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OVERSIGHT ON EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974

TUESDAY, JUNE 3, 1975

lb iUSE 41F' REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY,

SECtNDARY; AND V( /CATIoN AL EDUCATION
OF 'rim CommtrrEE ON 'EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washiugton, D.C.
The sul)committee met at 9 :3;) a.m.. pursuant to notice, in room 2175,

litayburn Mouse ()thee Building, 11011. Carl 1). Perkins (chairman of
the committee) presiding.

:Nlembers present : Representatives Perkins. Ford, Lehman, Itisen-
hoover, Nfottl, Hall, Qua., Iipchanan, Jeffords, and Goodling.\ Staff menhers present :John F. Jennings, majority counsel ; Chris
('ross; minority senior educat ion consultant.

[Textior 3801 follow's:J

III R. 3501, 94th Cong.:Int mess]
A BILL To make certain technical and perfecting amendments to the Education Amend-

ment* of 1974 (Public Law Mi tiso)

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Reprenentatives of the United fitotex
of Ay/when in conuremn axxenibled, That. (ti) the Education Amendments of 1974
is amended-

( 11 in section 101(a) (3) by inserting ", 122, and 123" intinetliately after
"121" and by inserting ", 127, and 128, respectively," immediately after "120"
and before the period;

(2) in section 103(a ) (2) by inserting "of section 301 (b)" immediately
after "The second sentence". and by striking out "and each of the five
ereding fiscal years." ;

(3) in section 305(a) by inserting "(b) (1)" immediately, before "The
amendments made by paragraphs (11 and (2)" which follows the matter in
quotation marks in paragraph (3) of such section;

(4) in section 402(a) (2) by striking out "July^24, 1954" and Inserting in
lieu thereof "July 26, 1954";

(5) in section 405 by striking out "(f) (1) The Commissioner shall estab-
lish V designate a clearing"-the second time it appears therein and by in-
sertifiein lieu thereof "(3) Appointments to the advisory council shall be
completed":.

(6) in section 406(e) by striltirlg out "November 1, 1975" and inserting in
lieu thereof "February 1, 1976";

(7) to section 406(g) (4) by striking out "November 1, 11V" and inserting
in lieu thereof "February 1, 1976";

(8) (A) in section 408(d) (2) (B) by striking out "(a)" and inserting In
lieu thereof "(d) (1) ";

(B) In section 408(d) by striking out paragraph (3) and redesIgnafing
paragraph (4) as paragraph (3) :

(C) in the third sentence of section 408(f) (1) by inserting "from among
the members indicated In clause (A)" after "Chairman":

(D) in section 408(f) (4) by striking out "not later than a year" and in-
serting "not later than fifteen months";

(1)

.ti
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(E) In section 408 by designating the second subsection If) ns subsec-
tion (g)

(9) in section 502(a ) ( 2 )(B) ( ) by striking out "zubseation (f 1" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "parngraph ( 1) of subsection (f ("and by striking out
'(21' In the following paragrapir ;

(1d) in section 511(b) by striking out "July 1, 1974" and inserting in lieu
thereof "July 1. 1975";

(11) in section 516(a) by striking out "433" and inserting in lieu thereof
"443";

(12) in section 612(b) (1) by striking out-"to the Office" in the second
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof "to the Bureau ";

(0) in section-645 by striking out "Elementary" and inserting lieu
thereof "Emergency" :

(14) in' section 705(c((3) by inserting "at" before "which such

preelementar?";
(15) in section 714 by inserting at the end thereof the following new

subsection :
"(f ) The functions of the State Advisory Council on fading, required to be

established by subsection (a) (2) of this section, may he curried out by the State
advisory council created pursuant to section 705(d) (1 ).".

(161 in section 731(a) by striking out "March 31" and inserting in lieu
. thereof "February 1;

(171(A) in section 822 a) by striking out "one year after the date of en-
actment of this Act" and inserting in liege thereof "December 31, 1976";

(B,) in section 822(n) by striking out "one year after the date of enact-
ment of t is Act" and ilex rting in lieu thereof "six months after the comple-
tion of lh urvey authorized by subsection. ( a)" ;

11)4) in s Hon 823(2) by striking out "than one year afteN.11:144ffective
date of this Act" and by inserting in lieu thereof "than December 31, 1975";

.119) in section 1424(b) by striking out ':one, year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act" and by Inserting in lieu thereof "November 30, 1975";

(201 by amending the first, sentence of section 82.5(,.b) to read as follows:
"The Secretary shall request each State educational tegency to take the steps
necessary to establish and maintain appropriate records to facilitate the
compilation of information specified in subsection (a) and to submit such in-
formation-to him RO later than June 1, 1976.";

-(21) in setiorr826(a) by
(A) inserting "of a representative sample of schools" after "investi-

gation and study";
(B) striking Out in paragraph (1) "sixty days after the enactment

of this Act" and inserting In lieu thereof- ,July 1, 107,7)."
(22) in section 826(b) by striking out "Within fifty days after the enact-

ment of this Act, the" and inserting in lieu thereof "The", by striking out
"sixty days after the date of enactment of this Act" and by Inserting in lieu
thereof "July 1. 1975, and by striking out in the second sentence "the date
of enactment of this Act" and by inserting in lieu 'thereof "such date";

(23) in section 831 by striking out "111" and by inserting in lieu thereof
"110"

(24) in section 837 by inserting "of the Higher Education Act of 1985"
after "section 1001(1'1)(1)"; and

(251 in section 845(e) by striking out "708(a)" and by inserting In lieu
thereof "732(8)" and by striking out "continued" and inserting in lieu thereof
"continue": and in section 845(f) by striking out "310`(b)" and inserting in
lieu thereof "311(b)".

(h) Title I of the Elementary ,and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended*-(1) iairetion 126(h) by striking out "clauses (2), (5). (6), and (7) of

section TIT3 (a).- and inserting in lieu thereof ''sections 103(a) (2), 121, 122,
and 123." :

(2) in section 141(a) (13) by striking out "140" and inserting in lieu
thereof "150";

(3) in section 141(a) (1) (A) by inserting "eligible" after "children ".:
(4) in section 151(g) by.striking out "January 31, 1975" and instrting in

lieu thereof "February 1, 1.975. and by striking out "Janttary 31" the sec-
ond time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "February 1";

(c) Section 204(b) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
is amended by striking out "1973" and inserting in lieu thereof "1978".
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(dl Title VII of the Elementary and. Secondary Education Act" of 1905 is
amende51

I 1 ) in section 731(c) by striking out "November I, 1975" and inserting in
lieu thereof -June 30, 1070 and by striking out "of 1'177" and by inserting
in lieu thereof "February 1, 197S"

s..«on 432(c) by striking out "November I" and inserting in lieu
inereof "March 31 ":

13) in section 742 by inserting "of the National Institute of Education"
after "I drector" wherever that word appears,

(e) (I) Section -lib I ( ) of Special Projects Art is untended by striking out
"February 1', and inserting in lieu thereof "June 1".

(2) Section 40311)) 14 the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 19ti5
inc-amendild by inserting at, the end thereof the following new paragraph:

"t.51 Dining the fiscal year preceding the first fiscal year for which funds are
apprkpria ted pursuant to any pa rt of this tilt, t he State educational agency
may use administrative funds available to the State under`any prograM specified
in sect km 4(11 ( ) for t he purpose of carrying out the requirements of this
substint

( 3 ) Section 431 (a ) 12i of the Elementary and Secondary. Education Art of
196.5 is nit:tided by striking nut "or private educational organizations".

( f ) The (lenient! Education Provisions Act is amended
( ) Iri,section 408 by striking out subsetilm (c) thereof, and in section

- 400 ( )11)'1)y redesiguating clauses (A) through (F) as clanses ( B) through
respeilively, and by inserting before clause 1B1, as so redesignated,

the folbiwingnew clause: ,

-1 A i Ikdmindstrative head, of an education agency' means the Com-
missioner and the Dirn.ntr of the National Institute of EdOcatiOn,
the extent that the Assistant Seretart is directly responsible - for the
admini.strat.ion of it program and to the extent that the Assistant Secre-
tary is responsible for the supervision of the National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics, the Assistant Secretary shall, for such purposes, be con-

\ sidered within the meaning of such term.1
(21 in section 40(1)d111P by striking out "March I of e, h year" and

inserting in lieu thereof "three months hefore the end of each s4unl year";
13) in section' 403( riot 3) by striking out "November 17 and inserting in

lieu thereof "February I";
(4) in section 417(a)11) by striking out "November 1" and inserting in

lieu thereof "February 1,";
151 in section 4371 a ) by striking out "within sixty days" and inserting

in lieu thereof "within ninety days";
"(0) in section 437(b1 by striking out "Wctoiner 15" and inserting in lieu

thereof "March 31".
(g ) 'Section 310A(b) (2) )AI of the Adult Education Art is amended by strik-

ing out "approval". and inserting in lieu thereof "approved".
(hl Sections 052 i b ) ( 3 ) , 052 ( b ) ( 4). and 852( I)) )51 of the Education of the

Handicapped Art are amended by striking out "grant and,contract" and inserting
. in lieu thereof "grant or contract".

11) Section 71(10 a ) of the Emergency School Aid Art is &mended by inserting
"Assistant" before "Secretary".

j) ( 1) Section 19411)) of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 is amended
by striking out "Secretary" 111141 inserting in lieu thereof "Commissioner".

(2) Section 197(a )C21 of such Act is amended by striking out ''to an agency"
and inserting in lieu thereof "by an agency".

) Section 051(a ) of the Education Amendments of 1074 is amended to read
as follows:

"SEC. 051. (al Section 301 of the-National Defense Education Art of 1955 is
amended by striking nut '1975' both times it appears and inserting '11)77' in lieu
thereof, and by adding at the ennui thereof the following new .sentence: 'Notwith-
standing the preceding two sentences. no funds are an'tknorized to be appropriated
for obligation during any year for (which hands are available for obligation for
carrying out part B of title IV of the Elementary 7d Secondary Education Act
of 1965; ".

(I) Section S01 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1905 is
amended by inserting "IV," after "title II, III," the first time it appears in that
section.
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Chairman PniaiNs. The committee will come to/Order. A quorum is
present.

The Subcommittee on Elementary. Secondar and Vocational F,dii-
"cation is conducting an oversight hearing today on the Education
Amendments of 1974. Public Law 93-380. The purpose of this hearing
is to reeleirve testimony on the need for technical and minor amend-
ments to that public law.

We are pleased to have with us witnesses from the administration,
from five state departments of education, and from the National Asso-
ciation for Public Continuing and Adult Education.

Our hearing record will remain open until June 20 in order to receive
statements from any other indiViduals or organizations who may be
interested in Submitting views.

Our "first witness this morning is Dr. Duane .41. Mattheis, Executive
'Deputy Commissioner, Office of Education.

Dr. Mattheis, you may go, ahead.

STATEMENT BY DUANE J. MATTHEIS, EXECUTIVE DEPUTY COM-
MISSIONER, U.S. ()Finn OF ^EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 'WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY
RICHARD A. HASTINGS, ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR LEGISLATION; AND ALBERT L ALl'ORD, ASSISTANT COM-
MISSIONER FOR LEGISLATION, OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Dr. MArritEts. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate, the opportunity to ap-
pear before this distinguished subcommittee today on behalf of the
Education Division to discuss our proposed technical and minor
amendments to, Public Law 93-380, the klucation Amendments of
1974.

Since the Division began to implement this new authorizing legis-
lation in Angust 1975, the program managers in all our bureaus
have been noting provisions in the w which contain technical errors
Or other m Or substantive clian that are necessary for the efficient
adininistr ion of the law.

This ruing, in an effort to conserve time, I would simply like to
highlight several of these amendments which we consider to be most
importai t to agency.

vever, e with me for submission for the record extensive
background and justification documents for these amendments. I hope
these documents will prove to be helpful to the subcommittee during
its deliberations.

Let me say from the outset, Mr. Chairman, that we have classified
our amendments into four separate packages for the purpose. of our
discussion. Those categories are: Technical amendments; minor sub-
stantive, amendments; amendments to the national reading improve-
ment program; and amendments regarding the intrastate allocation
of title I funds.

'I will briefly address myself to each of these topics in turn.
First, the technical amendments to Public Law 93-380. This first

group of amendments is purely technical amiendments to Public Law
93- 380 ,which, in general, correct grammatical errors or erroneous
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cross-references, and 'change dates of soiree of the mandated studies
and reports.

We hope you will agree with our assessment that these amendments
are noncontroversial, but their enactment is nonetheless critical to our
programs. Most of these technical amendments are contained in MR.
3N01 which was int roduced on Febrilary 6.

I should point out, however. that we are now requesting It few new
amendments ati(1 several Modifications to that bill.

As you are aware. Public Law 93-3s0 has mandated the submission
of a large number of evaluation and study reports to the Cotigres by
either the Secretary, the Assistant Secretary for Education, or the
Commissioner of Education. 'These reports will be conducted under the
auspices of the Office of Planning. Budgeting and Evaluation of the
(Mice of Education, the National ('enter for Education Statistics, and
the National Institute of Education. During careful analysis of the
legislation. and during a series of meet ings held in the late summer and
fall with congressional staff, a number of problems surfaced that e-
quire resolution. Included were dates which were not adjusted in the

.....conference action to retie( t the time lag between the initial inclusion
in the I louse or Senate version and final passage.

In relation to the research and statistical studies being conducted
by SCES, the submission dates are too earls. considering the magni-
tude, complexity, or timing of the necessary data collection effort.
Although we might be able to meet some of these mandated dates, we
would undoubtedly have to sacrifice. the quality of the data and the
usefulness of the reports. The Education Division fully appreciates
the inqCortance of these projects. and is making every effort to expe-

1 Bite their completion, but I want to stressthat our paramount concern
is to provide the Congress and the education conmmnity with the high
quality information which they are entitled to receive.

I will concert rate my comtuents on two studies, the safe school study
and the study of athletic injuries. In regards to the safe school study,
we request tl.at you exte.pd the date when the Secretary is to have the.
required infm 'nation submitted to him to July 15, 1976. You .should
know that the s!-udy has been divided into two parts:

(1) a sample su-vey of offenses and property losses, from schools and
school districts, %vhi11 is being carried out 1w NCES. and

(2) a research study on the effectiveness of crime prevention methods
and their impact upon the instructional process. which is being con-
ducted -1)2/ Ni E. 'The sample survey will be completed by July 1975,
but the research study cannot be cotripleted until well into calendar
1976. The planning for this research study has,been long and involved
because of the sensitivity of the is:ilie and the need for confidentiality.
Thus. ninny design and review stitps have been required. and the award
of the contract is now exp4ted next month. Allowingtime for the
contractor to execute the design and to process the information brings
a reasonable completion date well into 1976. Also, the date change will
allow any new data collected for tip period of the academic year 1075-
76 to include the full lictul*mic year.

In the case of the study of athletic injuries, we request that the study
he conductc..d on the basis of a, representative sample of schools for the
12-mohth.period beginning July 1. 1975. It is planned to use a 16-

I
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percent representative sample of nearly 24o00 secondary schools and'
institutions of higher educations. The law provides for a survey of
October 21, 1974 to ( ktoner 21, 1975. Given the time necessary for the
careful design of the form and OMB clearancert he explanatory cOn-

tact %Vitt' the schools has been,,sdieduled and is tak--Oig place after he;
date of October 21. 1974. Thus. there would be ret respective reporting
based on memory. Experience indicates memory based on retrospective
di ilt a is less dependable than data collected on a current basis. Also, the
m whited dates would cover two partial football seasons) so ,that
accurate and precise data for a single season would not be acquired.

In the case of t.he evaluation reports, it is apparent that the exist/ing
submission dates are based -upon a July 1st through June 30th fiscal.
year. Since the enactment of (e Congressional Budget and Impound- '
merit Control Act of 1974. Public Law 1)3-344, providing for a new .
fiscal yt:aOctober 1st througlySeptember 30ththe subtp ission dates
need to be modified in order that those reports'can he *pallid and
submitted so as to cover preceding fiscal year.

Several important evaluation studies such as the Secretary's annual,
evaluation report, the regional reading improvement prograo, bilin-
gual education, and title I studies are affected and require appropriate
date changes.

The second group of amendments we are proposing makes six small,
yet substantive, changes in statutes amended by Public Law 93-380.

The one which we feel is most important would make forward fund-
ing for title I a reality by moving the date for collection of AFDC case-
load data. We have learned from the first year of experience with title
I forward funding that even if appropriations are made 1 year in
advance, the January date for collection of welfare data, even under
ideal circumstances, pushes the actual allocation process well into the
lat'e spring, too late for school districts which plan their budget and
sign teacher contracts in March, April, and May.

Therefore, we, are proposing a July date for collection of AFDC
caseload data for title I purposes. This will allow us to make State
allocations by the follitwing January, which will allow States to make
their suballocat ions before the beginning of the school district's spring
budgeting period. We anticipate that the time period between July and
January will allow the more than 3,000 counties invo ved, 4 months,
rather than the 3 months contemplated by the current aw, to submit
accurate .AFDC caseload 'data and will give the Office f Education

.2 months to process these data and actually make the Stat allocations.
Turning our attention next to our proposed amendme s to the na-

tional reading 1411p rov em en t program. the primary pur ose of these
amendments is to provide more flexibility in the types of projects
which can be funded and to authorize the Office of Education to
continue, under the new program, a number of initiatives currently
being conducted under the right to read effort.

As you know, the right to read effort is presently funded under the
Cooperative Research Act, but appropriations for the Office, of Edu-
cation's reading activities for fiscal year 1976 will be provided under
the authotity of title VII of the Education Amendments of 1974. Since,
that authOrity is mainly designed for support of readingprojects
carried out by local education agencies. State leadership activities can
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only be funded if,trie appropriation for title VII exceeds $30,000,000.
,Therefore, we are proposing an amendment to part A to authorize
State leadership and training activities, designed,to prepare pi rams'
throughout, the State to conduct reading projects which have proven
to be effective.

.

W1 't, are 'proposing an additional authority to curt C which would
provide support for innovation and developrnent rojects and actitir
ties which show promise of having a substantial i pact in overcoming
reading 'deficiencies of youth and adults through! incorporation into
on-going State and lOcal education systems. &A iproject; are an im-
portant part of our right to read strategy, but the are not authorized
under title VII in its present fdrm.

Next we propose an amendment to sectiok705 (") to elitLinate the
mandatory nature, of the. 14 requirements speTifi for LEA projects.
While we agree that those specifications are ltrridaltle goals, we do not
believe they will apply to every reading project. Therefore,
our amendment won ! equire the application of those criteria "to
the extent practicable.'

'Also, we request an amendment to authorize the Commissioner to
reimburse SEA's for the costs, of carrying out their responsibilities
under part A, including the costs of establiing and oPerating the
State advisory council required by 'section 7M(d).

The amount of such payments could not exceed 5 percent of the total
ammint of grants made within a state under part A. .

Since the Office of Education has received a munber of offers from
private individuals and organizations of vont riftb- tions to 'right to
read, we are proposing an amendment to the Genetql 1...cluilltion Pro-
visions Act to dearly authorize acceptance of gifts,and donations
which are made for the benefit of the agency or for the carrying out of
any of its functions.

Although these amendments are mo est in scope, they will enable
the Office of Education to continue the 'oht to read lit Aategy which
thus far 'has shown great promiSe of significantly reducing reading
deficiencies in the Nat ion.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would Lika_ts)--draw your attention to our
fourth package of amendments designed to provide a more equitable
and efficient means of allocating title I funds among local educational
agencies within a State.-

It has been brought to our attention that several States have prob-
lems making subcounty allocations to title I funds because of the large
numbers of school districts crossing county lines. In some cases, a
school district may be located in two or three. counties, making the
State's task otcalculating subcounty allocUtions nearly unsurmount-
able. In Pennsylvania, for instance. the iiire number of cross county
school districts means the State has to make over f;85 separate allot-
ments to distribute funds to the. State's 505 local school districts. Six
other States have similar probli.ms in allocating title I. funds. This
problem has led these States to allocate title I funds on a statewide
basis, without regard to county amounts, and thus t be in technical
noncompliance with the title I statute.

Therefore, our proposal is to authorize this distributiOn procedure
whttre, such impracticalities occur, as lofig as the distribution of title I

14,



'funds reasonably approximates the. distribution throughout the State
of children counted under the title I foilnula.

'We feel that the provision just mentioned will prevent States from
using this amendment to choose their own measure of poverty for
intra-State distribution of title' I funds significantly different from
the statutory definition, which is the best measure we linve at present
down to the county level.. ,

We are also proposing a means of sharing title A "hold-harmless"
costs statewide rather than within counties. Sharing such cost,s.cmly
within counties has the indpiitable result of disproportionately bur-
dening, with hold-harmless, costs, loeal educational agencies which
happen to be located in-counties with other districts entitled to-hold-
harmless, payments;

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate the importance
which the Education Division places on these amendments which will
aid in a smooth implementation of our new education'law. Therefore,
we request your cooperation in the timely passage of these amendments.

I, ,and my colleagues, would be pleased to answer any questions that
you might have.

[Document previously referred to follows :]

-PART.. NDATED STUDIES AND REPORTS

A. CAREER EDUCATION

1. Amendment. The Education Arnendfilents of 144 is amended in section
406(e) by striking out "November 1, 1975" and inserting in lieu thereof "May 1,
1976".

Justification. Extends the reporting date to Congresi of the Commissioner's
survey and assessment of the status of career education programs, projects, cur-
riculums, itnd materials in the United States for six months. The ettra, time, is
required to collect the necessary data from a national sample of local education
agencies. Secondly, the study is' meant (to he coordinated with the National Ad-
vIsoryi.Council for Career Education. Due to a four month delay in appointing
the Council, it is now necessary to request a due date of May 1, 1'976. The Qffice of
Education is now in the process .of awarding the contract for the study which
is scheduled to begin in mid-June. After -completion the Advisory Counsil will
tieed time to review the tinfilogs and formulate recommendations for inclusion
in. the report to Congress.
Cross Reference

11.4. 3801. Sec. (al (61This reflects a change from what appears in H.R. 3801.
2. Amendment. Mr,- Education Amendments of 1974 is amended iu 6; ion

406(g) (4) -by striking out "November 1, 1975" and inserting in lieu tl pfd
"May 1, 1976".

Justification. Provides a six month extension, idNtical to the extension tor el"
Commissioner's report (Sec 406(e). P.L. 93-380), for the National Advisory
Council for Career Education report to the Congress. The two report.; are iden-
tical in mandated content and the Commissioner's report is to.include the recom-
mendations of the Advisory Council.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (7) This reflects a Change from what appears in FI.R. 3801.

. B. WO SIENS EDUCATIONAL EQUITY

Alendmimt. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 408
(f) (4) by striking out "not later thart,a year" and insetting "not later than
twenty months".

Justification. Extends for eight months the report to the National Advisory
Council on Women's Educational Programs of the Commissioner's national.
comprehensive review of sex discrimination in education. The reporting date
mandated in the Act is August 21, 1975. In order to meet the deadline, the award
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Of contract for three component studies (employment practices of personnel
from pre-school through postsecondary education ; availability of guidance and
counseling from junior high school through post-secondary education; access
to post-secondary education) would have been required in December, 11374. This
was impossible because funds were not appropriated eariy enough, and the total
contract procedure, including eiompetiti-ve bidding, normally requires three ormore, months. Qnce 'awarded, the contractors will require a minimum of sixmonths to prepare and subustt the first drafts at the earliest in January 1976.
After allowing one month fur review by the agency and 'return of the first draft,
to the contractor in Cohruary, the contractor must then be permitted a minimum
of two working months for the preparation and submission oft the toximild draft,or April, 1976. -^, ..

Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (8) (D)This reflects a change- from %lint appears in

..H.R. 3801.
k C. NATIONAL READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 731(a$by striking out "March 31" and inserting in lieu thereof "Februazy 1".
Justification. Conforms the date for submission to the Congressioffil educationcommittees of the Commissioner's annual evalnationreport on the National Read-ing I provement Program to the requested date change tor. the submission of

13) ) of P.L. 93-380 which added .SectIon 417 of the Genertil Education Previ-sions

the nual Evaluation Report by the Secretary as silindated in section 506(a)

*dons Act. It should be noted that-the proviRlons 'of the legislation are Just start-
ing to be implemented, that evaluation studies are being designed and there will
be no hard assessment information available mach before 1977.
Cross Reference

H.R. S081, Sec. (a) (1(q).

D.' SURVEY AND STUDY FOR UPDATING THE NUMIJER OF CHILDREN COUNTED FOR PUR-
POSES OP SECTION 103W) I I) IA) OF TITLE I Ok"flIE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

, 1. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 822
(a) by striking out,,"One year after the date of enactment of this Act" and in-
s rtitig in lieu thereof "Decemher 31, 1976".

Mil/cation. The Director' of the Bureau of the Census has written to the
rmen of the House and Senafe education committees informing them that

the original deadline in the law cannot be met, since the data cannot be de-
livered prior to the' fall of 1976. The Census Bureau is in the process of specify-
ing a sampling design in consultationc with HEW technical staff for 125.000 to
160,000 households which will be interviewed in the Spring of 1976 (March,
April, and May) in addition to the approximately 55,000 households of the
regular Malch 11176 "Current Population Survey" (CPS). lt This additional
sample, will include Puerto Rien). The combined baste CPS and additional sample
will provide State-by-State estimates of school-age children (5-14) in poverty
with a planned coefficient of variation of 10%. The additibnal sample will also
provide State estimates of Persons with English language difficulty (as part of
the P.L. 93-380, Section 105, "Bilingual Education Programs" requirements).
Processing of the data, including transferring it to computer tape, tabulating
it, and performing varied analyses will begin after the interviews are completed
and should he completed late in calendqr.year 1976.
C map. Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (17) (A).
2. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section

822(b) by striking out "one year after the date of enactment of this Art" and
inserting in lieu thereof "six months after the completion of the survey author-
ized by section (a 1".

