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I.

Introduction

A,

Nature of this Evaluative Report

This report is a descriptive evaluation of the five
pilot sites of Project TREND (Targeting Resources on
the Educational Needs of the Disadvan:ceged) conducted
by Unco, Inc., Washington, D.C., for the Department
of Ilealth, Education and Welfare, U.S. Office of Edu-
cation, under contract OEC 0-71-3710.

The five Local Education Agency (LEA) pilot sites are
the educational systems of: (1) Akron, Ohio; (2) El1
Paso, Texas; (3) Newark, New Jersey; (4) Portland,
Oregon; and (5) San Jose (Unified), California. The
study also included the assessment of Project TREND
activities of the U.S. Office of Education as well

as the State Education Agencies (SEA) associated with
the participatory sites above. »

The period of field evaluation efforts covered under
this study runs from the roots of the Project 1n late
1970, through Novembexr-December, 1971.

Changes from Proposed Nature of the Evaluatlon

Originally, it was proposed and planned that Unco- would
conduct contextual, inrput, process,.and’ product evalua-
tions of Project TREND, including comparisons across

the five pilot LEA sites, using tight systems analysis
procedures applicable to the data gathering and analy-
sis methodologies appropriate to this study. Meeting
these proposed methodological objectives has been proven
be impossible, as recognized by the Office of Education
at the onset of the project activity, for the follow-
ing reasons:

1. Project TREND was designed by the Office of

- Education specifically to allow maximum flexi-
bility of project design and implementation.
strategies at each funded LEA site. Not only
were OE objectives and guidelines very loosely
structured at the onset, but they were con-
stantly subject to on-going interpretation
within changing contextual frameworks emerg-
ing from both OE and LEA levels.

to
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At most of the five Project TREND pilot sites,
few items of precise, quantifiable data existed
with regard to the input characteristics in-
herent in the development of local project acti-
vities. Thus, evaluative data collection and
analysis activities were of necessity restricted
mainly to in-depth interviews with persons in-
volved in the implementation activities. In
general, the methodology utilized in this study
consisted of some records search and documen-
tary review, where available; but principally,
observation and interviews of perscnnel directly
and indirectly involved at each pilot site.

In order to have conducted a valid process evalua-
tion, the evaluators should have been on site when
the projects'began and on a nunber of occasions
during the process of project implementation, not
merely on a couple of occasions several months
subsequent to implementation. For objectives,
implementation, and interaction processes to be
properly monitored and evaluated would have re-
guired a significantly higher level of evaluative
commitment than was contractually allocated or
available. 2As the specifications of the contract
effort allowed only for a couple of field visits
to each particiﬁ?ﬁf’site, it was necessary to
rely heavily on the retrospective and recall
abilities of those individuals interviewed. This
strategy was supplemented by the evaluators' at-
tendance at several major policy and strategy
conferences at the federal and local levels where
interactive processes could be directly observed
and by the context of the conferences correlated
wiEh historical and projected TREND activities.

TREND has had few products to analyze. This is
partly because TREND is really a management pro-
cess used in an educaticnal environment, not an
education project, per se, and partly because

in most cases, TREND site activities had not
reached a product stage at the time of field
visits. Products and project time frames were
delayed from the start because funds were late
in becoming available to LEAs. In addition, the
processes icr accomplishing the various tasks
have taken LEAs longer than was anticipated.



C. Descriptive Nature of the Evaluative Report

A great deal of the information in this report is
descriptive rather than evaluative in nature. This
has proven necessary because:

1. The majority of the questions posed in the
work statement call for a descriptive re-
sponse in order to familiarize the reader
with the nature of the projects.

2. There is no firm set of measures available by
which to judge performance of the TREND pro-
jects, owing to: '

(a) TREND is intended to be flexible and
to take the shape that the local edu-~
cation agency (LEA) and local community
give it, rather than one determined by
the U.S. Office of Education. TREND is
really a form of revenue-sharing, with
bloc grants and local strategies and
planning.

(b) All of the projects were faced with un-
foreseen problems, many of which lay be-
yond the power of the LEA to control,
e.g., funding from USOE was delayed in.
all cases, causing slippage in the time-
tables. .

(c) The concepts and designs of TREND shifted
as time progressed, both at USOE and at
the LEAs, as might be expected in pilot
projects. The recognition of such changes
led to the Office of Education's request
that the present evaluation of Project
TREND put still more emphasis on descrip-
tion rather than evaluation.




II.

Overview

This section discusses the rationale of Project TREND and
the context of current judicial - and legislative decisions
impacting on local education agencies into which TREND
fits. It is not the purpose 'of this section to describe
the history of TREND. This is described briefly in Sec-
tion IV, below.

The title "TREND" is an acronym standing for "Targeting
Resources for the Education Needs of the Disadvantaged."

-TREND is an attempt to simplify and establish a rational

framework for subsidizing special educational programs
for disa¥vantaged students. TREND is fundamentally a
management process which evolved from five years of ex-
perience of local school rystems (hereafter, Local Edu-
cation Agency, or "LEA").

Before 1965, the Federal Government made very little
contribution to the education of students disadvantaged
in socio-economic or -educational terms. In that year,
the Federal Government launched a large-scale effort to
meet the special needs of those disadvantaged students.
It had not been possible to meet these special needs
through conventionally funded programs. Today about
ninety-three percent of the money used in operating lo-
cal educational programs for elementary and secondary
students comes from local and state revenues. The Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA of
1965) led to the focus of money on new ways of meeting
educational deficiencies. Title I of that Act (here- .
after, "Title I") set up a formula for participation by
students and has been the chief means through which the
Federal Government has tried to assist LEAs in improv-
ing the education of their "disadvantaged" students.
Title I (or the Compensatory Education Program) has grown
annually and now assists most LEAs throughout the coun-
try with its $1.4 billion. It includes a broad range of
possible projects, including health and nutrition needs
in addition to special teaching arrangements, intensive
(English) language development and a wide array of other
supplementary projects. It supplements the regular edu-
cation program of an LEA, Other federal programs in-
clude Title III of the ESEA of 1975 (hereafter, "Title
ITI") which provides funds ($146 million in fiscal year
1972) for supplementary educational centers and service;
Titles VII and VIII of the ESEA of 1965 (added in 1967);
Bilingual Education and Dropout Prevention, a special
section of Title I aimed at migrant students; and a
wide~range of other programs.



