulting from a policy decision made at DOE.

From the Coordinators' perspective, this unrealistic policy
judgement posed a ,amber of significant problems. For one,
this interpretation did not consider how other existing pro-
grams were to pay for the increased number of students they
would be required to handle. In addition, the view that only
administrative activities were authorized by Title VII assumed
that the educational problems of homeless children were al-
ready covered by existing programs. There is a contradiction
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between the mandate of the Act to identify barriers to educa-
tion for homeless children and the belief that existing ef-
forts could alone address such barriers.

B. Assessment of States' Performance

While there were many parts of the application which
many Coordinators found confusing, the requirements of the
Statute are quite clear. Yet mandatory provisions such as the
dispute resolution process, the designation of a person to
make determinations about the child's placement, and the main-
tenance of school records were commonly left out of plans.
While many state plans were rejected which should have been
approved, others were obviously deficient, failing to address
most or all of the basic requirements of the statute.

Although DOE often did not fully carry out its du-
ties, some states are also open to criticism for what seems to
be inadequate effort. Many of these problems derive from a

lack of continuity in personnel. A number of states experi-
enced a rapid turnover in Coordinators. In interviews, Center
staff encountered at least four Coordinators who had been on
the job for less than a month. Coordinators who started their
jobs after the first year of the program, unless properly

trained by their predecessors, had a very difficult time in
keeping pace with the program.

Even with the current FY89 application, twenty-seven
states missed the April 30th deadline. DOE sent letters in-
forming them that their funds would be reallocated if the
applications were not received promptly. Some of the delays
experienced by DC are attributable to the slowness of indi-

vidual states in responding to deadlines.

The inconsistency of Coordinators caused a period of
delay in program activity. It is highly probable that many of
the problems with state plans were due to a simple lack of
experience and understanding on the part the Coordinators.

While there is nothing DOE can do about personnel changes on
the state level, the constant lack of aid and the
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unavailability of consistent and reliable information exacer-
bated these problems at the state level.
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IV. Are Homeless Children Being Educated?

A Summary of Twenty States Surveyed.

To assess the effectiveness of DOE and state imple-
mentation of Title VII of the McKinney Act, the Center sur-
veyed prcwiders of services to homeless persons in twenty
states around the country. This survey revealed serious prob-
lems -- including clear non-compliance -- in many states.

Detailed analyses of the educational status of homeless chil-
dren ia each state survey are attached as Appendix 9.

Overall, the survey results paint a bleak picture of
the educational status of homeless children. But within each
state, some important differences emerge: Almost uniformly,
homeless children living in shelters are significantly better
off than homeless children not living in shelters. In part,
this appears to be because some states are willing to consider

shelters "residences" for purposes of meeting residency re-
quirements. But the more important reason for this difference
seers to be that shelters frequently provide services -- often
using volunteers and private grants that make it pc,-ible
for children to attend school. The most important of these
services include transportation to school, and tutoring pro-
grams. Shelter staff may also serve as advocates, helping

children obtain school records and immunizations. In addi-
tion, shelters may provide clothing.

These private, voluntary efforts cannot -- and
should not -- make up for federal and state failure adequately
to implement the McKinney Act. A summary of the Center's

results reveals these significant problems.

Residency Requirements. Outright residency requirements

are still being imposed in 12 (60%) of the states surveyed.
In one state (5%), a residency-related requirement appears to
be in effect. In three states (15%) there are no residency
requirements. No information on residency requirements is
available for the remaining four (20%) states.
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Difficulties in the Transfer of Records. Difficulty in
the transfer of records imposes significant barriers in 14
(70%) of the states surveyed. No problem with record trans-
fers is reported in two (10%) states. No information nn
record transfers is available in four (20%) states.

Transportation. Transportation to school presents sig-
nificant problems in 15 (75%) of the states surveyed. No
problem with transportation is reported in two (10%) states.
No information is available in three (15%) states.

Guardianship. Guardianship requirements pose significant
problems in eight (40%) of the states surveyed. No problem
with such requirements is reported in one (5%) state. No
information is available in 11 (55%) states.

Comparable Services. Lack of access to comparable ser-
vices is reported in 21 (55%) of the states surveyed. No
information is a\fail,..ble in nine (45%) states.
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Conclusion

As indicated by the Center's survey, homeless chil-
dren around the country are still not receiving an adequate --
or any -- education. Despite Congress' urgent directive, the
McKinney Act is clearly not being implemented. Neither DOE
nor the States have taken the mandated, critically needed
steps provided in the law.

Moreover, absent significant external pressure, it
is unlikely that there will be any substantial changes in the
program at the federal level. There are no staff changes or

augmentations on the horizon. No changes in policy regarding
spending or program priority within DOE are anticipated.

There are no plans to move the due date for applica-
tions up to a point preceding the start of the fiscal year.
DOE is, at present, a year behind in funding. There are no
indications that DOE will take any action to correct this
delay.

Monitoring is planned for the coming year, but only
as an afterthought to monitoring of other programs. There is
no separate monitoring of the McKinney program, and there are
no plans to put such monitoring into place.

The Association of State Coordinators is pressing
for DOE to allow Coordinators tp use funds for programs that
directly educate homeless children. But once again, there is
no indication that DOE has plans to change this policy, even
thcsugh the policy is without basis in the statute. DOE will
begin allowing for pilot projects, but these affect only lim-
ited populations.

Further, at the state level implementation is gross-
ly inadequate and uneven at best. While some of these diffi-
culties may be traced to the lack of guidance and leadership
at the federal level, states must share in the hlame as well.
Yet, with few exceptions, no significant effort appears under-
way to improve state performance.

With the problematic FY88 applications now behind
it, DOE will have more time available to work individually
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with states. But the fact that so little has changed in the
past, and so little change is anticipated for the future, does
not bode well for any real improvement in program implementa-
tion.
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Recommendations

Without permanent housing, homeless children inevi-
tably face significant educational problems. But until this
underlying problem is addressed, DOE and the States must work
to eliminate barriers that now shut homeless children out of
school. Many of these recommendations also reflect sugges-
tions made by state Coordinators (See Appendix 8). The fol-
lowing steps should be taken:

A. DOE Implementation of the McKinney Act. DOE should
implement Title VII of the McKinney Act effectively and speed-
ily.

1. Expedite distribution of funds. The program is
now one year behind schedule. DOE should revise its schedule
to ensure that funds are distributed within 60 days of avail-
ability.

2. Monitoring. DOE should immediately set up a
system to monitor states' implementation of Title VII. This
system should include regular field visits by DOE staff to
review state procedures and practices. It should include
regular review of states' written policies, as well as inter-
views with shelter staff, parents of homeless children, and
local school district officials.

3. Provide Technical Assistance. State Coordinators
now face enormous difficulty in obtaining necessary informa-
tion from DOE. DOE should disseminate information to states
on a monthly basis concerning funding deadlines, model pro-
grams, and implementation issues. In addition, trained DOE
staff should be available to provide timely, accurate informa-
tion and technical assistance to states.

4. Limitation on Direct Services. DOE now prohibits
states from spending McKinney funds on direct services to
educate homeless children. There is no basis for this limita-
tion and it should be removed.
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5. Reports. DOE's reports to Congress have been
delayed by one year. DOE should report to Congress in a time-
ly manner.

B. State Implementation of the McKinney Act. As re-
vealed in the Center's survey, many states are now in clear
violation of the McKinney Act. These states should act imme-
diately to:

1. Remove All Residency Requirements. No residen-
cy requirements of any sort may be imposed to bar homeless
children from attending school. Merely allowing a shelter to
serve as a "residence" is insufficient. Each state should
make clear that all homeless children, whether living in a'

shelter, in a car, or on the street, have the right to attend
school.

2. Ensure Expediticus Transfer of Records. All
schocl records should be ,-ransferred expeditiously. But,
homeless childre.1 should be permitted to attend school before
transfer occurs; children should not be penalized for any
delay in transfer.

3. Remove Birth Certificate, Guardianship, and
Other Documentary Requirements. Homeless children should not
be required to produce documents in order to attend school.
School authorities should develop flexible alternatives to
obtain any needed information. But homeless children should
not be kept out of school while such information is being
gathered.

4. Transportation. Without adequate transportation
to schoo. , the McKinney Act's guarantee of access to education
for homeless children is meaningless. State educational au-
thorities must ensure that transportation to school is actual-
ly provided.

C. Expansion of the McKinney Act. The McKinney Act
must also be expanded to provide additional services to chil-
dren who are homeless or who are at risk of homelessness.
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These services will help ensure that homeless children not
only have access to school, but that they also are able to
obtain an adequate education while in school. Such services
could help these children escape a future of nomelessness.

1. After School Programs. Schools should provide
after scho,i programs for homeless children and children at
risk of homelessness. Such programs could provide a critical-
ly needed quiet place for study, rest, and recreation. For
children who are homeless or doubled-up, such programs may be
the only chance for these activities.

2. Tutoring. Make available tutoring and other
remedial help for homeless and at-risk children. Such servic-
es would help these children keep up with their school work
and compensate for disruption caused by their living c.)ndi-
tions.

3. School Meals. Provide school meals and after
school meals for homeless and at-risk children. Without ade-
quate foot., homeless children fac2 even greater difficulty in
school,

4. School Supplies. Provide adequate supplies,
including books, notebooks, pencils and clothing to enable
homeless children to attend and fully participate in school.
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Pilot Projects Currently FInded
Under the McKinney Act=f

Arizona*
1. Court Site Elementary School District, home schoolvisitor program. Liaison provides technical assistance be-

tween families and schools, aiding families in obtaining
things such as medical aid and food. Districts sign contracts
with teens promising that if they stay in school, they will begiven housing.

2. One project focuses on developing a curriculum that isappropriate for homeless children. Funds make up half of theteacher's salary. A computer was donated to the project.
3. School in shelter for K-6.

Arkansas*
Three district project in Pulaski County provides coun-

seling services, tutorial iLstruction, recreational activi-
ties.

California
-----FITTien counties and the Los Angeles school district have
very broad contracts providing a variety of services tailored t
to the counties' inejvidual needs. One of their main goals is
to try to assess barrier:: that prevent access to public
schools and successfully address them.