,Itiatifleothm. Development of regression models for use in analyzing substate
date has begun. The study is dependent upon data to be collected in the Section
822(a) survey and will he completed in June 1977, six months after the Seefinn
822(a) survey is completed.

14
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Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a)(17)(B).

STUDY OF THE MEASURE OF POVERTY USED UNDER TITLE I OF TIII; ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATIbN ACT OF 11)65

Amendment. The Education Amendthents of 11)74 in amended in section 82312)
by striking out "than one year after the effective date -of, this Act" and by in-
serting in lieu thereof "than December 31, 1975",

Justification. This four month date extension is necessary due to delays result-
ing from the unavailability of funds for contracting and from the necessity of
establishing a cooperative mechanism within the Department and among other
federal agencies. Due to the potential effects of study results In poverty related
programs throughout the Fesjeral Goiernment, and because of dependency on
large data bases maintained by various Federal Departments and Agencies, an
inter-Departmental working committee has been formed to coordinate the study
effort. Responsibilities for completing the various sections of the study have been
assigned and work is proceeding on schedule. Expected co pletiqu date is De-
cember 31, 1975.
Cross Reference.

H.R. 3801, sec. (a) (18).

V. STUDY OF LATE FUNDING OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 824(h)
by striking-out "one year after the date of enactment of this Act" and by in-
serting in lieu thereof "January 31, 1976".

Justification. P.L. 93-380 calls for a report under this Section on the study of
late funding by. August 21, 1975. Although the Office of Education begin the pro.
curement process for the contract in September, 1974, there were delays in the
contracting process and an award was not made until April 25, 1975. Therefore,
eight months of the presumed year required were used up before the study began.
The five month extension of the report will allow OE nine months to do the Job.
The contractor, Peat, Marwick and Mitchell, has started the study and is de-
veloping the forms for data collection to be submitted to,OMB for clearance.
Data collectitin is scheduled to be conducted July through September 1975.
Analysis and report preparation will take place during October throligh De-
cember. The final report is scheduled for January.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (19)This reflects a change from what appears in H.R.
8801.

G. SAFE SCHOOL STUDY

Amendment. The. Education Amendments of 1974 is amended by amending the
first sentence of section 825(b) to read as follows: "The Secretary shall request
each State educational agency to ta.ke the steps necessair to PAtablish and main-
tain appropriate records to fOilitate the compilation of information specified in
subsection (a) and to submit such information to him no later than July 15,

Justification. The Safe Schopl Study has been divided into two parts: (1) a
ample survey of offenses and property losses from schools and school districts
hich ds ;being carried out by the National Center for Education Statistles; and,

( ) a research study on the effectiveness of crime prevention methods and
t9 it impact upon the instructional process which Is being carried out by the
National Institute of Education. The sample survey will he completed by July
1975; the research study cannot he completed until well into calendar 1976.
The planning for this research study has been long and involved because of the
senaltivity of the area and the need for confidentiality. Thus, many design and
review steps have been required and the award of the contract is now expected
in June 1975. Allowing time for the contractor to execute the design and to
process the information brings a reasonable completion date well into 1976. Also
the date change will allow any-new data collected for the period of the academic
year 1975-76 to include the fell academic year, which extends into mid or late
June in some - places. The proposed change in the language of subsection (b) will

I
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permit the Secretary to comply with the new ,requirement without changing the
basic Intent of the original purpose of the study.

Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec.

3801.
(a) (20)Thia reflects a change from what appears in mit.

II. STUDY OF AT II LETIC INJURIES

1. Aniiitdment. The Education Amendments of 1974,.is amended in section 826 (a )

by
(A) inserting "of a representative Aµniple of schools" after "investigation and

study";
(13) striking out in paragraph (1 ixty.days after the enactment of this Act"

and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1975".
rference
801, See. (a) (21) (A) and (13).

leadnient. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section
826( ) by striking out "Within fifty days'after the enactment of this Act, the"
and inserting iu lieu thereof "The", by striking out "sixty days after the date of
enactment of this Art" and by inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1975", raid by
striking out in the second Sentence "the date of enactment of this Act" and by
inserting in lieu thereof "such date".

Justificatirm for Amendments 1 and 2. Since only $75,000 is available for this
study, a 30 percent representative sample of the nearly 24,000 secondary schools
and institutions of higher education mist be used. The law mandates that the
survey- year is to begin 60 days after enactment. Shute the law was enacted

Au st 21, 1974, the survey yearwould be jrom Oetober 21, 1974-October 21, 1975,
tilvn the necessary time for careful designing of the form and for clearance of the
form and survey procedure by °NIB, the explanatory contact with the schools has
been scheduled and is taking pine(' months after the date of October 21, 1974.
Thus, there would be retrospective reporting, based on jmemory. Considerable
research and experience shows conclusively that memory-based. retrospective
data is less dependable than data collected in an ongoing fashion. Also, these dates
would split two football seasons so that accurate and precise data for a single
season would not be acquired. The use of a single school year will produce inuell
better results.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (22).
I. MU NOVA!, EDUCATION

1. Amendment. Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education At of
19415 is amended in seeder' 731(e) by striking out "November 1, 1975" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "June 30, 1976" and by striking out "of 1977" and by inserting
in lieu thereof "February 1, 1978".

Juirtification. Extends the first reporting (late of the Commissioner's report
to Congress arid the President (in the conditions of bilingual education In the
nation and the administration and operation of program for persons of limited
English-seaking ability by eight months to permit inclusion of more of the
inforation which Congress has requested. For example, the first assessment of
educational needs of persons of limited English-speaking ability wilt- he a part
of the "Current Population Survey" being conducted by the Census Bureau in
the Spring of 1975. The Ve,ustis Bureau cannot provide the Office of Education
with the resu until after November 1975. The results could be included If this
report i .'te ded to June 30, 197)1. Similarly, more results from ongoing evalua-
tion of VII, which ens initiated prior to passage of P.L. 93-380 can he
incorporated into the report if the datc' is extended.

'

The second (late' is extended for three months so that the due date for 'the
Report on the Condition of Bilingual Education in the Nation will be the same
as the proposed due date for the Secretary's Annual Evaluation Report.

Cross Reference
11.R. 3401, Sec. (d) (1).
2. emendate-O. Title VII of the Elere,n'i-nry and Secondary Education Act of

1965 Is amended in section 732(e) by striking out "November 1" and inserting in
lieu thereof "Mar.ch 31".

I
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Justification. Conforms the date of the report to Congress and the President
of the National Advisiory Council nn Bilingual Education to the reporting require-
went (Or very other Office of Edm.ation advisory committee as provided in sec-
tion 4431 ) (2) of the General EducutiOn Provisions Act. This also brings the
report dale into line with the new fiscal year 'inundated by I'. L. 93-344.
C0,4* Rilerc-ner

H.R. 3801, 1,-lec. (c) (2) .

J. Itla'ORT ON THE PERSON-NEL NEEDS AND ASSIGNMENTS OF THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Amendment. The General Education Provisions 'Act is attlended in section
'403(0(3) by striking out "Novembet 1" and inserting in lieu thereof "February'
1"

Justification. Conforms the-date of the Commissioner's annual report' to the
Congressional education vommittees on the personnel needs and'ai-isignments of
th()--Office to The new Timexl year mandated by P.1, 93-344. The information
needed Is dependent upon budgetary'devisions and is therefore at the final stages
of the budget preparation process. The requester), date, therefore, is consistent
with the dates for the budget submission.
Cross Rrfcrriu'e

H.R. 3801, Sec. (f (3).

K. ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT;

Amendment. The General Edueathin Povisions Act is amended in section
4117(a) (1) by striking out "November 1" and inserting in lieu thereof "February
1"

Justification. Conforms date of the .Seeretary's annual evaluation report to the
Congressional education committees to the new fiscal year mandated by I'. L. 93
344. Experience with the massive 350-400 page report which lovers all of the
Office of Ednea t ion's programs and describes the status and effectiveness of thief-
programs for the previous fiscal year, indicates that it'takes four months after
toe close of the fiscal year to assemble the latest infornmtion, develop and prepare
the report, Obtain the necessary reviews and clearances and.subndt it to the Cori-
prress. Since the fiscal year will end on September 30th, four months makes the
proposisi date February lst. Any less preparation time would not enable the
report to completely reflect theThrevions fiscal year and would thus reduce the
report's usefulness.
Cross reference

H.R. 3501, See, (ft (4)

I- RESPONSIBILITY OF STATES TO FURNISH (INFORMATION

1. A mcndrsent. The General Education Provisions Act is amended in section
437 (to' ty strikinv, oat "within siiiity days" and inserting in lieu thereof "within
ninety Ay's".

Ju,,,tifieation. Extends for an extra thirty days the time after the era: of any
fiscal year when each Matte submits to the Commissioner a report the use, of
Federal funds in that State under any applicable program for which the State Is
responsible for administration. State representatives have repored that they
require at least ninety days after the close of the fiscal year to submit their
reports. Any lesstimv would result in late submission or incomplete or inaccurate
tudanissionN.
Croat R( frrenPr

11.11. 3501, See. (ft (5).
2. .4ificadaust. The General Education Provisions Act is amended. in section

4374111 by striking nut -Oetoher 15" and inserting in lieu thereof -"Mareh 31".
Justi filet:Hon. Extends ti the (Wive of Education the necessary fin days after

receipt of the State data. to compile and analyze It for the required report to the
Congressional educational committees. Also conforms date of sulanission to the
new fiscal year mandated by P.L. 03-344, The reports received from the States
must be reviewed. edited, compiled and computerized. 'Then the data Most be
analyzed and interpreted and a report prepared. Assuming timely submission of
the data by the States, a minimum of sixty days is needed for this process.

1"



Cross Ref Cre'/ITT
H.R. 3801, see. ( f ) (6).

tr

M. TITLF. I OF TILE ELEMENTARY AND, t..E1 ONDAItY Ent'cATioN ACT OF 19(15, PROGRAM
EVALUATION

Amendment. Title 1 of the Elenantary and Secondary Education Act of 11)05
is amended in section 15 I (g ) by striking out "January 3i, 1975- and Inserting lu
lieu thereof "Febru4ry 1, 1975", and by striking out "January 31- the second
time it appears and inserting lu lien thereof "February I".

ustifieation. Conforms the date for submission of the (7ommissioneri's report
t* /lto Congress on the evaluation of Title I of i proposed date of the Aunar Evalua-

tion Report. The intent and content *of the reports are similar and the Title 1
evaluation would, have to be included in the Annual Evaltition' Report.
Cross Reference
. 3801, Sec. (b) (4).

43

N SPECIAL PIRO Et TS ACT

.4 ntendment. Section 4(11)(1) of Special Projects Art is.aniended by striking
out "February I- and inserting in lieu thereof "June I**.

.1 ust i tient nnt. Extends the date of the Commissioner's ann11711 report to the
Congressional education committees on the plan in accordance with which the
Commissioner was deterniettitA to exioetid Special Project funds to be appropri-
Tit ed for the succeeding 11Sea I year. February 1 is too early, based nn the new
fiscal year wand:OWN! by P.L. 93 344. to have 11 meaningful plan developed.
Detailed planning for Special l'rojects cannot effectively proceed planning for all
programs.
l'rnsx Referrner

11.11. 3801, See. ( ( 1') .

PART II -'rivi t: I, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1905

1. .4 mendracat The Educittlon Amendments of 11)74 is amended in section
101(a )(3 ) by i sorting ', 122, and 123- immediately after "121- min by
inserting ", 127, Ind 12ti, respectively," immediately after -120- and before the
period.

usitteation. It designates Section 122 and In of Title I of the Elementa6. and
Secondary 'Edw. tion Act because new Sections 122 and 123 were added by Section
DM (*a I 1 21 ( F.) f 93-38Q.

Cross Ref rren
3801. (a ) (

2. nymin 'W. Title 1 of the Elementary 4111111 Secondary Education Act of 19115
is amended section 120(h) by strking out -clauses (2), (5), 101, and 171 of
section 103( D.- and inserting in lieu thereof "sections 11131 a I (2), 121, 122. and,
123.'.

Juxliflent nn f1 conforming ,amendment which correct.ss n etroneous cross
reference,
('rc Refer er

It. 3501 S (11(11.
Ante Title 1 of the Efementary and Seordivy Education Act of

10 5 is waded in Don 1411811131 by striking out.940- and inserting in lieu
the "150".

Justiffeni ion. Corrects an weous cross reference.
leo

Croix Reference
Hit 3801, Sec. (b)(2).

tocooltnent. Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1905
is amended In section 141 (a I 1 1411A I be inserting "eligible- after "children".

JuRtification. Makes the selection of parents for, the local educational agency
council more administrable by not delaying appointments tintil.after a program
Is' cstablished each year. Dpens access to:advisory council membership to allow
inclusion of parents with a reasonable interest in Titre 1., .0.)

, ,

rico :151._75.. 2

I

n.



14

Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (b) (3).

PART IIIOTHER PROGRAMS AUTI10111ZED BY THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARy
EDUCATION ACT OF 1965, As AMENDED

A. TITLE 11, SCHOOL 1.11311ARry RESOURCES, TEXTBOOKH, AND OTHER INSTRUCTIONAL
MATERIALS

Amendment. Section 204(b) of the Elementary and 'Secondary Education Act
of 1965 is amended by striking Ont "1973" and inserting" in lieu thereof "1978".

Justification. Extends through 1978 the authority for the Commissioner to
bypass the State educational agency under Title II of ESEA in those cases
where no State agency is authorized to provide Title ICI materials for the use
of children in nonpublic schools.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3807, Sec. (C).

S. TITLE III, SUPPLEMENTARY EDUCATIONAL.CENTERS AND SERVICES; GUIDANCE,
COUNSELING, AND TESTING

At.andment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amende4- in section
103(a) (2) by inserting "of section 301(b)" immediately atter IThe second
sentence" and by striking out "and each of the five succeeding fiscal years,".

Justification. Adds a section reference which was omitted, and deietes un-
necessary language.
Cross Reference

1I.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (2) .

C. TITLE IV, LIBRARIES, LEARNING RESOURCES, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION, AND
SUPPORT

1. Amendments. Section 403(b) of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of.1965 is amended by insertipg at the end thereof the following paragraph:

1(5) During the fiscal year preceding the first fiscal year for which funds
are appropriated pursukot to any part of this title, the State educational agency
may use administrative funds available to the State under any program specified
in section 401(e) for the purpose of.carrying out the requirements of this
subsection.".

Justification. Allows States to use administrative funds under existing pro-
grams for the start-np costs of the State advisory council required to'he estab-
lished under section 403(a). Under section 403(h) the council must he in
existence before the State may receive grants under the new Title IV. The At
requires that the council be certified ninety days before the beginning of FY
1976 and that it meet .within thirty days after certification is accepted by the
Commissioner. Therefore, the councii must meet at least once in FY 1975.
Cross Reference

38b1, flee. (e) (2),
2. Amendment. Section 431(a) (2) of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act of 1965 is amended by striking out "or private educational
organizations".

Justificatbm. This amendment is to take care of an inconsistency in P.L.
98-380. Section 481(a) (2) IS very similar to the language of Section 808 or
ESEA which authorizes grants for demonstration projects in both public and
private schdols to improve school nutrition and health service sfor children from
low-income families. However Section 403(a) (4) (B) of Title IV, ESEA. as
amended, stipulates that the State educational agency will distribute the funds
it receives under Section 401(b) only among local education agencies. Proposed A

rules covering this portion of the Act will enable private educational agencies
to he eligible to parildpste in health and nutrition services provisions if under
contract to an LEA.
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Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (e) (3).

D. TITLE VII, BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROD MS

Amendment. Title VII of the Elementary and tieco dary Education Act of
nom is amended In 8/Ilion 742 by inserting "of the N. Bona! Institute of Edu-
cation" after -Directlit" wherever that word appears.

Justification. Clarifies the fact that the "Director" referred to in Section 7-12
is the Director of the National Institute of Education rather than the Director
of the inflip of Bilingual Education established by Section 731.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801. Sec. (d) (3) .

E TITLE VIII, GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment. Section 801 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 is amended by inserting "IV," after "titles II, III," the first time it appears
in that section and by inserting "IV," after "titles II, III," in subsection Lit of
that section. ,

Justification. Includes section 401 of Title IV, Consolidation of Certain Edu-
cation Programs, P.L. 93-380, which amends Title IV of ESEA, under the General
Provisions for ESEA. Without a change such as this, the District of Columbia
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico will not he eligible for grants under
ESEA Title IV. Secondly, Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, as amended by P.L. 38-380, includes the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands in the allocation of funds appropriated for Parts B & C (Section 40'2).
Unless Title IV is added to subsection (j), the other requirements of Title IV
would not apply.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801. See. (1)The second part of the amendment does not appear in
H.R. 3801 as currently drafted.

PART IVSPECIAL PROJECTS

A. SPECIAL PROJECTS ACT

Amendment, The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 402(a)
(2) by striking out "July 24, 1954" and inserting.in lieu thereof "July 26, 1954".

Justification. Corrects an erroneous reference to the "Cooperative Research
Act," July 26, 1954.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec, (a) (4).

B. COMMUNITY SCHOOLS ACT

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 405 by
striking out "if (1) The Commissioner shall establish or designate a clearing-"
the second time it appears therein and by inserting in lieu thereof "(3) Appoint-
ments to the advisory council shall he completed".

Justification. Corrects a printing error in which one line (subsection (f) (1))
Was printed twice and inserts the correct language.
Cross Reference

3801, Sec. (a) (5).

C. WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL EQUITY ACT OF 1074

1. Amendment, The Education Amendments of 1974 is' amended in section
408(d 112 ) B) by striking out "( a )" and inserting dm lieu thereof "(d)

julityleation. Corrects an erroneous cross reference to subsection (a) which
simply establishes the title of the Act. The correct reference (d) (1) sets forth
the activities which are authorized under the Act_

'-.

2,0
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If`rroo+ Reference
11.1t. 3801, Se4:. (a) (8)(A).

.4mendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 408(d) by striking out paragraph 131 and rtiesignuting paragraph 14) as para-graph ( :3).
ustilieution. Eliminates paragraph 131 of subsection (d) which requires theCommissioner to approve all applications \\ lush meet appropriate criteria. Such

a requirement is inappropriate Ina discretionary grant program.
Cross Reference

14 R. 3r49i, See. )1 ) 1 8)
3. Amendment. The Education Airpridnients 1974 is amended in the thirdsentence of so.11))4L-101s1.7 I I 1 I by Inserting -from among the members Indicatedin clause ) A 1"tt fter"( 'hal mum".
Justilloition. Limits the chairmanship of the Advisory Council to the membersseitsted by the President, by and with the advice and rnisent of the Senate.

cromx If( fcrence
11.11.. 3801, Sec. (a ) (8) ((').
4. Amendtm nt. The 'Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 408by redesignating the second subsection I f 1 as subsection 1g).
Juxt iltration. 'orrect,s all erroneous subsection designationr

Croix /trfe renro.
RR. 38111, Sec. (a ) (8)

PART V- GENERAL. EDITATION PROVISIONS ACT

A. N NTION AL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

.4mendracat. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 1502(:11
12 I (1',) 111) by striking out "subsection I if )," and inserting in 11(.11 thereof" paragraph i 1) of subse, lion i f and by striking out 11.4e- -f444144-whigragraP11-.

11,,1 firati,01. rpilp-A sit t section 407,1 fl I 21 of (4EPA, relsting to the N1E.which requires coloidiance with t he Nis- .1st in all NIE constriiclioncontracts. Paragraph' 12) %VILA erroneously strikers when Section 4145(f) wasrepealed.
('riots fcCI tiff

11.R. Svc. (a )19).

H. SINIPI IFIED STATE. APPLICATION

1. .toirtlment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 511(hi by striking out "July. 1. 1974" and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1975"..tuNtifieotion. The simputiot Appiii.otim hereafter referred to as the"General .1pplication" is a new legislative requirement for State educationagent it'. Sdnee the mijor intent arid thrust of the new legislation. P.1,. 93-380,is directed toward the operation of programs starting In FY '7ti, /E believes itto he both logical and efficient to avoid the potential confusion of requiring theGeneral Application for FY '75. The f()Ilowing points Can be ma(hs in defenseof tills position
( 1 ) Nlost of FY '77) has already passed and the applicable programs are alreadywell underway
1Y) No real value world accrue to either the State or Federal government bynow requiring this information for vs, '75.
(3) The General Application requirements can better be handled in the tran.si-tional phase that ()E is presently engaged in with the respective State agenciessuch efforts are extensi've and are sinned at implementation of the l'Y '76provisions.

Crogx Refer nee
38(11. Stsf`. a 1 i10).

2. .4 rnentimtitt. The General Education Provisions Act is amended in the fir4tsentence of section 4341), )11 )1A 1 by inserting ". otlu r'.<4-bain title of theElementary and Secondary Education Act of 1905," rate "'IN/livable program".Jumti/icatif,a. Exempts Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education .1St
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of 1965 from the, applicable programs covered by the Simplified State Appliriion
provisions. Section 144(11) of Title I provides that States desiring to participate
in the program must submit to the Commissioner a series of ?satisfactory
assurances." These assurances are actually shnplier that the Simplified State
Application.
Cross( Referenee

This amendment doe:ginot appear in RR. 3501 as currently drafted.
3 . A mindment. The eueral Education Provisions At is amended in section

434(b) (1) (A) by adding after the. first senteni;e the following new sentence:
"The provisions of the preceding sentence Shall et so apply in the case of a State
or other jurisdiction in which there Is only one local educational agency or in
which the State educational agency is also the only local educational agency,. ".
`,/t4atifleation.. Clarifies that unitary school systems, mdch as those in the State

vot.tlawall'and the District-of Columbia: ate Included under the Simplified State
Application provisions.
Cross 4eference

This amendment does not appear in H.R. 3801 as currently drafted.

0. APPOINTMENT OF' MEMBERS, OF AND FUNCTIONING OF ADVISORTC0IINCILS

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 Is amended in section 516(a)
by striking out "433" and inserting in lien thereof "44$".

Justification. Corrects an erroneous cross reference to section 4,43 of the General
Education Provisions Act.
Croaa Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a ) (11) .

D. GENERAL AUTHORITY OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEADst OF EDUCATION AGENCIES

Amendment. The General Nduention Provisions Art is amended in section 406
by striking out subsection (c) thereof, and in section 400(c) (1) by redesignating
clauses (A) through IF) aa viansem B ) through (ff ), respectively, and by in-
serting before clause ( B), as so redesignated, the following new clause:

"(Al 'administrative head of an education agency' means the Commissioner
and the Director of the National Institute of Education. To the extent that the
Assistant Secretary is directly responsible for the administration of a program
and to the extent that the Assistant Secretary is responsible for the supervision
of the National Center for Education Statistics. the Assistant Secretary shall,
for such purposes, be considered within the meaning of such term."

Justification. Adds the definition -of "administrative tread of an educational
agency" to the list of definitions for"purposes of the General Education Provi-
sions Act. The term is used throughout rather than only in Section 408.
Cross Reference

II.R. 3801, Sec. (f) (1).

PART VII/TITER PROGRAMS

A. IMPACT AID, P.L. 574, 51ST coNGRER.,

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 305 a)
by inserting "(b) (l I" immediately before "The amendments made by para-
graphs (1) and (21" which follows the matter in quotation marks in paragraph
13) of such section.

Just( fication. Inserts a subsection heading which was omitted.
CrOss Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (8)(3).

B. EDI-CATIoN OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT

1. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section
1112(b) (1) by striking out "to the Office" in the second sentence and inserting in
lieu thereof "to the Bureau".

Justification. Corrects an erroneous reference to the Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped which was established at a Bureau level by P.L. 91-230, Title
VI, Section 603(a).

2P`

1



18

Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (12). ,

2. Amendment. Sections 652(b) (3), 652(q) (4); and 652(b) (5)
tion of the Handicapped Act are amended by striking out "grant
and inserting in lieu thereof "grant or contract".

Justicificatiem. Corrects an error and authorizes funds under
sections /o be made available by grant or contract rather than
contract.
Cross Reference

11.R. 3801, Sec. ( h ) .
C. EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID ACT

of the Educa-
and contract"

the referenced
by grant and

1. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 645
by striking out "Elementary" and inserting in lieu thereof "Emergency".

Justification. Corrects an erroneous reference to the, Emergency School Aid
Act.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (13).
2. Amendment. Section 709(a) of the Emergency School Aid Act is amended

by inserting "Assistant" before "Secretary".
Justification. Inserts "Assistant" before "Secretary" because the Emergency

School Aid Act is administered by the Assistant Secretary for Education rather
than by the Secretary.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (I) .

D. NATIONAL READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 174 is amended in section
705(c) (3) by inserting "at" before "which such preelementary".

Justification. Inserts the word "at" which was erronrusly omitted.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (14).
2. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 714

by inserting at the end thereof the following new subsection :
"(f) The functions of the State Advisory Council on Reading, required to be

established by subsection (a) (2) of this section, may be carried out by the State
advisory council created pursuant to section 705(d) (1)".

Justification. To prevent duplication authorizes the State to allow the State
advisory -eouncil on reading required by Section 705(d) (1) to fill the functions
assigned to an identical council by Section 714 2 of the National Reading
Improvement Program. '

Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (15).