Many of the programs overlap in various ways. The same
students may be the target group for several special
funds. The range of permissible projects allows the
funding for similar projects under different programs.
Overlapping projects may result, with wasteful redundacy.
Several of the programs (e.g., Head Start, Title I,

Title VII, etc.) require the formation of parent advisory
committees. Guidelines for the different programs -are
often mutually inconsistent in their requirements for
grant applications, project content, and project report-
ing. Sometimes, projects are shaped to meet the guide-
lines of those programs which have money available. Some
programs require that the LEA apply to the State Educa-
tion Agency (hereafter, the "SEA") for federal funds, while
other programs require that the LEA apply directly to the
U.S. Office of Education (hereafter, "OE") for federal
funds. (The latter are called "discretionary funds.")
There are also separate state programs using state funds
to meet special educational needs.

To gain the maximum funding benefit for their students,
the LEA must work its way through a bewildering maze of
sources and requirements. There has been no unifying
thread to the sources of aid except as the LEA has planned
one, using general operating funds and its own. expertise.

The LEAs and SEAs have madé program officials in OE aware
of the frustration caused by this maze. In May of 1970,
therefore, a group of OE officials agreed to create a pro-
gram or management process (TREND) which -- it was hoped --
would result in a far greater impact on the needs of the
disadvantaged students.

The TREND process consists of planning for and implementing
several tasks, whiclhiprovide a substantial, rational basis
for the development oI a comprehensive child development
strategy. TREND callgs for the design and implementation of
a child-centered needs assessment, which is to be accom-
plished by a survey of the needs of the target population.
TREND suggests that tés survey samples include not only

the students but also “the parents and teachers in order to
have another perspective on the perceptions and expectations
of the students and their teachers. The survey should cover
cognitive, social, behavioral, and personal development and
environmental reinforcement of the students. The analysis
of the needs assessment serves as the basis for setting
priorities, goals, and objectives. New projects are de-
signed to meet needs presently unmet by other projects
(and unlikely to be met by them). To learn which needs

are unmet, an examination of the effectiveness of current



projects should be made. Once the unmet needs have been
identified, available resources are sought. One consoli-
dated grant application is written and, hopefully, funds
are provided for the proposed projects. When the funds
are provided by multiple sources for a single project,
they are expected to be provided jointly so that the pro-
ject may be operated in a unified fashion.

Products that result from TREND include the needs assess=-
ment and its analysis, a Diagnostic Inventory or manage-
ment review, and the colsolidated grant application. The
Diagnostic Inventory was designed to help OE in selection
of sites, to provide management training for the TREND
staff, and to serve as a guide to local TREND staffs in
working with the LEA management team.

TREND is very mucn a creature of our times: it is designed
to allow a great deal of flexibility to the LEA in the de-
sign of the project and in planning to improve local educa-
tion -- a form of revenue-sharing. It calls for significant
community input (and, where Model Cities Programs exist,

OE required that they signoff on the project and be involved
in its activities). This requirement comes at a time when
nearly all government prograns ‘are making provision for
input from the "consumers of the products" who, in this
case, are the target population: parents, students, and
their representatives in community agencies.

TREND also is subject to the sweeping changes affecting
some LEAs, which may impact all school districts shortly:
lawsuits demanding further student desegregation have

been filed recently in one of the five TREND IEAs (San
Jose), temporarily *nalting plans for building new schools
and plans for decentralization; in three of the other four
LEAs, institution of such lawsuits is being discussed. :
Major changes in LEA boundaries have resulted from desegre-
gation lawsuits in a few recen. cases.

A second set of recent, major cases involves the local
financial basis of LEA operations: in several states, the
traditional method of assessing local property taxes as

the core of LEA support has been ruled unconstitutional.
These rulings have come at a time when many LEAs are being
met with repeated rejection of local bond issues which the
LEA administrators have requested to build or rebuild schools.
One of the first five TREND sites (Portland) has had three
bond issues rejected by the voters in recent years. To
remedy LEA financing problems, other means of supporting.
the LEAs are now being considered by state legislatures and
by the Federal Government. Some change is certain to re-
sult, since in one state the decision overturning the pre-
sent funding system is not being appealed.



There are other undercurrents affecting the operation of
schools today: one court has ruled that the "equal pro-
tection" reguirement of the Yourteenth Amendment implies
that expenditures in the form of teachers' salaries must
be equalized among schools. The tax bases and educational
levels of students in the "inner city" =-- the core arecas
of large cities =- is dropping, with particular impact on
such cities as Newark. Proygrams aimed at meeting those
problems are proliferating.

TREND is an attempt to consolidate these program efforts
and to plan and operate them together on a rational basis.
But TREND is a planning system arising at a time of unex-
pected developments calling for the restructuring of school
systems. Successful planning is made more difficult when
the framework within which the system operates changes.

Further, though TREND provides a logical set of steps for
an LEA to take in order to comprehensively plan to meet
educational needs of -disadvantaged students, TREND was
provided with few of the assets needad to carry out its
functions in the arena of competition that exists among

OE programs. TREND had no legislative basis and had to
beg and borrow funds from discretionary money available

for other programs in order to support a staff and the
sites. The U.S. Commissioner of Education has provided -
support and Title ITI provided the funds for all five

TREND first-round sites. But other OE programs have fallen
short in providing funding to TREND sites equal to the pro-
mised amounts. The newly emerging educational renewal
strategy, described in Section IV, will be borrowing some
concepts from TREND and appears to have a solid basis of
funding with which to operate from the start.



III. Methodology

A. Phase I -- Background Conferences and Desk Study

1.