Colorado*
Colorado has one pilot project with private tutoring and

remedial education. Transportation is also provided to aidstudents in receiving these special services.

Florida*
Project at elementary level incorporates homeless

education into Social Studies curriculum. A social worker
works with shelter staff and homeless people staying in the
she..:er in getting permanent residence.

Massachusetts
1. Adolescent Shelter Project provides in-shelter

teachers three to four times a week for children who, due to
their brief stay in the district, otherwise would not receive
an education during that time. This project provides an
individual educational component while the child is at theshelter.

1/ These are examples, not an exhaustive list, of pilot
projects being funded under the McKinney Act. Those states
marked with an asterisk are usin7 left over second year funds;
other states are using -- or planning to use -- FY89 funds.
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2. Volunteer Tutoring Program provides tutors for two
one-hour sessions weekly.

3. In-service Workshop Project brings school personnel
and shelter providers together to address the problems and
needs of homeless children. Massachusetts was divided into
six areas and held three workshops with another three planned.

New Hampshire
State Department of Education will use funds to examine

common problems in homeless children including 15 in-depth
case studies.

New York
Projects funded in the State will address problems with

truancy, the high dropout rate of homeless children, problems
caused by transience, and domestic violence.

Pennsylvania
Funds will be used to continue last year's programs and

to examine and augment the previous ye.:.r's programs which
include counseling services and grade-level assessment and
placement of homeless children in schools.

Tennessee*
CHANCE program funded with $50,000. Students at the

Center all "have suffered some sort of emotional or physical
hardship." The program tries to help 'ith the transition to a
regular school setting by providing educational support, amongother services.

Texas
Project proposes that districts develop a model procedure

guide to help kids get into school while avoiding stigmat'z-
ing, aiding communication between parties, maintaining
sensitivity to needs, and gaining access to all services
(transportation and school supplies included).

Vermont
1. Local task force helps kids in shelter with supplies,

tutoring, and educational needs.
2. Out of community action agency coordinates the

transition to permanent living situations. The agency which
is located in one of the poorest areas of the state provides
transportation to homeless children.

3. Battered women's shelter provides a comprehensive case
management system for children,

4. Community action agency is working with schools and
parents on educational and behavioral management programs.
Dysfunctional families are aided in obtaining housing_ with a
comprehensive approach using case management.
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West Virginia
.

A domestic violence shelter and a community action pro-
gram have both received funding to address the circumstances
that adversely affect the learning potential of homeless chil-
dren. Other groups are encouraged to apply for remaining
funds.

A-3
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Pilot Projects Currently Pv9ded
Under the McKinney Act='

Arizona*
1. Court Site Elementary School District, home schoolvisitor program. Liaison provides technical assistance be-

tween families and schools, aiding families in obtaining
things such as medical aid and food. Districts sign contracts
with teens promising that if they stay in school, they will begiven housing.

2. One project focuses on developing a curriculum that is
appropriate for homeless children. Funds make up half of theteacher's salary. A computer was donated to the project.

3. School in shelter for K-6.

Arkansas*
Three district project in Pulaski County provides coun-

seling services, tutorial instruction, recreational activi-ties.

California
Fifteen counties and the Los Angeles school district havevery broad contracts providing a variety of services tailored

to the counties' individual reeds. One of their main goals is
to try to assess barriers that prevent access to public
schools and successfully address them.

Colorado*
Colorado has one pilot project with private tutoring and

remedial education. Transportation is also provided to aid
students in receiving these special services.

Florida*
Project at elementary level incorporates homeless

education into Social Studies curriculum. A social worker
works with shelter staff and homeless people staying in the
shelter in getting permanent residence.

Massachusetts
1. Adolescent Shelter Project provides in-shelter

teachers three to four times a week for children who, due to
their brief stay in the district, otherwise would not receive
an education during that time. This project provides an
individual educational component while the child is at the
shelter.

1/ These are examples, not an exhaustive list, of pilot
projects being funded under the McKinney Act. Those stat s
marked with an asterisk are using left over second year ... ads;
other states are using -- or planning to use -- FY89 funds.
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2. Volunteer Tutoring Program provides tutors for two.
one-hour sessions weekly.

3. In-service Workshop Project brings school personnel
and shelter providers together to address the problems and
needs of homeless children. Massachusetts was divided into
six areas and held three workshops with another three planned.

New Hampshire
State Department of Education will use funds to examine

common problems in homeless children including 15 in-depth
case studies.

New York
Projects funded in the State will address problems with

truancy, the high dropout rate of homeless children, problems
caused by transience, and domestic violence.

Pennsylvania
Funds will be used to continue last year's programs and

to examine and augment the previous year's programs which
include counseling services and grade-level assessment and
placement of homeless children in schools.

Tennessee*
CHANCE program funded with $50,000. Students at the

Center all "have suffered some sort of emotional or physical
hardship." The program tries to help with the transition to a
regular school setting by providing educational support, among
other services.

Texas
Project proposes that districts develop a model procedure

guide to help kids get into school while avoiding stigmatiz-
ing, aiding communication between parties, maintaining
sensitivity to needs, and gaining access to all services
(transportation and school supplies included).

Vermont
1. Local task force helps kids in shelter with supplies,

tutoring, and educational needs.
2. Out of community action agency coordinates the

transition to permanent living situations. The agency which
is located in one of the poorest areas of the state provides
transportation to homeless children.

3. Battered women's shelter provide- a comprehensive case
management system for children.

4. Community action agency is working with schools and
parents on educational and behavioral management programs.
DyefunctionAl families are aided in obtaining housing with a
comprehensive approach using case management.
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West Virginia
A domestic violence shelter and a community action pro-

gram have both received funding to address the circumstances
that adversely affect the learning potential of homeless chil-
dren. Other groups are encouraged to apply for remaining
funds.

A-3
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State Coordinator Appraisal of the
Non-Regulatory Guidance

The NRG was not really confusing. Now that we have the
official definitions, the guidelines are a lot clearer.

The NRG was self-explanatory. It included everything
needed.

The NRG was generally helpful, especially the guidelines
defining the annual count. We were a little fuzzy about the
"one time count" wording.

The NRG was confusing and unclear. I used the McKinney Act
to write our plan.

We understood tte NRG and it to write our plan.

The guidance the NRG provided was marginally helpful. The NRG
clarified some points, parts were redundant.

We didn't understand the restriction on direct services, but
thought that the NRG was clear.

The NRG was somewhat confusing.

I didn't know about the NRG. I did not use it to draw up
our plan. I used other states' plans to help me write ours.

The NRG did not help me as specifically as I needed. I was
unsure of how to do the count. In fact no one I've spoken
with understands the criteria.

It didn't provide enough information. The NRG was not
extremely helpful. It's better to just go by the law.

The NRG was helpful. It didn't give a lot of format to
follow yet it provided flexibility for what was unique to each
State.

The NRG was very helpful with specific information regarding
residency requirements. We needed a bit more clarity or what
was expected of the public hearings and tne content of 'plan.
We mainly relied on survey results to draw up plan.

The problem with the NRG was with format rather than
substance. The explanation should have been at the beginning
rather than in the appendix at the end. For the most part, it
wasn't such a problem, we used pieces of the NRG. I was dis-
appointed that they didn't read our plan thoroughly. I think
that is why we were rejected. We had to reiterate what was
already there the first time. this delayed our plan quite a
bit.
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The NRG was not helpful, I knew nothing about it.

We did not use the NRG, we used the McKinney Act itself.

We were pleased that it was non-regulatory.

- We rely on the law itself before the NRG. We follow the
specific regulations of the law.

We used it but it was not straightforward.

The NRG was helpful in clarifying the definition of
"homeless."

- The NRG clarified some things, not
had to call the DOE on a number of

The NRG was helpful, but I felt we
acceptable. We used it in writing
Jersey and Texas as models.

The NRG must not have been helpful
and still didn't get app-lved.

It was confusing - too much jargon. The EDGAR parts wereconfusing.

The NRG lacked practical information. The DOE didn't really
interact with the States that much in the allocation of fundsor conducting of surveys. The law was much more useful. TheNRG really just restated the law.

- I'm still struggling with it. I wasn't clear on what each
state needed to include in its plan.

enough though. We
occasions.

needed a model of what was
the first plan and used New

if I followed it exactly
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State Plan Activity 1

(Period shown is time between submission and approval)

1938 FY87 App
1989 FY88 App
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Evaluation of Initial State Plans

DOE National Law Center

Review Accuracy of ReviewState Decision Basis DOE's Basis Decision Basis
Alabama rejected list(722e) too broad rejected 722e(1)(A)

e(3),(4)Alaska rejected 722e accurate rejected 722e (all)
Arizona rejected 722e inaccurate approved N/A
Arkansas rejected 722e(1)(A)

722e(6)
inaccurate rejected 722e(1)(A)

e(3),(4)
California rejected 722e(1)(A) inaccurate approved N/A

722e(1)(H)

Colorado approved N/A accurate 'approved N/A
Connecticut approved N/A accurate approved N/A
Delaware rejected 722e(1)(A)

722e(1)(B)
wrong
reasons

rejected 722e(1)(A)
e(2)(4)722

District of
Columbia approved N/A inaccurate rejected 722e(1)(A)

Florida rejected 722e(1)(B) inaccurate approved N/A
722e(1)(A)

Georgia approved N/A accurate approved N/A
Hawaii Did not yet send in a state plan

Idahc rejected 722e inaccurate approved N/A
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Review

DOE National Law Center

Accuracy of ReviewState Decision Basis DOE's Basis Decision Basis
Illino's rejected 722e inaccurate approved N/A
Indiana rejected 722e coo broad rejected 722e(1)(A,B)

e(4)Iowa rejected 722e(1)(A) inaccurate
reiteration

approved N/A

Kansas rejected 722e(1)(B) inaccurate approved N/A
Kentucky approved N/A accurate approved N/A
Louisiana rejected 722e inaccurate approved N/A
Maine rejected 722e(1)(B) inaccurate approved N/A

722e(1)(A)
722e(6)

Maryland approved N/A inaccurate rejected 722e(3)-(5)