D. HIGHER UCATION ACT OF 1965

Amendment! The Education Am dments of 1974 is amended in section 837 by
inserting "of the Higher Educat t of 1965" after "section 1001 (b) (1)".

Justification. Inserts and therefore clarifies a reference to the Higher Educa-
tion Act which was erroneously omitted.

( Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (24).

E. ADULT EDUCATION ACT

Amendment. Section 310A ( b) (2) (A) of the Adult Education Act is amended
by striking out "approval" and inserting in lieu thereof "approved".

Justification. Corrects the misspelling of the word "approved".
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (g) .

F. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT OF 1963

1. Amendment. Section 194(b) of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 is

2 S'



*S. amended by Striking out "Secretary" and inserting in lieu thereof
"Conainlincioner".

Justification. Substitutes "Commissioner" for "Secretary" since the Vocational
Education Act is administered by the Commissioner,
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (j)
2. Amendment. Section 197 in) (21 of the Vocuttonal }Attention Art of 196:1 is

amended by striking nut "to an agency" and inserting in. lieu thereof by an
agency". .

Justifleation. Corrects a grammatical error.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (J) (2).

G, NATIONAL WENS* EDUCATION ACT OF 1959

1. Amendment. Section 91(a) of *the Education Amendments of 1974 is
amended to read as fotiows:

"Sec.,651; (a ) Section 301. of the National Defense Education Act of 19:18 is
amended by striking. out '1975' both times it appears and Inserting '1977' in lieu
thereof, and by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: 'Notwith-
standing the preceding two sentences, no funds are authorized to be appropriated
for obligation during any year for Which funds are available for obligation for
carrying out part B of title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965.'"

Justification. Revises the. amendment to Section 301 of NDEA made by Title
ri Section 651(a) of P.L: 93-380 to conform with an amendment to that Section
made by P.L. 92-318.
Cross Reference

H.R. 3,801, Sec. (10'.
2. Amendment. (11 Section 103(aI of the National Defense Education Act of

1958 is amended by. striking out "Puerto Rico," after "such term does not
include".

(2) Section 302 (a ) (.1) of such Act is amended by striking out "3 per centum"
and inserting "1 per centum" in lieu thereof.

(3) Section 1008(A) of such Act is amended by striking.out "Puerto Rico,".
Justification. In order to treat Puerto Rico as a State for pprposes of education

allocations, P.L. 93-380, Section ,843 deleted ,Puerto Rico from the listing of'
extra-territorial jurisdictions in The education laws except 'title III of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act. Since the anthorization forthis Act Watrextended,
and the program purpose included in title IV, Part B of the Elementary and ,
Secondary Education Act, as' artictled-by-P 93-380, It le necessary to strike
references tPuerto Rico in the sections cited. The set aside for the extrater-
ritorial Jurisdictions must also be reduced elude Puerto Rico will not receive
funds as one of these jurisdictions.
Cross Reference

This amendment does not aPpecir In H.R. 3801 as currently drafted.,

II, EXTENSION OF ADVIE)ORT COUNCILS

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 Is amended in section 845(ct
by striking out "708(a I" and by inserting in lieu thereof "732(a )" and by strik-
ing out "continued" and inserting in lien thereof "continue" and in section
845(f) by striking out "310(h)'4 and inserting in lieu theruof "311 (b)".

Justification. 1. Corrects an erroneous cross reference to Section 732(a) of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 which establishes a National
Advisory Council on Bilingual Education; 2. Corrects a typographical error of
the word "continue"; 3. Corrects an erroneous cross reference to Section 311(b)
of the Adult Education Act. The sections were redesignated by P.1., %29.

Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a ) (25).,
Chairman Pgrauxs. I want to compliment you on your excellent

statement.

2.i
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Could you expand. on your explanation of the two amendments you
propose to title I. Particularly, could Om explain further Your amend-
ment to change the local educational agencv "hold harmless''?

Dr. MATTruzis. MP. Chairman, this amendment deals with the prob-
lems with regard to tge allocation of the funds at the county level as

'related to the "hold harmless" activity.
Chairman Please explain how 3our proposal would work

and,why you feel yon need the amendtpent ?
Dr. MArrnxts. The county is held harmless, and the schools within

it, att'd among-the schooldistricts within acounty there is a difference
because of therchange in .popullation over ti period of time. They should
receive more 'dollars if the:county and the districts within the countyare held harmless.

The school district-which has an inereased need, according to new
statistics, is bitable to get at new resources. What we are skiggesting is
drat there be provisions in the States that have these particular prob-
lems for a sharing of tile hold harthless across the State rather than
narrowing it down to a count or a specific school district within that
county to be penalized for no fault of its own.

We think that it is an equitabletreatment of the situation which has
a peculiar background.

lireitAxAx. Dr. Mattheis, what,taithe difference that would be
brought about by yPur suggested changes to title I subcounty alloca-
tions? Would you take one or two representative States, for? example,
and tell us what they are receiving, or what they would have received
if your provisions had been in effect?

tor. MArryrias. We can provide the specific statistics that you are
requesting for the record) but I am not sure that we get the question
clear..There would not be any Change-among the States. There would
be changes among the couhties, and I think we can show you how this
would happen with some examples of how we would work it in great
detail.

[Following is an example of an acceptable distribution of title I
allocations on 'a-statewide basis:]

TITLE 1 METHOD 01/%, ALLOCATION USED ET PENNETLVANIA

The method used by the State of Pennsylvania to mokeTitle i allocations on aState-wide basis is as follows: .:The count of children from poverty families
fr on the 1970 Census was distributed by school district using all available infor-m tion such as the eenstm distribution hy civil suhdivNon and school districtnail furnished hy OE."

TheAount of AFDC children used was 47,630 rather than the 48,054 used by
OF for minify allocation purposes. The AFDC count wilt more current than the.Tarmary count used hy OE'und the data were available gddress so that the
number could be distrihuted accurately by school district. This was al tie ofthe foster children count which was 34 more than the OE count of 10 . Theallortition of the institution agreed with the OF count of 5.113.

The total number of Children 367.984. was divided into' the.total amount allo-
anted to the State of Pennsylvania (the sum of the OF county grants.).Alloca-
tions were then determined on a preliminary basis by inultiplying the number of
children by the amount R va i la hle per child.

. .

-t,

to :
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The amonnt mecessary to bring the allocations of those school districts whose
. preliminary allocations fell below ft5% of the prior year's allocations was then
olitaleed by:propprtionately 'reducing. the allocations of all other school districts.
The resultiE16'allocations to tbose,remainitiF school districts were based on the
name amount per child. or $212.98..

S'YT.r.c.ren SCnOOL- Owl:AE(7 ORGANIZATION FACTS

Number of counties-67.
Ntunber of school districts-505.
Number of counties in which the school district and county boundaries are

coterminous-8.
Number of school district/4 In counties in which school district and county

houndaries are .coterminous -26. -
Number of counties in which the school distriet and county boundaries are

,coterminous and (Itch county contains only one distfict-,--3.
Number of- school districts in two or more counties -85,
Number of municipalities or portions of Municipalities crowing county boun-

daries under school district's organization-188.

074-75 ESEA TITLE I -A-COUNTY SECTOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY RLOUCED BY COUNTY
ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STATEWIDE ALLDCATION METHOD

1

School dinoct
85 percent
guarantee

Hoods a Entitlement Entitlement
ratable county statewide

Pupils reduction allocation allocation

158 33, 972 33, 978 33, 651
155 97, 137 97, 137
197 42, 365 42, 365

96, 907

258 Sr, 772
89

54. 772
19, 139

229
19, 139

19, 216
41:: 97573

IV
49, 246
39, 354 38, 976

168 36,
354

35, 781
96

36, 128
20, 645 20, 645

203
155

43, 655 43. 655
33, 333

342330,, 024341765

242
33, 043323 52, 042 51, 542

90 19, 355 19. 168

2, 678
76

5)t, 9340:

19, 355

5g: r)44 570. 366
16, 187

MO 21, 298
139

21, 505 21. 505

354
29, 892 29, 119132

75, 396
29, 605

119
75 113

235
25, 59t
49. 522 . . .

25, 591
49, 522

, 238 51 182 51, 182 50, 690
' 106 22, 795 22, 795 22, 576

5. 759 . . .

599 134, 528 142. 242 138. 597
618 141 041 141,041 113,753

B I. 399 314. 198 314, 198 300. 023
I 278 287.023 287 023 272,101

525 117,909 117 909 111,816
361 81. 076 81,076 76.887
187 41 998 11 998 39 828
676 151.821 151.821 143 976

61 14 149 14 149 13,118
119 28 9/2 28.972 27.175
359 80.627 80 627 76.461
770 172.933 172 933 163 996
236 53 003 53 003 50, 264

7 710 1 626.992 I. 548 685

1, 236, 747 1 226, 561

BERKS COUNTY'
Antietam 8. 018
Boyertown area. . .. .

41, 993
BOyertcnyn area(Berks County) _ . 27, 350
Boyertmen ITU (Montgomery

County), 14, 643
Brandywine Heights 13, 1721
Conrad Weiser area. . 31.831

eaDaniel Boone era.. ... . 13, n9
Exeter Township . _ 25. 415
Redwood area_ . .. 12, 890

19, 280
GO1refoor Mifflin ._ 18, 831

Hathtriirgenta . - - 1 9 ,.

Kutitown Area _ . 14, 890
Muttlanberg Township. \I,3, V9
Olay.Vallay. ...
Reading- - 429, 089

11, 097

Schuylkill Valley ... . 8, 855
Tolpshocken area . 19, 504

26 478Twin :Valley- .. . .

Twin Valley (Birks County)
'.. Twin Valley (Chester County) 18, 855

7, 623

Wilton 16, 142
Wyomissing area.... J. 903

Total

BUCKS COUNTY:

"'Bensalem Township 142. 242
Bnatot Borough 96.140

ristol township ... 307. 913
Centennial:, . 200,439
Central Bucks . 63.033
Coupiit Rock . 30 732
Moritz/111e Borough 38. 395

Neshaminy 133.928
-,New Hope-Solebury 12.849
Paltsades . ,.. . 18.024
Pennridge .

42.9E3
Pennsbury ... 106.265
Quakertown community . !I 235

Total

See footnotes it end of table.

2 i;
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1974-75 ESEA TITLE I -8- COUNTY SECTOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY REDUCED BY COUNTY
ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STATEWibE ALLOCATION MET OD- Continued

School district

Pupils X Entitlement Entitlonient
85 percent ratable county statewide
guarantee Pupils reduction allocation allocation'

CHESTER COUNTY f

Avon Grove 44, 065 297 62, 587 2, 587 63, 256
Coatesville area 156, 9/a 916 193 031 031 195, 092
Downinsgon area 43, 275 441 92, 933 92, 933 93, 925
Great Valley 25, 019 250 52, 683 52, 6&3 53, 246
Kennett Consolidated 66, 040 392 82, 607 V, 607 83, 489
Octorara area 38, 852 520 109, 911 109, 911 110, 7

Octorara area (Chester County) 31, 346 378 79, 657 79, 657 .tip^
Octorara area (Lancaster County)._ _ 7, 506 142 30, 254

Owen 1. Roberts 16, 567 263 55, 423 55, 423 56, 014
Oxford area 58, 152 457 96, 305 96, 305 97, 333 dr"
Phoenixville area 36, 767 416 S7, 665 87, 665 88,.601
TredyftrinEasttown 35, 642 282 59, 427 59, 427 40,4161
Unionville-Chadds Ford 22. 520 104 21, 936 22;584 22,150

Unionville-Chadds Ford (Chester
County) 21, 300 98 20,652 21, 300 i.f,- , .

Unionville-Chadds Ford (Delaware -

County). , 1, 220 6 1,284 1,284
West Chester area ' 137.404 826 174, 129 176, 863 175, 923

West Chester area (Cita unty). 130, 391 8C6 169, 850 169, 850
West Chester area (Del nty) 7, 013' 20 4, 279 7, 013

Total ti 5, 164 1, 029, 019 1, 099, Or

DELAWARE COW',

Chester-Upland 953, 669 5, 573 1,192, 346 1,192, 346 1,186, 949
Chichester 74, 543 333 71, 246 74, 543 72, 023
Garnet Valley 6, 939 .5 13, 693 13,693 13, 631
liaverford Township 44, 208 440 94, 138 94,138 93, 712
I nterboro 66, 007 505 108,045 108,045 167,554
Marple Nsvdown._ 21, 659 26S 57, 339 57, 339 57, 079
Penn Delco 29, 29 326 69,748 69,741 69, 432
Radnor Township 34,299 246 52, 632 52, 632 54, 394
Ridley 103,203 718 153.616 153,616 152.921
Rose Tree Media J5,915 458 97,989 , 97,989 97, 546
Southeast Delco 179, 727 1, 076 230, 211 230, 211 229, 169
Sptingfield . 26, 164 285 60, 976 60, 976 60, 700
Upper Darby f 153, 996 953 203, 895 203, 895 202, 972
Wallingford-Swarthmore 28, 964 273 f8, 408 58, 408 58, 144
William Penn . 149, 087 91 195, 551 195, 551 194,666 i

Total 12, 432 Ct 130 2, 640, 894

I County allocation- $1,145,142. Amount per pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee: (a) by county allocation-$215..
0501: (b) by statewide allocation-$212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25): (a) by county allocation-
36,1 percent; (b) by statewide allocation-35.7 percent.

3 County allocation-$1,629,035. Amount per pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee: (a) by county allocation -$224:
5878; (b) by statewide allocation-$212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25).

3 County allocation-$1,107,837. Amount per pupil, exclusive r f 85 percent guarantee: a) by county allocation:- $210:
7323; (b) by statewide allocation-$212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596. 5): (a) by county allocation-
35,3 percent- (b) by statewide allocation--35.7 percent. .

3 County allocation-$2,671,429. Amount per pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee: (a) by county allocation-$213.-
9505; (b) by statewide allocation-$212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25); (a) by county IIIIIIC131011-
35.9 percent; (b) by statewide allocation-35.7 percent.
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1974-75 ESEA TITLE 1, 8-COUNTYIEGTOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY REDUCED BY COUNTY
ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STATEWIDE klOCATION METHOD

School district
85-percent
guarantee Pupils

Pupils X
ratable

reduction

Entitlement
county

allocation

Entitlement
statewide
allocation

LANCASTER COUNTY

Cor.allco
Co !umbra Boro
Conestoga Valley
Donepl
East Lancaster Co
Elizabethtown area
Ephrata area
Hempfield
Umpeter Strasburg
Lancaster
Manhelm Central
Manhelm township
Penn Manor

eaPequ Valley
Solanco l
Warwick

-s.

124, 485
32, 841
48, 857
31, 635

'60, 472
41, 689
23, 458
20, 499
22, 891

369, 300
21, 560
12, 198
34,
41,
56, 82
20, 044

2,

241
315
435
286
617
329
293
112
217
481
161
105
428
643
774
160

$51,
67,
92,
60,

131,
70,
42,
38,
46,

528,
34,
22,
91,

136.
164,
34,

347
114
681
935
458
097
426
777
234
600
303
371
189
997
908
090

$51, 347
67, 114
92, 681
60, 935

131, 458
70, 097
62, 426
38, 777
46. 234

521, 600
34, 303
22, 371
91, 189

136, 997
164, 908

34, 090

$51, 329
67, 089
92, 647
60,913

131, 410
70, 071
62, 404
38, 763
46, 217

528, 409
34, 290
22, 363
91, 156

136, 947
164, 848

34, 077

Total 7. 657 1, 633, 527 1,632, 933

LEHIGH COUNTY

AllentoWn City
CatIsauqua area

Catasauqua area (Lehigh County)
Cetasauqua wet (Northampton

County)
East Penn
Northern Lehigh

Northern Lehigh (Lehigh County)._
Northern Lehigh (Northampton

County)
-NNorthwestern Lehigh
Parkland
Salisburg Township
Southern Lehigh
Whitehall-Coplay

361, 555
13, 384
8,427

4, 957
24. 625
26. 578
20, 155

6.423
10, 656
25, 922
28, 240
17, 570
16, 739

2, 164
81
60

21
263
206
159

47
174
285
192
151
163

462,

4,
56,

-44,
33,

10,
37,
60,
41,
32,
34,

471
233
002
996

006
203
937
052
286
852

'

462, 692
17, 786
12,829

95156,2334. 233
44, 002
33, 996

10 006 .....
37.

,

203
60, 937
3421:208652

3434, 852

460, 893
- 17,1252

_,

56, 014
/3, 874

-- -
059

60. 700
40, 893
32, 160
34, 716

Total 3, 679 717, 043 783, 561

See footnotes at and of table.

See footnotes it end of table.
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187445 ESEA TITLE 8-COUNTY SECTOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY REDUCED BY COUNTY

ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STATEWIDE ALLOCATION METHOD-Continued

School district
85-percent
guarantee Pupils reduction

Pupils X
ratable

Entitlement
county

allocation

Entitlement
statewide
allocation

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Abington
Bryn Athyn Boro.. . .

Cheltenham Township _ .. ..... .. .

Colonial__ _ ....... .. . . ..
Hetboro-Horsha m
Jenkintown ._.. ..... ... ...
Lower Merlon.. __ _ . . .

lower Moreland Township . .. _ . ..
Melba... ..i.

Norristown area
North Penn . .......... ..... .... .

North Penn (Montgomery County)
North Penn (Bucks County)

Perkiomen Valley
Potts .Pottstown
Souderton area

Soudertoil area (Montgomery
V)
n area (Bucks County) ....

Spri Township
Sprin _ ... . . . . . .. . .VIM

piing ford area (Montgomery
County)"

Seri Ford area (Chester County). _
Upper Du lin.
Upper Marion area
Upper Moreland Township
Lipper Perkiomn

Upper Perkiomen (Montgomery
County) ... . . . ..

Upper Perkiomen (Mks County)_
Wissahickon

96, 754
1, 802

40, 579
60, 415
35. 279
7, 722

63, 442
5, 754

54, 358
226, 819

57, 23
56, 781

454
18, 018
21, 501

, 113,561
27,262

28, 808
454

25, 892
35, 887

31, 040
4, 847

38, 973
34, 371
22,258
22, 707

18, 927
3, 780

n. 621

1,

/

890
10

353
439
300

33
512

52
441
299
342
341

1

203
138
530
197

197
0

206
226

222
4

223
255
:14
275

216
59

127

,....

'.1

188, 943
2, 123

74, 940
6933,, 001989

7, 006
108, 695

11, 039
93, 622

22725:

618
72, 393

096225

29, 297
112,517
/1,822

41, 822
0

43, 733
47, 973

47, 130
843

47, 342
54,135
30, 571.
58, 544

45,856
12, 688
26, 962

,

188,-943
242,, 914203

63, 689
7, 722

108,695
11, 039
93, 622

275, 772
72, $47
13, 393

409654

29, 297
113,561
/2,216

41, 822

43, 743354

51, 977

47, 130
4, 847

47, 342
54, 135
30, 571
58, 544

45, 856
12, 688
26, 962

189, 554
220,, 110303

93, 499
63 895

1511
109: 047

11, 075
93, 925

276, 664
72, 840

4239; 329325

112,881
41. 957

43, 874
41, 144

47, 495
54, 310
30,669
58, 570

27, 049

Total 7, 195 1, 534, 084------- 1, 532, 889

NORTHAMPTON COUNTY 4

Bangor area
Bethlehem area

Bethlehem area -(Northampton
County)

Bethlehem area (Lehigh County)
Easton area_ . . . . . . _

Easton Area (Northampton County)_.
Easton Area (Sucks County)

Nazareth area
Northampton area
Pen Argyl
Saucon-Valley
Wilson area

29, 264
258, 717

a

201,977
56, 740

183, 171
182, 037

1, 134
19, 380
38, 083

- 11,380
18, 792
21, 859

1,

1,

1,
1,

201
832

476
356
394
394

0
269
411

61
173
178- '

42, 793
390, 361

314, 244
76, 117

296, 786
296, 786

0
57, 271
87, 503
12.987
36, 832
37, 897

42, 793
390, 361

314, 244
76, 117

297, 920 -
296, 786

1, 134
57, 271
87, 503
12.987
36, 832
37, 897

+
42, 809

390, 183

296, $97

57, 292
87, 536
12,992
36, 846
37, 911

Total 4,519 963,564 962,466

i alliicat:.:41 -$1,665,781. Amount per pupil; exclusive of .85 percent guarantee: (a) by county allocation -
$213.0594) (b) by statewide allocation-$212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25):/(k) by county alloca-
tion-35.7 percent, (b) by statewide allocation-35.7 percent.

County allocation-W8,198, Amount per pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee: (a) by county allocation-5213.8132,
(b) by statewide allocation- $212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25): (a) by county allocation-35.9
percent, (b) by statewide allocation-35.7 percent.

County allocation- $1,570,/13. Amount per pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee: (a) by county allocation-
$212.2957, (b) by statewide allocation-5212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25): (a) by county allocation-
35,6 percent, (b) by statewide allocation-35.7 percent.

County allocation-5901,277. Amount per pupil, xclusiveof 85 percent guarantee: (a) by county allocation-5212.9027,
(b) by statewide allocation-5212.9821, Percent of MUM= authorization ($596212; (a) by county allocation-35,7
percent, (b) by statewide allocation---36.7 percent a

At issue are the application requirements set out in Section 705(b) of the
National Reading Improvement Program. These requirements restrict the types
of activities that can be funded under the Part A Readfng Iniprovement Projects
program. As you know, the Department would prefer that none of these fourteen
requirements be mandatory, although projects should continue to be rated against
these criteria. Our feeling is that a good project application should not be
rejected simply because it does not fulfill one of these many requirements.

In particular, there may be many small, high-quality reading projects which

29
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would find these-fourteen requirements too restrictive or not feasible, given the
size of the grants luvolved. For instance, in fiscal year 1975, we funded school-
based projects with grants as small as $11,620, $11,653, and $17,700, when the
average grant for the 28school-based projects was $45,881. Thus, if a school
dintrict where three schools, consisting of 500, 300, and 600 students, respectively,
were to apply, it could easily take well over $100,000 to do all fourteen of the
requirements in an effeetive matter. Requirements (I) and (8), diagnostic and
achievement testing, might cost $10 per student, an item that alone would cost
$14,000. Somewhat similar sub-total figures could be prescribed to each of the
other remaining requirements. Given the total fiscal year 1976 appropriation
request for Title VII, it is impossible for the administering office to award
grants at an average of $100,000.

Further, we believe that a project's fulfillment of these fourteen requirements
fives not necessarily- guarantee that it is a high-qualit reading project.

Nevertheless, if .the Congress rejects our proposal at-nine/I tq H.R. 8304, we
could accept, as Mandatory, most of the requirements n Section 70'5 ( b), as they
are generally consistent with the dimensions of a d reading improvement
project. Were this alternative approach to be taken, a of the requirements ex-
cept numbers (4), (9), and (13) might be retained in their present form.

Requirement (4) mandates each project funded to include pre-service training
and encourages in-service training for educational personnel. The requirement will
be particularly burdensome for small projects. However, we agree quit teacher
training is an important part of every Reading Improvement Project and feel
that in-service training should be expected in all projects.

Requirement (9) mandates that test results on reading achievement in Reed-
ing Improvement Projects be published by grade level, and where appropriate, by
school. While we agree in theory With the idea of publishing test results, we
feel that the requirement will create problems as, a practical matter. As you
know, this is an extremely sensitive matter, and iu fact is the section of the law
that,drew most criticism for State and local educatiohal agencies. Because of
this reshltance, it will be most difficult to implement.

There is much interest in the educational community in the notion of publishing
test results as a means of holding schools accountable. However, requiring Read-
ing Improvement Projects to publish scores, without requiring- other programs
to do so will make this program bear the brunt of the entire controversy. Further-
more, publication of the scoreswhich will inevitably be low because the proj-
ects enroll poor readersmight reflect badly on the whole National Reading
Improvement effort. .

Requirement (13) mandates ". . appropriate involvement of leaden., of the
cultural and educational resources of the area to be served ; including institutions
of higher education, nonprofit private schools, public and private nonprofit agen-
cies such as libraries, museums, educational radio and television, and other
cultural and education resources of the community". This is a good idea,,ead
would be a reasonable goal were it not for the size of many' of the grants invelved
in the Right to Read effort.

Dr. MAI-rims. In the State of Pennsylvania, which was the first to
-call this to our attention, I know that we had school districts that were
in as many as five counties, where you have the census data by county
and by census tract, and they do not match. So that part, of u, census
tract area is,in a number of school districts, and people have to sit
down and make a judgment as to where the population within that
census tract lives, where the poor children within that tract are, and
simply divide 0.r-in up.

We keed a procedure to facilitate that, and this is what ti is is really
going to

Mr. Buctumkrt. On page 4 of your statement, do you happen to
know the status of the legislation king prApared in the executive
branch to conform dates within the various laws?

Mr. HASTINGS. This is to be transmitted by the Office of
Management and Budget, and will cover all agencies. It is being pre-
pared now. We don't know. when it is going to be transmitted, but

,presumably before it becomes necessary.
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Mr. BurnANAN. Ilow supportive has the Appropriations Com-
mittee been in making sums available for the mandated studies?

Dr. MAT-rims. I think that the general statement would h ie ti.- in
some of the areas we felt that sonic of the amounts of money provided
have not been sufficient to h what the task outlines were set out to be.

We are making adaptations to them, including one to which I

referred this Morning, where instead of doing a total and comprehen-
sive study and survey, we are doing a sampling study which we think
is adequate and will fulfill the needs of the Congr

w Appropriations
ss.