Background Conferences

During the months of July, August, and Septem-
ber, 1971, the evaluators devoted a substantial
proportion of their time to background confer-
ences. A number of meetings were held with the
OE Washington TREND staff. These meetings served
several functions. The TREND staff familiarized
the evaluators with the general framework, ob-
jectives, processes and history of TREND. The
staff related the background and brief history
of each of the five TREND sites covered in this
evaluation. The staff also provided the evalua-
tors with general program written materials,
which had also been supplied to the TREND site
staffs. They suggested persons whom the evalua-
tors might profitably interview.

Among those other persons who were interviewed
were those in OE programs in Washington who had
been involved in TREND, including Title I staff,
who assisted in clarifying the guidelines for

the Community Planning Task Force (CPTF) at sites.
Model Cities personnel described TREND from their
perspective.

Several initial interviews were conducted with
Regional HEW staff members given the responsi-
bility for TREND. They provided other perspec-
tives on TREND site activities. They also helped
coordinate the timing of the prospective site
visits by the evaluators. All but one of these
interviews were conducted by telephone. The OE
TREND Director also sent letters and evaluation
contract abstracts to the site Directors, with
copies to the Regional Offices, informing them
of the forthcoming visits by the evaluators.

Desk Stuay

During these same summer months of-1971, the evalua-
tors also focused their attention on the background
documents and information used by TREND sites.

Three background documents were universally used.
One was a needs assessment paper which described



what a needs assesswment is, its usefulness as

the core of the TREND process, how to plan and
implement it, and what steps should follow it

as a part of planning a comprehensive child
development strategy (e.g., determining prioities,
goals, and objectives).

A second document focused on the Community Planning
Task Force. fThe paper described in detail differ-
ent possible roles the CPTF might play in TREND,
suggested proportional representation (parents,
teachers, principals, community agencies, etc.),and

. provided detailed guidelines that might help the
TREND projects in setting up CPTFs.

A third background source was a compendium of
eleven documents, some of which covered the same
subject, but which were intended for different
audiences and which, therefore, varied in depth.
The most beneficial item was the Project Director's
handbook. This included a brief explanation of
what TREND is and why it was set up and outlined
the various steps which might logically be part of
the TREND process. Other sections of the compen-
dium provided forwms and outlines which might be
used in performing the TREND tasks.

The documents studied also included material com-
pleted and sent to OE by the five sites. The key
documents included planning-grant applications

(and budgets), Diagnostic Inventories, and needs
assessment reports. All sites had submitted appli--
cations, but only a couple of sites had submitted
the other documents. The materials were helpful

in sketching in the original planning of the sites.
Interviews with the Washington and Regional TREND
staffs brought those plans more in line with cur-
rent site activities: which included many revi-
sions, particularly in time-lines.

Phase II -- Field Stﬁdy and Analysis

The second phase consisted of initial field study, data
gathering, and analysis. This occured during September
and October, 1971. During this time, visits were made
to each of the five sites, except Akron; this was the
first of two visits. Akron was visited only once but
had roughly the same number of total Unco man days as
other sites devoted to coverage of its activities.



The purpose of these first-round visits was to provide
a fuller description of the individual TREND processes,
to begin data gathering, and to identify persons and
areas which the evaluators should interview or examine
in greater depth in later visits. Most of the data con-
sisted of oral interviews. LExXtensive documentation of
the interviews was made to allow for subsequent analyses
and, hopefully, to allow for the preparation of matrices
to permit systematic analysis.

Included in this phase were the preparation for site
visits, including setting up interviews in the field

based on the limited background information already ob-
tained, and the preliminary analysis of the data gathered
during the visits. Through this time (September and

early October, 1971), both data gathering and data analy-
sis had been set in a framework which would satisfy Unco's
contractual obligations to OE. Required tasks for the’
evaluators included the evaluations of the five TREND
pilot sites, the drafting of a suggested methodology and
system for measuring whether the long-term objectives of.
TREND have been met, the.construction and field test of

a short-term assessment interview guide, the identifi-
cation of resources available to the five LEAs to meet
identified needs and an analysis of how funds are presently
categorized by the LEAs.

Phase III -- Re-Orientation of Study

The TREND rationale is tc¢ have needed funds from various

OE Bureaus concentrated into a channel, TREND, to meet
needs for disadvantiaged students in the LEAs. In order

to gain a more complete picture of where TREND fits into
the overall OE framework, the evaluators, with the authori-
zation of the OE Project Monitor, met with key OE personnel
under whom TREND was functioning. It was learned that
TREND will not expand, but that some of the key TREND con-
cepts will be used as the core in a newly emerging educa-
tional renewal strategy in OE: The National Center for
Improvement of Education Systems (NCIES). Suggestions

were made that Unco, Inc. might re-direct the focus of its
development of future short- and long-term assessment instru-
ments, methodology, and systems from TREND to the renewal
Seénter systems, to include, for example, the role and de-
livery capabilities of SEA planning and evaluation units.
Some discussion and initial planning wexe given this
proposed re-direction of this study. Li:tle, however,

was known, other than conceptually, &about the shape of

the new centers or about the amount of money available.

-lo -



And the strategy had not been off1c1ally announced yet,
which limited Unco's latitude in gquestioning ouL51de
sources, especially at LEAs and SEAs.

Further discussions with the OL Project Monitor resulted

in agreement to eliminate from the contract those tasks
related to TREND as an expanding entity, i.e., concerned
with developing materials and systems for future assess-
ment. Because of the lack of available data at LEAs, the
parties also agreed to omit the examination of the LEAs'
present and pros pectlve use of resources. Instead, a
contractual provision was added to have Unco report on

the lessons to be learned from TREND for a renewal strategy.

The conferences and planning for these proposed changes
in the direction of the evaluation occupied a not in-
substantial amount of time for the evaluators during the
months of October, November, and December, 1971. They
also rendered some of the earlier field work superfluous
because of the shift in contractual duties.

D. Phase IV =-- Second~Round.of Field Visits

The shifts in the evaluators' obligation required changes
in the planning for the second-round of field visits (and
for the first and only round to Akron). The kind of in-
formation now required was different and, furthermore, the
sources of information had shifted.