Massachusetts approved N/A accurate approved N/A
Michigan rejected 722e too broad rejected 722e(3)-(6)
Minnesota approved N/A accurate approved N/A
Miss isippi approved N/A accurate approved N/A

Missouri approved N/A accurate approved N/A

Montana approved N/A accurate approved N/A

Nebraska rejected 722e(1)(A) inaccurate approved N/A
722e(1)(B)
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Review

DOE National Law Centrr

Accuracy of ReviewState Decision Basis DOE's Basis Decision Basis
Nevada rejected 722e(1)(B) missed rejected 722e(1)(A,B)

722e(1)(A)

New Hampshire approved N/A accurate approved N/A
New Jersey approved N/A inaccurate rejected 722e(1)(A,B)

e(4)New Mexico rejected 722e inaccurate approved N/A
New York rejected 722e(1)(B) inaccurate approved N/A

722e(6)
722e(3)

North Carolina approved N/A accurate approved N/A
North Dakota rejected 722e(1)(B) inaccurate 'approved N/A

722e(3-6)
722e(6)

Ohio rejected 722e too broad rejected 722e(1)(A,B)
e(3),(4)Oklahoma approved N/A accurate approved N/A

Oregon approved N/A accurate approved N/A

Pennsylvania approved N/A accurate approved N/A

Puerto Rico rejected 722e inaccurate approved N/A

Rhode Island rejected 722e
722e(1)(A)

wrong
reasons

rejected 722e(4)

South Carolina rejected 722e too broad rejected 722e(3)
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Review

DOE National Law Center

Accuracy of ReviewState Decision Basis DOE's Basis Decision Basis

South Dakota approved N/A accurate approved N/A

Tennessee rejected 722e(1)(B) inaccurate rejected 722e(1)(B)
722e(5)

Texas approved N/A accurate approved N/A
Utah rejec ed 722e(1)(B)

722e(1)(A)
inaccurate rejected 722e(1)(A)

e(4)
722e(3)

Vermont approved N/A inaccurate approved N/A

Virginia approved N/A inaccurate rejected 722e(4)

Washington rejected 722e(1)(A)
722e(1)(B)

missed
722e(4)

'rejected 722e(1)(A,B)
e(3),(4)

722e(3)

West Virginia rejected 722e inaccurate approved N/A

Wisconsin rejected not adopted
by SEA

accurate approved* N/A

Wyoming rejected 722e accurate rejected 722e(1)-(6)

* In the case of this plan, a phone call could have beenma,,,2 asking when the plan would be approved. The plan could have then beenheld until adoption by the SEA and then approved. This would have been a muchmore expeditious course of action.
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Excerpts from Interviews with State Coordinators
Regarding Their Understa ling of Program Date

I'm lucky I have a supervisor who understands the datesbecause I could not.

The program dates were a problem because they're inconsistentwith operating procedures.

Tho program dates were rather confusing because we're 12
months behind schedule.

I do nz)t understand the program dates.

I onl,. understand the dates because I've called Tom 4 times.Mary newsletter was incomprehensible.

No, stil) don't understand the deadlines. They tried to
explain them to me but unlass I have something in writing Icannot use it. We missed the deadline on the count.

When we applied for funds the second time we couldn't get a
definite submission date from the DOE.

We absolutely did not understand the program deadlines. Doyou know if FY87 lapsed?

We receive inconsistent or false information every time we
call them (DOE); be it regarding funding, data collection -anything. Initially the dates 'onfused me. I went down to
D.C. three times to clear things up.

The dates are very confusing. Once funds are received, we runon R normal fiscal year.

I understood the program dates.

In the beginning I was confused about the spending periods.I'm all set now, it just took me a while.

The federal deadlines were inconsistent with state deadlines.They were a little confusing. We were working on one grant
and then had to apply for another.

We did not understand the program dates. The budget people
were completely confused by them. We still haven't figured
out the f'scal years.

The program dates were confusing at first until I realized thefunds were one year behind.

I have worked with fiscal year deadlines for 13 years. I have
a good understanding of the federal government.
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In Washington (for data collection meeting) I got a blow byblow of how the fiscal years work. I understand them but I'mcon;erned about coordinators. DOE promised to send us infor-mation that they never sent.

In my state, funding occurs on a two year cycle. DOE wasunclear what was to be done with lapsed funds. What if theyhad already been obligated. It is difficult for a state bu-reaucracy to understand all of these different fiscal dead-lines.

I didn't understand the program dates at all.

Program dates definitely overlap. I am a bit confused now andwas definitely confused at the beginning.

I was nc confused by the program dates because I've dealtwith fiscal year deadlines since 1969.

I understood deadlines, except for the first year and have metall of them.

I understood deadlines, although the first year was confusing.

I'm just getting a grip on that. I need to know when fundsshould be expended.

Fiscal year deadlines were clearly spelled out.

It was a vary confusing situation at first. After a time, thedates became clear.

The program dates created a 4.t of confusion. We had to makemany calls to clear things up. We missed the deadlines forfunds to be spent by September 30th. They had already been
obligated, so it was okay. We also missed the notice.

I thought that fiscal years were very clear. The only thingthat was a bit confusing which fiscal year we are actually
operating in... and when the money needs to be spent.

It was crazy because funding got out so late.

Prior to the convention, I diJn't understand the deadlines.We did not meet the deadline and lost $40,000 due to a misun-
derstanding of how to spend and when to spend money.

Fiscal year deadlines were very confusing. They are alwaysbehind on spending, and you can't spend two years of money ina few months. The deadlines need to be better coordinated.
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I understand the dates but think they are confusing. DOE
should have written a memo of explanation beforehand. I think
we met the deadlines but do not know if the funds lapsed.
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State Coordinators' Assessment of
Communication with DOE

I asked Ed for a definition of homelessness he responded
"waiting to be institutionalized" - that's a problem.

I called every time I didn't understand something, whicL was
often.

I did not communicate frequently with the DOE, only when
needed.

My impression was that they were too busy. Sometimes it
took a couple of days for calls to turn around.

My calls were returned with moderate nromptness.

They don't always confirm our telephone calls in writing
because when I call back week later they've changed the
answer to the same question. T often call other states to see
what information they have received.

Our communication with Francine Vinson stopped abruptly. We
got no responses from her. Ed Smith was ert helpful and
timely in his responses.

Our plan was held up for a long time; we tried contacting
Francine for two months. Once we spoke with Tom Fagan, things
got rolling.

We had 7-10 conversations and meetings.

We initially had trouble getting our calls returned, but that
has improved.

Early on there was confusion and delay in responses. Since
last year, they've been helpful and respond appropriately.

I had to initiate all correspondence. They were very hard to
get a hold of.

Francine Vinson is so nice, but she really couldn't give me
direction. Tom Fagan and Ed Smith were likewise unsure how to
advise me. I'm not sure they know what's going on. Those at
the DOE seem to have no real direction but are as helpful as
can be.

Sometimes they were a bit late in returning the call. Anytime
I needed to talk, they were there.

I had a fair amount of contact with the DOE.

Those at the DOE have made themselves available.
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We had very little communication with the DOE. Only when theyinitiated r rrespondence. I experienced a 1-3 day return timeon calls to Ed Smith. Tom was more prompt. I also spoke onoccasion to Francine.

I felt our concerns were kept on the back-burner. The DOEwas not organized. We weren't instructed what to do and then
our plans were denied for conditions we were unaware of. We
were really behind in information. We were not even told of
McKinney developments.

The DOE was very helpful.

Yes, I spoke with Francine Vinson and Tom Fagan. They askedfor specific changes, then asked for more changes over thephone. After the third revision, Tom said "we'll give you the
money, but someone will be working closely with you." Stillno one has called to work with me.

I communicated with the DOE quite a bit, especially FrancineVinson.

They gave a knowledgable assessment of our

They were receptive, they simply lacked an understanding ofthe bureaucracy. The DOE would explain something and then
find out that their explanation was incorrect. They are al-
ways changing their position. There is a lack of information
regarding how state should funtion. Are expended funds al-ready obligated?

I called the DOE whenever I had a specific question. They
were pretty good about touching base with me.

I've received nothing since the announcement of the
conference; no summary, no report, They should at least tell
us what happened. If i don't call them, they won't call us.

Francine was very nice. A sample plan was given to her
and she advised me during our visit.

They were always helpful and promptly returned calls,

They were a little slow returning calls, and there are
problems getting confirmation of phone calls in writing.

The DOE answered my basic questions. There were no
problems with communication.

Francine was hard to get a hold of sometimes, but I
understand.

I call when I have questions and usually get the necessaryanswers.
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I was very impressed with Francine.

They were helpful and it was not a problem contacting them.

They gave excellent advice and were very supportive.

I am very frustrated because we are not given any directioa
from the DOE. I was on of the first Coordinator appointed, so
others called me for answers, but I didn't have any. The DOE
didn't know either. Information was not given to us in a
timely fashion. It has gotten a lot better, but it is still
inconsistent between coordinators.

When Francine Vinson came on board, there was real turnaround.
She helped a lot. She has been very accessible and returns
phone calls.

I waited 3 days for the DOE to return my calls and when they
finally did they were unable to answer my questions. No de-
tailed technical assistance was available. They just don't
know a lot of what we need to know.

The DOE was hesitant. I did not have that much interactionwith them.

The DOE tried to be helpful.
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(7:v1:1
National'Association ofState Coordinators

for the
Education ofHoinefess Children andYouth

August 14, 1989

Francine Vinson
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Ms. Vinson:

The recent formation of the National Association of State Coordinators for theEducation of Homeless Children and Youth (NASCENCY) has given those of us at thestate level a boost of optimism toward our individual projects and towarci a solution tottie homeless problem.

Our conference in June gave us a tremendous amount of information to use in seekingsolutions t- individual state problems. However, it also brought to light some of ourfrustrations and the problems we, as state coordinators, are seeing in the field. Themost recognized problem is communication. Out of a very positive conference camesome very negative feelings about communications between the U.S. Department ofEducation and the state coordinators. This letter will attempt to address theseproblem areas and stimulate some positive solutions for better communications.
As you can see by the enclosed survey, many of us are frustrated. We want to easethat frustration and create a better working atmosphere so that all of us, at both thestate and federal levels, might better accomplish the goals of 'hie VII-B of theMcKinney Homeless Assistance Act. We know that it takes time to compile responsesfor requested information. We know that sometimes simple answers are not available.However, we are ,sking that you be aware that our effectiveness 'n implementing thisprogram has, on several occasions, been limited by inaccurate communication, untimelyor late communication, and by the complete absence of communication regarding someissues.