So e are adapting to the Apppriations ( 'omm ttee's actions.
Mr. BITHANAN. !lave the title I allocations been mule for 1976?
Dr. MArnms. It is something that has been imminent for sometime

in the office, and we hope that it will be done next month at the latest.
This is one of the problems of major significance that we are referring
to here.

We have been locked up in attempting to get informatiOn, the
A Fl U. data,- front major States. What we are suggesting is moving the
request for data to a different time period, a July time period, which
will then give us a number of months to get the data, to clean it up, to
go back to the States and request It, where they have not given- it to us,
et, cetera, Then by January we will get our forces mobilized.

The way it is now, with the January date, we have to.st niggle up
into the May and June period before %Ye are able to use our few months
to do the allocating process. It is a major problem.
. We think that the present situation really wipes out the benefits that

all of us had in mind with regard to the forward funding. By moving
to the July date, we hope to put it into place so that the school districts
of the Nation will really be able to take advantage of it,

Mr. Btxu.ANAN. One more questionyou indicated that you oppose
mandating all requirethents for 705( b y Would you faros making a
certain subset of those 14 mandatory programs, and, if so, which ones?

Dr. MArrnErs. I think that this is a possibility. I don't know the
specific list that we, would go with, butthere would be a subset among,
them that would be mandatory. However, not every project that is
to he funded will he mandatory. because it then take away a lot ofjoral
discussion and diversity, and we think that it is not good.

We would come, up with a list which I inn sure would have a subset
that, J am suu, there would be no question as to that being m^,,,Iltory,
but we do niCf desire iv intt- all 14 of them remain mandatorv.

Mr. BuctrANA N. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,
Chairman Pram NS. Mr. MOW,
Mr. Mom.. No questions at this time.

\-C minim n PERKINS, Thank you very much. gentlemen.
IV( will be sending a letter down to the Office of Education request-

ing m re information. ,

(Cu moan's letter and Commissioner's response follow :1
JUNE 6, 1975.

Hon. T H. BELL
ronsini kioncr. Office of Education,
Womb i loton.

nEAR Mn. COMMISSIONER: As you know, last Tuesday the Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary, alai Vocational Edneation conducted an oversight hear-
ing on the Education Amendments of 1974, Law 113 -3S0. Dr, Duane
Mattheis presented the testimony for the Administration. including' both tech-
nical and substantive amendments to the Public Law,
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The pnrjpose of my letter today is to ask your opinion on several issues which
arose during that hewing and which the Administration's prepared testimony
did not address. First of all, I would like to.mention four issues which concern
Title IV, library and learning resources and educational innovation and support
programs. Those issues are the following:, -(1) the state allocation formula ;
(2) the percentage of funds set aside for state administration ; (3) the required
"pass through" of funds in the library and learning resources section, Darden:
larly as it relate6 to guidance counseling and testing; and (4) the maintenance
of effort requirement for state and local expenditures.

In addition to those IS/Me/3 I would also like to raise three other iisues: (1) the
general question of whether Federal maintenance of effort requirements in educa-
tion laws are presenting a severe enough problem today to relax them or to
provide Rome type of case by case waiver procedure; (2) whether "section 2"
school districts under impact aid ought to be guaranteed more than 60% of their .
entitlements through the secoud tier of funding; and (3) whether the require-
inenl, wader the Adult Education Act that states must spend 15% of their funds
for ,smcial projects and teacher training is proving too restrictive. In connection
with the last issues, I would be appreciative if you could send me a chart showing,
state by state the allocation of Adult Education funds for fiscal years 1974 and
1975 with the 15% set aside shown in the liscal yea,r 1975 chart.

I would like to receive from you your views on all seven of these issues and
your recommendations for anuendments to the law, if you baveliny. If you need -'
any assistance in further undeistanding these issues I hope that you will feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,
CARL D. PEaKINS, Chairman.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,

OFFIOE OF\ EDUCATION,
Washington, D.C., November 12, 1975.

Hon. emu. D. PERKINS,
Chairman. Committee an Education and Labor, House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : Thank you for your letter of June 6 asking my opinion

on several Issues concerning the Education Amendments of 1974, Public Law
93-380. These issues arose during the oversight lrnring on that legislation held
on June 3.

My opinions on these issues are as follows:
(1) The State allocatitm formula.Both ESEA Title HI and ESEA Title V

had floors built into their allocation formulas. $200,000 for ESEA Title III and
roughly $200.000 for ESEA Title V. Under Public Law 93-3R0. Title IV, Part C,
the result 'of a change to an allocation based on the population age 5-17, with
no State minimum, is a lOss for twenty-four States in Fiscal Year 1978 and
twenty-six in Fiscal Year 1977 when compared to Fiscal Year' 1974 allocations.
The minimum lois in Fiscal Year 1976 IS $700; the maximum $128,802. In Fiscal
Year 1977 the situation is more serious. The minimum loss is $17,577; the

eLmaximum is $577.740. However. since your communication to me the Congress
has enacted, effective September 10, Public Law 94-94, the Fiscal Year 197(1
appropriations for the Education Division. As you are aware. this Act contains
an appropriation of $11,633,852 for Fiscal Year 1977 to hold States Iwniless at
the Fiscal Year 1974, level upder Title IV. There were no change h 'affecting
Fiscal Year 1976.

(2) The percentage of funds set aside for State administrationParts B and
C of Title IV allow a State to use five percent of its allocation or $225,000, which-
ever is greater, for State administration. With respect to Part C t re wit s Rome
concern over the loss of funds for this purpose due to the new allo ion formula.
and an Increase in the set-aside was,suggested by ,some States. A n, this issue
has been resolved by the aforementioned provision of Public Law 9 94.

The required "pass through of funds in the library and learn g resources
sect._ ., rIrtieularly as it relates to guidance, counseling*, and testing.The
amounts for both administration and program are satisfactory in Part B except
for guidance, counseling. and testing. It has become apparent that unlehs addi-
tional adrathistrative funds are made available to State departments of education.
-State-wide leadership activities in counseling and guidance currently effrried on
under ESEA Title III must be curtailed. Therefore, we have proposed an amend

' .
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went to Fart It authorizing for the purposes of State programs relating to
guidance and counseling programs, projects, and ieadership activities either two
percent of the amount a State receives under Part It of Title IV, or the amount
the State used im Fiscal Year I975 for guidance and counseling. This amendment
is set forth in a draft bill transmitted to the Congress on June 3, 1975.

141 The maintenance of effort requirement for state and local expenditures
and Isi The general girr lion of whether Vedl ral maintenance of effort require-
o"nts i,i Iducation laws are presentina a xerre enough problem today to r lo.r
them.-In response to this question 1 recently asked the Deputy Commissioners
to review all authorizing legislation for the programs administered by their
Bureau. To date. I have iv)t been informed of any signifiennt problems in this
area. We will continue to tie alert to potential problems raised by maintenance of
etTort requirements, especially with regard to the need for ( 1 ) possible regulatory
changes and (2) development of policy with respect to possible legislative
hanges. The problem posed Mess-puff:Illy that of reismciling the fundamentally
sound policy as Implemented in the present. ivgil,iatioti I that State and local
education recipients should contl^ to have primary financial responsibility for
elementary and secondary M11(01011 programs, with the consequences of declining
enrollments and widespread adverse economic conditions which may cause some
recipients hardship in continuing to finance Qdcleation programs to prior levels.

(6) Whether -Section 2" school districts under impart aid ought to be guaran-
teed more than 60 percent 'of their entitlements through the second tier of
funding.-We continue to support the full funding of Section 2 which provides an
equitable distribution of funds to school districts that have lost substantial
ports.,,,, :4' their tax bases to the Federal Government. You will recall that our
1976 Budget Request 'required new authorizing legislation that included the
payment of Section 2 entitlement at 100 percent (prior to the deduction of five
percent of a school district's 1973 total current expenditure).

(7) Whether the requirement under the Adult Education Act that States that
Hurst spend /5 percent of their funds for special projects and teacher training
Is proving too restrietive.---As a result of passage of Puhlic Law,93-380, 19 States
have less money available for operating basic adult education programs in Fiscal
War 1975 than in Fiscal Year 1974. As yon requested. the enclosed table specifies
these States and the amounts. The principal cause of this shortage of operating
funds. however, is not the 13 percent requirement but rather the 90 percent hold
uaru ;less provision of Section 313 of the Act. This provision, effective for the first
time in Fiscal Year 1975. replaced a 100 percent hold harmless effective in Fiscal
Year 1971 through Fiscal Year r 1974.

In our judgment, the current Section 309 authority and requirement should
not be reduced or eliminated. In order to increase State and local capability in
educating adults, a 1.5 percent special projects and teacher training authority
is needed.

If I can be of further assistance, please let one know.
Sincerely,

Enclosure.

T. H. BELL,
U.S. Commissioner of Education.

ADULT EDUCATION STATE GRANT ALLOTMENTS

Under existing legislation

Fiscal year
1974

State grznt
Fiscal y ar
1975 t tai

15 percent
reserved
for G 309

85 percent
remainder

available
for State

State Or territory allotment allotment projects programs

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Total $53, 286, 000 $67. 500, 000 910, 125, 000 $57, 375, 000

Alabama 1, 353. 404 1, 344, 029 201, 60i 1, 142.425
Alaska 177, 747 190. 545 28. 582 161.963
Arizona 449, 546 518, 744' 77, 812 440, 932
Arkansas 785.866 827,612 124. 142 703,470
Caiil.ma 3, 415.416 4. 517, 430 677, 615 3, 839.815
Colorado 479, 804 601, 541 90, 231 511. 310
Connecticut 704, 766 951, 493 142, 724 808, 769

33.

Change
in I 306

availability,
fiscal year

1974 to 1975
(col. 4 minus

col. 1)

(5)

+84, 089, 000

-210, 979
-15. 784
-8, 614

- 82,397
+424, 399
+31, 506

+104, 003
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ADULT EDUCATION STATE GRANT ALLOTMENTS

State or territory

Under !misting legislation

Ching.
in 1 306

85 percent availability,
Fiscal year 15 percent remainder fiscal year

1974 Fiscal year reserved available 1974 to 1975
State grant 1975 total for 1 309 for State (col. 4 minus

allotment allotment protects programs col. 1)

(1) (2) (3) (4) i (5)

-....-

.

Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
iciano..,
Illinois...
Indiana .

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana .. _
Maine. _ . . , ................
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri.
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota.
Ohio .

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee..
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia .

Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming __ ... . ,

District of Columbia
Guam
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands
American Samoa
Trust Territory

..

6

.............

.. .....
.

. _

. -

r

-

1

. ...

239, 449
1, 561, 101
1, 713, 940

272, 771
260, 259

2, 342, 597
1, 154, 189

646, 525
528, 113

1, 148, 538
I, 599, 212

328, 729
908, 974

1,146, 761
1,849,308

793, 887
1, 054, 146
1, 139.299

257, 088
392, 945
211, 517
268, 997

1, 588, 290
344, 103

3, 851, 674
1, 898, 912

257, 945
2, 216, 061

665, 854
502, 645

2, 634, 898
348, 369

I, 190, 918
264, 081

1, 403, 582
3, 205, 110

282, 545
215, 763

1, 436, 435
684, 134
613, 710
954, 079
190, 514
285, 764

74, 601
820, 604

42, 629
42, 629
85, 257

274, 483
1, 786, 037
1, 570, 391

312, 647
320, 090

3, 529, 037
1, 626, 206

951, 736
763, 952

4, 325, 422
1, 439, 291
.447, 145

1, 159, 714
1, 706, 542
2,625,728
1, 153, 991

948, 731
1 674, 712

425, 781
542, 844
212, 470
330, 025

2, 209, 212
402, 261

5, 925, 791
1, 780, 990

334, 999
3, 248, 160

910, 306
650, 442

4, 105, 003
451, 990

I, 071, 826
344, 287

1, 491, 557
3, 281, 437

338, 150
257, 409

1, 489, 781
916, 988
835, 680

1, 381, 265
222, 750
374, 932
139, 762

1, 037, 200
79, 863
79, 863

159, 727

41, 172
267, 906
235, 559
46, 897
48, 013

529, 356
253, 931
142, 760
114, 593
198, 813
215,894

67, 072
173, 957
255, 981
393, 859
173, 099
142, 310
25/.207

48,1167
81, 427
31, 870
49, 504

331, 382
60, 339

888, 869
267, 148

50, 250
487, 224
136, 546

97, 566
615, 750 "t

67, 799
160, 774

51, 643
223, 734
492, 216

50, 722
38, 611

223, 467
137, 548
125, 352
207, 190"

33, 412
56, 240
20, 964

155, 580
11, 979
11, 979
2, 953

233, 311
1, 518,131
1, 334, 832

265, 750
272, 077

2, 999, 681
1, 382, 275

808, 976
649, 359

1, 126, 09
1, 223, 397

380. 073
985, 757

1,450,561
2, 2 , 869

0, 892
06, 421

1 23, 505
76, 914

461, 417
180, 600
280, 521

1, 877, 830
341, 922

5, 036, 922
I, 513, 842

284,-749
2, 760, 936

773, 760
552, 876

3, 489, 253
384, 191
911, 052
292, 644

1, 267, 823
2, 789, 221

287, 428
218, 798

I, 266, 314
779, 440
710, 328

1, 174, 075
189, 338
318, 692
118, 798
881, 620

67, 884
67, 884

:35, 768

-6, 138
-42, 970

-379, 108
-7, 021

+11, 818
+657, 084
+228, 086
+162, 451
+121, 246

-21, 929
1-375, 815

+51. 344
+76, 783

+303, 800
+382, 561
+187, 005
-247, 725
+284, 206
+19, 826
+68, 472
-30, 917
+11, 524

+289, 540
-2, 181

+1, 185, 248
-385, 070
+26, 804

+544, 875
+107, 906
+50, 231

-1-51", 155
+35, 822

-279, 866
+28, 563

-135, 759
-415, 889

+4, 883
+3, 035

-170, 121
+95, 306
+99, 617

+219, 996
-1, 175

+32, 928
+44, 196
+61, 016
+25, 258
+25, 255
+50, 511

Chairman PERKINS. Next we have a panel consisting of Mr. W. F :.
Mellown, coordinator of Federal programs, Montgomery, Ala.; 1)r.
Ewald Nyquist, commissioner of education for New York; ('ommis-
sioner Ralph 1)._Turlington, Florida Department of Education; Mr.
James F. costa, Federal Liaison dud Program Administration, Ne-
vada Department of Education; and Mr. William Daley., Federal
Liaison Officer, State of Washington.

Now, if all you gentlemen, ivill come around. We have several
members here at this point. Mr. Buchanan, would you like to intro-
duce one of the panelists?

'Mr. BUCTIANAN. It is my pleasure to present to the committee Mr.
W. E. Mellown, who is coordinator for Federal programs in the State

159-352-75----3
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I.

Department of Education 'and comes from Montgomery. Ala. Ile has
a big jot) at this point, and one that is important to all the people.

Mr. MELLOW N. Thank you very inuch. Mr. Chairman, and Mr.
Buchanan.

Chairman PERK INS. Maybe the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Leh-
Man, would like to say a few words at t his t in w.

Mr. LEHMAN. Thank yon, Mr. Chairman. I and very pleased to in-
troduce onnnissioner Raph Turlington from Florida.

Chairman PERKING. Commissioner Turlington, if you would intro-
duce your two aides?

Mr. TaidNoTos. I would like to introduce Dr. Marshall Frinks, spe-
cial program director, and then Mr. Allen B. Lewis. who heads our
title I peogra for Ole State Department of Eduk.ntion in Florida.

STATEMENT BY W. E. MELLOWN, JR., COORDINATOR FOR FE] RAL
PROGRAMS, MONTGOMERY, ALA

Mr. MELLowN. We are pleased to have Mr. Buchanan as part of
this committee, and we look forward to working with you. We are
pleased to have this kind of representation, and we are, indeed, proud
of hiM.

We appreciate having the opportunity to appedr before you to pre-
sent sonic of the concerns that we have with regard to the implementa-
tion of Public Law 93-380.

We will work with the staff in implementing and carryiing out the
provisions of the new law. We have prepared testimony which we hope
will point out some of the problems that we are having.

I would hasten to point out, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, that the problems which we are calling attention to today
are not necessarily problems that are unique to the State departments of
education.

I= cur particular testimony, in aii cases except one, the problems
which we are calling to your. attention are problems that relate di-
rectly to the LEA's, the problems that they are having in implementing
the act.

These problems are not problems that we feel are unsnmountable.
We think that with the help of this committee, they are problems that
can be solved and can be handled. We would seek your help in such an
endeavor.

You have copies of our prepared testimony.
Chairman PERKINS. Without objection, the prepared.statement wilk

be inserted in the hearing record.
[Prepared statement of -W. E. Mellown, J., follows : J

PREPARED STATEMENT OF W, E. NIELLow;v, .15., COORD N ATOR FOR
FEDERAL PROGRA M 5, MONTGOMERY, ALA.

State Education Agencies are experiencing difficulties in implementing pro-
grams amended or created by Public Law 93-380. These problem, areas include:

411)1) 1. ESEA, TITLE IV

A. Developing and utilizing a 'simple appr,,tion fr,r an entitlement program
and a discretionary program.

B. Twenty-nine states will experience a cut in administrative funds in ESEA,
Title IV while having an expanded administrative function.

c-0
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(. The proposed rules appear to require that State administrative funds for
Part B and Part C be accounted for separately.

D. The proposed rules require that funds provided to LEA's on the basis of
special consideration must be expended in specific schools regardless of relative
needs in the various schools.

E. Proposed rules appear to require that the State Advisory Connell actually
recommend projects for funding.

F. Office of Education officials have indicated that funds must be expended for
each of the purposes under Part C retzantle44 of shoe and lucid seeds.

(/. The use of the term "substantial funds" in relation to allocating Part B
funds to LEA's needs clarification.

II. State and focal education agencies need some flexibility In regard to main-
taining effort.

I. State and local education agencies should be allowed to use Part B funds to
continue operating statewide testing programs.

J. Due to a change In the method of allocating funds, many states are losing.
considerable amounts of LEA funds under Part C.

ESKA, TITLE I

A. Teacher trainingsection 116.42
(a ) Which-teachers may be included?
( bl To what extent is such training allowed?

H. Comp..);(kbilily--election 116a.26
tit) Delete paragraph 0)17) if I.EA will ultimately lie required to satisfy

paragraph (e) (1) or 12) of this section ;
(h) Delete paragraph (8). This romires additional unneeessary record keep-ing by LEA ;
(c) Paragraph (I) places greater restrictions on grouping for LEA's;

(d) Paragraph 01 (3 ) should be deleted as it tends to create additional re-quirements for 'handicapped I except burnt education) and iii lied.English speak-..
trig children;

p) paragraph (n) (1) should be changed to rend ". . each full time Instruc-tional staff . ."
C. Public Law 89-313 programs for children in state institutions--seellon 121(e,

(a) Institutions shottld have authority to allocate funds am)rdiug to need.

3. SIMPLIFIED STATE APPLICATION

A. Amnia! Program Planrequires state and local education agencies to describe'
certain activities rather than simply give assurances that certain activities would
be conducted.

4, ADULT BASIC Faa'cwriox

Section 309 mandates 15% be used for special projects. YAs recommend thatthis be changed to read "from 5% up to ,Mr. C ahairnmn, Members of the Committee. I m Billy Mellown, Assistant In-
rector., Divhdon of Administration and Finance, Alabama State Department ofEducation in ('harge of Federal Programs. I am detidedly honor: ti to Is afforded'
this opportunity to testify in behalf of Dr, LeRoy BroWn. Alabama State Satierin
tendent of Education on the problems we are encountering in the Implementation
of Puhlic Law 93 -3110. Other members of this panel it lir. Ewald B. Nyquist.
Chii.f State School Officer of New York : Dr. Ralph D. Turlington. Chief State:
School Officer of Florida ; Mr. James Costa. Federal\ Liaison and Program Ad-ministrator, Nevada Department of Education; Dr. Marshall Frisks. Associatefor Planning and Coordination. Florida Department of Education; and Mr, AI
Y....1211innon, Assistant to the Commissioner, New York Department of Education.

The problems which we shall attempt to present today fall into three categories :
the Proposed Rules published in the Federal Register on March 11 and our

March 12, 1975; (2) interpretations of the Law by the Office of Education:41nd"
(3) problems involving the Law itself.

Our efforts will be directed toward the identification of specific problems that
exist and to suggest alternative ways to correct the problems. We hope this 4011
strengthen the purposes this distinguished committee intended when it (fevelopedthis legislation.

3"tfr,
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We do not presume to speak for all th states, rather, we are presenting the
beliefs and concerns we have individually. Is our feeling that, many If out all,
of the concerns expressed here are shared ny all states. Our purpose is to assist
in the implementation of the Act and to ask for your assistance in the Interpreta-
tion of certain Proposed Rules which we shall call to your attention.

We do not feel we are in an adversary position with the Office of Educa-
tion ; rather, we feel that you, the members of this committee. have "wisely placed
us In a position where we are partners in implementing and operating a great

Federal program for education. Through the leadership of this committee and
the U.S. Office of Education, State Departments of Education throughout this
great Nation have been strengthened and haVe assumed a vital leadership role in
educating our boys and girls.

The Congress and the ace of Education are urged to eclintinue to enhance
the educational opportunities of the boys ,and girls of our great Country by in-
volving more state educational agencies and more local eduational agencies in
the process in developing legislation. We feel with this involvement we can join
hands with the Congress and the ()thee of Education in providing rven greater
educational opportunities for all our children.

There are a number of problems states have with the administration of ESEA,
Title IV (created by Title IV of Public Law 93- 380.)

1. Section 403(8)(7) of Public Law 93 380 requires local educational agencies
to submit only one application for l'art If and Part C of Title IV. The problem
exists because Part Ii is an entitlement program where funds are allocated to
each LEA and Part C is a discretionary prograth for which LEA's may or may
not apply. Illmtorlcally, the application review and approval process for these
different types of programs has been entirely different. in Alabama. This man-
date for a mingle application actually complicates the application process rather
than allowing flexibility.

Section 403(a) (7) of Public Law 93 -350.
"17) provides that local educational agencies applying for funds under any

program under this title shall be required to submit only one application for
such funds for any one fiscal year;

The requirement for a mingle- LEA application should be'removed from the Law
and State educational agencies he required to reduce the paper work from Inca/
educational agencies to the minimum.

2. The formula for determining administrative funds under Section 403(a)
(8) (A) of the Law leaves 21) states receiving less administrative funds than they
received in FT 1975 under the combined categorical programs. The loss of admin-
istrative funds means that many state departments of education will have to
terminate personnel and will, therefore, be hard pressed to administer the pro-
grams in thew a1,4114)ngress Intended. The table in Appendix I, Column 8, reflects
that 29 states fte losing funds as a result of the reduction of the administrative
money. We would like to recommend that the committee increase funds for ad-
ministration to seven and one-half percent ( 17'/ %1. Title IV requires the states
to maintain an advisory connell, provide technical assistance to local educational
agencies and insure the ,participation of non-public school children these are

new or expanded activities indicating that states will need additional money for
administration, when in fact, less money will 14.! available.

Section 4031n )18) (A) of Public Law 93-380.
"18) provides

"(A) that, of the funds the State receives under section 401 for the
first fiscal year for which such funds are available, much agency will use
for administration of the Stat ph n not to ex( oed whichever is greater
ii) 5 per centum of the amount so reeived ($50,000 in the ease of Guam,
American Samoa. tho Virgin Islands, and the 'I rust Territory of the
Pacific Islands), excluding any part of mu-!, amount used for purposes
of section 431(a) (3). or (Ii) the amount it received for the fiscal year
ending Tune 30, 1973, for administration of the programs referred to In
sections 421(h) and 431(b). and that the remainder of such funds shall
be made available to local educational agencies to be used for the pur-
poses of parts 13 and C. respectively; and that, of the funds the State
receives under section 41F11 for fiscal years thereafter. it will use for
administration of the State plan not to exceed whichever Is greater (1)
5 per centum of the amount so received ($50,000 in the case of Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands), excluding any part of such amount used for purposes
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of section 431(a)(3),or.(ii) $225,000, and that the remainder of such
funds shall be made available to local educational agencies to be used
for'purposes of parts B and C, respectively,

3. Section 134E1.8 of the Propostules indicate that the administrm.ve funds
will be available for the administration of the annual program plan. Presumably,
this would be for both Part B and Part C and, therefore, would not require
separate accounting for Part B and ]'art C adzeinistrative funds. However, the
"comment" in the Propor(ed Rules contains an example of how to compute the
amount of funds available to be used for adMinistrative purposes. A statement
ip the comments reads, "Thus, in the example, administrative expenses cannot
exceed $50,000 for administration of Part B and $42,500 for administration of
Part C." This leads us to think the Office of Education Is planning for State
educational agencies to maintain separate accounting for Part B and Part C.
Certainly, this not be realistic In that: (a) funds for the State Advisory
Council would have to be prorated [intone the two parts on the basis of docu-
mented time tMent on each part and (b) State educational agency staff time and
other related expenses would have to be prorated on some basis. We urge you
to take the appropriate action to cause the Office of Education to allow States
to maintain one account for the administration of the total Title IV program.

Section 134.13Use of Funds.
1 134.13 UsE,',(w Fusiis.