The second-round visits focused on the evaluation of the
individuals in the whole process. A wider range of per-
sons was interviewed this time. Between the twe visits

to sites, interviews were conducted with a number of per-
sons in the LEA, in Model Cities, in other community .
organizations with teachers, principals, parents, students,
persons on the staff of SEAs, and members of the Boards of
Education. Extensive written data were gathered, includ-
ing -- where available -- reports from Model Cities and
Community Action Agencies in addition to selected data
from the files of the TREND projects on-site.

These visits occurred at all five sites. The same basic
procedure was used in the single visit to Akron. The
evaluators visited the sites during the months of October,
November, and December. 1971.

E. Phase V -~ Final Analysis

An extensive amount of time was spent establishing procedures




to facilitate systematic analysis of the data gathered.
Matrices were developed as aids to analyzing the oral
interviews conductecd in the field. Because of the quite
distinct approaches taken at the various TREND sites and
the extreme variation in the progress made in the TREND
processes, the matrices were found to be of limited
utility. However, a common framework for analyzing and
reporting the evaluation of the sites was created. These
activities occured during the months of December, 1971,
and January, 1972.

Phase VI -- Design and Reproduction of Draft and Final
Reports

Beginning in December of 1971 and continuing into February
of 1972, a draft of this final report was designed and
completed. The draft was discussed with the OE Project
Monitor in January, 1972, and suggested additions were

made. It was agrced that the report would include detailed,
comprehensive reports on .each of 'the five TREND sites, be-
cause of the function of the report for TREND sites and SEAs
as well as for OE -- as the annual evaluation report on
TREND efforts.



IvV.

A Brief History of Project TREND

This historical sketch touches only on highlights in the
development of Project TREND. Events are not always des-
cribed in chronological order; rather, they are grouped
by subject matter.

TREND was developed from discussions among national OE
program officials, culminating in meetings at Airlie House
in May, 1970. OE officials recognized the difficulties
that local school system officials have had drawing to-
gether federal (and other) funds received from different
programs aimed at disadvantaged students. These diffi-
culties were enumerated in Section II. They impeded the

_most effective and efficient use of the encumbered funds.

Project TREND was set up in mid-1970 to correct this situa-
tion. Project TREND had no legislative support for its
content, structure, budget, or staff. A critical factor
in an overall examination of Project TREND is the uncer-
tainty caused by this lack of legislative support and the
consequent, never ending struggle TREND had to wage to
gain funds from other agencies or bureaus, in order to
have a staff, to provide funds for pilot sites, and in
order for it to be able to provide on-site developmental
assistance. Searching for funds also diverted staff time
from other duties. TREND has always had to compete with
other OE programs for funds and it has always been short-
changed., From the time it was first set up in the summer
of 1970 until almost the end of 1970, the professional
staff included only the Program Director and one member
of an outside consulting firm, who acted as a staff member
and provided extensive developmental assistance, both in
Washington and in the field. A Title I representative has
provided assistance in resolving early problems in LEA
relations withes disadvantaged communities (including Model
Cities programs). Other program people have assisted
from time to time and Regional and SEA staffs have helped
the LEAs. Two additional persons were provided to TREND,
on detail from other programs, in.the winter of 1970, but
staff available for site visits was not added until May
of 1971, when three more professionals were added. The
staff has included high-level, experienced persons and

has performed well, but the staff has not been adequately

manned.

The small TREND staff was assigrned a great many functions,
but was provided few assets to use in implementing project
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objectives. The TREND staff had to convince SEA and
1EA officials of the merit of TREND in order to gain
their participation. The TREND staff helped select
the sites. They had to design a structure and sub-
stance for TREND. They had to persuade OE programs
which had discretionary money available to provide
funding for the OE TREND operations, for the TREND
site planning phase at the sites in 1970-71 (later
extended to 1972), and, in the case of Akron, for the
operations phase of TREND. (Title III emerged as the
funding source for all five sites.) And, of course,
the staff had to provide assistance to the TREND sites
in implementing their plans and in overcoming the many
di fficulties they have encountered. Particularly in

a pilot program such as TREND, extensive developmental
assistance is needed. The small TREND staff has flown
around the country to the widely scattered sites as
often as time, other TREND duties, and the limited
travel money available allowed, but not as timely or as
often as the LEA TREND staff would have liked.

The TREND staff was able to get funds to hold a TREND
conference in June, 1971. Representatives attending
the two-day session, held in Chicago, included most
staff members from cach of the five first-round TREND
sites and from the six LEAs selected as the second
group of sites. Other representatives came from Re-
gional HEW offices, from other OE programs -- such as
.-« Pitles I and III and the Office of Program Planning
. and Evaluation -- from some SEAs, and from some Model
Cities Programs. The conference enabled participants
to share experiences, plans, problems, and approaches
with each other as a means to improving the projects.
The staffs did find the conference of benefit and
probably would have gained from added conferences.
Some SEAs regretted having no funds to attend out-
of-state conferences; had they been able to attend
the TREND conference, they would have had a clearer
picture of THEND and probably would have been able to
assist the site in their state in a better fashion.

OE TREND had hoped to have more exchanges of ideas
through such devices as a monthly newsletter. But
further exchanges were limited to a few individual
TREND staff visits to other TREND sites, plus the

occasional exchange of materials among individual

sites, on the initiative of the sites (with OE en-
couragement) .

This history does not trace the processes of the five
first-round TREND sites. But it might be noted that
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initial LEA, OE and SEA approval for the five sites was
provided in October and November, 1970. Operations be-

gan late in all five sites: in winter, }971, in Akron;
in late March, 1971, in Portland; in April, 1971, in
El Paso; in June, 1971 -- on a limited basis =-- in

Newark; and in July, 1971, in San Jose. Akron has com-
pleted all tasks up through the consolidated grant ap-
plication. For good and varied reasons, the other four
sites had not reached that step yet when the evaluators
last vistied them (November, 1971, in the cases of San
Jose and Portland and Decenber, 1971, in the cases of
El Paso and Newark).