In generalizing and summarizing these problem areas, we hope you understand that wesee the correction of these problems as opportunities to 'improve our state programs.We would ask you to address problems you may have with us, as we realize thatproblems are rarely one-sided. We feel that the problems addressed in our survey are,in most cases, self-explanatory and will 'take very little effort to correct and enhancecommunication efforts.

We feel that the U.S. Department of Education needs to have in the position ofEducation of Homeless Program Officer, a permanent, full-time contact person, with asupport staff sufficient to handle our program problems, questions, needs andrcques's. Frequently, state coordinators have felt as if their needs were relegated toa backburner because of difficulties having phone calls returned, difficulties having
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Francine Vinson
August 14, 1989
Page 2

phone calls returned, difficulties having important documents or communications mailedor difficulties obtaining answers to direct questions.
Another important area of neglect is at the regional level. We do not know if any ofthe regional offices are even aware of the Stewart B. McKinney Act and its manyrequirements. There seems to be little, if any, information coming from the regionaloffices. As an example, some of our coordinators attended the Region 10 HomelessConference on 3une 26-28 in Seattle, Washington. This was a very informativeconference, providing extremely valuable information for our programs, but no U.S.Department of Education Regional or Washington, D.C., program person was inattendance. The edupation of homeless adults, children and youth was left off th"agenda. If it was not for the efforts of those state coordinators attending themeeting, education would have been left out of the conference altogether. In somecases, state coordinators have not been notified about relevant regional or nationalconferenzes, even when the U.S. Department of Educatio had knowledge about theprograms. .

Telephone and written communication seem to be the master of any well-run operation.Those two areas are our greatest concern. We hope that by drawing attention to thelisted problem areas, these two primary sources of communication will become astronger part of the state projects and will help create solutions, not hinder them.
We, as an association, have taken it upon ourselves to enhance communications amongstate coordinators. We have also made better communications a goal of our workingrelationship with the U.S. Department of Education. We seek a partnership in whichopen, honest communication occurs on a consistent basis. We believe that neitherstate coordinators, nor U.S. Department of Education administrators can be mosteffective in meeting our program goals without mutual respect, nurtured byconstructive, professional communication. We acknowledge your attendance andwillingness to answer questions at our 3une meeting as a positive step in thatdirection. We hope that this letter is perceived as another positive step toward theimprovement of our communication efforts.
If you have specific questions regarding our survey information or the contents of thisletter, please contact Terry Teichrow, Montana, 406-444-2036, or Bill Scheel, Arizona,602-542-5235, or Joseph Johnson, Texas, 512-463-9694.
Sincerely,

Terry Teichrow
Joseph F. Johnson, 3r.Communications Committee Member Steering Committee MemberNASCENCY
NASCEHCY

co/16
Enclosures

1

cc: Mary Jean LeTendre
Tom Fagan
Edward Smi..',
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20202

OCT 1 9 19P9

Mr. Terry Teichrow and
Mr. Joseph F. Johnson, Jr.
Office of Public Instruction
State Capitol
Helena, Montana 59620

? lk

017

Dear Mesw:s. Teichrow and Johnson:

This is in response to your letter to Ms. Francine Vinson of my
staff concerning problems of commuri.cation between the U.S.Department of Education and the State Coordinators for theEducation of Homeless Children and Youth.
I appreciate your letter with its positive suggestions for bettercommunication between tnis office and the State Coordinators for
the Education of Homeless Children and Youth. I assure you that
we will make every effort to ensure that good communicationexists between this office and the Association. I have noted
your concern about telephone calls and have directed that all
calls be answered promptly. If the person called is absent from
the office, the call will at least be acknowledged by anothermember of my stztf, the message taken, and the call returned
within 48 hours. I will continue my efforts to see.that allcommunications from this office to the

coordinators--grant award
documents and informational materials--be handled asexpeditiously as possible.

I have discussed your letter, particularly your concern about tneDepartment's Regional Offices, with staff from the Office ofIntergovernmental and Interagency Affairs (0IIA). the liaisonoffice between the Department and its Regional Offices. OIIA now
has the current list of State coordinators. For our part, anycommunication to the State

coordinators, e.g., the August 18guidelines on the definition
of "homeless" and consistency in

counting nameless, automatically goes to the Department'sRegional Offices. OIIA is also tne Department's liaison with theInteragency Council on the Homeless, and I have requested thatappropriate information from the Council be transmitted to the
State coordinators on a regular basis.
I feel that another way to enhance

communication is for my staffto get out to the States to see what the program is doing. To
the extent possible, I intend for my staff to visit Stateprograms for this purpose in fiscal year 1990.



Page 2 - Mr. Terry Teichrow and Mr. Joseph F. Johnson, Jr.

The meeting coming up in November will provide a worthwhile forumfor us to continue this discussion on improved
communication.Once again, I assure you of my willingness to do whatever isneeded to keep the lines of communication open and working. Inthis regard, I thank you for your letter with its constructivesuggestIons.

I look forward to seeing you in November.

Sincerely.

'...,7

or
404

Mary Je LeTend e
Direct
Compe satory E cation Programs



State Coordinators' Suggestions to DOE

They (DOE] should disseminate more information. Coordinators
could then learn from other states.

We are a large city with lots of migration and only get
$50,000 to deal with education. We need more resources. Some
sort of reauthorization needs to be worked out. It's frus-
trating that you can't use the money to actually educate chil-
dren. There needs to be better collaboration between agencies
of the federal government (HeadStart). Also, need more
technical assistance - give us ideas of how to tap into
HeadStart or how to approach funders.

They should clarify the financial provisions.

I think Congress needs to add some definition to the McKinneyAct. As it reads now, it leaves a lot of room for interpreta-
tion by tho DOE. There was a real problem with how the DOE
instructed us to write the state plan. They made it seem very
simple, but then they rejected two-thirds of all plans. The
DOE views this program as somethine that was just thrown at
them, they really don't want to administer it. The DOE needs
to go out in the field, they need to see what's going on.

We need more lead time.

Exchange successful procedures with coordinators.

I got conflicting stories from Tom, Francine and the DOE's
attorney regarding what was O.K. Tom Fagan got up at the
conference and said that FY87 funds had to be allocated and
liquid or else they would lapse. The attorney then got up and
said the exact opposite.

DOE needs to be aware of exemplary programs and share a "how
to" manual between , le states. Make sure information coming
out of the DOE is c nsistent to all states. Call people back!
The DOE needs more input from Coordinators when drawing up
schedule. They should also come visit each state to see pro-
grams in action, first-hand.

Better communication through the regional offices.

There should be a quicker return on fund allocation once
applications are approv3d. We should also be informed of the
overall goals of the program.

Clear and more plentiful communication. They [DOE] need a
step by step list of what states need to do.

They need a more uniform prescription for data collection to
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include rural and urban populations. It is very frustrating
to count this populations because it can't be done accurately.

The DOE needs to be quicker about the dispersal of
information. Make sure the DOE gives out correct information.

The DOE should provide a fiscal year calendar to all
Coordinators including deadlines, meetings, conventions. They
had a convention for Chapter I and the Homeless Coordinators
Convention at the same time. I only got notice one week in
advance. That shouldn't happen!

We need additional guidance and increased communication with
the DOE. Information takes a while to get through to us. To
be honest putting these kids in a home would probably do won-
ders for their education.

The DOE was available but not prepared.

Deadlines should be consistent. Better communication and
availability is needed.

Lines of communication should be more open. What can be tried
when we have no money for direct services? There seems to be
no financial help for anything. Our districts are already
undr: a crunch, we're expected to do more with absolutely no
financial enhancement. Lack of communication has been deadly.

We've applied for a $365,000 discretionary grant for adults,
but we didn't get it. I wish there was money for direct ser-
vices, but otherwise the DOE has a good program.

Coming in as a new person, I need guidelines to model projects
after. I don't know how to do it. Very little guidance, thus
far. I've called other coordinators. The instructions are
very vague as far as what is allowed.

We should be able to use the funds for transportation and
programs, not just for data collection. We need to be able to
use the money to benefit the kids.

Local agencies should have responsibility for the programs.
We are financially strapped and could use more money.

The DOE needs an adequate staff. They need to make intensive
efforts to have staff trained in fund delegation and appli-
cation processing. The DOE should put out a monthly written
report to respond to deadlines and disseminate information.
They should take the lead in setting up a communications net-
work, encouraging other state DOEs to do the same.

We shouldn't be wasting time any more time on gathering
data. Funds should be spent on providing services. Data
collection on the count was inaccurate.
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Ther' is a need for states and 'regions to get together on a
regional or national basis. Get information between statesout in a timely manner. We need more money, we spend too muchtime on data collection. We have one school where half the
children are homeless.

I am somewhat sympathetic to the DOE. The people who were
given those jobs were not capable of filling the demands madeupon them. The government should appropriately fund the DOE
so they can do their job.

When the funding comes through for the pilot program, the
States should have the right to grant the money. The DOE
doesn't know the problems involved, we've been researching it.We know! I hope they do not distribute the discretionary
money the same way.

If we knew what other coordinators were doing, it would help.
We need to be better informed of what is going on, but this is
more between us, not DOE. I have no complaints. They've doneeverything in a timely manner.

There is a need to share ideas with other coordinators aboutprograms. There should be continued refinement on collection
of numbers on homeless children and youths. (Get a good database going).

The DOE has not informed us in sufficient time to do what is
mandated within the time frame. Program guidelines are not
consistent with the law. I am concerned that other Coordina-tors are no familiar with federal law or standard fiscal yearplanning.

If people in the federal government are serious about
encouraging pilot projects or innovative solutions to identi-
fied problems, appropriations muse be significantly increased.