The annual program shall provide that :
(a) (1) "of the funds the State receives under Section 401" of the Act "for the

first fiscal year for which such funds are available," the State educational
"sFene:, will use for administration of the' annual program "plan not to exceed
whichever is greater : (i) 5 per centum of the amount so received ($50,000 in the

case of Guam, American ,Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of
the Nellie Islands), excluding any part of such amount used for purposes of
section 431(a) (3)" of the Act ':or (ii) the amount it receive& for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, fo tolministfation of the progrn.rn referred to in section
421(h) and 431(b)" of t le Act "and the remainder of such funds shall be made
available to local educed a gencies to be used for the purposes of parts B and
C, respectively" of Title I if the Act, and,

(2) "of the funds the State receives under section 401" of the Act "for fiscal
years thereafter, It will use for administration of the" annual program "plan
not to exceed whichever is greater : (1) 5 per centum of the amount so received
($5,000 in the case of Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands), excluding any part of such amount used for
purposes of section 431 (a 113)" of the Act "or' (ii) ) $225,000," and "the remainder
of such funds shall he made available to local educational agencies to be used for
purposes of parts B and' C, respectively" of Title IV of the 'Aci;

"( b) not less than 15 per centum hf the amount received pursuant to section
401(b)" of the Act "in any fiscal year (not including any amount used for pur-
poses of section 431(a) (3)" of the Act ) "shall be used for special programs or
projects for the education of children with specific learning disabilities and
handicapped children. and't

"( c) not more than the greater of (1) 15 per centum of the amount which such
State receives pursuant to section 401 (b)," of the Act "in any fiscal year, or (2)
the amount available by appropriation to such State In the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973. for purposes covered by section 431(a) (3)" of the Act "shall be
used for purposes of section 431(a) la)" of the Act ".( relating 'to strengthening
State and local Aucational figtucies)."
(20 U.S.C. 1803(a) (S)1

Comment. The following example shows how the set-asides referred to in the
above section should be calculated :

Assume that a State has an allotment of $1 million for Part B and an allotment
of $1 million for Part C.

The set-aside for section 431(a) (3) purposes should be calculated first since
this amount is deducie,1 from the base figure for calculating the set asides for
administtstion and for the education of children with specific learning disa-
bilities and handicapped children. The State may use for the purpose of strength-
ening State and local educational agencies an amount not to evened the greater
of ..' (1) 15 percent of the State's Part C allotment or (2) the amount available
to that State for section 431 (a) (3) purposes In fiscal year 1973. Assuming that
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"The 15 percent figure is the larger and assuming the full 15 percent is 'used for ,f't
this purpose, the set-aside would be $150,000 in this example. .

The next set-aside to be calculated Is the 5 percent maximum for administra-
lion. In the present example, this would be 5 percent of the $1 million for Part
B plus 5 percent of the remaining $850,000 for Part C. (It should be noted that
the statute provides that in the first year of consolidation a State can use up
to the amount available to that State in fiscal year 1973 for lidulinistratiOn of
the categorical programs if this amount is greater than the 5 percent figure. In
subsequent years the State elm use for administration up to the 5 percent figure
referred to above-br $225,000, whichever is greater. For the purposes of this
example, the 5 Percent figure is used to calculate the amount available for State
administration.) Thus, in the example, administrative expenses cannot exceed
.$50,000 rot-administration of Part B and .$42,500 for administration of Part C,

The last set-aside to be calculated in 15 percent (as a minimum) of the Part
C allotatent (after the set -aside for strengthening. State and local educational
agencies is taken out) for special programs or projects for the education Of chil-
dren with specific learning disabilities and handicapped children. In this exam-
ple, the 15 percent set-aside would be calculated against $850,000 and would
equal $127,500.

In the example, therefore, of the $1 million allotted for Part IL $5o,000 is
available for administration and the remaining $950,000 is available for program
purposes.

Of the $1 million allotted for Part C, assuming $150,000 is set amide for
strengthening State and local educational agencies and assuming $42,500 is 144
aside for administration of the annual program plan for Title IV, $807,500 ($1
mIllion$15t),000+$42,500)) is available for program purposes, and of that
amount at least $127,500 is for programs for the handicapped.

4.-Section 134a.3 of the Proposed Rules mandate Title IV, Part B funds* be
allocated on the basis of special considerations (Section 403(a) (4) (A) (i) and
/11) of the Act) shall be used in schools attended by such children.

Section 134a.3Distribution of resources.
134a.3 DISTRIBUTION OF RESOURCES.

(a) Local educational agencies receiving funds under $ 134.14(a) (1) (ii) (for
"children whose education imposes a higher than average cost per child, such
as children from low-income families. children living in sparsely populated
areas; and children from families in which English is not the dominant lan-
guage") shall use such funds (taking into account the requirements of section
406 of the Act) to provide services, materials, and equipment under Part B or
Title IV of Act (1) in schools attended by such children (subject to

134.90(6)) and (2) for the benefit of such children.
(If 20 U.S.C. 1803(a) (4) (11) )
This is not required by the Act and would be a new requirement in that ESEA,
Title II and NDEA, Title III have always provided that funds be available on
the basis of need to all children in a given LEA. We strongly airged this com-
mittee to encourage the Office of Education to allow the utilization of funds
in scttools that have the greatest need for these funds without. mandating that
they be spent in specific schools which may already be receiving adequate funds
for the programs included in Part B of Title IV.

5. A comment in Section 134.53 of the Proposed Rules seems to indicate that
ESEA. Title IV Advisory Councils advise the State educational agencies on the
approval of each project application.

Section 131.53---Advisory Functions.
134.5a Anvisonf FutvcrioNs.
The State advisory council shall "advise the State educational agency on the

preparation of, and policy matters arising in the adminiidration of, the" annual
program "plan, including the development of criteria for the distribution of
funds and the approval of applications for assistance under" Title IV of the Act.
420 U.S.C. 1803(b) (1) (B))

eomntent. This section repeats the' statutory language Of section 403(b) (1)
(B) of the Act. The State, advisory council is required to advise o %each of the
matters set forth in that section: preparation of the anneal program plan and
policy matters arising in the administration of the annual program plan. The

39
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council shalt advise regarding the development aft 41 teria for the distribution of
funds and shall advise regarding the approve lltapplications under Title IV
of the Act.

The law seems clear it is the inteqt of ,CongresSirthat Advisory Council sim-
ply advise on the establishment of criteria for the approval of applications. State
educational agencies need this flexibility in order to facilitate the project
approval process.

41. There im much confusion anamg the state and local educational agencies and
in the Office of Education regarding the use of the term "substantial funds"
in Section 403(a) (4) (A) of the Act. This term needs to be clarified by the
committee.

Section 403(a) (4) (A) of PubilAftiv 93-380.
"(4) provides assurances that (.,S) funds such agency receives nitwit appro-

priations made under section 401(a) will be-distributed among local educational
agencies according to the euroilments in public and nonpublic schools within the
fircool districts of such agencies, except that substantial funds will be provided
tii (i ) local educational agencies whose tux effort for education is substantially 2
greater than the State average tax effort for education, but whose per pupil
expenditure (exciuding payments made under title I of this Act) in no greater
than the average per pupil expenditure in the State, and (H) local educational
agencies which have the greatest numbers or percentages of children whose edu- .

cation imposes.a higher than average cost per child, such as children from low -
income families; children living in sparsely populated areas, and children from
families in which English is not the dominant 'language: and (B) fun& such
agency receives from apprOpriations made under section 401 (b) yell be distrib-
uted among local educational agencies on,an equitable basis recognizing the com-
petitive nature of the grantmaking except that the State educational agency
shall provide assistance In formulating proposals and in operating programs to
lot educational agencies which are less able to compete due to small size or lack
of local financial resolirces; and the State plan shall set forth the specific criteria
the State educational agency has developed and will apply to meet the require-
ments of this paragraph ;

7. The maintenance of effort requirement under Title IV of Pablie Law 93 -880
is not realistic in that it does not allow states and locals any flexibility. We urge .

the committee to adopt the language included in ESEA. Title I regulations which .
Hews local edu tional agencies a degree of flexibility in maintaining state and
ocal effort. We ecounnend this concept be included in the General Education
'rovinions Act rid apply equally to all programs. All of us support the concept

t state and local educational agencies should not reduce state and local funds
/as result of receiving federal funds.

8. Zany states operated state-wide Guidance. Counseling, and Testing pro-
grams \from these funds. These programs were, be fact, instituted and operated
to assist LEA's. The Law eliminates the continued use of funds for this purpose.
We urge 'this committee to take appropriate actions to allow state and local edu-
cational a ncies to use up to the amount of funds expended in FY 1974 for the
state-wideseviees.

9. The fer.--!a for distribution of Title IV funds causes a number of states
to have n sizelitte reduction in the amount of money that may be allocated to
local educational 'agencies under Part C. We urge the committee to encourage the
Appropriations CoMmittee to amopriate approximately $4 million in FY 19711
and approximately *11.6 million FY 1977 to hold each state harmless at I 'sir
FY 1974 level of funding. While Alabama Is not included in this reduction, we
have always tried to take tl e position of supporting any formula which treats
all states fairly and emdtably We do cot feel a formula that takes funds away
from local educational ggencies and leaves states with little or no funds in
certain areas is fair and e4uitable. We are committed to working with the other
states, the members of thin committee and your respective staff to develop n
formula that may he employed in the distribution of all federal funds which
would be fair and equitable to all children throughout our fifty states.

TEACHER TRAINING

Title / of Public Law 93-380 provides that teacher training is, .in fact, a
legitimate Title I activity. 0. E. regulations make a similar provision. States
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and locals need further clarification and interpretation regarding which teach-
era may, in -fact, be training and to what extent such training Ls allowable usiug.
Title I funds.

Section 116.42Training.
,§ 116.42 TICAINING.

(a) Inservice training for Title I personnel. Payment of Title I funds rutty be
authorized for inserviee training of staff members, parent council member:4,amd
volunteers who are engaged to perform specific services related to appraved Title
I programs or projects. Such training tuust be directly related to the services in
which such persons will be engaged under Title 1of theAct and to their needs
for the development of competencies required if the program or project is to be
effective.

(b) Supplementary training for specialists and classroom teachers. The serv-
ices provided under Title I of the Act may,.include supplementary training for
teachers who will be serving as specialists dealing solely with educationally de-
prived children to be served by the Title I project or as regular classroom teach-

\ ers of such children in public or private schools. All such training shall be tailored
to enable the teachers to meet the special educational nerds of the educationally
deprived children to be served and may be provided oil a preservice or on in-
service basis.

\ (20 1'.S.C. 241e (a) (1), (12), and (14), 1231d; House Report 03 -805, p. 17
(1974), Senate Report 03-1026, p. 144 (1974/ )

ComPARAttuarT

'ducators today believe in and support the concept of comparability of serv-
for all boys and girls. There are many problems involved in-the implement-a-

tio of comparability. 0.E.regultItions m date comparability be established on
a pecitie date which the Commissioner e. tablished. By establishing a specific
d to rather than allowing local educative al agencies to report comparability
am at the end of a reporting period, the ..4.e,of Education involves locals

in a tremendous amount of additional paper wc)k when the information is
available routinely at another date.

O. E. regulations require comparifig the average of non Titled schools ith
each Title I school. Thus, the regulations the locals compare an incl. dual
school with the average of non-Title I school. This is not statistically. sound
nor does it present a true picture of comparability.

li Section 116a.2d(b) (7) This requirement is, in our opinion. punitive and
' I should be deleted if the LEA-will ultimately be required to satisfy the require-

. t meats of paragraph (e) ( 1) or (2) of this section.
. Section 116a.26(b) (7).

(7) In the case of a local educational agency which fails to meet the require-
ments of paragraph (e) (1) or (2) of this section, a report showing the amount

'expended and to be expended in total and per child for textbooks, library re-
sources. and other instructional materials and supplies, as defined in § 117.1(i) of
this chapter (including the amount expended in previous years for all such
items), that have been or will be made tivaillt for use in the current fiscal
year and

Section 116a.26(8) This requires additional unnecessary record keeping by
the LEA's and should be deleted.

Section 116a.26(8).
t8) The number of children and of(oinembers of instructional staff and ex-

penditures for such staff, if any, that were excluded frtm determinations in
accordance with paragraph (,j).

The term "instructional staff memidls as used in this section means staff
members who rerytler direct and personal services which are in the nature of
teaching or t provemeqt of t e teaabing-learning Nituationv The term in-
cludes teachers, rihcipals, .consul nts, or supervisors of instruction, librarians.
and guidance an ti'vehological p rsonnel 4 it also includes aides or other para.

;,\ professional perso e etnployed to assist such instructional staff members in
.% providing such se vi

-V Section 11,6a.24(i), e,!latiguag,e
.
of this paragraph beginning ". . . except,

that local ectucational y . . ." places greater restrictions on grouping for'
LEA's. The lreuguage of revious regulations should be substituted for this
asst.

6
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Section 116a.26(i).
(1) Grouping of school". (17 -For the purposes of this section. a local educa-

tional agency shall group its schools by corresponding grade levels not to exceed
three such groups (generally desigi' latent as elementary, intermediate or junior
high sChool, and high school or secondary) for all the schools in the school
district of. such agency, except that local educational agencies providing edu-

tIon.at seven or fewer grade levels above kindergarten shall be limited. to One
group, and those agencies providing education only at eight or nine grade levels
above kindergarten shall be limited to two gnws. In the case of agencies
provid$ig education at any level ?Tom grades six through twelve but only at
those levels, the number of such groups shall be limited to two if the number
of such grade levels Is five or six and to one group if the number of such grade
levels is four or less.

Section 116a 26(j) (3) Thls paragraph, creates additional comparability require-
ments for handicapped 4exceptional education) and Bill l ngliah speaking and
should be deleted.

Section 116a.26(J) (3).
(3) In order to make the exclusions as provided for in paragraph (j (2) of

this section, a local educational agency must demonstrate. to the satisfaction of
the State educational agency, that the services provided with such State and local.
funds to such children of limited English:speaking ability or handicapped chil-
dren who reside in Title I project areas are comparable to such services provided
to similarly disadvantaged children nonproject areas.

Section 116a.26(m) (1) ". . loneevity for eitell part-time instructional staff
'member;" should read ". . . each full time instructional staff . . ." The follow-
ing from previous regulations should be added for clarity" and the prorated°
total salary less the amount thereof based solely on longevity for each pat-time
instmwtional staff member."

Section 116a.26 ( m ) (1).
(iii) .1faintenuarr of records. Local educational agencies required to report

under this section shall maintain. by individual schools (1) appropriate res(mreo
records, including records of children's enrollinent. the total expenditure for sal-
ary and the amount thereof-based solely on longevity for each part-time instruc-
tional staff member;

We strongly urge the committee to recommend that O.E. allinv states and locals
to develop criteria they would use to prove comparability. These plans may then
be approved by the Commissioner.

Public Law S9-313 programk for children in State institutions Section 121(c)
states:

Section 121.( c ) of Public Law 93-380.
'lc) A State agency shall use the payments made under this section only for

programs and projects (including the acquisition of equipment and, where neces-
sary, the construction of school facilities) which are designed to meet the special
educational needs of such children, and, the State agency shall ;irovide assurances'
to the Commissioner that each such child in average daily attendance counted
under subsection (h) will he provided with such a program, commensurate with
his special needs, during and fiscal year for which such payments are made.

6. E. proposed regulations based on Section 121(c) of P. L. 89-313 us amended
by P. L. 93-30 appears to mandate. that money the state institutions receive as a
r-sult of the formula. be spent on programs for those specific children. This man-
date creates a most untenable position for a state institution to conduct a program
in the first and second grade to say nothing of preschool programs since the count
in AverageoDaily Atfehdance (ADA) is always two yeat'a behind. Your clarifica-
tion in this matter will help states and state institutions eliminate the problems
in this area.

SIMPLIFIED STATE APPLICATION

The Simplified State Application required by Section rill of Public Law 93 -3s0
is a complete misnomer. Rather, than simplifying the application process it adds
additional paper work. Programs which previously did not require a' State appli-
cation must now develop and suhmit to the Office of Education, for approval an
annual program plan. Programs which have had 'State plans must now submit
annual program plans which contain all of the provisions which were required
In the State plans. All of this is Hi addition to the general application which here-

i tofore has not been required. We ask that this committee clarify to the Office of
Education its intent in regard to the "Simplified State Application." Certainly,
the States would welcome it simplified application process.

r)-a (.".
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Examples of excessive paper work cited
Plan Format are as follows:

1. "A description of and calendar for
included."

2. "A description of and caleficlar for
included."

3. "A description of and calendar of this activity must be included." (This
refers to the adoption of innovative programs.)

4. "This section shall include a detailed descriptif a of activities (if any)
planned for this purpose. The description-shall (I) measurable objec-
tives. (2) the specWe activities planned to achieve each such objective, (3) the
results or benefits ex,lected to be derived through the attainment of each such
objective, (4) the estimated amount of funds allocated to meet each objective,
and (5) with respect to each objective, an Indication whether the State educa-
tional agency intentis to contract for services or equipment."
(The term "this section" applies to describing the program for Strengthening
Leadership Resources of State Education Agencies. The same type information
is required for Strengthening Local Education Agencies and for describing the
Progr m for Supplementary Educational Centers and Services,. Nutrition and
Healt and Dropout Prevention. This requirement is in addition to describing
the pl ns and activities for the administration of Title IV, describing the adinin-
istrati e procedures and activities for accomplishing the purposes of Part B and
aescribing the admhilstrative procedures and activities for accomplishing the
purposes of Part C.)

from ESEA, Title IV Aiinual Program

annual evaluation activities must be

the dissemination activities must be

ADI7LT BASIC EDUCATION

Section 309, Public Law 93-380 provides that no less than fifteen percent
(15%) of the funds allocated to a state be used for special projects. We support
the concept of special projects but would prefer that the wording be changed to
read "from 5% up to 15%." This would allow states a greater flexibility by de-
leting the words "no less than 15%," It is probable that states will have to fund
programs that ma) not ineet the criteria established by the Office of Education and
the Congress simply to assure that 15% of the funds be used for special projects
unless this wording is changed. It should be understood that this change would
allow states to allocate more funds to local educational agencies, It would not
mean additional funds for the State educational agencies.

Section 309.
'Sze. 300. Of the funds allotted to a State under section 305 for a fiscal year,

not less than 15 per centum shall be used for
"(1) special projects which will be carried Out in furtherance of the

purposes of this title, and which
"(A) involve the use of innovative methods, Systems, materials, or

programs which may have national significance or be of special value
in promoting effective programs under This title. or

"(B) involve programs of adult educatiqn which are part of com-
munity school programs, carried outt cooperation with other Federal.
federally assisted. State. or local pro rams which have unusual promise
in promoting a comprehensive or coordinated approach to the problems
of persons with educational deficiencies; and

"(2) 'training persons engaged or preparing to engage, as personnel in
programs designed to carry out the purposes of this title."

I want to express to you my apprec ation for allowing us this opportunity to
appear before you and for the co esies which you and the members of your
staff have always exten
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Mr. MELLowx. With that, I will present Dr. Nyquist.

STATEMENT OF DR. EWALIA.NYQUIST, COMMISSIONER OF

EDUCATION, NEW YOR4

Dr. N 1-QUIST. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
Ewald B. Nyquist, president of the University of the State of New
York and Commissioner of Education.

Thank you for this opportunity to review Public Law 93-380 and
to submit minor and. technical amendments to that public law.

Mr. Chairman aud members of the committee, I speak. not only for
my State of Nii.w York, but also for my distinguished colleagues. the
chief of State Ischools in Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, New Jersey,
and Connect kilt.

Public Law 93-380 is a comprehensive piece of legislation. The coin-
.plexities in mfininistering the law are becoming deal -v. as we see
greater and greater requirements placed on State and local education
agencies by administrative gui(leliues and regulations.

We have commented on these and urged the Congress to review
the U.S. Office of Education regulations with great care to assure that
the regulations are within the bounds of the law.

During the past several months, we have identified also several
amendments that would improve the effectiveness of Public Law
93-380.

I would like to briefly summarize some of these and file specific
amendments with more extensive documentation supporting them
with your permission.

The first area is title. IV. The categorical programs that preceded
title IV provided for variations among States and provided the States
with flexibility in administering the several programs.

The consolidation of these programs brings several significant
changes that raise serious concerns in maintaining the effectiveness
of the programs and the proper administration of these OrogramS.

Title IV, part B. requires that 'all funds be allocated directly to
local education agencies. Previopsly, this States had flexibility in allo-
cating moneys to local education agencies for using funds for state-
wide leadership ,and service programs.

For example, the State of Iowa first used ESEA title II funds
to develop regibnal educational media centers which serviced all school
dist riAs within the State. These centers will become area agency media
centers under new State legislation beginning On July 1, 1975.

After many years of developing this significant program in the
State of Iowa with the formal structure, a key' part of the financing
f the program, the Federal fisnancing. has been removed by tli

oli(hition prograni. A parallel sitnat;-,, exists in the State of
Peen. ylvania as well.

On the other hand, some States have allocated thtir total funds
under ESEA II directly to local edncmition agencies,

Most States have used part orthe ESEA II money forford special
emphasis and demonstration projects around the State and allocated.
the balance of the money to local education agencies. The total of
funds appropriated for ESEA title II praide an average of $1.go
per child, if distributed totally. to the local level.

4 G
.
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Iu some instan es, these funds can be used most effectively in state-wide or regional/ programs. It is important that the Federal legis-lation permit that flexibility, and therefore, I propose, on behalf ofmyself and my c' lleagnes, an amendment which would provide fleXi:bility to the Sta es in the most effective use of the funds.Details are se forth in' attachment A of the full statement,Iii the use of unds under title III, ESEA for guidance, counseling,and testing pr grains, there was also variation on linw the Statescould meet thei separate needs. Some funds were allocated to localeducation agencies and other finals used for statewide service pro-grams wich as nservice training and the improvement and develop-ment of state 'ide assessment and testing programs.The guidan e, epu.iseling, and testing program, which generallyhas provided n the average of 40 cents per child, has needed thisflexibility so hat impact could be made within many of the States.Statewide valuation and measurements, a concern of the Congressand'"the Stat and local education agencies, will be a setback acrossthe Nation ith the loss of federally funded State leadership andservices.
The 17.S. ffice of Education estimates that slightly over $5 millionof the total moneys made available for guidance,'counseling, andtesting have been used for statewide testing and service programsoperated by he States.
Ily statut ESEA title I establishes a $2,500 minimum size for aproject. If e same criteria were applied inthe guidance, counseling.and testis area, more than 90 perci-nt of the school districts in theNation w uld not. have enough funds to mount a project of morethan $2,.00 if all the guidance counseling and testing funds wereallocate to local districts.
Mor> than 50 percent of the local districts would not have ancligibl . project if all the title IV, part B, funds were allocated tolocal ducation agencies.
S., we are concerned deeply as to how the original objectives of

the egislation can be carried out for the several programs withoutth potential for some statewide or State-controlled projects.
Ye, therefore, propose that title IV be amended to allow each Stateie option to continue its State leadership and service programs at thesame funding level used in fiscal year 1975, or 2 percent of the Tundsthe State received under section 401, whichever is greater.

Under the provisions of the categorical programs consolidated intotitle IV, the States had available for administration an effective rateof approximately 7.r, percent of local assistance money under NI/EAtitle In and a statutory rate of 7.5 percent under ESEA title III. Thestatutory rate of ESEA title II was 5 percent
The 5-percent administrative ceiling for administration of title IVwill damage effective administration of these programs. States mustprovide for an advisory council with broader responsibilities than theformer title III advisory council.
Tinder title IV, part C, with regard to programs for innovation.

States are required now to provide technical assistance to those localagencies requiring help in application.
It is imperative that for sound administration of these programs,
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the law be amended to provide 7.5 percent for administration, rather
than 5 percent.

My colleagues will be provding more elaboration oh our concern vr
the requirements of maintenance of effort for title IV. I must make
special note of the issue and urge your early consideration of an
amendment to that provision.

The other major area of concern is with the provisions affecting
children with handicapping conditions.

Under title 12 pertaining to education offered by State agencies,
there is a provision that funds "follow the child" from the State
agency to the local education agencies; if the child transfers.

The provision is commendable; however, given the general "hold
harmless" condithin under wiirh State agency programs are oper-
ating because of the change in formula, there will be a considerable
burden on State and local education agencies as they attempt to "fol-
low the child" and maintain an accountability on the individual child
for an indefinite period. We propose that this pek-iod be limited to 2
years.

On the other major changes made in Public Law 93-380 pertaining
to the handicapped, we still await word from the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion as to the additional requirements to be imposed upon the States
and localities.

The increase in appropriations from less than $10 per handicapped
child to approximately $20 per handicapped child is of some assistance
and we appreciate these funds. The $8 million that New York State
receives is significant in th# expansion and development of new pro-
grams for the handicapped.

The Congress must, however, recognize that $20 per pupil is a very
small part of the .total cost of educating a handicapped child and the
Congress and Administration must not place demands for adinistra-
tive procedures and paperwork on the States and localities that are
way out of proportion with the Federal share of funding.

We find ourselves fared with the requirement to submit an extremely
gletailed and lengthy State plan for the handicapped by August 21 of
this year. The U.S. Office of Education has not yet decided on the
format or forms that will be used for the submission of the State plan.

Given the fact that we are now in the first part of Julie, I do not
see how that requirement of the law can be met.

Of her administrative requiree
One. The establishment of a

records and all the attendant costs.
Two. The requirements of the mai

all children with handicapping condi(

as:
uasi-judicial system with hearing

tenance of a State inventory of
ms.'

These go beyond the statutory provisions and are extremely burden-
some to us.

I register in concern in this area now because we do not have the
full set of requirements before us yet. I hope that the Congress um-1
the Administration will focus on providing services to children whn
may be unserved or underserved and that we do not have additional
amounts of our time and funds taken up with unnecessa ry adm inistra-
tive procedures.