TREND is now situated under the Acting Deputy Commissioner
for Development. As a program, TREND will not be expanded
in the future. However, OE and the Acting Deputy Commis-
sioner for Development have adopted several TREND concepts
which will be incorporated into a new, large-scale renewal
strategy to be implemented in many LEAs throughout the
country. In order that LEAs might develop better, more
comprehensive planning for disadvantaged children, OE is
setting up the National Center for the Improvement of Edu-
cational Systems (hereafter, "NCIES"). The shape has not
been fully defined yet, but NCIES is expected to include
the TREND concepts of conducting a child-centexed local
needs assessment of disadvantaged students, consolidating
some project applications and possibly jointly funding
some projects trying new program approaches, and having
the target community provide input into the process. Sub-
stantial and definite sources of funding are expected to
be allocated to the NCIES program before operations of new
projects begin.

Despite the limitation on the number of TREND sites func-

tioning, the creation of NCIES -- with its adoption of
some TREND concepts =-- means that TREND can be seen as a
success.
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Objectives of Project TREND

TREND program objectives are based on several sources:

(1) eleven documents grouped together, most notably the
"Project Director's Handbook"; (2) the TREND paper en-
titled, Needs Assessment, by Vello A. Kuuskraa:; (3) the
TREND paper entitled, The Community Planning Task Force,
by Vello A. Kuuskraa and Sylvestgr L. Williams; (4) inter-
views with members of the OE TREND staff; and (5) inter-
views with persons in the field.

The objectives listed here are grouped not by source but

by type of objective (i.e., short-, medium-, or long-range).
Some objectives may fall into two of these groups, but are
listed only once, since the identity of the objectives is
the most important aspect, while the length of time for
achievement is less important. The short-range objectives
are grouped i:i the usual order in which a TREND site would
be expected to approach them.

The objectives are:

Short-range:

1. Develop implementation and technical support
plans for the projects.

2. Conduct the Diagnostic Inventory (management
review) .

3. Establish a Community Planning Task Force (CPTF).

4. Conduct orientation and training of the CPIF.

5. Design and carry out a needs assessment survey
of disadvantaged children. This could be broken
down into sub-tasks as follows: (a) setting sys-

tem goals and objectives for the survey instru-
ment; (b) plan the survey (select groups and

numbers of persons for the samples to be surveyed);
(c) conduct the survey; (d) analyze the data; and
(e) [optional] write a report of the results. There
are other ways of conducting the survey and sub-
tasks, but this is the one OE suggested.

6. Identify resources and projects currently used
by the LEA for disadvantaged students.

7. Conduct a critigque of the current use of resources.
(Although OE did not advance this as a major task,
it is nevertheless crucial if a truly comprehensive



child development strategy is to be developed.
It is necessary to identify which of the exist-
ing projects are not likely to meet their bud-
geted needs, so that new projects can be pro-
posed to replace them.)

Set priorities, goals, and objectives based on
the unmet needs.

Iden_cify possible resources not being presently
tapped.

Develcp new program (project) approaches.

Submit a consolidated grant application to OE
and other funding sources.

The accomplishment of objectives 1 through 11l depend on
the completion of the earlier objectives. Several other

short-range objectives are not tasks in the same sense

as the first ten, but are broader objectives. These include:

ll.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Secure joint funding from any number of multiple
sources, unified in a project or program.

Secure more funds, in total, than are presently
being realized: (a) from OE; (b) from other
sources, state or local, education or non-educa-
tion sources.

Allow for replication of TREND tasks and pro-
cesses.

Have the CPTF involved in many of the tasks:

(a) With input, as an advisory or review
group of findings of the staff; or,

(b) ° As the key decision-makers and as a work-
ing group, that directs and accomplishes
the tasks, with some staff support.

There is, of course, a whole range of roles
between these two, but the CPTF objectives
tend to amount to one or the other.

Provide for substantial Model Cities involvement
in the TREND process.



16. Conduct a short-term evaluation of tne pro-
ject.

Medium~-range:

17. Design a comprehensive child-development
strategy. This might result from complet-
ing the tasks listed as numbers 5 through
10 above or it might be a separate activity

by the LEA.

18. Conduct locally-focused program development
and planning. The whole TREND process amounts
to this.

19. Provide for a better funding delivery system.

The TREND objective is to have OE fund pro-
jects by the LEAs on the basis of objectives
1 through1lC0. This is in contrast to the pre-
sent scheme where LEAs tailor their projects
to the goals of each particular OE program.

A better delivery system also entails the
funding of some projects by multiple sources,
rather than forcing the fragmentation of pro-
jects as a result of being funded by separate
and uncoordinated sources.

20 . Achieve (disadvantaged) community cohesiveness,
through the TREND process, especially as an
offshoot to the role of the CPTF.

21. Improve the awareness, knowledge, and sophis-
tication of a number of representatives of.
the target population.

Long-range:

22. Improve the education of disadvantaged students.

Time Lines:

OE originally hoped that objectives numbers 1 through
11 might be met in the months October, 1970, through
January, 1971. (None of the sites came close to meet-
ing that deadline and only one had completed the short-
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range tasks -- numbers 1 through 1l -- by Decem-
ber, 1971, when the evaluators' last visits were
made. Slippage was caused by a number of factors,
especially delays in funding by OE uncertainty of
the role of some groups in the target populations,
and extra time reguired for CPTFs to be selected
and approved, as well as to accomplish scheduled
CPTF tasks.
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VI.

Individual TREND Site Evaluation Reports

Basic background statistics of the five geographic areas
and the school systems with the five TREND sites included
in this report are provided in the Appendices.

A. Akron Public School System

ll

Reasons for énd Method of Selection

OE and the Ohio State Education Agency (hereafter,
"SEA") chose Akron as a TREND site. The reasons
for their choice were the solid educational re-
cord of Akron, the excellent financial condition
of the LEA, the viable MC program in Akron, and
the absence of any major problems so far as could
be seen. (NOTE: No Model Cities signoff was re-
quired at the time Akron was chosen for and
elected to participate in TREND) .