There is too much emphasis on data collection when practical

The DOE should encourage .nd financially support the

I like the stance of DOE: a "hands-off" approach. This is

more to provide meaningful services to far-flung LEA's in a

Flow-through money must be available to reimburse LEA's (local
educational agencies) for expenditures heretofore not planned.Also, the general assumption which ties allocations for LEA
administration to state population must be reviewed. It costs

geographically large state.

Coordinator's Union. Data from different states should be
shared. We must work together instead of having individuals

mainly a local issue. It is ill advised to say that states

implementation of programs needs to be stressed.

tapping state budgets on their own.

have to do thlngs a certain way. I am leery of the National
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Association of State Coordinatcrs. There should be more equi-ty in fund disbursement; some states don't have much of a
problem but jumped on the funds so they wouldn't get left out.

They need to do more of what they've been doing recently -
more communication with Coordinates, more exchange. Consis-tent and prompt information is necessary. Francine is very
responsive. I can't say enough about how much she's done in
such a short time. She really should be commended for it.

At the meetings, break up into round tables where one person
from DOE gives technical assi:dtance with grant applications,
monitoring, how to write applications. Some coordinators who
are on top of things can be facilitators too. We need moreone on one activities. A question and answer period is vital.
We also need to know who is doing what at DOE. There are
always new folks coming on. Lists are needed that show the
hierarchy at DOE, due dates, peo:le to call fot help; some-
thing like a fact sheet of things you should know.

Hearing what other states are doing would be very helpful.
There are always questions on the count. We need to know more
of what's expected, more guidance than just a form letter.
Tell me what to do.

They need to do something for the rural states specifically.
The same projects used in urban states don't apply. They need
ideas for native Americans.

Section 723 is supposed to be funded this summer. I hope that
when it's time to fund exemplary grants, they remember we
rural folks needs the money too. Last year just N.Y., Houston
& LA received funds. Congress needs to allocate more money for
direct services. But, all around DOE is doing a good job.

Those folks [at DOE) don't know much more about these programs
than the rest of us, so I understand their reluctance to an-
swer us. They must be consistent with their answers. There
is a total lack of guidance in matters (i.e. taking the count
in the first year). We spent almost one-half of the conven-
tion on homeless children. Coordinators weren't given an
indication of the money available or how they should have
conducted the count. It would be crazy to do the count again,
and a huge waste of resources. I felt good about the confer-
ence and the opportunity to share different model programs.
The financial agenda said that the application package would
be explained. I am sure that the proceeds and the distribu-
tion of funds will drag on forever. It will be a repeat of
FY88, taking months to get the money distributed. These peo-
rip who have been working in Chapter One have a long history
and many networks; it is not the same with us. People don't
know what they're doing. The U.S. DOE should send out a news-
letter providing technical advice and report what is happening
in other states so we can share ideas.
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I'm confused about when pilot project funds must be
liquidated. I wasn't really clear on the state plan require-
ments. They didn't seem to have time to personally review
plans. I understand that though, since it is a rew program.
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Summary of Inerviews with Shelter Providers

Alabama
Homeless children in Alabama face extreme difficulties in

enrolling in school. Birth certificate, social security card
and guardianship requirements all work to prevent homeless
children from gaining access to education.

According to the supervisor of a youth shelter in Mobile,
runaway and homeless youth cannot get into school without
birth certificates. If a child is from Mobile, it is rela-
tively easy to obtain if the shelter pays five dollars for a
replacement copy. If the child is from outsidE. Mobile but
within Alabama, getting a copy of the birth certificate is
possible but difficult. And, it is almost impossible to get a
copy of an out-of-state child's birth certificate. Without
these certificates children cannot attend school.

In Birmingham, a free health clinic for. homeless persons,funded in part under a different title of tLo McKinney Act,
reperts that tracking down birth certificates for homeless
children can keep kids out of school, often for as long as
three weeks.

Another shelter provider in Birmingham finds birth cer-
tificate requirements restrictive to parents attempting to
enroll their child in school: "If a family is not in a shel-
ter, the parents can't get a copy of a birth certificate if
they don't have one already due to the cost and difficulty of
obtaining one." Therefore, these children are not attending
school.

Guardianship requirements also present problems, espe-
cially for children without cooperative relatives and childrenwho no longer live in the same district where their school islocated. In Mobile, a child must have a guardian's permission
to attend school. If a child is from Mobile then the parents
usually cooperate and grant consent. But, if a child is not
from Mobile, it is often difficult to locate the parents.
Thus, the children are kept out of school for lack of parental
consent. In Birmingham, schools have permitted grandparents to
become guardians so the child could attend school.

Transferring school records can be a problem as well A
shelter provider in Birmingham reports that one child's old
school wouldn't release the child's transcripts until the
child returned her school books. In this instance, it took
two weeks to get the child into her new school.

Some schools provide a "grace period" in which a child is
allowed to enter school if the parents can obtain or demon-
strate an attempt to obtain social security and immunization
records within a specified period of time. This permits a
child to start school without the birth certificate and immu-
nization transfers. B t, if the parents have not produced
both a birth certificate and proof of immunization in two
weeks, the child must stop attending school. In Birmingham,
children are given a ter-day grace period during which they
can attend school. They must present proof within the ten day
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period that they have applied for birth certificates and immu-
nization records. The supervisor at the Mobile youth shelter
asserts that due to the above regulations, if a runaway or
homeless child is not in a shelter, the child .s not in
school: "Children just cannot get over the barriers without
an adult to help cut through the red tape."

One shelter, with no assistance from the local schools,
provides special support tp keep children in school. Recently
the head of co'inseling at the shelter's local school has
called providers together to begin to ascertain homeless chil-
dren's needs. Providers feel school involvement is desperate-
ly needed: "Schools are just not aware of what these homeless
children need."

Free lunch approval was a problem for one family at a
Lirmingham shelter. A principal told the family that he would
only give the child two weeks of tree lunch approval because
the family reported "zero income." The principal informa the
family that it is impossible to earn zero income according to .the federal government. The child had to reapply for -tell
tickets after two weeks.

The clinic supervisor reports trouble in finding homeless
children due to par.nts' fear that if they let the school
system know they are homeless the children might be taken from
the family.

The clinic supervisor also reports that the Alabarra De-
partment of Education used their funding to send a one-page
survey to all the teachers to ask if there were any homeless
children in their classroom. The results of this survey
showed that Alabama did not have a problem with homeless chil-
dren. Yet, the evidence supports a different conclusion.
"Are the tvichers supposed to ask all their homeless children
to raise their hands?" the clinic supervisor asked. Homeless
children often try not to let anyone know they are homeless
because of the obvious stigma attached to homelessness.

The director of a state-wide non-profit organization also
feels that the government hasn't done enough: "I can't tell
what on earth they've done with the dollars they've been get-
ting for the past three years. One survey done -- that's it.
I may be too cynical, there may be wonderful things happening.
But, as far as I know, they've just set up another bureaucracy
within the DOE bureaucracy."

California
Although some providers report new programs geared to-

wards homeless youth and the state has begun funding projects
with "seed money" in a few areas of California, homeless chil-
dren face mar barriers to education. According to service
providers, immunization, transclripts and residency require-
ments are strictly enforced in most parts of the state. Com-
plixating these difficulties, lack of both transportation and
special services serve to limit homeless children's access to
education.

Homeless children cannot enter school unless a child has
a record of immunizations. While shelters all pay for the
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transportation to the free clinics, for transient children
uroble to obtain or retain their records, this means they must
be immunized each time they move.

According to a Los Angeles County school psychologist who
has worked extensively with homeless children, these children
are regularly subjected to residency requirements. She says
that following passage of the McKinney Act, the state revised
its previous policy -- which required a permanent address for
school enrollment -- to allow homeless families to enroll
their children by filling out a form attesting to their
hmelessness. Yet, she says, this new procedure is widely
ignored across the state. InsteaC, schools allow sheltered
homeless children to use the shelter as an address but deny
entry to homeless children living in cars, beaches, or on the
street. Accordilg to the psychologist, "turnaways are the
norm, not the exception."

According to the director of the California Coalition for
the Homelesse parents are responsible for the transfer of
records. For homeless parents, who usually lack transporta-
tion, this is often an insurmountable barrier. Few homeless
parents have the time or money to return to their previous
state to get thei- children's records. In addition, for the
many non-English speaking families, language problems may
pr_vent performance of this task. The Coalition reports that
rainy families, often following repeated unsuccessful attempts,
give up.

Runaways and other adolescent homeless youth without
parents have an almost impossible time getting to school.
These children lack permanent addresses, school records, immu-
nization records as well as guardians.

Children are by and large completely responsible for
getting themselves to school. If a child no longer lii,es near
the old school, the parents must provide transportation to the
school. One parent woke up early every morning to ride the bus
with her child to school and then back (a total trip of two
hours) ilnd then later on in the day she would repeat the pro-
cess. One se:vice provider reports that parents never ask f,..r
transportation to the old school because they are embarrassed.
The cost of transportation is paid for by the shelter. One
shelter in San Francisco reportedly spent over $300 a month
providing bus tokens to their clients.

Whi]e children are normally assigned to schools within
walking distance, this is not always the case. For example,
in Bakersfield the school district's position is that it will
educate children if they can get to school on their own, but
that it does not have funds to provide transportation. For
children living in the shelter who are attending school in the
shelter's district, the elementary school children walk and
the older children must arrange their own transportation.

Special education is strongly needed but very few school
districts provide such services. One provider says that a
private school is needed so children are not embarrassed by
not being clean or well-kept enough. Shelter kids stand out,
and it's hard for them to fit in at school and get a fair
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education. Another shelter provider agrees that homeless,
children with special needs were not getting the help theyneed. Homeless children are also routinely denied comparable
services. Testing for special education programs takes weeks,
and homeless children are frequently denied any access to suchservices. In one recent case, a homeless family was unable toobtain special services for its autistic child. Similarly,
handicapped homeless children are denied wheelchairs. One ofthe chief problems is that these children do not get identi-fied. Often the scho.)1 psychologist comes to the school once
a month, and only the psychologist can administer the neces-
sary tests to get children into the special programs.

Few schools provide special services for homeless chil-
dren. The Broadway school, located in Venice, makes it easyfor homeless children to enroll: the school will accept anylocation -- including a car or a beach -- as an "address" forthe child. In addition, psychologists conduct "intake" at the
school to determine whether the child has any special needs.
If intervention is required, an exception is made to the usual
rules in order to expedite the process. Where warranted, the
child is placed in special education classes.