I have, commented on two areas of concern. In addition, we propose
technical amendments to those provisions of Public Law 93-380 per-

6
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taining to bilingual education, my att chment E to the full statement,
reading improvement ; attachment .14' Public Law 874; attachment I), 40
Emergency School Aid Act, attac:1 _ient II, and the adult education
program, attachment C.

We would like to have your pelt] fission to submit additional material
on the problem of school district which are located in more than one
°county, as Mr. Nlattheis testified.

Thank you for the opportuni togppear before you today. I would
be pleased to answer any quest us-a-bout these proposed amendments.

Chatrman PERIiINS. Thank ou very much. It is good to see you, and
we appreciate your appearance here today.

[Prepared statement of Ewald B. Nyquist follows :]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF EWALD B. NYQUIST, PRESIDENT, THE UNIVERSITY OF THE
STATE OF NEW YORK AND COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee : I am Ewald B. Nyquist,
President of the University of the State of New York and Commissioner of
Educttion. Thank you for this opportunity to review Public Law 93-380 and to
submit minor and technical amendments to that public 'law..

Public Law 93-380 is an extremely comprehensive piece of legislation. The
complexities in administering the law are becoming clearer as we see greater
and greater requirements placed on state and local education agencies by admin-
istrative guidelines and regulations, We have commented on these and urged the
Congress to review the United States Office of Education regulations with great
care to assure that the regulations are within the bounds of the law. During
the past several months we have identified also several amendments that would
improve the effectiveness of Public Law 93-380.

I would like to briefly summarize some of these and file specific amendments
with more extensive documentation supporting them.

TITLE IVCONSOLIDATION

The first area is Title IV. The categorical programvthat preceded Title IV
provided for variations among states and provided the states with flexibility in
administering the several prograMs. The consolidation of these programs brings
several significant changes that raise serious concerns in maintaining the effec-
tiveness of the programs and the proper administration of these programs.
, Title IV, Part B, requires that all funds be allocated directly to local educa-

tion agencies. Previously, the States had flexibility in allocating moneys to local
education agencies or using funds for statewide leadership and service programs.
For example, the State olf Iowa first used ESEA Title II funds to develop regional
educational media centers which serviced all school districts within the state.
These centers will become Area Educational Agency Media Centers under new
state legislation beginning on July 1, 1975. After many years of developing this
significant program in the State of Iowa with the formal structure, a key part
of the financing, the Federal financing, has been removed by the consolidation
program.

On the other band, s i Ewe states have allocated their total funds under ESEA II
directly' to local eth..t ion agencies.

Must States have sed part of the ESEA II money for special emphasis and
demonstration projects around the state and allocated the balance of the money
to local education agencies. The total of funds appropriated for ESEA Title II
provide an average of $1.80 per child if distributed totally to the local level. In
some instances these funds can be used most effectively in statewide or regional
programs. It is important that the Federal legislation permit that flexibility and.
therefore, I propose an amendment which would provide flexibility to the States
in the most effective use of the funds. Details are set forth in Attachment A.

In the use of funds under Title III ESEA for guidance, counseling and
testing programs, there was also variation on how the States meet the separate
needs. Some funds were allocated to local education- agencies and other funds
used for statewide service programs such as inservice training and the improve-
ment and development of statewide assessment and testing programs.

The guidance, counseling and testing program, which generally has provided
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on the average 40 cents per elind, has needed this flexibility so that impact
could he made within many f the States. Statewide evaluation and measure-
ment, a concern of the Coove s and the state and local education agencies, will
be a setback across the Nation with the loss of Federally funded state leadership
and services, The United Sta es Office of Edtication estimates that slightly over
$5 million of the total mo ys made available for guidance, counseling and
testing have been used for tatewide testing and service programs operated by
the St:tes.

By statute, ESEA Title I establishes a $2501) minimum ,size for a project.
If the same criteria were applied ifr-tbe guidance, counseling and testing area.
more than,90 percent of th school districts in the Nation would not have enough
funds to mount a project ( f more than $2500 If all the guidance counseling and
testing funds were allocat ml to local districts. NIore than 50 percent of the local
districts would not have an eligible project If all the Title IV, Part B. funds
were allocated to local e uation agencies. We are concerned (keply as to 110w
the original objectivol f the legislation can be carried out for the several
programs without the j, tential for some statewide or state coutrolled projects.

We, therefore. pilaw e that Title IV be amended to allow each State the
option to continue- its st de leadership and service programs at the same funding
level used in Fiscal Yet r 11)0 or 2 percent of the funds the state receives under
Section 401, whichever s greater.

Under the provision. of the categorical programs consolidated into Title IV,
the States had avails de for administration an effective rate (IL-approximately
7% percent of local smistanee money under NDEA Title Iii and a statutory
rate of 71/2 percent under ESEA Pith. 111, The statutory rate of ESEA Title II
was 5 percent. .

The 5 percent ad inistrative ceiling for administration of Title IV will dam-
age effective admi istration of these programs. States must provide for an
advisory council w th broader responsibilities than the 'former Title III ad-
isory council. l'n er Title IV, Part C with regard to programs for innovation,
States are require ow to provide technical assistance to those local sgPricies
requiring needed h I in application.

It is imperativ gnat for sound administration of theme programs the law
be amended to p oxide 71/2 percent for administration, rather than 5 percent.

My colleagues will be providing more elaboration on our concern f;;; the
requirements of maintenance of effort for Title IV. I must make special note
of the issue a d- urge your early consideration of an amendment to that
provision.

ED CATION OF CHILDREN WITH HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS

The other n ajar area of concern is with the provisions affecting children with
handicapping .ondit ions.

Under Titi I. pertaining to education offered by state agencies, there is a.
provision th funds "follow the child'. from the state agency to the local educa-
tion agenie if the child transfers. The provision Is commendable. However,
given the ge wral "hold harmless" condition under which state agency programs
are operati g because of the change in formula, there will he a considerable
burden on . tate and local education agencies as they attempt to "follow the child"

maint in an accountability on the individual child for an indefinite period.
We propo. that this period he limited to two years.

On the her major changes made in Public Law 03-380 pertaining to the bendi
capped, w. still await word from the U.S. Office of Education as to the additional
requirem nts to he imposed upon the States and localities. The increase in appro-
prthUnna from less than $10 per handicapped child to approximately $20 per
handien )ed child is of some amsistanee and we appreerrite these funds. The $5
million t not Now York State receives is miguilcant In the expansion and develop-
ment of new programs for the handicapped.

The ongress must, however, recognize that $20 per pupil is a very smell part
of the otal cost of educating a handicapped child and the Congress and Adml,n-
istrati n must not place demands for administrative procedures and paper work
on the States and localities that are way out of proportion with the Federal share
°tfu ding.

We find ourselves faced with the requirement to submit an extremely detailed
and I ugthy state plan for the handicapped by August 21 or this year. The U.S.
Ole of Education has hot yet decided on the format or forms that will he used
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for the submission of the state pinn. Given the fact that we are now in the first
part of June, I do not see how that requirement of the law can be met. Other
administrative requirements--such as 1) the establishment ore quasi judicial
system with hearing records and all the attendant costs; and 2) the requirement
of the maintenance of a state inventory of all children with handicapping condi-
tions--go beyond the statutory provisions and are extremely burdensome to us.

I register my concern in this area now because we do not have the full set
of requirements before us yet. I hope that the Congress and the Administration
will focus on providing services to children who may be unnerved or underserved
and that we do not have additional amounts of our time and funds taken up
with unnecessary administrative procedures.

I have commented on two areas of concern. In addition, we propose technical
amendments to those provisions of Public Law 93-380 pertaining to Bilingual
Education (Attachment E), Reading Imkcovement (Attachment Fl, P.L. 874
( Attachment D), Emergency School Aid Xct (Attachment II), and the Adult
Education Program (Attachment C).

'Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today,: I would be pleased
to answer any questions; about these proposed amendments.

ATTACHMENT A.-..-TITLE IV AMENDMENTS

1. PART 1I-Ol'IDANCE COP NSELING AND TESTING

It is proposed to exclude the cost of state leadership and service activities,
in guidance, counseling and testing from the limitation on administration
expenditures under Title IV-B.
Proposed Amendment

Sec. 403(a) (8)(A) should he amended by either adding after Sec. 431(a) (3)
wherever it appears "and Sec. 421(a) (3)" or the following phrase at the end
of 1(A) : ". .. except that the State may retain an amount to support State
leadership activities in guidance, counseling and testing not to exceed the amount
used for those purposes in fiscal year 1975 wider the portion of Title III which
relates to testing, counseling and guidance, or an amount not to exceed 2 per
eentum of the funds the State receives under section 401, whichever is greater".
Supporting Statement

Congress clearly intended the leadership activities to continue. Under "Pro-
grams Authdrized" by Title IV-B, the following statement appears, ". . . pro-
grams, projects and leadership activities designed to expand and strengthen
counseling and guidance services in elementary and secondary schools" (See.
421(a) (3) (C). This language has appeared with but little chamnrsince it first
became national policy in NDEA Title V-A in 1959.

The New York State system for the delivery of leadership activities, which
has developed since 1959, would have to be almost completely dismantled if it
cannot be supported outside the 5 percent limit. The Act requires that the
program lie continued, but its fiscal language renders this impossible.

The Act requires the state education agency to provide expanded attention
to districts with pupils 'with special educational needs, especially bilingual and
handicapped populations, and to refine its testing and pupil assessment pro-
grams to insure accountability and to avoid discrimination. These services have
been successfully emphasized Ign the current leadership program.

The complete local discretion in the use of the bulk of the Title IV-B funds,
coupled with state education agency responsibilities for evaluation and dissemi-
nation, becomes a powerful tirgument for the need for at least the present (FY
1975) opportunity for state education agencies to function in a leadership role.
While we do not- challenge the merits of local education agency discretion,
if the state education agency is responsible for the effeetivenks of local educa-
tion agency programs, even in a general way, the state education agency should
not have its capacity to inflitence local progranis virtually eliminated.

We have surveyed and consulted with our colleague,- in other state education
departments concerning this serious situation. The reference to 2 per centum of
section 401 funds is based on their advice. particularly' from California. Some
States, for various reasons. have reduced their leadership expenditures in FY.
1975 to the point that a FY 1975 save harmless standard is not adequate. To
assure their services and with their concurrence, we urge the 2 per cent3in
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option as an alternative. WeThffer the followhig very brief review of the impact
on the leadership activities of-certain state education agencies if the technical
amendment is not passed.
Nirac York

Very substantial reduction in the professional staff of the Bureau of Guidance,
the DivIslUp of Educational Testing, and the Task Pima. on Student Affairs. In
addition. loss of "cutting-edge" supports for field activities of professionals in
workshops, publications, awl convit ant advice.
M innesota

Joss of one professional staff member, buCtile other two will now "sit in the
Whip" with Sio tilouity fur travel,' publications, workshops or even support foe
office expenses. Urges 2 per centurn alternative.
Pun asytt'a nia

The Chairman of the State Advisory Council for Title IV- It, Dr. Edward
Ilerr, Pennsylvania State University, strongly supports the 2 per cent um option.

NWithimt, It. the state education agency (amnia perform mandate( ' IV -It
evaluation and dissemination activities, 'The state canutit continue the gut( nee
positions supported under ESKA Title Ill, Guidance. It will be Impossible to
monitor local educational agency Title IV-It, guidance and counseling pru-
gruns. Without the proposed amendment, expect the dentist) of guidance in the
state education agency.. a
California

Loss of tive professional (one-half of total) and all clerical state education
agency guidam: staff. State master plan for improvement of guidance delayed.
if not demolished. Development of it guidance curriculum career guidance.
decision making) deferred. Behavioral objective program evaluation monient urn
lost. I California has been a leader.) Loss of capacity to respond to special needs.
laservIce fur local education agency counselors, particularly in relation to vont-
petency-base/I (.1.01(1(111mi. lust. Urges FY I97:i save 'harmless, but first proposes

ver etitum option. Reports Oregon and other western States strongly agree
vitli opt 1011 Of 2 per ventum.
Oh io

The entire guidance section will be lost (six prlifessionals). Instead of visiting
education intlElcieo.), state education agency will be restricted to regional

meetings, Publication program will be abandoned. All inservice education (Or.
local education agency counselors Inst. All research and development capacity°
lost.

Additiotail letters and telegrams are included in Attachment G.

TITI,E /MAINTENANE OF EFFORT, SF4. 1 0 3 1 A ) ( I l l

Proposed A mendmen t
The legislation in should be amended to read : "give satisfactory assurance that

the [aggregate] per, pupil amount to be expended by the State and its local
education agencies from funds derived from non-Federal sources (fo proornms
d excl. d in Suet ion 42/a] for a fiscal year will nut be 1()))11.1 than the amount so
expended I for the preceding fiscal year..
S pport ing Statement

The leg.tislatjon provides that the State "shall submit to the Commissioner a
State plan ... which gives satisfactory assurance that the aggregate amount to
he expended by (Ile. State and its local education agencies froth funds derived from
non-Federal sources for programs described in 421(a) for a' fiscal year will not
he less than the amount so expended for the preceding fiscal year."

New York State is anticipating a considerable decline In enrollment in the
elementary and secondary schools In the next few years, and maintaining effort on
an aggregate basis is unrealistic in terms of educating the students in the school.

In addition. it would be desirable to Include a waiver clause for meeting the
maintenance of effort requirement In cases such as exceptional, one-time. non-
recurring expe9litures 'and unusual economic contraints (defeated school bud-
gets,. If the change from "aggregate" to "per pupil" is not Made, neh a waiver
should also extend to declining enrollment.
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3. TITIfrE IV ADMINISTRATION COSTS

Proposed Amcndmesot
It Is recommended that Sec. 403(a) (S) be revised as follows:

. . ; and that, of the funds the State receives under Section 401 for fiscal
years thereafter. it will use for the administration of the State Plan not to
exceed whichever is greater (I) [5] 71/2 per cent= of the amount so receixed."

Supporting Statement
Before Public Law 93-380 was enacted, the administrative allocation under

ESEA Title III was 71/2 per centum of the amount of funds received to operate
the program and the effective rate for NDEA Title Ill was 71/2 per centwo
Under Title IV, the percentage has been dropped to 5 percent. It is recommended
that the cuts be restored to the 71/2 per centum for the following reasons:

a. Under the Education Amendments of 1974, the statute specifically requires
that state educatiiin agencies assist "in formulating proposals and in operating
the programs to local educational agencies which are less able to compete, due
to small size or lack of local financial resources." In New York, approximately
200 school districts would need such services and we would require additional staff
members to meet these required services.

b. To meet the strengthened requirements regarding "equitable participation"
of nonpublic school participants, considerably more ',administrative work is in-
volved in making interpretations, collecting data, monitoring and evaluating
projects involving nonpublic participation. This is an additional burden upon the
small staff presently available to administer the program.

c. U.S. Offiee of Education regulations are placing considerable emphasis on
adoption of validated programs. This is a much more difficult and time-consum-
ing administrative task than that usually given to developer grants. New York
State has described in its annual program plans intentions of offering a variety
of smaller grants in dollar amounts for purposes of validation, demonstration and
adoption. The process of validation and adoption will Occupy-over 50 percent of the
staff time and IS considered to be our priority program thrust in keeping with the
USOE desires. It cannot be done with reduced staff.

(1. In FY 1977, under present terms it will be necessary to force severe staff
and program cutbacks and make it impossible to carry out the program required
by the new law and the new emphasis on program dissemination and adoption.

ATTACHMENT B.THE EDUCATION OF CHILDREN WITH HANDICAPPING
CONDITIONS

1. PUBLIC LAW 89-313, ESEA TITLE I, SECTION 1211D)

Proposed Amendment: Section 121(d)
"(d) In the case where such a child leaves an- educational program for handi-

capped children operated or supported by the State agency in order to participate
in such a program operated by a local educational agency, such child shall he
counted under subsection (h) for a period not to exceed two gears, commencing
with the school year of such initial public school placement, if (1) he continues
to receive an appropriately designed educational program and (2) the State
agency transfers to the local educational agency in whose program such child
phrtiMpates an amount equal to the sums received by such State agency under
this Section which are attributable to such child, to be used for the purposes
set forth in subsection (c)."
Supporting Statement

This Section provides that, where a handictroped child leaves a state-supported
or state-operated educational program to participate in such a program operated
or supported by local educational agency (public school), such child shall he
counted for old, within the average daily attendance of the school which he left,
if he continues to receive an appropriately designed educational program within
the local public school. The money generated by that child within the ADA count
113 to follow him into the public school program to which be 18 transferred.

The present wording of Section 121(d) establishes no cut-off date at which
Public Law S9-313 moneys cease to follow particular children when they are
being educated In the public schools. This count becomes continually cumulative.
with this aid following the children as pupils continue to leave the State-sup-
ported and State-operated schools for public school placement. Within the hold-
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harmless provisions of the Law, providing for a constant level of federal ittl to
State agencies through July 1, 197$, the ADA count of such children will raise
the number of children to be aided within the public schools and will diminish
the ability of the state-supported and state-operated schools to serve their o
populations. It 18 therefore imperative that a cut-off date be established in th
Law not to exceed two years commencing with the school year of such initia
public school placement. This will provide the necessary "seed" money for a
period of two years to Initiate appropriate programming for these children with-
in the public sector. This should be an adequate period of aid for such childreu
prior to the assumption of fistfal responsibilities by the public schools.

2. TITLE vt-a, EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT, SECTION 613 (a) PROPOSED,
AMENDMENT: SECTION : 0 MR)

" (13 ) provide [procedures- for - insuring] assurances that handicapped children
and their parents or guardians are guaranteed procedural safeguards in deci-

.. children including but not limited to (A) (I) prior notice to parents
is regarding identification, evaluation and educational placement of handl-

guardians of the child when the local or State educational agency proposes
to change the educational placement of the child, (11) an opportunity for elm
parents or guardians to obtain an impartial due process hearing, exatnine all
relevant records with respect to the classification or educational placement of
the child, and obtain an independent educational evaination of the child, (111)
[proeedures] assurances to protect the rights Of the child when thq parents or
guardians are not known, unavailable, or the child is a ward of the State includ-
ing the assignment of an individual (not to be an employee of the State or local
educational Agency involvedin the education or care of children) to act as a
surrogate for the parents or guardians, and (iv) ,provision to insure that the
decisions rendered In the impartial due process hearing required by this para-
graph shall he binding on all parties subject only to appropriate administrative

'or judicial appeal; and 1 B) [procedures -to- insure] assurances that, to the max-
imum extent appropriate, handicapped children, including children in public or .
private Institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are
not handicapped, and that special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of
handicapped children from the regular education environment occurs only when,
the nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes
with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot he achieved satisfactor-
ily ; and (C) [procedures -to- insure] assurances that testing and evaluation mate-
rials and procedures utilized for the purposes of classification and platiement of
handicapped children will be selected and administered so as not to be-racially or
culturally discriminatory.".
supporting Statement

This Section requires the States to :manna a State Plan providing procedures
for insuring the gnat antee of procedural safeguards for handicalped children
and their parents and .!irdians convening IdentitivatIon, evaluatiob. and Moen-
donut placement/of handicapped children in the areas of prior notice of change

of the child's educational placement, opportunity for impartial due process hear-
ings, appointment of surrogate parents, mainstreaming, and u.se of non-diserim-
inatory testing procedures.

The philosophy and benefits of such safeguards are not disputed: however, the
requirement for a precise delineation of State procedures within the State Plan
to Implement the basic philosophy 1.9 questioned. The full faith in the States in

effectthe federal mandate for procedural safeguards could effect ply be ex.
pressed through basic assurances rather than through a precise (a Id limiting)
statement of procedures. The utilization of appropriate pr,),:edure. to he undor-
taken in fulfilling these assurances should he within the province of the States
and should not be subject to federal mandate.

ATTACHNiENT C.ADULT EDUCATION

I. SPECIAL PROJECTS, SE&TtON 309

Proposed Amendment: Section 309-
The suggested language should reads.: "Oflunds allotted to a State under

Section 305 for a fiscal year. not less than 5 pirliiillininand not more than 15 per-
centum shall be used for"
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Supporting Statement
The proposed amendment would strengthen the legislation and maintain the

intent of Congress for the following reasons:
(1) The establishm of a range would give the States the flexibility neces-

sary to manage the pr ram and yet maintain-the intent of Congress. It is admin-
istratively extremely licult to spend an exact sum, particularly when other

"iniltitutions would be I olved In spending plans. Yet, under the suggested 15
percent mandate, shouts a State not expend an exact amount, even though
through ho fault of its o , that amount would be deducted from die< followhig
year's appropriation. Per o ttin ble range would remove this penalty.

(21 The original purpose o the Act in 1966, which is still relevant today, was
to provide employment opportunities for undereducated adtilts. While special
project activities are necessary, it would appear that the basic intent of Congress
is to serve students who- desperately need the services of the program.

(3) Due to a change in the allotment formula, many States were cut back
froth previous funding levels. After complying with' the 15 percent mandate for
special projects, they find it impossible to maintain a level of programming which
they have operated in previous years.

(44 Special projects and training activities have been carried out since 1967.
A higher proportion of the Adult Education Act appropriations has gonejor
demonstration programs than for almost any other federal program. Adult edu-
cators believe in the need for special projects but-not to the extent that services
to adult students must be seriously curtailed.

ATTACHMENT'D.SCHOOL ASSISTANCE r.N FEDERALLY AFPECFED AREAS

1. CARRY OVER PROVISION
Proposed Amendment

Authorization should be included in the legislation to allow any funds intended
to carry out the purpose of section 5(e) and (3) and section 5(f ) during any
fiscal year which are not obligated and expended prior to the beginning of the
succeeding fiscal year to remain available for obligation and expenditure during
such succeeding year.
/upporting Statement

There will be a problem of local educational agencies not being able to expend
the funds which are to be directed to.the particular categorical purposes of com-
pensatory education and programs for handicapped pupil dependents of uni-
formed service personnel within the of claim.

4' Because final entitlements o ational agencies in this program are
'not finally determined until the fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the
claim is made, it will be impossible for the LEA's to properly and effectively plan
and conduct programs designed to meet the special needs to which these cate-
gorical purposes are addressed without a provision for carry-over of the funds.

2. STATE ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS

Proposed Amendment
It should be authorized to pay to each as necessitated by the activities

described in section 5(e) (3) and section 5(f ) during any fiscal year an
amount equal to not more than 5 percent of the total payments made to local
educational agencies within the State for the purposes of these suctions of the
legislation.
Supporting Statement

There is a need for administrative funds to enable the State, Education De-
partment to fulfull its responsibilities in relation to the new categorical areas.

. It will be required that expenditure of these categorical funds be made in proj-
ects approted by the State Education Department and which are coordinated
with other projects being conducted in thest two areas of need. In the past. the
New York State education Department has provided assistance to local educa-
tional agencies in the compilation, computation, printing and typing of data for
LEA applications, has used SED computers, mailed out program information
'limit documents, and assisted U.S: (Vice of Education personnel on field visits
itrid field audits. The additional requirements of the P.L. 93-380 amendments will
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make the application process further complicated and increase the need for SEC
assistance, not only in administrative aspects but also for programmatic planning
and coordination.

ATTACH MENT E. BILINGUAL EDUCATION SEcrioa 703 (a) (4) (E )

1. AIIVISORT COUNCIL

Proposed Amendments
1. To allow for participation of parents of program participants, the majority

of which should represent the non-English speaking studepts.
2. That continuation programs be allowed to use the adrfsory committee which

are already operative actording-to the 1968 legislation.
.'(E) An application for a program of bilingual educathili shall be developed

in consultation with parents of children of limited English-speaking ability,
teachers, and, where applicable, secondary school students, in the areas to be
served, and assurances shall be given in the application, that after the applica-
tion has been approved under this title, the applicant will provide for par-
ticipation by a committee composed of. mid selected by parents of children in
the program, and, in the case'of secondary schools, representatives of secondary
school students to be served.
Supporting Statement

Title VII programs have, since the enactment of the 1968 legislation, included
English dominant children on a voluntary enrollment basis. The bilingual ad-
visory committees were composed of parents of program participants, teachers.
community members and students, Where applicable. The new statute would
dismantle the advisory committees, that have been working throughout the'state.
English dominant parents will be asked to enroll their children voluntarily, but
will be excluded from participating as advisory committee members. Such a move

-is dixisiveand may, causil serious problems throughout the states. Furthermor*
to include only parents of non - English speaking children and to exclude teachers
and administrators Stifles cooperative efforts and meaningful planning at the
district level.-

ATTACHMENT F:NATION At READDNO I DI PROVE ME,NT Paoo RA M TITLE, VI I

1. STATE PROGRAMS

Proposed Amendment
Part B should be amended by repealing all of Sec. 712.

Supporting Statement
At the present time, the U.S. Office of Education interprets the Title VII, Na-

tional Reading Improvement Program, such that it provides no state role in
Part AReading Improvement 'Programs. Since( oxisting, state Right-to-Read
Programs have demonstrated their ,..ability to impact on reading instruction in
1200 school districts serving 8.7 million students with the current level of fund-
log ranging from $115,000, to $32ri,000 per state, the condonation of Federal
su port for state programs would-be a cage effectivd means for influencing instruc-
ti Y i al (nllity nod, as a result, student levement. a

On May 13, 1975, Minnesota Comtnissioner of Education Casmey sent a letter
U.S. Commissioner Education Bell which explains our common problem

with' this program an is illustrative of the problems we Wive With other pro-
grams. The fdllowing is, the body of rommissioner Casmey's letter.