Organizational Structure of TEEND

The Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and
Instruction served as the Project Director from
inception. He has devoted a substantial propor-
tion of his time but nowhere near full-time to
TREND. Although TREND has had a formal, full-
time Director, the Assistant Superintendent has
continued to handle all matters of policy for
TREND. He has also served as the Chairman of
the Community Planning Task Force (CPTF) since
its inception and will probably continue in that
role in the operations phase tc begin soon.

He has been Assistant Superintendent in Akron
for five years. He held a similar position

and teaching positions for twenty-eight years
elsewhere before accepting the Akron position.

Since January, 1971, TREND has had a full-time
Project Director. He handles no policy matters
but arranges for and coordinates CPTF reetings
as well as handling most financial and some
administrative matters.

Formerly, he served the Akron LEA as the Director

of the Neighborhood Youth Corps for the LEA. Be- -
fore that, he was a teacher, in Akron and else-
where, for thirteen years.
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This fall, TRGEND added a half-time research
assistant, paid for out of other funds. The
researxch assistant is a graduate student in
education at the University of Akron. She
assists in task implementation under the
"IREND Project Director".

TREND also has a full-time secretary, attached
to the Project Director.

The project has been located in a position with-
in the LEA with sufficient authority and capa-
bility to enable it to accomplish its purposes.
It has also received a significant proportion

of attention from the Assistant Superintendent.

Management of the project has been efficient

and satisfactory in general, but the record-
keeping is somewhat haphazard. Also, there was
no needs assessment report available, other than
lists of some statistics. This tends to limit
the usefulness of the findings, process repli-
cation, and analysis by others, such as the State
Department of Education, the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation, and other TREND sites. It does not ap-
pear to have worked a hardship on the CPTF,
probably because the data were explained to

them by the contractor (member) performing the
survey.

Funding (Planning Phase)

$59,500 was provided from discretionary funds of
Title IIT of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965 ("Title III", hereafter) for
the calendar year 1971. Funding for the opera-
tions phase in Akron is discussed below under
Section VI, A, 10 -- "Consolidated Application
and Joint Funding”.

Akron had hoped to be approved for funding a
little earlier than they were. The application
was made in November, 1970, and the funds were

- obligated by OE in January, 1971. The delay

was not long but did cause some slippage in
Akron's time lines, as is detailed below under
“"Objectives".



4. Objectives

(a) Introduction: It should be noted again
that OE has emphasized the local planning
and flexibility as focal points of the
TREND processes. Therefore, differences
between OE objectives and LEA objectives
are to be expected. OE objectives are
more like guidelines than a rigid set of
requirements. Differences are really dif-
ferences in emphasis rather than direction.

(b) Short-Range Objectives: Emphasis in dis-
cussions of objectives in Akron was placed
on four objectives: (1) the child-centered
needs assessment, (2) the consolidated grant
application, (3) joint funding of new pro-
jects, and (4) the expectation of the re-
ceipt of new OE funds.

The identification of resources; the setting
of priorities, goals, and objectives; and
the orientation of the CPTF were also men-
tioned by persons most familiar with the
TREND processes and TREND Handbook. CPTF
involvement and Model Cities involvement

in the process were broadly mentioned.

It is not to be expected that, in an oral
interview, persons would specify each task
OE regards as a TREND objective. There was
also, however, a greater emphasis on TREND
as a vehicle to receipt of more money than
there was on planning and developing a means
of using present resources most effectively,
while involving the community. In fact,
some persons in the LEA expressed a fear that
" the Model Cities "signoff" (approval), moni-
toring, and evaluation amount to community
control of TREND. (The Model Cities-LEA
strife will be discussed in detail below, un-
Section, A, 6, (d), "The Model Cities' Role".)
LEA fears of community control do seem to
be greater than warranted.
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Barely mentioned at Akron were two objec-
tives: (1) the examination of the effec-
tiveness of present projects and (2) the
conduct of a short-term evaluation of the
project. They were not emphasized by OE
either, and were omitted at all sites (in
the case of the former) or paid little
attention (in the case of the latterx).

Akron alone of all the TREND sites has performed

all the short-range objectives it set out to ac-

complish. It has moved expeditiously through' the
TREND process, with one exception: Model Cities

refused to give approval to TREND until September
30, 1971. Relations between Model Cities and the
LEA continue to be uncertain and tense.

(¢) Medium-~-Range Cbjectives: The medium-range
objectives expressed in Akron were similar
to the planning and strategy objectives OE
has expressed. Design of a comprehensive
child-development strategy, with locally
focused program development and planning,
and new program approaches seemed to be
fairly well understood and were broadly ex-
pressed. The objective of having better
delivery systems was also ranked highly.

Progress toward these goals has been some-
what limited. Akron planned new program

(OE project) approaches in its filing of a
common grant application, based on its local
needs assessment and planning, rather than
submitting separate applications based on
individual program requirements. The one
project funded, entitled, "Parent Education
for Urban Family Living," was funded by
three separate OE Bureaus: $160,000 from
Adult Basic Education (ABE) in the Bureau
of Adult and Vocational Education; $32,000
from the Bureau of Libraries and Educational
Technology (BLT); and $108,782 from Occupa-
tional Pupil Personnel Education (OPPE) of
the Bureau of Educational Personnel Develop-
ment. This is both a new project approach
and an improved, unified delivery system.
The differences from the usual approach were
occasioned by some relaxation ¢f OE bureau
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requirements rather than by LEA changes.
Even so, Akron was forced to adjust its
application to meet legal requirements of
the sources, and OE funded only the project
Akron ranked as its fifth highest priority,
by-passing four other requested projects.

(d) Long-Range Objectives: The TREND long-range
objective of improving the education of dis-
advantaged children was emphasized by a num-
ber of persons in Akron including persons
working for the school system, members of
CPTF, and persons from and representing the
target population. It is too early to fore-
~cast whether this objective will be met.