California State Department of Education has distributed
McKinney funds to only 16 out of 58 county school districts.
This funding is to be used for seed money for the school dis-tricts who reportedly have the most homeless children. Whilethe amounts are small -- ranging from $8,000 to $30,000 --
they are useful in getting ideas turned into action. But,
across the state, serious problems abound.

Colorado
According to shelter workers, Colorado is takinr steps tr

ensure that homeless children receive education. The Colorado
Coalition for the Homeless reports that a bill is now pending
before the state legislature to ensure that homeless children
are not denied access to school by residency requirements.
However, the Coalition has not heard of any child in the state
actually being denied access to school even without this lawon the books

The director of a shelter in Colorado Springs states: "Wehave an excellent program. All 'kids get into schools and have
the appropriate records. Transportation is not a problem."

Another shelter provider in Denver reports that the
school districts make an extra effort to assist homeless chil-dren. The only potential problem, she said, concerns delays
in transferring school records. In one case, records took sixweeks to arrive. But, she says, such delays are rare. Accord-ing to the director of a shelter in Fort Collins records are
usually transferred in about four days.

These relatively gcad reports may in part be due to ex-
tra, privately supported efforts now underway in Colorado.For example, the Coalition reports that they have begun aliaison program -- funded with a foundation grant -- betweenshelters and school officials. Two teachers and two aids runan after-school program open to all interested students, not
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just homeless students. This program provides needed support
to homeless students while also helping to integrate them intothe school system. Forty elementary school children are able
to attend at each of the two participating schools.

Connecticut
Reports from shelter providers in Connecticut are mixed.

Most providers report that, overall, there are no seriousbarriers. Nevertheless, some providers report problems. Andin general, the attitudes of school officials seemed to varyby school district. For example, according to one shelter
provider in Hartford, school districts are "very cooperative"with the shelters. On the other hand, a shelter provider in
Danielson said that "the school district doesn't necessarily
like to handle all the homeless children in the areas, butthey do."

According to the director of a shelter and food programin New Haven, children must have immunization records and
birth certificates before attending school. She reports dif-ficulties in obtaining such records for chi]dren from out-
of-state. It took her over three weeks to Find the records
for one child from Puerto Rico before the child was perW_ttedto enter school. A child from New Jersey also was barred from
school for a couple of weeks while the records were found andtransferred.

In Connecticut, parents have the sole responsibility to
obtain their child's records. For some homeless parents, thisis a difficult task without the assistance of the school or
shelter providers

The Director of Human Services for Tolland reports that
she was told by members of the Town Council that a homeless
child living in the district would not be allowed into schoolbecause, given his homelessness, he was not a "resident" ofthe district. The director called the school superintendent,
and the child was immediately enrolled. While she deemed this
incident a "misunderstanding," no data exist on children who
were turned away and did not have the support of an advocate
in challenging the denial.

In some areas, transportation seems to be at least a
potential problem even though the Connecticut legislature
enacted legislation that requires a child's former school
district to pay transportation costs from the shelter to the
former school (Public Act 87-179, July 1, 1987). For example,
transportation in Tolland is now provided by volunteers --from the shelter or local churches -- who drive homeless chil-dren to rchool. Transportation is not provided by the schoolsystem. Similarly, in Rockville, a shelter provider reports
that there is a lack of school transportation. While this hasnot yet presented a problem for her school-aged clients, itmay in the future.

According to the provider in Danielson, while schoo
transportation is not difficult, transporting children to
health clinics or places other than school remains a problem.
Danielson is a very rural area, and there is a lack of public
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transportation. She asserts the need for more funding to meet
thethese children's education and transportation needs.

Of their own initiative, some shelters have instituted
special programs to help educate homeless children. For exam-
ple, the Danielson shelter has hired someone to serve as a
liaison between the shelter and the school district. This
person retrieves records and tutors children. This ten-hour-
a-week position is paid for by the shelter.

District of Columbia
According to service providers in the District of Colum-

bia, homeless children are not barred from attending school by
residency requirements. Providers also report that -- at least
for sheltered homeless children -- guardianship requirements
are not generally a problem. Shelter worke:s are permitted to
act as guardians for the purposes of school enrollment.

Nonetheless, serious problems remain. According to the
assistant director of a legal clinic, transportation is a
serious problem for families trying to take homeless children
to school. Parents are responsible nor obtaining bus tickets.
Even though parents may obtain discount tickets for their
children, this is still a substantial cost for parents who
want to keep their child in the same school the child was
attending.

Another major problem parents face, he reports, is diffi-
culty in transferring their child to a school nearer the shel-
ter. The parents have sole responsibility for tracking down
and transferring children's records to the new school. For a
variety of reasons, mostly having to do with both the other
pressing needs homeless people face and the lack of coopera-
tion of attendance officers, parents often are unable to re-
enroll their child.

According to the director of an organization for homeless
and troubled youth, while homeless children are allowed into
schools, once in, they do not receive any needed special ser-vices or assistance. She says that getting homeless children
admitted into special education classes takes such a long time
that children often leave the school before they are admitted
into special programs. In some cases, it has taken her a year
or more with "strong advocacy" to get these children admitted.

Similarly, there are sometimes prcblems with the transfer
of records, she says, particularly for children who have moved
from another city. Records sometimes take a month to arrive,
and during this time the child is barred from attending
school.

Immunization requirements also operate as a barrier at
times, according to the director of outside education at a
children's services group. In one case, a homeless boy was
kept out of school for six weeks because his mother was unable
to obtain immunization for him.

It is much harder for childret not connected with a shel-
ter to get into school 5.n D.C.. A cleaning woman spent over a
month trying to get her two grandchildren into public school.The school wouldn't accept the children witholit their

75
A-31

alf!...=



immunization records, and the grandmother couldn't get the
records from the Health Department because she was not the
legal guardian. Finally, she was able to get the records, and
the children got into school in Southeast.

A shelter director reports that children served by his
program have not encountered barriers in entering schools.
Nevertheless, he says that immunizations can be a problem for
working mothers whose schedule doesn't permit much time to get
a child to a free clinic for immunizations.

Florida
Homeless children face significant barriers in most of

Florida. The director of the Orlando Coalition for the Home-
less reports that the Orlando school district has e "very
good" attitude towards homeless children and calls it "one of
the best" school districts. However, he notes this is not the
case around the state; residency requirements are still prev-
alent. Immunization requirements pose a barrier for homeless
children who lack the money or transportation necessary to get
immunized or track down their records. In his opinion, school
transportation varies with the community.

A professor at Barry University who conducted a survey of
60 families (including 120 homeless children) found that 60%
of those interviewed described the schools as uncooperative in
their attitude towards homeless children. He interviewed
families in three large urban ....aunty districts: Miami, West
Palm Beach, and Fort Lauderdale. The families were asked
about their experience with the school system during the time
they were living in the shelter and before they moved into the
shelter. Before the move, many families had been living with
relatives in trailer parks or in cars. For many, the move to
the shelter was their third move during the school year. Those
reporting difficulties hp4 problems with immunization and
school records transfer. The professor maintains that "it is
easier for kids to get into school from a shelter than from
another short-term location due to the shelter's network of
people who understand the system and can work around the re-
strictions."

Another shelter provider in Miami says that homeless
children must present proof of residence, as well as a physi-
cal examination in order to enroll in school. While the shel-
ter may serve as "residence" for this purpose and also pro-
vides transportation to the clinic, these requirements can
prove insurmountable for children not living in a shelter. I'
addition, he notes that a child must be accompanied by his or
her parents in order to enroll in school and noted that record
transference is often slow. The Miami shelter provider notes
that homeless children in his shelter are doing well. Two
have enrolled in gifted programs and one is in a special edu-
cation program.

Idaho
Homeless children's access to school seems to vary

throughout Idaho. Most shelter providers report positive
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actions on the part of schools. Yet, some potential problems
appear to restrict parents' ability Co get children into
school without assistance from either a school or shelter
provider.

The first of these difficulties is the residency require-
ment that only permits children who are actual residents of
the school district to attend school. Children wt., are not
actual residents must pay a tuition fee. According to the
director of a nonprofit organization in Boise, while many
school districts waive the tuition fee, there are some that donot. Obviously, a family that cannot afford to pay for shel-
ter will have great difficulties paying for education. And,
in adany cases homeless families not staying at a shelter have
no address they can use for a residence. Legislation is cur-
rently being written that permits homeless children to have
such fees waived, but as of yet, it has not become law.

The director of a shelter in Boise reports that if a
child misses more than nine days a semester, the semester
doesn't count. Attendance rules that do not credit a semes-
ter's work if a child is absent for more than a specified
number of days during that semester effectively keep homeless
children behind in school, making it even more difficult for
homeless children to be integrated into the school system.

Homeless children are almost always behind in school, yet
few schools offer special tutoring to assist them. Special
assistance is sorely needed because many shelters, already
cramped for space, do not have a place for children to study.

However, many shelter providers reported that most home-
less children are able to get into school quickly. Children
can attend school immediately, and there is no waiting period
delaying enrollment while records transfer, reports a shelter
provider in Lewiston. In Nappa, a director of a shelter re-
ports that all homeless children who arrive at the shelter are
attending school within 48 hours after their arrival at the
shelter. She also finds the only delay in getting children
into school is making sure the child has the proper clothes.

In Lewiston, the shelter provider reported that access to
school is not a problem for children who are at the shelter.
For families not at a shelter, however, their children won't
be attending school because the parents ha4e so much to worry
about -- where to eat, where to sleep -- that getting a child
into school is one of their last priorities.

In some parts of Idaho, transportation is a problem be-
cause pafents must take the rew-onsibility of getti,1 their
children to school. For homeless parents who usually do not
have cars or money for a bus, this can cause difficulties.

Illinois
While some areas of Illinois' such as Springfield report

no problems with educating homeless children, other districts
seem to be experiencing problems. The director of the Illi-
nois Coalition for the Homeless has been following Illinois'
compliance with the McKinney Act and believes that transporta-
tion is the biggest problem for homeless children. He says
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the reason transportation is such a problem is that unless the
schools provide transportation, there is virtually no other
way to get these children to school. He adds that while the
state has made plans to comply with the mandate of McKinney,
no such implementation has taken place.