-"Tliank you f^r letter racing the National Reading Improvement :. -,
Program as enacted by Title VII of the Education Amendments of 1974. P,L.,
93-380.- I must bittitteh-to add that I do not agree with your interpretation of the
legislation. 41,

"The second.paragraph of your letter states, 'As you recall, Phrt A of Title VII
proyidee for. Reading Improvement Projects in schools and sets our 14 specific

'requirements which must be'contained in each funded program and which relate
on their -face priinarily to the direct provision of reading instruct.ional and'' related serviced to teachers and children in schools. Part B of Title VII provides
for State Rending Improvement Programs and would alldw continuation of Many
actiNritles erirrently supported by grants to states from Right to, Read, as well

acf
T'
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as authorizing subgrantm from_the state educational agencies to local educational
agencies.'

"Firstly, your emphasis on the term in sehools' is taken out of context. The
law states in Section 705(a) (1) that the Commissioner is authorized to ,enter
into agreements with either Ntate or local agencies, or both, for the purpose of
carrying out by these agenies, in schools (No CONIMAj having large numbers
or a high percentage of children with reading deficiencies . .

"Under your interpretation, no In rgP school district could he funded RIIICP
the same criteria would apply to local etlin,ation agencies as to State education
agencies. You would only be permitted to fund individual school buildings which.
in most instances, have no authority to accept funds. It is my contention that
either a State or a local education agency would be eligible for funding if their
propect met the l.4 criteria stated In Section 705(1)1(1)-1141.

"Your interpretation "that Part A was intended for schoottlistricts mad Part B
was designed for States is totally 'erroneous. Part B Aid not exist until the Con-
ference Committee sessions. while Port A 'was introduced independently more
than a year before that tittle.

"Secondly, I strongly question your statement regarding 'the direct provision
of reading instrutional and related services to teachers and children in Ffrhook.'
This Ian cage is not found in the At the Conference Report, nor the Committee
Refs)rts. either Is this concept implied in any of these documents. It appears
this Ian cage was used simply to support your thesis that State agencies are not
eligible or funding under this Section. Again, such 'direct services' would elfin,:
nate th funding of a Chicago or Minneapolis school district because the grantee
(the 1( al education agency) may not b( teaching children themselves, but pro-
villing instructors to work with teachers or children.

"I agree with your statement in`paragraph four of your letter which says. 'The
,SEA can receive grant funds, but only to carry out an appropriate Part A project
in schools which would meet the 14 progrhm requirements,'

"But I disagree with your following qualifying statement which speaks of
direct administration of a reading program in the schools. Again. these terms
are not nom, in the Congressional documents, but seem to originate in the .S.
Offiee of Education.

strongly urge you to reconsider your preliminary' analysis of this legislation.
and in turn. produce regulations that encourage state agencies to hepome full
and complete partners with(mt Office of Education Pligentlered restrictions, and
as intended by ('ongress."

I do understand that the Office of Education has asked //NIB for clearance
of some technical amndmants which purport to clear tip this matter. If no early
solution can be found, I would recommend a repeal of See. 712.

2. PART C--OT/IFIt RFAI)1.,7(1 IMPROVEMENT P11()GRAMS

Proposed .imend III en/
Section 723(a) should he amended by inserting "school-age as well as out-of-

school" before the word "youth".
Supporting Statement

No part of the Reading Improvement Act provides assistance to secondary
school -aged youth. Amendment of Seeti....t %MOO to include school -age as well
as out-of-school youth would permit services to be provided for this group whleh
is now excluded from the Act.

:1. PART CFiECTION 7:12(C)

Propomcd Amendment
Szoetion 723.1-e1 should he RIIIPMIP(1 by ridding after "(1. al year ending June 30.

1975", "$5.000.000 for ea ell of the flscal years ending June 30, 197(), 1977 and
1978",
Suppatfm, Statrment

These sections relating to Section 722, Reading Training on Television, pro-
vide authorization for only one year of funding,

It is unlikely that any carefully designed and developed project could he com-
pleted from planning to production in a one -year period WI ler-elirrent restric-
tions imposed by Fedeil and State finance regulations. The period of titne and
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funding for such a project to be carried out effectively should be extended over
the three-year Iwo! the legislation.

Arr Actn,NT C
[Telegram]

Da. EWALD B. Ntquisr,
Commiasirmer of Educe:1w' State Education Agency,
Albany, N.Y.

Reference is made to yo6r telegram of October 22. The consolidation seems
to eliminate the state testing program funded from guidance, counseling and
testing (ESEA) Title III) at a cost of approximately $150,000 and special
incentive programs for libraries (ESEA. Title II) at a cost of approximately
$146,000. These programs have been very helpful and we need the flexibility to
continue them under P.L. 98 -380, Title 14, Part B.

LEROY BROWN.
.State Superintendent of Education.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Sacramento, Calif., November 6, 1974.
Hon. EWALD B. NYQUIST,
Commissioner of El-ducat
state Education Depart tent,
Albany, N.Y.

DEAR : In response to your telegram of October 22, 1974, I am pleased to
make the following c"!!!!....!ents:

The Education Amendments of 1974, P.L. 93-380 IIR 69, do present a problem
to Some California prograuis. We have particular concern abotlt the possible
loos of Leadershjp and Supervision monies to strengthen guidance and counseling
programs. The4 funds in the past have enabled the Department to provide
strong leadership, develop models, and materials and in general to advance the
guidance program in the state. Private school testing has also been a part of
this program. Without these funds, the leadership program for guidance. counsel-
ing and testing will suffer.

NDEA Title III programs will also suffer under the present interpretation
of the law. Unless the state matching funds are included in the base for the
5 percent administratiod, the State leadership program will be weakened.

The two programs mentioned above would lose staff as well as other resources.
The Amount would be in excess of $300,000.

The California Department of Education strongly urges the continued avail-
ability of these funds. The staff is currently preparing recommendations for a
trailer bill and regulations. They will be forwarded to you as soon as possible.

Sincerely,
WILSON RILE&

STATE OF INDIANA.
DEPARTMENT OF Prue lysTaurrtoN.

Indianapolis, Ind., October 25,1974.
DR. EDWARD B. NTQUIRT,
Commissioner of Erlumtion, Slate of New York, Albany, N

DEAR Du. Nvq.uisr : At present guidance, counseling and testing program monies
are used in Indiana to fund services to local schools from the state level in the
following areas.
1. Three consultants in counseling $:10, 128
,2. Two consultants in testing 31, 902
3. Year long in-service program in 16 school corporations servicing one-

third of the counselorsone third of the students 40. 000
4. Area conferences and workshops 27, 500
5. Preparation, publication, and dissemination of materials 10, 000

159, 5.3o

As we underStand present guidelines there won be no money to suppdrt these
programs. In addition, it would be impossible t. carry out Part B. Libraries, and

t ) 0
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Learning Programs, Sec. 421, Part C, programs, projects and leadership activ-
ities designed to expand and str -ngthen counseling and guidance services inelementary and secondary schools.

I strongly support all appropriate actions to Insure that leadership and sup-
ervision of guidance and counseling and testing activities be continued at thestate level.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact Mr. Ray SlabS, Associate
.Superintendent or Mrs. Sparkle (;. Crowe, Director, Pupil Personnel Service.

Yours truly,
Ilnitot.o IL NEOLEY,

State Superintendent
of Public Instruction.

DR. EWAt.D B. NTQUIST,
Commissioner of Education,
State of New York,
Albany, N. Y.

'DEAR Da. Nvgl'is-r: The consolidation of certain programs as proposed by the
Office'of Education undellTitle IV, Part A, Section 403(a) and (a) state plansfor Part, ( b) libraries and learning resources. will materially handicap theability off Iowa to provide statewide programs as follows:

I. Deseription of ProgramESEA Title IIElementary Secondary EducationAct Title IISchool Library Resources.
Funding Source ESEA Title II.
Amount of Funds $1,2:X;,5112 FY 74.
Importance to Iowa The Iowa State Plan for ESEA .Title IT since the imple-

mentation of the'act in 196f; has provided all'ESEA Title II fundmto sixteen sub-
agency chairmen (County Superintendents) and their boards to purchase school
library resources for the sixteen regional educational media centers.

Our regional educational media centers would basically be without funds for
the purchase of materials if it were not for ESICA Title II.

No ESEA Title II funds in Iowa have gone to local school districts.
Interest in Continuing Such ProgramsIowa has a very definite interest and

desire in continuing to use Title IV Part B funds under P.L. 93-380 as a continua-
tion of the program and as a replacement for ESEA Title II funds. Our regional
educational media centers will become Area Education Agency Media Centers
under new state legislation on July 1, 1975. Funding provided at the state level
by this new legislation for the Area Education Agency Media Centers provides
finances priniarily for operation. This leaves our state with a heavy reliance on
the necessity and continued availability of ESEA Title II funds or Title IV
Part B funds of P.L. 93-380.

II. Description of ProgramGuidance, Counseling andTesting, Leadership and
Supervision.

Funding SourceTitle III. ESEA.
Amount of Funds$52,000.
importance to IowaThere still remains a great need for implementation of

guidance programs at the-elementary school level and to further develop existing
progratils at both the elementary and secondary level. These can be developed only
with appropriate state leadership and guidance.

Interest in Continuing Such ProgramsUnder NDEA we utilized 50% federal
and :In% state matching to provide leatierahip and guidance. Under Title III,
ESEA we were still dependent upon the Leadership and Supervision monies,
although ton lesser degree.

We have utilized the project approach for the further establishment and devel-
opment of programs of guidance services to Iowa's LEA's. It Is our understand-
ing that it is currently the contention of USDE personnel that under consolida-

,,. tIon (Title IV, Part B., P.L. 93-380) the states have lost ( FY-77) the potential
for utilization of, Guidance, Counseling and Tesi4ng monies for leadership and
supervision activities, as well as the project approach for the implementation
and further development of local guidance programs. This would appear to be
contrary to the intent of Section 421(b). '

Sincerely.

STATE 011010WA,
DEWARTNIENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION.

Delt Moines, Iowa, October 23, 1975.

BOTIERT D. BENTON.
State Superintendent of Public Instruction.



.35

KANSAS STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Topeka, Kona., October 25, 1074.

Ron. Ews.t.o B. NY MST,
Commission of thlecalioca, Slate Education Departnient, Albany, N.Y.

DEAR COMMIRE110/4R NYQUIST : Thin in in respOnse to your recent request
pro-visions

for alint of state-wide programs which t be elfin inated under consolid
visions of P.L. 93-380, Part A,8ection 03(a I au 1 (5). We do not, ave'any state
sponsored programs under NDEA III. However, \ under Title II, IdA we have
had, a Demonstration Library Progra u funded by 15% of our flow-through
funds, w Ich we feel has been quite au ssful. TI e amount involv in this pro-gra wt approximately *150,000 annua ly. We al funded a few Right-to-Read
progra s from thin source. it would se that t e new legislation would also
curtail participation inPonsortium efforts such as ose Involving the Agency for

! Instructional Television (AIT) which we bionside hVbe quite worthwhile and,
under limitations of the Consolidated Title 11 prog m, funds conld not be used
by the .tgate foetid); purkose. There would seen, telie\a possibility also that qual-
Ity eontYol on regular Project activities might suffer:.\ue to limitation of state
administrative funds.

Under the Guidance, Counseling and Testing section of Title III, ESEA, we
have been funding Elementary Guidance Programs which met criteria set up
at the SEA level. Such programs would still be possible if LEA's desired, but
state direction and assistance would be limited or non-exIstent.- The amount of
thin progrnIn was $24(1,000 annually. ,

Also under Guidance. Counseling and Testing we conducted a statewide testing
program in the amount of $20. t t I and a Guidance In-Service Training Program
involving some $25,090 of Guido e, Counseling and -Testing (Title III) funds.

We believe that it Is important at there is provision for direction and coordi-
nation at the state level. in order at funds ma be used to achieve state-wide
educational goals and we see a possibility the consolidation plan may not
nerve to achieve the purposes originally envisio .

Perhap the State Plan might belli to bring about progress toward state-wide
education 1 improvement, but with a probable curtailment of available adminis-
trative a d pro.grant funds for use at the state' !eYel, !t would appear that a
coordina ed effort toward state-wide goals would be difficult to achieve.

Sincerely,
1 ..-

. C. TAYLOR W nrrrtEs,
Commissioner of Education.

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Jefferson City, Mo., October 23, 1974.

Dr. EwALD B. IslitsrisT.,
Commission df Education, State of New York,
Albany4 N.Y.

DEAD Dn. SYQUIST : I nth pleased to respond to your telegram of October 22.
1974, In which you request information about the effect of Title IV, Part B,
P.L. 93-380 on state-wide progratus hi Missouri.

The following state-wide prograps would be affected in this State :

Program

fiscal year
1

bu975dget Source of Funds

Statewide loadOct:p activities in &mance counseling and 3110, 000 Title III. ESEA Program Funds.
Testing.

Statewide testing\ programs 12,50,0 Title 111, ESEA Administrative funds.
Statewide assssenrit 76.000 Title III, ESEA Administrative funds.

--_, - lk

As we interpret P.L. 93-380, costs such as these would have to be borne from
allocation

aside
reserved atydmibinsftraacttioivnitoinfn.thIfeIlLetedvp pner ncedn;t0r-o;r0the stnatfen'per

tloirr is correct, this requirement would severely restrict the levelour inte
of services and activities in those areas; _

If
K

GO
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I will be happy to share with you anY other information you may find useful.
Please let me know if I can be of help to you.

Sincerely,
MITE UR,

Commissioner. .

[Telegrall.
EWALD B. MIN MST,
New York State.Commibitioner of Education,
Albany, N.Y.

If title IV of the education amendments of 197 is interpreted to mean that
all funds under part B., libraries and learning resources, must be allocated to
LEA's North Carolina will lose the availability of these fUnds for the foilowiug
existing programs.

From ESEA, title II.
(1) Purchase of films for five regional center film librariesapproximately

$75',900 per year.
(2) State',,purchase of telev1.1.-,.." tapes for brpadcast throughout the State

approximately 25,000 per year.
From ESEA, title IIIguidance and counseling.
(1) State consultants in social work, guidance, and C phychology who work

,with their local counterpartsapproximately $80,000 per year.
(2) Guidance workshops for local guidance counselorsapproximately $5,000

per year.
These programs are extremely important to North Carolina. We are interested

ialfaving new regulations, which. will make it possible to continue them. We
suggest that up to but not more than ten percent of the part B monies be avail-
able for State purchase or special LEA projects.

Thaaks for your efforts.
kSincerely'yours,,

A. CRAIG PlilLLIPS,
North Carolina Superintendent

of Public Instruction.

Dr.11w.stn B. NTQUINT,
Commissioner of Education,
Albany, N.Y.

Dren Da. NYquisy: The possible loss in- finkis fin' State leadership purposes
through program consolidation cutbacks included in 93-380 are significant in the
area of Guidance and Testing. For the last few years, we have supported staff
in the Division of Guidance and Testing, educational models for elementary
guidance to conform to State standards, provided guidance and counseling pro-
gram models for thd. child with special needs and' provided demonstration pro-
cedures for the effective use of stamiardlzed and her testa. Contracts have been
let with 20 urban centers to establish career guidance, counseling and placement,
and follow-up. We have provided reimhursement to schools for the purchase of
tests with a goal of more Cff:"..4.7e III 1 i

In addition, we have developed, implemented and diffused an early identifica-
tion process.for preschool children that is the basis for individafillzing a child's
inQtroption. Sr. iff of the Division of Guidance and Testing have pm,
vided intensive on-site assistance to school counselors, their principals and have
sponsored many regional, statewide inservice conferen es. Costs for these efforts
are $730,000 per year. They would be lost under the provision of 93-380.

Sincerely,

c4T,ATE OF OHIO,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Columbus, Ohio, October 28, 1974.

FitAs Lf.v. B. WALTER,
outy Superintendent,

of Public Inatructirm.

[Telegram)
EwAr.n B. NTQIIIST,
New York State Commissioner of Education, Alban74 N.Y.

Response to your telegratn relative to 'educational\ amendments of 1974 Public
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Law 93-880. State wide program expenditures budgeted for fiscal year 1970 from
former NDEA live funds Incorporated into Tit III ESEA program funds
amounts to $102,120. South Carolina reduced nding of State wide program
funds which 1ri fiscal year 1974 amounted to 292,000 the indications that are
under Public Law 93-380 consolidation th to will be unable to continue the
guidance and testing program at the same level as has been possible under pres-
ent funding.

'1 CYRIL BUSBEE,
South Carolina Stale superintendent

of Education.

UTAH trATE BOARD or EDUCATION,
Salt Lae City, Utah, October 22, 1974.

EWALD B. NYQUIST,
;Veto York State Commissioner of Education,
Albany,.N.Y.

DEAR Da. Nrqufsr : In response to your telegram of October 22, 1974 regarding
the educational amendments of 1974, our state would be adversely affected if
the amendments were to be passed as they are now stated. We have two pro-
grams which we have been encouraging utilizing Title Ii ESEA funds that would
be entirely eliminated They are :

1. Model Media Program-10% of our Title II funds have been devoted to the
development of model or demonstration programs around the state. While uti-
lizing only a small portion of the funds, these demonstration centers have done
much to communicate and promulgate the idea of instructional media through-
out our state. Without the opportunity to earmark a portion of funds to be used
on this basis, this program would vanish.

2. Regional Instructional Media Centers-10% of our Title II I.:me:A funds
have also been earmarked for the purchase of instructional materials to be used
on a iegiuuat basis. We -have- tatmd-that trot-frff muteriuls cao-be pirrebused vn-
a local district level as many of our districts in scattered parts of the state are
extremely small. Nevertheless, some materials (particularly motion picture films)
are valuable teaching tools and needed in all of the schools of Our state and
especially those in the remote areas. Therefore, we established regional centers
and utilized a portion of the Title II ESEA funds as seed money to encourage
the districts which co-sponsors the regions to establish regional media centers.
It has taken almost ten years but we have been successful in now reaching a
point where 14 centers cover the state fairly adequately. Without the ability to
continue markinga portion of the funds for this pifrpose, we are quite certain
that many of the collections these centers have now would be decimated and
over a period of years would vanish thus resulting in a substantial loss of
resource materials to our students.

In our opinion, both of these programs make extremely valuable contributions
to the improvement of education. To lose them would be disastrous. We need to
do all we can to eliminate such restrictions in the new educational amendments
for 1974.

Sincerely,
BERNARII S. PURSE,

Administrative Assistant
and Federal Programa.

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Charleston, W. Va., October 30, 1974.
Dr. EWALD.D. NYQUIST,
Commissioner of Education,
State Education Department,
Albany, N.Y.

DEAR Da. NYQUIST : 'Reference is made to your telegram of October 22, 1974,
concerning the possible loss of certain state-wide programs under the educational
amendments of 1974P.L 93-380, specifically Title IV, part A, Section 403(A)
(5), After discussing this matter with members of my staff, it appears that West
Virginia will lose the state-wide testing of private schools as well as financial
support for our Division of Guidance, Counseling and Testing. Currently the
of our Division of Guidance, Counseling and Testing from administrative funds

GIA,"
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under ESEA ill. Twenty thousand dollars is used to support the current expenses
of our Division of Guidance. Counseling and Testing from administrative funds
under MIA III. Under the complete discretion provision of the above cited
i4tatute, both of these state-wide programs will lw lost. Needless to say our Guid-
ance, Counseling and Testing programs have provided a much needed service in
West Virginia and need to he continued.

I hope this information will he of some help to you.
Very truly yours,

DANIEL B. TAYLOR,
Mute Superinh ;ideal of Schools.

ATTACHMENT II

PUBLIC LAW 92-318, TITLE VIIEMEIKIE(CY FICTIOOL Am ACT

1. Authority to Approve Applications, See, 706(a)( I)
Proposed Amendment

"The Asuistant Secretary [is authorized] shall allocate to state eduation
ageneies all funds apportioned to the states pursuant to stotion 705. Moir eau-
cation ageucies arc authori;ed to 11111ke a grant to, or a Milt ral et with, a local
educational agency"
Supporting Statement

nesegregation and/or the reduction or prevent on of minority group isolation
are complicated and sensitive undertakings and require the closest cooperation
among levels of government. State education 1 gene), officials, who are in the
best position to be knowledgeable about demegr ation-related problems in school
districts, are in a better position to make deel ons concerning funding of SA.
applications.

ESAA applications, which are reviewed a d approved currently at re-
gional level, should be handlettby the State This would necessitate an allocation
of funds to state education agencies. The tilization of funds by local education
agencies to achieve the purposes of the ct would be enhanced by a $ Ystem of
state allocation.

The Act reserves certain funds for unding decisions made by the Assistant
Secretary. These programs are as tonal, s :

Percent
,llilingnal/bicult Tirol 4
Educational television
Special programs
National evaluation 1

The amendment would provide for state 'education agencies malting funding
decisions on the following programs :

Percent
Basic and pilot grants to school districts
Grants to nonprofit organizations 8

Chairman PERK INS. Commissioner 'Turlington.

'STATEMENT BY COMMISSIONER RALPH D. TURLINGTON, FLORIDA
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

\lfr. TurtuNo-roN. Mt. Chairman and members of the committee.
am Ralph I). Turlingtoyl, commissioner of education for the State of
Florida.

ant here today tO discuss the proposed title I "Comparability of
Services" regulations that were promulgated by the 1".S. Office of
Education onMarch 11 of this year.

'We recognize these regulations as a sincere effort on the part of the
I7.S. Office of Education to insure that educationally disadvantaged
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`equal
attending title I schools in low-income areas receive an`equal educational opportunity" front State and local funds beforeFederal title I funds are placed in those schools. We share this sameconcern with the U.S. Office of Education.

. In section ti01 of part A of title VIII, the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act. the Members of Congress, irr their collective, wis-
dom, placed into law a national policy with respect to equal education
opportunity. and conceptually I would like to say that we do not dis-
agree with this policy as stated.

I would like to read that policy to you
Recognizing that the Nation.trecononoc, political, and social security require awell-educated citizenry, the ('ongress (1) reaffirms, an a matter of high priority,the Nation's goal of equal educational opportunity, and (2t declares it to bethe policy of the United States of America that every citizen is entitled to aneducation to meet his or her full potential without financial barriers.
Our dilemma revolves around the fact that the proposed title I"Comparability of Services" regulation is so rigid that apparently the

only way the U.S. Office of Education feels that it State can achieve"equal educational opportunity" for all the children described in titleVIII is by utilizing the 17.S. Office of Education formula as describedin title I aromparability of Services" regulation.
We think that w-e---pve a better means of achieving this national

goal, certainly within the State of Florida.
Since these rigid regulations do not make provisions for States toexplore alternative approaches to meetigg the same goal, we .areforced to take issue with the provisions of this proposed regulation.
As I discuss our concerns with the proposed U.S. Office of Education

regulations, I will discuss them in light of our own State's approachfor achieving the same goal. I will also attempt to point out the areasof conflict between our approach and the approach proposed by the11.S. Office of Education.
In Florida, our school systems are funded under the authority of the

Florida Educational Finance Act. This act is an attempt to equalize
educational opportunities down to the individual child level for everychild in every public school in our State.

Under this law, each school system will receive a base amount, ordoes receive a base amount, for each -child in the system. This coming
year, this figure is estimated at $745 per child.

Further, each district is mandated by State law to contribute 7 mills
of local tax dollayS into the State equalization formula. Since local
salmi districts are also limited by law to an ? roll cap for local school
taxes, and since 7 of their 8 mills must go into i be State equalization
formula, b>cal school districts in Florida have only 1 mile of local
educational taxes over which they have complete discretion, or isunequalized.

There ik also recognition on our part, as there is in the Congress.
that many imes you have to give unequal funds to children with
handicaps and learning problems in order to equalize their educational
opportunities.

We provide different weighted units for different categories of pro-
grams. For those of you who are following my statement, you will
find on page 3 these different categories that we use There are 26 of
them.

6 4
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For exaMple, an educable mentally retarded, we have a weight fac-
tor of 2.3. We say that it takes about 2.3 times as many dollars per
child in that category as it would for a child who did not have a learn-
ing handicap, to provide a proper education program for him or
her. .

We also have different weights by different grade levels. For exam-
ple, in kindergarten through the third gradeove have a rate of 1.24;
but in grades 4 to 10, we only use a weight of 1. In grades 11 and 12,
we have a weight of 1.1. Then we have weights for our vocational
programs and so forth.

In other words, we have gone through and picked cIt 26 different
categories, and we use them to equalize our programs, or to seek to
equalize for each child the program that he needs in order to more
fully meet his educational requirements.

Let us put it another way. An educable mentally retard child
needing special assistance would generate 2.3 times $745 or $ ,713.50.

We have adopted also an approach of "preventative" educ tion, or
"early intervention,'" in the early grades in recognition of the fact that
many learning problems can be prevented in later years by giving
extra help to a child in his formative years. Therefore, we fund grades
kindergarten through third grade at a heavier weighting of 1.234
times $745 or $919.33 per child.

Further, to insure that the funds get to the child, the State law
mandates that by 1975-76, at least 70 percent of the funds must be
traceable not only to the school, but also to the basic program-cost
categories within each school.

It is further mandated that this percentage be increased to 80 per-
cent by 1,976-77. The State law also requires that each school must
have a parent advisory committee to help in the decisionmaking
process.

As you can see, we have taken a giant step in assuring equal edu-
cational opportunities for all children in the Stabof Florida.

Now, there are some conflicts between States' equalization efforts
and the proposed title I comparability regulations. As you know, the
TT.S. Office of Education proposes to determine equality essentially
with two measures.

The first of these is a comparison of average per pupil expendi-
tures, and the second is a comparison of pupil/instructional staff
ratios on a strictly individual school-by-school basis.