(e) Projected Time Lines as of November 9, 1970,
and Approximate Actual Time Lines (1970-71):

Actual
Projected Approximate
Date Date
l. Orientation and briefing session Until Dec. Sept. 2, 1970/
with outside groups =-- laying 31, 1970 Jan., 1971
out ten major tasks
2. Diagnostic -~ Property Manage- Last 2 weeks Dec., 1970/
ment Review of Nov. until Jan., 1971
* Nov. 30, 1970
3. Project Plan and technical Dec. 7, 1970 January, -1971
support plan
4. Establishing community plann- Dec. 15, 1970 January, 1971
ing force
5. Identification of need _ Nov. 1, 1970/ Jan./Mar.,
Feb. 8§, 1971 1971
6. Setting specific goals, objec- Nov. 1, 1970/ Feb./June, 1971
tives, and priorities Feb. 15, 1971 1971
7. Identification of resources Nov. 1, 1970/ Mar. 30/June,

Mar. 1, 1971 1971

8. Program Development Nov. 1, 1970/ Mar. 30/June,
: Mar. 1, 1971 1971

9. Budgeting : Nov. 1, 1970/ Mar. 30/June,
. Apr. 1, 1971 1971

Grant Application Nov. 1, 1970/ Mar. 30/June
Apr. 1, 1971 1971




Reasons for thce delays were given above:
basically, delays were in the obligation
of funds.

5. Linkages (of the TREND Project)

(a)

(b)

(o)

Within the LEA: In Akron, TREND has been
placed in the best possible position to

have maximum impact. TREND appears to have
been given a great decal of time and support
from all arcas of the administration in the
school system (no time records arce available,
but staff me>ers have pointed out their numer-
ous hours spen . assisting in the TREND process).

With OE, Washington: OE spent several days
"selling"” Akron school officials on TRLND.
Akron was also providcd with a good deal of
technical assistance, in completing its Diag--
nostic Inventory, and Grant Application for
new projects.

However, according to Akron officials, during
the time between the Diagnostic Inventory and
the Consolidated Grant Application, most of
the OE visits were to observe the Akron TREND
process rather than to assist in it. Akron
received this attention because, for each
task and part of the TREND process, it was
the first TREND site to begin the effort and
the first to complete it. It is unfortunate
that more developmental assistance was not
given by OE, but OE had an extremely limited
size staff and can hardly be faulted in this
arca.

OE also spent many days trying to arrange an
LEA-Model Cities agreement and a Model Cities
signoff.

With Regional HEW: The Regional Office has
made two major contributions to AKron: its

OE staff detailed HEW resources aviailable

for new projects to the CPTF, and top staff
from the Regional Director's office played

a leading role (along with the SEA) in getting
an LEA-Mcdel Citics agreement on the CPTF,
which led to the Model Cities “signoff" on
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the grant application. Bryond that, the
Reajional staff r-wrers have fallen into a
role of listeners and liaison for their of-
fice. This has resulted particularly from
the assionment of three different Regicnal
peopie to TIREND in the year that Akron has
had a TriiiD project.

{d) Uith Olic State Devartment of Education
(SEA):  The Chio SEA and OE selected Akron
25 & TRNND site. The SHEA, particularly the
Division of Compensatory Fducatiosn and the
Division of Instruction, worked with O to
persuacde Akron LEA officials to participate
in TREND. Since then, the SEA's chief role
has been &S an observer and liaison between
the SEA und Akron. The SEA has ex-officio
represcentation on the CPTF, s0 its liaison
role has been formalized. The SEA also pro-
vided sorne Jdevelopmental assistance in iden-
tifying rescurces that might b¢ available
to the LEA for future projects under TREND
auspices. '

(e} With the Disacvantaged Community of Akron:
LEA-target popuiation relations have bean
uneasy. The LIN'A appointed professional em-
ployecs rather than elected representatives
of key agencies that service disadvantaged
Ak ron residents to the CPTF. The only
elected representatives of the disadvantaged
community that the LEA dealt with in TREND
were in Model Cities, where the LEA was com-
pelled to deal with leaders of the Model
Neighborhood Cormission in order to mect
the OE reguirement {or Model Cities involve-
ment in and “signoff" on (approval of) TREND.

The school system did select five parents and
two students from the target population. They
were CPTF participants, but not leaders. Thus,
TREND did haye persons from the affected com~
munity involwed in the process as CPTF menbers.

Some questions were raised as to whether the
method of selection of CPTF members (by the
LEA rather than by persons in the disadvantaged
community, themselves) and the selection of em~
ployees rather than represcentatives did not
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alter the concept of cormunity involvemrent.
How one ansvers such questions might cGepend
on one's perspective.

(£} With Other TREND Sites: As mentioned above,
Akron was the first TREUD site to perform
every task and to move throuch every process.
Its staff willingly supplied their informa-
tion and the lessons they had learned to
other sites. Akron nade a major contribution
to Fl Pase in sending them their survey in-
struments for the needs assessment there.

(E1 Paco uscd the teacher perception instru-
ment directly.)

6. Community Planning Task Force (CPTF)

(a) Organizational Structure:

5 - School system administrators (includes
TREND Policy Director)

2 - Members of Board of Education

1 - Teacher

2 - Students

5 - Community Agency Representatives (in-
clvies MC Director, City employee)

5 - Parents

— T

20 - TOTAL

The propcrtional representation of regular
members by group has been within OE guide-
lines. Sixty percent of the CPTF represents
the target population. The many questions

on representation include those raised above,
under VI, A, 5 (e), about the limited Model
Cities role and the selection of employees

of cormunity agencies. One of those employees
directs a pwlic agency (the City of Akron
Health Department) which is often viewed as
an offshoot ¢f the city administration rather
than of the disadvantaced community, although
the Director is very enpathetic toward dis-
advantaged children.

These questions only represent the possible
perspective of the target population about
“"their representatives”. The persons
selected appeared to serve the community
well in making apparently significant
contributions to the CPTF. But, the
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(b)

LEA was asked by persons in the disadvan-
taged community to appoint additional repre-
sentatives.

The issue of proportional representation is
heicghtened by the fact that the CPTF included
eleven ex-officio merbers. Some of them have
really acted like "reqular®™ CPTF members.