If access to school is taken care of, there are other
problems of gettinr' the homeless child actually enrolled inschool. One shelter provider explains that he has often had
to "press the system" to get a homeless child enrolled in
school. He adds that it varies from school to school, depend-
ing on how amenable the principal is to homeless children inhis or her school.

And finally, if the children are permitted in the
schools, there are often no special programs to help them
adjust to their new environment or help them catch-up to the
appropriate level. The director of the Me On Street Shelter
says that nine out of ten children in his shelter could be
considered learning disabled: "These kids have special needs,
but no system has been set up by the state to address theirneeds."

These children often have difficulty attending school,
yet it was reported by numerous sources that the truancy poli-
cy is very bad. A provider at the Rutledge Youth Center in
Springfield says that homeless children are told that if theymiss five days in a row, they will fail. One child ware told
that he should not bother returning co school because he would
fail even if he did return.

On the other side are those shelters like Rainbow House
Shelter in Chicago which have experienced few problems. These
shelters, however, appear to expend significant effort them-selves. For example, at Rainbow House, shelter pro "iders as-sist the children in registration and reported that every
homeless child at their shelter is currently enrolled in
school. One provider there says that the shelter has been
able to work around the Chicago school district's requirement
that children must have a transfer voucher to move to anotherschool.

Likewise, the Greenhouse Shelter in Chicago makes regu-
lar visits to area elementary and high schools to discuss
problem cases and to touch base. A project called "Head
Hor..!" brings tutors into the shelter for pre-schoolers during
the day.

Maine
Shelter workers in Maitre report that homeless children

face serious educational barriers. Indeed, virtually every
barrier expressly prohibited by the McKinney Act appears to bein place in Maine. In particular:

Residency requirements. These requirements appear stillto be in place. According to the Director of the Portland
Street Program, homeless t N ldren are regularly turned awayfrom school. She says: "Our feeling is that the school dis-
trict doesn't want our kids." Another shelter provider in
Portland also reports that homeless children are still being
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shifted between school districts. In one case, where theparents lived in Westbrook and the child lived in Portland,neither school wanted the child.
In addition, according to another Portland shelter pro-

vider, homeless children living in that shelter are deniedaccess to the local school even though it is next door to theshelter. He says that children are not admitted to school ifthey do not come from a "stable environment." This effective-ly operates to prohibit most homeless children.
Guardianship requirements. Guardianship rules also oper-ate as significant barriers in Maine. According to the direc-tor of a Portland shelter, if a child attempts to enroll in

school without a parent, schools deny entry: "It's a fightevery time." She reports that children are required to havetheir parents sign a "consent form" in order to enroll inschool. For children estranged from their parents -- or who
are unable to obtain the signature for whatever rep -- thisrequirement may be an insurmountable barrier.

Records. According to a Portland shelter director, ittakesiSEEEwo weeks for records to be transferred. Duringthat interval, homeless children are unable to enroll inschool. But, she says, "We can advocate loud enough (on theseissues], so we haven't really had a problem."
Comparable Services. Homeless children are frequently

labeled "truant," and as a result, are excluded from special
education and other special programs.

Transportation. Transportation appears to be uneven
One provider reports that homeless children are sometimes
subjected to a vicious cycle. While they are kept out of the
school district in which they already live, they are denied
transportation to their original school district. Similarly,another provider reports that while some school districts
distribute bus passes, others do not.

The lack of appropriate clothing and negative attitudestowards homeless children also cause problems. Aid, it was
noted, without a quiet, safe place to study, homeless children
will not ,'se able to obtain an education.

Maryland
Homeless children and youths' access to school in Mary-

land varies greatly depending on location. In Hagerstown, two
directors of shelters reported no difficulties in getting
children into school. Most of their clients are local; there-
fore, the children keep attending their old school.

However, for homeless children and youth in other parts
of Maryland, there are barriers to enrolling in school causedby immunization requirements and lack of special services.One shelter provider reports that without immunization,
records, or shots a child cannot enter school. One child from
out-of-state was kept out of school for almost a week until
she could get new immunizations.

Transportation could be a potential problem since most
shelters or parents have the responsibility to provide trans-
portation for the students. According to a youth services
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provider in Hye-tsville, many of the children who attend their
old school receiJe bus tokens paid for by the shelter.

None of the providers report receiving special services
from the schools. The shelter in Hyattsville pays for a
teacher who teaches all the students in the shelter who are
not able to attend their old school. But, the school should
be funding these programs, not the shelter.

Most of the shelter providers interviewed only provide
shelter to local residents. For that reason, few report dif-
ficulty getting children into school because most children
keep attending their old school.

However, for youth and transient families, the picture
appears far bleaker. The State Coordinator believes that
there may be a problem with guardianship requirements. Howev-
er, this problem is hidden because many shelters do not take
children older than twelve and the runaway shelters have
schools on the premises, so no data exists on the number of
homeless children without guardians not attending school. A
shelter for youth finds that children living with friends or
in a shelter do attend their old school. But, she adds chil-
dren living on the streets do not attend school.

Michigan
Michigan schools do seem to take the responsibility for

tracking down children's records. None of the Providers in-
terviewed felt children were kept out of school for lack of
adequate records. However, guardianship requirements, trans-
portation and residency requirements all present significant
barriers to homeless children's access to education.

The most restrictive of these barriers is guardianship
requirements. According to a provider at a youth crisis cen-
ter in Ann Arbor, there are many difficulties in trying to get
children into school without a parent's permission. One run-
away from another county could not start school until the
courts had transferred her jurisdiction. After a six week
court battle, a court worker was assigned to be her guardian,
and she was able to enroll in school. Another seienteen-
year-old runaway was able to attend school only after a shift
coordinator at the shelter became the youth's temporary guard-ian. She says: "It's very sticky and cumbersome to get achild into school; a child must have a legal guardian or be
emancipated."

In some parts of Michigan, transportation is also a prob-
lem. In Ann Arbor, foster parents, students, or the youth
shelter staff must take children to school. A supervisor of a
shelter for families in Ann Arbor reports that only childrenin special education have access to school buses. In
Ypsilanti, a shelter provider reports that children at her
shelter walk to school or the someone from the shelter drivesthem.

In Ypsilanti the major transportation problems occur when
children want to keep attending the school they were previo'is-
ly attending before moving into the shelter. In cases like
these, the shelter or the parents have the responsibility for
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getting the child to school. In one situation, the shelter
paid for a cab to drive a child to the bus stop so the child
could attend the old school.

In Ypsilanti, the shelter provider reports only one case
where the school provided transportation. This occurred when
one child was attending a special education class in another
part of the city and the school bus came to get that child,
his sibling, and another child staying at the shelter who also
attended the same school. She says the school district
"grudgingly" provided transportation for them.

A few schools do offer special services to homeless chil-
dren. A shelter provider reported that Community High School
in Ann Arbor offers a good tutoring system. Couzen School in
De-zroit offers a special program for homeless children which
allows children to enter immediately, offers a bus right near
the shelter, and has no residency requirements that limit
children's access. Couzen School also offers comparable ser-
vices to its students paid for by the school district.

Despite these positive examples few schools are providing
special tutoring for homeless children even though there is a
consensus on this need due to children's inconsistent atten-
dance records. Many shelters reported receiving tutoring
assistance from community volunteers.

Residency requirements are still enforced in some parts
of Michigan. Detroit, Ypsilanti and Ann Arbor shelters all
have people in t'.eir shelter using the shelter's address. If
the child was not in a shelter ano had no address, the child
couldn't attend school. One provider in Ann Arbor said that
all children must have an Ann Arbor addresses to attend school
and that youth on the street use the shelter's address. The
schools, she says, don't know that it's a shelter address; all
they care about is that it is an Ann Arbor address.

Minnesota
Shelter providers' reports vary and Minnesota's efforts

to educate homeless children appear to be uneven. Overall, in
both urban and rural areas, homeless children living in shel-
ters appear to have a much better chanct of entering school
than children not in a shelter.

For example, according to the Minnesota Coalition for the
Homeless, fewer homeless children attend school in rural areas
since their families tend to be more transient. However,
according to c"-Ilter providers in rural areas, once children
enter the sh ers, they are able to begin school right away.
Similarly, the director of the YWCA shelter in St. Paul esti-
mates that 60% of the children were not attending school be-
fore arriving at the shelter.

In the Twin City area, admission to school does not ap-
pear to be a major problem. According to the director of a
shelter in St. Paul, once in school, homeless children are
bused back to their home school whenever they move. Neverthe-
less, she says, there is a continuing problem with immuniza-
tion and guardianship requirements. A parent or guardian is
necessary for a child to enter school.
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In St. Paul, the YWCA has set up its own "in-house" immu-
nization center in order to cut through immunization require-
ments imposed by school districts. This proposal was funded
in part by another title of the McKinney Act. The shelter
provider said that or.:e the children are immunized, the
schools are willing to wait for the transfer of school records
and the children are not kept out in the interim.

However, according to a shelter provider which serves
Native American children aged 5 through 17, most children have
problems having their immunization records transferred between
schools and are kept out of school until the transfer is made.
In addition, the provider added, transportation is a problem.
Children living outside their original school district cannot
continue in their original school because transportation is
not provided. Also, tutoring is not provided at the shelter,
though there is a need for this service.

Legislation is now pending in Minnesota that would allow
children to be placed in school before their records arrive.

Missouri
Although most providers report few barriers to enrolling

homeless children in school, getting children to school re-
mains a barrier in some parts of the state. According to the
director oZ a legal aid group in St. Louis, children who move
outside of their original school district find that transpor-
tation to their old school is unavailable.

However, according to an emergency shelter provider in
Kansas City, after McKinney, the state changed its policy on
school transportation. Buses are provided within a few days
to pick-up the children. And until the buses can be scheduled
the school sends a cab to get the children. According to the
Salvation Army Family Services in St. Louis, schools only
agree to provide transportation to the child's previous school
if the child still resides in the same county.

Missouri schools also vary in the amount of special ser-
vices they provide. In Kansas City, the schools are very co-
operative and even provide children with clothing and sup-
plies. In St. Louis, a shelter provider reports that the
shelters have a school in the sul-amer to help children catch
up. However, the legal aid clinic director reports that
schools do not provide tutors or remedial education for these
children.

The legal aid director has been told by parents who tried
to enroll their child in school that they were blccked by
residency requirements. But she maintains that paperwork
isn't the problem, getting the child to school is. "The
school board has kind of grudgingly agreed to enroll the kids,
but there is not much creativity on their part."

New York
Transportation to school is the major barrier in New York

for homeless children. The responsibility for getting chil-
dren to school rests with the parent or with the shelter.
This creates problems, as a shelter provider in Rochester
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said, "Besides being a burden, it's an inefficient use of the
counselors time to have them transporting children to their
original school." In one district, the Salvation Army provides
the shelter with limitless bus tokens. Only in Syracuse was
the school system able to pick children up by mini-bus.

Problems with transportation for h,lmless childrc in
Buffalo are quite acute. Children can't loctt to school .nail
f....e buses are rerouted to tece them. This often results in
delays of more than a week during which time the children do
not attend school. Another provider in Buffalo echoes these
senciments, "It takes weeks to arrange for the proper trans-
portation, and by then the children have usually left. Often
th' shelter just gives the child money to travel by public bus
which is not safe for the child." _11 Brooklyn, a provider
reports that it occasionally take_ up to a month for the
school to send a bus to get the child who, in the meantime,
does not attend school.

Record transfer seems to work well in most areas of New
York, but problems remain. In Buffalo, providers report that
a rarticular school district allows transfer of records by
phone, but not for homeless children acid youth, who need paper
records to be admitted.

At another shelter in Buffalo, parents have the option of
sending their child to the home school district or to in on-
site school, which consists of half-day classes and a tut,r
afterwards.

The Research Director for Advocates for Children of New
York did a study of 427 homeless children and compiled the
findings in a report: "Learning in Limbo: The Educationa
Deprivation of Homeless Children." According to her, in New
York City the traditional rarriers do not seem to be such a
problem. The major problem there is not residency or guardi-
anship requirements but the lack of an adequate and stable
shelter environment. The conditions in which the children
live are intolerable with little chance for them to study, let
alone sleep at night. She adds that the poverty levels are
"incredible" and that without adequate health care, the chil-
dren never even rake it to school.

The traditional barriers are more problematic in New York
State. Of these, special education programs are one of the
greatest barriers. It is difficult to get special education
class s for homeless children. Often these children are
thrown into regular classes, where they are almost destined to
fail. She relates that it is difficult to truly educate them
when "these kids get bounced around from one God-awful-filthy
shelter to another."

Many parents reported that the lack of school bus trans -p0 ation meant that their "choice" If school was eliminated.
They did not have tLe time to take .eir children to and from
school each day. The researchers aiso found a direct correla-
tion between the length of homelessness and the number of
times the chiln had transferred schools. In the area c:).
transportation, the director relates that it is "a shambles"
in upstate New York. Also, while record transfer is
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technically not a problem, it often keeps children out of
school in certain districts.

Her study is a comprehensive study the education of
homeless children in New York. Her overall comments are that:
"The McKinney Act is superficial... not strong enough. Thereis no yuarantee that homeless children will be educated andnothing for non-compliance It's just guidelines with noguarantee."

Oregon
According to the director of the Oregon Shelter Networkin North Bend, the treatment of homeless children varies from

s hool district to schocl distinct. A 1988 survey was recent-
ly updated in December of 1989 with a one night census ofshelters. The survey reported the following results:

3,193 homeless children are not in school each year.
Out of 26 programs responding to the survey, only

45% reported that their school districts accepted temporaryaddresses for purposes of enrolling children in school.
Out of 31 programs reporting, 53% said that trans-

portation was available for homeless school children in theirdistrict.
Out of 17 programs reporting, 29% reported that

health examinations and immunizations pose no barrier forenrollment.
In addition to these barriers, the shelter network dirc-

to- reports that homeless children face a host of other prob-lems in obtaining an education. They frequently lack suitable
clothes, are embarrassed about their homelessner.3 and have
increased health problems. He adds, homeless children often
do not receive adequate support from their parents, or are
required to undertake extra responsibilities -- such as caring
for younger siblings or serving as translators for parents
that interfere with their schooling. Finally, he says, home-
less children often do not re...-,ie sufficient .pport from
teachers.

Rhode Island
Homeless children in Rhode Island have limited access to

special education. They also experience difficulties remaining
in the same school they originally were enrolled in if they
lived in the same county district. The Rhode Island Depart-
ment of Education's interpretation of the law is that the
child must remain in the district of origin, which is not
necessarily the same school. For children needing stability
this is not helprul. "I think it is cruel to ship these poor
kids around like that," said one provider. Children who are
in state rlustody have huge problems getting an education.
These children move around so often that 3' is nearly impossi-
ble to transfer their records.

One provider of legal aid expresses complete frustration
with the lack of activity on the part of the State Department
of Education. Only one person works on the State Education
program, and to date, no regulations have been issued. A
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shelter provider repor.s that DOE sent out a surrey to all the
schools asking them about homeless children in their schools.
When very few responses were returned, DOE interpreted the
lack of responses as an indication of no existing problems.

South Carolina
Most shelter providers report few problems getting chi -dren into school. Yet some problems remain, especially for

homeless families not in a shelter.
In one district, if the children enroll in school with a

voucher from the shelter certifying that tho children are
residents of the shelter, the school will let them in imme-diately. Although the school cooperates with the shelter,
they do not seem to cooperate with parents who desperately
need assistance in cutting red tape and filling out forms.

One shelter provider who works with children of migrant
workers sends the children to school whenever they come to theshelter. He says however, that when the children are not at
the shelter, they do not attend school.

Another problem arises with children who mov' outside
their original school district. Transportation is not provid-
ed for these children. They must transfer to the new school.
For children who need stability in their lives, this is verydifficult.

South Dakota
There seem to be orly a few barriers restricting

childrens' access to school in South Cakota, but that could
have more to do with lack of information (z.han with actualfact.

An official with the State Department of Education in
Pierre reports that she plans to do an additional study of
homeless children in the :fate. But she says it is difficult
to find homeless people since "people don't admit they are
homeless" due to the obvious stig_aa attached to homelessness.
Snelter providers report that children are admitted to school
without immunization records or transcripts from past schools.
But in most areas, the parent has the responsibildi-v to obtain
all the necessaey paperwork within a specified ''sric,e. period"in order to keep the child in school. This is often a problem
since parents are often busy trying to find work, housing,food, and arranging transportation.

Transporting children to school can be problem sincefew shelters have school buses that take children to school.
Therefore, the responsibility of transporting children
school becomes the responsibili*y of the parents or the sLel-
ter. One shelter provider in Sioux Falls reports that most
children at the shelter were attending schoki in Sioux Falls
before moving into the shelter. The parents or the shelter
providers take the responsibility of driving the children toschool. Some providers say they actually prefer doing the
transporting themselves since according to another shelter
provider in Sioux Falls, "we have so few cnildren staying in
the shelter at any given time it is easier to take them to
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school ourselves." But for shelters that have children stay-
ing there on a more regular basis, school buses should be
arranged to save parents and shelters the cost an time mces-
sary to drive the children.

Another possible problem is that unless a child is going
to be in the area for a substantial length of time the child
will not enter school. One shelter has only a few children
who come there, most only for five or six days so they do not
even enter school. The need to get transient children into
schools is great. The tendency to only educate children who
are going to settle in South Dakota for some time appears to
be a residency requirement in disguise.

Texas
Overall, shelter providers report few problems in getting

homeless children to school. It seems that many school dis-
tricts have a good relationship with the shelters and work
closely together. Many on-site schools are staffed by teach-
ers paid for by the school system, and transportation does not
appear to be a problem. Yet problems persist.

In Henderson, children who miss more than a certain num-
ber of school days automatically fail the semester. Since
homeless children move so frequently, they have difficulties
in catching up with their classmates.

A shelter provider in San Antonio reports that without an
address and a way to prove it, a child cannot attend school.
A child must show a rent receipt, gas bill, or telephone bill
to prove residency. She also cites a case in which a child
living with grandparents could not attend school because the
grandparents were unable to prove custody.

In addition, from discussions with service providers it
seems that homeless children who are not in shelters experi-
ence difficulty enrolling in school without the help of a
shelter.

Virginia
Virginia schools seem to be gettin homeless children

into school without many difficulties. Most providers feel
their local schools are very helpful in enrolling homeless
children. However, according to the director of the Virginia
Coalition for the '- meless, taere are problems for homeless
chilcren in transf_,:ring records, particularly from other
states, as well as delays in obtaining birth certificates and
immunization delays. But, the director thinks that homeless
children are getting into school since no shelter provider has
complained to her about problems.

Another shelter provider from Alexaadria finds that out-
of-state record transfer is the only thing that keeps children
from attending school. However, most providers report that
records could be verified by phone, allowing the children to
begin school immediately.

The Coalition director feels that more rescurces are
available to homeless people in et.e Port.hern part of Virginia
because there are more shelters. Therefore, more information
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is available to homeless people to help them get their chil-
dren into school,

One shelter provider in Fairfax attended a conference on
Virginia families and remembers that many people in the South-
ern part of the state reported huge difficulties in getting
children into school. Many shelters in the South limit fami-
lies' stay in the shelter to two weeks. The end result is that
homeless children are constantly being pulled in and out of
schools.

However, a shelter provider :n Harrisonburg reports no
problems with the school system. There is a free clinic for
immunizations, the bus comes to the shelter, and the schools
provide breakfast and lunch to the children.

Overall, the Coalition director has a "feeli. " that
homeless children are not getting into school but no specific
"facts" to back up her impressions. This discrepancy may
reflect differences in the treatment of sheltered and unshel-
tered children. Once most parents arrive at a shelter, they
receive :ssistance and advocacy in the w,rollment proceedings.
For homeless families not living in a shelter, there often is
neither time nor comprehension of the paperwork involved in
getting a child in school, nor is any record made of such
difficulties in entering school.
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