The cleven persons include three LEA adminis-
trators and represcntatives of the SEA, county
agencies, local parent groups, the local uni-
versity, a city-wide agency, and the local
teachers' union. Scmc of these ex-officio
mcmbers have played kcy =oles. They include
the full-timc TREND Dircctor (for Task Imple-
mentation), the professor from the local
university who directed the needs survey

and the less active but key representatives
of the local teachers®' union and the SEA.

These eleven quasi-merbers have enlarged the
CPTF to a size that the Chairman had sought
to aveid. But theéir inclusion does not seem
to have been an impediment in Akron's moves
through the TREND process to the #pplication
for project funds. The impact on the contri-
bution of CPTF members, particularly the
parents -- who were further outnurbered by
professionals and educators when ex-officio
membeys are included -- can only be guessed,
since the CPTF did not mecet during the time
of the evaluators' site visit.

Akron's Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum
hopes to eliminate ex-officio positions from
the CPTF when it is recinstituted in 1972. It
would seem worthwhile, however, to include the
full-time TREND Director and the representa-
tive of the teachers' union on the CPTF. The
Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum has
served and probably will continue to serve

as CPTF Chairman.

Funding: The only money used for supporting
members of the CPTF was for expenses for the

crientation sessions.



(c)

(d)

Crours Pepresented: The LEXA said that the
corr.unity azency representatives were picked
as key Cecision-makoers with expertise and
expericnce in cducaticn and in the problens
of disadvantaged persons. They were said

to be chosen not as representative of any
group or agency. Nonetheless, three of
then come {rcom key community programs:

the Directors of the Community Action Agency,
the Urban League, and the Model Cities Pro-
gram [the City Deronstration Adency (here-
after, the "CA")). The {ceurth "community
group” represcnted was the city health
agency, which -- as already stated -- bene-
fits but is not usually perceived as repre-
senting the disadvantaqed community.

If the LEA is regarded as a group, it was
nost heavily represented on the CPTF. Of
the twenty merbers, there were two Board of
Education merhers, five administrators, and
one teacher on the CPIF.

Model Cities: Model Cities had one repre-
scntative on the CPTF, the CDA Director.

The OE requirement that Model Cities be in-
volved in and "signoff" on the TREND appli-
caticn became clecar to LEA officials only

in February, 1971, a few months after TREND
began its planning phase. The LEA and Model
Neighborhood Cormmission of Model Cities have
had &nd will ccocntinue to have a strained
relationship. This has limited the involve-
nent of the Commission in TREND and caused
Model Cities npt to signoff on the TREND
operations grant application (the new second-
phase project) until the last possible day

on which OE could obligate the funds (Septem-
ber 30, 1971).

The signoff was given after an apparent com-
promise was rec¢ached, granting the Model Neigh-
borhood Commission representation on the CPTF
throuch their nomination of parents, some of
whom would serve on the CPTF. Exactly what
the agreement was still appears to be in
dispute. Even if CPTF membership is agreed
upon, LEA-Commission friction will remain
and may hamper TREND in Akron.
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{e)

(£)

(g)

Role of CPTF: The Akrcn CPTF has played

an advisory role. LEA administrators point
out that only the Board of Education has
legal decision-making authority.

The CPTF revicwed the needs assessment sur-
vey results and analysis prepared by the
staff and ovtside contractcr, fidentified
possible resources with staff aid, set new
projé&t priorities, goals and objectives
with the staff, and helped the staff pre-
parc the consolidated grant application for
new funds.

Orientation and Training: The LEA conducted
a two-day retrcat (at a nearby motecl) to cx-
plain current LEA projects and TREND to the
CPTF. Participants said that they found it
very useful in their role as CPTF menbers.

Effectiveness of the CPTF: The CPTF, in
the roles stated above, played a signifi-
cant part in performing the TREND tasks

and in carrying out the TREND processes.
Members said that everyone was given the
maximum opportunity to ccmment and lay mem-
bers, especially, said they learned a great
deal about LEA projects and operations.
They felt that their contributions were
significant.

It micht be mentioned that there were five
LEA administrators and two Board of Edu-
cation members serving as CPTF menmbers and
three administrators serving as ex-officio
members of the CPTF. Thus, the CPTF was

to a large extent a school system group with
community input. Nonetheless, in compari-
son to the very limited role usually as-
signed the community in Akron, the CPTF did
have significant community input.

The TREND processes and tasks were accom-
plished expeditiously, with a key wcrking
role played by the CPTF. On these grounds,
the CPTF can be judgyed effective.
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Diagnostic Inventory

CE rerndzred Akron considerable developmental
assistance in completion of its Diagnostic In-
ventory (hercafter, "D/1I"), but failed to
acco™»lish rost of the objectives vwhich the
D/I was designed to meet.

The f{ailure care about because LEA policies
forbade pre-planning before ti.are was alnost
certain pronisc of a grant and OE had insuf-
ficient funds ifor TREND pre-planning grants.
And the full-time TREND Director was appointed
only after completion of the D/I.

As a product, Akron's D/I appears satisfactory.
Little data was available in any form for judg-
ment about the effectiveness of the process of
corpleting the D/I because it had becen completed
several months before the evaluators visited the
LEA and written data other the D/I were available.

Needs Assessment

(a) Setting of LEA Coals and Objectives for
Survey: Bbasically, this was performed by
the outside contractor hired by the LEA.

He is a professor of education at the iocal
university; performs most evaluations of

LEA projects; and, several years ago, worked
for the school system. There was little
CPTF* and TREND staff input into this task.
There were no problems.

{b) Surveys of Disadvantaged Students, Teachers,
and Parents: The main erphasis was on the
survey of teachers, regarded as the chief
change agentz of thc students. The surveys
were performed by the LEA-hired contractor
with LEA assistance in distributing the
questionnaires, in having them completed,
and in returning them to him. The surveys
wexe satisfactory, though the contractor --
in hindsicht -- would have decreased the
size of the sample and the length of the
questionnaire.




(c)

(q)

(e)

(£)

Analysis of Data, Presentation of

Firdincs, and a Possible Report on

the Needs of the Studants: The outside
contractor, with some TREND staff assis-
tance, analyzed the data from the surveys
and from standardized tests given in the
past. The contractor presented his find-
ings to the CPTF. The 