At first glance, these two measures appear to be quite reasonable
enough. IIowever, I want to share with you some examples of how
Florida's approach to equalization comes into direct conflict with the
approach proposed by the U.S. Office of Education.

In section 1162.26(i) 1 and 2 of the proposed Federal regulations,
the following is stated :

( i ) Grouping of Schools: (1) for the purposes of this section, a' local edu-
cational agency shall group its schools by corresponding grade levels not to ex-
ceed three such groups (generally designated as elementary, intermediate or
Junior high school, and high school or secondary) for all the schoors in the
school district of such agency, except that local educational agencies pro-
viding education at seven or fewer grade levels above kindergarten shall be
limited to one group, and those agencies providing education only at eight or
nine grade levels above kindergarten shall be limited to two groups. In the
case of agencies providing education at any level from grades six through twelve
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but only at those levels, the number of such groups shall be limited to two if the
number of such grade levels grade levels is five or six and to one group if the
number of such grade levels is four or less.

(2) A school serving grades in two or three such groups shall be included in
that grbup with which it has the greatest number of grades in common. Where
the number of grades in common are equal between two or more groups, the
school shall be included in the lower grade division. For example, a local
educational agency might have the following grade span organization: K-6
(elementary), 7,9 (Junior High School), and 1(1-12 (senior high school). In
addition, the local educational agency might have an intermediate school serv-
ing grades 3-8. Since this intermediate school has,two grades in common with
the elementary division (grades 5 and 6) and two grades in common with theflJunior high. division (grades 7 and 8): and it would be I , uded in the lower
grade division (elementary) for determining comparabil y However, schools
serving nine or more, grade levels above kindergarten ma be considered as a
separate group which may, if necessary, constitute a fourth group.

You can see, with our procedure, that we have a great number of
groupings of schools, and we think that this is fora good reason. In
the case of education agencies providing education at any level from
grade 6 to 12 and only at those levels, the number of such groups shall
be limited to two.

By the time we go through these straightjackets, there is no way for
us to bring ourselves into eoordination with them, or them in coordi-
nation with us, untss there is some negotiation or flexibility for us,
to take our approach and workout in negotiation with them what we
are seeking to do.. This really will need a little more flexibility in
terms of the regulations, to do what we believe is a meritorious
program.

Let tne give you an illustration': Under this provision Florida could
not compare grades kindergarten through three (K-3) in title I schools
with comparable grade groupings in non-title I schools, but would
have to compare title I elementary sc,lipols, whatever theirgrade group-
ings, with the average of other elemehtttfy schools. This does not allow
ais to recognize our heavier emphasiS on grades kindergarten through
three.

For example, we have some school centers that only have the sixth
grade. and that has a weight of 1. We also have school centers that are
kindergarten through first grade. You might say : "How (lid you ever
get school centers like that." I will leave that to the members as to how
this might come about, but these centers are not at all unusual.

So, schools are not like it was while we were growing up, when yon
went, from first through sixth. We have eettters out there that have
fourth grade centers, sixth grade centers, fifth and sixth grade cen-
ters that are K t rough three, all of these kinds of configurations.

We are saying tat we want to put a greater ethphasis on those
earlier grades. We ink that this is where we are going to get the
best long-range educat natresults. ,

When we do this and we start moving in comparability, where you
have the sixth grade center with a weight of one, and a kindergarten
through third grade center with a weight of 1.234, it is impossible for
us to follow that kind etpplicy in the comparability. We think that
some type of flexibility ought to be provided for us. 4.

Now so much for those comparability problems that we run into.
Let us look at another standpoint, and now we are looking at the
program.

59 -352-75---1S
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Akan know,\,it is one thing to say : "Here is a center and it haswe'are talking about staffing-500 students and khas a staff of 50. Hereis another schOol and it has 500 students and it has a staff of 50."You may well have, in one of those schools, it high proportion of
special eclueatio4 students. For example, if you have, in one center, aschool for the hard of hearing, if you have a venter for trainable men-tally retarded. You look at the way those regulations are set, thereare all kinds of ways that you can begin using your imagination about
how these nutnipulations could be done.

You e,ai really say that just because you have 50 in one and 50 inanother, yu'i have comparability from the standpoint of the spirit ofwhat we would like accomplish. We are trying to accomplish com-parability, and 'we think rightly so, with the comparability ofprograms.
When we.-gliy that at program should have a weight of 1.234, or aweight of 2.3, and multiplying that by, a basic factbr, that gives usa greater element of comparability than it does the way you have schoolprograms that are vastly different from school to school, dependingon where your speciality. activities are going on.
We would like to be 'able to work out on a negotiation basis with/the U.S. -Department of Education, an arrangement whereby we clearlywould be in support of the national policy that I read to you earlier inmy statement., and at the- same time give extra comparability andexcellent protection for those, boys and girls that are living or going toschool' under title I project schools.
We think that this can be accomplished, frankly, within the existinglaw. We think that the existing law would allow the U.S. Departmentof Education' to work out such an arrangement with us to accomplishthis.
We think also that this is soMething that has mass innovation in it,where we should be encouraged and supported in seeking to followthis type of an arrangement, instead of saying:

No; you have to follow a TOmparability base, based on dollars, from schoolto school, exact dollars regardleas of the programs that you are offering from oneschool to another, regardless o grade level, almost regardless of grade level,within the standard set up within the regulations.Then, in addition., you have t have your staffing patterns really in the samestraightjacket as between title I nd nontitle I schools.
We think that this actually efeats our operation.I will give you another cl e as to how it does defeat our operation.We. of course, have been ha ing a struggle with our own districts as tohow far a district should have to go in assigning the dollars to schoolsin which the ddllars are earned. and into programs in which the dollarsare earned.

Our districts, in arguing that this percentage should be kept as lowas possible, point out. that in order to compete-successfully for title Ifunds, they need considerable flexibility. In other words, what is hap--epening is that when we try to meet the one test, we defeat ourselveson the other.
I' will say that if you will give us the authority to negotiate withthe Department, we think that we can work out an arrangement thatwill fully protect the policies deSeribed by your committee and by

7
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Co tigress in carrying out the national poli(Ny which I read in the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Now, there are certain requirements that might be used in setting
up a standard such 14 this, that the States have it statewide equaliza-
tion program. If you want to require a statewide. equalization pro-

' gram of, let us say, Ott) percent of the funds of the State. or State and
local, and 90 percent. either of those figures would he sat isfactory to
us. and that would hadude all State and local operating funds.

Next we-would provide that this (guild he (1011(' Only in the (11:-'S
where the equalization program would be, applicable to the individual

sehool level.
Let me make a point here. about our program, where we are moving,

to put in effect our management---
Chairman PERKINS. I ani going. to have to leave, but 1 do want

to ask a question or two of you..
Commissioner Nyquist, you refer in your statement to a problem

with the new requirements in the Federal law. It is my hore that the
eommittee, next we'd:. will be marking tip a new piece of legislation.ion.

Do you have any particular advice that you would like to give
us now so far as that legislation is concerned? You referred to the
handicapped in your test imony this morning?

Dr: NYQUIST. Yes I have two or three point!. I just happen to
have them ready here. ()tie is. we are very unhappy with the direct
flow of funds, with the bypassing of States. We understand that you
would give all the fund 1.s Lirecti.ly to the local education agencies.

In the first place it is not cost effective. Yon are contributing $20
per handicapped child, and it is not very much. It is not cost effec-
tive. You are not allowing for a cone tration of funds where it
would do a lot of good.

Your are not permitting the States t coordinate other State pro
grams for the handicapped with Federal funds.

We are also unhappy with the provision 'where the advisory roan-
eil has compliance and planning functionsWe think that to make
it advisory is one thine.. but to give it certain, other functions is going
to'cotnplicate our lives in the States.

Finally. your bill does not have an emphasis on priorities as to
those who are serQad and those Who ii re not served at all.

Chairman IlEakiNs. That is what worries me about the bill.
Dr. Nyouis. It is very M11,011110, until we get over'the hump.
Chairman PAU:INS. We are only saying those that are etirently

being served. and we are ontitting those who are not now being
served.

Dr. XyQuis-r. In conclusion. may I say that we would prefer.
and I know there are other States who would join, to have a simple
explanation of the present law.

Chairnin n PERK I Ns. Le( me think about this. We are not going to cut
you short, by any matins in the world. I have to go to another meeting
now, but I wanted to ask that quest ion of Dr. Nyquist.

I am concerned about, only servicing those who are presently being'
served. This is a great concern at this point. Thank you.

Mr. Lehman is now going to chair the committee.
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Mr. Tum.ii,e3ToN.Our finance program is seeking to p t the man-
agement decisions, insofar as possible, at the school level. We think
that this is consistent with bringing in a great deal of parent
participation.

We also think that it will be, in the final analysis, a more efficient
and e ctive school service. When this is done, wwwill have to have
comparability. The way the present regulations are, we are just about
out of business trying to follow that type of an arrangement.

We believe that we have hit on the head a long-range program to
get the job done. We would hope that title I could be used to help us
effect these things rather than be working at cross purposes as to our
objectives.

I would like now to make some comments. about some other areas
of concern-. One is about-Maintenance of 'effort, the maintenance of
expenditure from non,Federal sources. I think t am going to
summarize by simply saying that when the econom lls upon hard
times, ,we need a little different approach to maintenance of effort.

We have made some surveys.of our districts, and we find that we go
not have maintenance of effort in some of our programs. We believe
that if weave going to have a general reduction in expenditures, let us
say, per child within a district, we ought to have the flexibility of
moving downward in terms of federally supported programs, equally
with our own State supported programs, or at least in proportion.
I can see no real objection to this approach.
. Next, I would like to say that there is a new look in State educational
leadership. We believe that the State departments of education today .
are fdtostronger than they have been in the years past.

State education agencies have played a major role in the educational
transition. Education is the single, most important function of State
governments today. The sophistication and increased capabilities of
State education agencies reflect the importance of that responsibility.

Congress must periodically review its own role as expressed in the
principle of equality of educational opportunity to realize its greatest
impact on the growth of education in America.

Next is the flexibility for State education agencies, and I will not
comment greater on that beyond my printed remarks, except to say
that generally we would feel that block grants and greater consolida-

tion, in the final analysis, is superior to more stringent categorization.
Mr. LEHMAN. Do you think that you 'could wrap it up?
Mr. TinthiparroN. I would like to say one thing about advisory coun-

cils. We believe that we have. enough advisory councils. We think ,
that wehave an ample amount of advice.

We need to take what we have already received, and mull that over.
I think that this would be better than adding on any diore advisory
councils.

Another word about advisory councils. Advisory councilsshould not
be set up, speaking about the handicapped legislation or any other;
you ought to have somebody there in significant numbers that repre-
sent what I would call total public interest as opposedto the special
interest of a particular group.

)
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I would say this in dealing with handicapped children, or gifted
children, or any other type of children served.

Mr. LHMAN. Does that complete your statement?-
Mr. TVRIANGToN, Yes.
Mr. LEHMAN. Thank yo Commissioner. .

f Prepared statement of Ralph D. Turlington foilows :I

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RALPH D,TURLINOTON, FLORIDA STATE DEPART NI ENT
OF EDVCATION

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commitee, I ant Ralph I). Turlington, Commis-
Sinner of Education for the State of Florida. I appreciate the opportunity to rep-
rekent our state educational ste-to to present our views on Public Lawir3--380.
Although we have concerns about several areas of this law, about which we have
provided the committee with written communts, I ant here today- to discuss the
proposed Title) "Comparability of Services" Regulations that were promulgated
by the U.S. Office of Education. on March 11, 1975. We recognize these regula-
tions as a sincere effort on the part of the 'U.S. mpee of Education to insure that
educationally disadvantaged youngstas attending Title I schools in low income
areas receive hn "equal educational opportunity" from state and focal funds be-
fore federal Title I funds are placed hi' thOse schools. We share this save con-
cern with the U.S. Office of Education. ,

In Section 801 of Part. A of Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary; Edu-
cation Act the membein of Congress, in their coll6ctive wisdom, placed into law.
a national policy with respect to equal educational opportunity. ComTptually,
we do not disagree with this policy as stated.: "Recognizing that the Nation's
economic, political, and social security require a well-educated citizenry, the Con.
;tress (1) reaffirms, as a matter' of high priority,, the Nation's goal of NMI: eds.
rational opportunity, and (St declares it to be the policy of the United States of
America that every citizen is entitled to an education to meet his or her full po-
tential without financial barriers."

Our dilemma revolves around the fact that the proposed Title I "Comparability
of Services" regulation is so rigid 'that apparently the only way the U.S. Office
of Eilucation feels that a state san achieve "equal educational opportunity"
foritin children as described in Tiffe VIII is by utilizing the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion formula as described in the Title I "Comparability of Services" regulation.

Since these rigid regulations do not make provisions for States.to explore
alternative approaches to meeting tile same goal, we are forced to take issue
with the provisions of this proposed regulation.

As I discuss our concerns with the proposed U.S. Office of Education regula-
tions, I will discuss them in Ugh/ of our own State's 'approach for achieving
the same goal. I will also attempt to point out the areas of conflict between
our ,approach and ie approach PiOpot4ed by the U.S. Office of. Education.

BRIEF RACKGROT.ND INFORMATION ON FLORIDA'S SCHOOL LAW

In Florida, our school systenis are funded under the authoritypf the Florida
Educational Finance Act. This act is an attempt to equalize educational oppor-
tunities down to the individual child level for every child in eery public school
in our state. Under our law, each school system receives a base amount for each
child in their system, This base figure is estinutted at $745.00 per child for the
1975-76 school year. Further. each district is mandated by State law to contribute
7 mills of MeV tax dollars into the State equalization formula. Since local school
districts are Viso limited by law to an S mill cap for local school" taxes, and
since 7 of their 8 mills tnust go into the State equalization formula, local school
districts In Florida have only one (1) mill of local educational taxes over which
they have complete discretion,

There is also a recognition on our part, as there is in Congress, that many
times you have to give unequal funds to children with handicaps, and learning

I ti
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problems in order to equalize their educational opportunities. Therefore Florida
provides the following weighted units for the fallowing categories of programs:

1. Basic programs: Coat factor
a. Kindergarten and grades 1, 2, and 3 1.234
b. Hrades 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, U, and 10 1.00
e. Hrades 11 and 12_ _ _ _ 1, 10

2. Special programs for exceptional students:
a. Educable mentally retarded 2.:30
b. Trainable mentally retarded 3. 00
c. Physically handicapped 3. 50
d. Physicaand occupational therapy I 6.00
e. Speech and hearing therapy I 10.04)
t. Deaf 4.00
g. Visually handicapped 1__ 10. 00
h. Visually handicapped__ 3. 50
I. Emotionally dItturbed I_ 7. 50
J. Emotionally disturbed 3. 70
k. Socially maladjusted 2. 30
I. Specific learning disability I 7. 50
tn. Specific learning disability 2. 30
n. Gifted I 3.00
a. Hospital aud homebound I 15. 00

3. Special voational-technical programs:
a. %'ocational education I 4. 26

Vocational education II 2.5O
C. Vocational education III 2.00
ol. Vocational education IV 1. 70
e. Vocational education 1.4
f. Vocational education VI 1

4. Special adult education programs:
a. Adult basic education and adult high school 1,
b. Community service .68

In other words, an educable mentally retarded child needing special assistance
would generate 2.3 times $745.0( or $1.713.50.

We have also adopted the approach of "preventative" education or "early inter-
vention" in the early grades in recognition of the fact that many learning prob-
lems can be prevented in later years by giving extra help to a child in his
fornuOive years. Therefore, we fund grades kindergarten through, three ( K 3)
at ao tVevnier weig-,ting of 1.234 times $745.00 or $919.33 per child.

Further, to insure that the funds get to the child, the state law mandates that
loy 197r,-70 at least 70% of the funds must he traceable not only to the whoa',
but also to the basic' pritgram-cow t entegoiries within each school. It Is further
mandateji that this percentage be increased 1.0 SO% by 1976 77. The state law
also requires*

aat

each school 'must have a parent advisory committee to help
in the (ecrision mking process.

44" As you eifn see, we have taken a giant step in assuring equal educational
opportunities for all children in the State of Florida..

coNFTT4 Ts BET %VEEN T II F: SAT S EQr A LIZAT ION EFFORTS AND T E PROPOMED r, I

(>>M PA RAttll. IT Y 10:I; LAT ION

As you know,fiho; lace of Education proposes to determine coquality with
essentially two measures: o 1 ) a comparison of average per pupil expenditures
and (21 a comparison of pupil/instructional staff ratios on a strictly individual
school by school basis, At first glance, these two measures souriol rt:boon/11)1e
enough. However, I would like to share with you some (*XII milks of how Florida's
apitrooto 11 to equalization conies into direct conflict with the approach proposed
by the U.S. Office of Education.

In Section 1162.26(1) 1 and 2 of the propoQ1 Federal Regulations the follow-
ing is stated:

"di Grouping of schools: (1) For the purposes of this section, a local educa-
Hanoi agency shall group its schools by corresponding grade levels not to exceed
three such groups (generally demignatosi as elementary. Intermediate or junior
high school, and high school or secondary) for all the schools In the school ills-
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[riot such agency, cxcept h!al ,-M))ational agencies providing education
at seven or fewer grade levels above kindergarten shall be limited to One group,
and these agencies prorviding educationonly at eight or nine grade level above
kindergarten shall be limited to two groups. In the ruse of agencies providing
eduention any level [roan grades six through twelve but only at those levels,
the number of such groups shall be limited to two If the number of such grade
levels is five or six and to one group if the number of such grade levels is four
or less.

(2) A sehool serving grades in two or three such groups shall be included in
that group with which it has the greatest untidier of grades in conatam. Where
the number of grades in common are equal between two or more groups, the
school shall be included in the lower grade division. For example, a local educa-
tional agency might have the following grade slay) organization: K-6 htde-
mentary). 7-9 (junior high t, and 10-12' (senior hikth). In addition, the heal
educational agency might pave an intermediate school serving grades 5-8. Since
this intermediate school has two grades in common with the elementary division
(grades 'I and IS) and two grades in rOninnin with the junior Iiigli divishm
(grades 7 and 81, it would be included in the lower grade division (elementary)
for determining comparability. IIowever, schools serving nine or more grade
levels above kindergarten may be onsiderpl us a separate group which may,
if necessary, constitute ar fourth group.

'In other words, under this provision Florida could not compare grades kinder-
garten through three (K--3) in Title I schools with comparable grade groupings
in non - Title 1 schools, but would have to compare Title I elementary schools,
Whatever their grade groupings, with the average of other elementary schools.
This does not allow as to recognize our heavier emphasis on grades kinder-
garten-3.

For example, if there were only two elementary schools in a district ; one ti
Title I school, and one a non-Title I school, and if the ram-Title I school had a°
greater preponderance of students in kindergarten through third grade, that
school would receive more money because of the heaviv weighting we gie
grade students. Unfortunately, on the Federal Comp/arability report it would
simply show a non-Title I school receiving more funds than the-Title I sehool
and demand immediate correction. There 14 no place for explanation. In my
example. It would mean that either the non-Title I 801001 would have to de-
equalize its K-3 program, or the Title I schools' expenditures in grades 4-0
would have to be heavily subsidized by the local school district to bring them in
line with the higher average caused by the preponderance of K-3 students in the
non -Title I sellout. Since lo) cal school districtA have very few funds, they would
probably be fo weed to de-eqnalize their K-3 program in the non-Title I school.
This. of course, would place them in conflict with the State equalization law.
Either Wily, it plaves),ocal 1401001 districts in Florida in an awkward position.

I would now like to share with you snore confliets that will be [(weed upon local
school districts In Florida. and it is my unflerstanding in other states, in trying
to use the second measure proposed by the U.S. (Mc -e of Edneation
staff ratios.

Since our state laws provide forlfunds to be equitably alIneated to the individ-
ual schools and traceable to sioecifie programs within a school, we feel that the
best judges of the staffing punt tern for that individnal school would be the parents.
teachers, and the principal of that school. However, the proposed regulations
require that,the pupil-instructional staff ratio of each Title I school not be more
than 105r.; of the average number of children per instructional staff member in
the non-Title I schools. For example, If a nonTitle 1 school wanted to hire six III)
teachers and fumr 141 teacher aides rather than eight 1R1 teachers, tart the Title
school of the same size wanted to spend all of Its funds on the serviees of
teachers. the local school district could find itself (nit of compliance. Therefore,
it might have to ask the non-Title I school to hire eight (R) teachers and no In)
aides, or it might have to ask the Title 4,11chool to hiresix (Ell teachers and four
(41 aides. Either way, It runs contrary to true "school based management" and
true -parental inrolvemebt.-

In summary, let me say that it is our opinion that the proposed Title I "Com-
parability of Services" regulations ape based on the assumption that the only
true commitment to the concept of equal educational opportunity for all children
rests with Inflexible regulations.

That assumption is simply not true. Many States probably have gone beyond
proposals promoted by the V.S. Office of Education. Therefore, I think provisions

7
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shimid be written into thtiltit. I regulations for States that meet the following
basic criteria to 'negotiate ttotoparability requirements that will fit within the
context of their Own Statd:m cgtunlitatents to this goal.

The basic requiremens Which we propose are
1. That the State a(hqft a statewide equalization program fur at least 1.0%

(.or 90% I of all state and 'Neal operating funds.
2. That this equalization program (mist be applicable at hit' Individual school

level.
3. That dollars expended: for each child s educational program become the

measure of -Comparaldlity;of Services" provided parents are realistically, in-
volved i41 the decision malting\ process.

We do mot feel that the pr toned flexibility based upon predetermined criteria
for liegothltiolls on R11 state blinds is unreasonable. Therefore. If the
proposed Title I '.'Comparaidlity of Services" guides rentain so rigid that a State
can not use an alternative approach to reach the desired goal of equalization, then
we will he forced to go to the courts to ask for relief.

IAA /OW assure you, that we do not want to do that, 14111 We honestly do need
your help to avoid the necessity of taking this step.

I would like to state In dosing that we do not wish to jeopardize our Title I
funding that goes to help our educationally disadvantaged lioys and girls learn
to read and to work math. I fully reeogilize the importance of, reading and
mathetnatipm, and I have made the mastery of theme hash. skills the felt priority
for our publia schools In Florida. We very much appreciate the nearly seventy
million dollars that the CI:tigress has appropriated fur :Oh. State to help us assist
children in the 'rifle I in..:gram. It is simply our hope thtlt the implementation of
equal educational opportunities for all children In Florida can be recognized
as a current part of our overall state funding program. This will permit our
Title I staff statewide to (14.v: 0w-1-heir energies to the primary purpose of Title
I -Itelpitu.T educationally disadvantaged children master the bash. 141411134 rather
than spending an undue amount of,.timetotergy and funds in trying to meet the
-Comparability of Services- regulations that do not tnkr-into consideration the
uniqueness of our school funding plait.

The ohjOetiVe of our proposed change is simply to seek relief from the restrir-
tire regulations that penalize those state and local school districts that wish to
fulfill the principle of equal educational opportunity by adhering to the IOW as
passed by Congress and our own State legislative body. This is n much needed
recognition 1111d WP urge Its favorable consideration by Congress.

OILIER AREAS OF CONCERN

I. Maintenance of effort

There are sperith. problems arising from the existing langudge of the proposril
regulation 134.21 Maintenanee of Expenditure from non-Federal Sources. Theme
problems arise from the lack of specificity and from the possibility of more than
one interpretation being given to certain words. These problems could be alleri-
ateft hy redraft ilt:: the regulation to specifleally Include the following :

1. Federal funds must he used to supplement and not supplant State and loyal
funds.

2. The amount expended by the States, local school districts, and participating
private schools aeri veil front non-Federal sot trees for programs deseribed in se'-
Hon 421 (a ) of the Art for a fiscal year will not he less than the amount so eX-
pendod from the preceding risen! year.

3. "Aggregate" amount Is the sum of State and local expenditures for Indi-
vidual program purposes.

In addition to the problems arising from the existing hingundPof the regula-
tions, State, local school districts, and participating private schools face the
rrurial problem of maintaining local support In time of serious economic. crisis.
Congressional action will he required to change or amend the local effort require-
ment. However, an exception to the maintenance of effort requirement should be
made.

The exception should provide that maintenance of effort could he interpreted as
having been met when States, local school districts, and participating Private
schools have been forced to reduce all expenditures due to general economic eon-
ditions and program area resources are proportionately reduced.
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2. A new took in State Educational Leader tuAg.-),

EOucation has come a long way since the one-room school house. Millions of
children and adults daily receive instruction through the most comprehensive
educational syktems in the world. State education agencies (SEA) have played
a major role in the educational transition. Education is the single, most-important
function of State government today. The sophistication and increased capabili-
ties of state education agencies reflect the importance of that responsihility. The
federal government through various programs, most significantly Title V of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, has done much to stimulate the
growth of state educational agencies. The Congress. however, must recognize
that SEAS have grown and developed dramatically during the past ten years.
For SEA's to achieve their full potential in promoting growth and initiating
needed change, Congress must accept the primary role of the state in education.
The most Important federal function in education has been to stimulate innova-
tion and promote equal educational opportunity. Programs that have outlived
their purpose or utility should he phased out. There are possibly several federal
programs which have reached their maximum Impact and effectiveness. Funds for
these programs should be redirected into other, more critical, priority areas. New
programs, more responsive and relevant to the educational needs of the public,
should be developed and implemented. The day-to-day functioning of schools is a
state and local responsibility. Congress must periodiettily review its own role as
expressed In the principle of equality of educational opportunity to realize its
greatest Impact on the growth of education in America.

3. Ple.ribility for 21011' Education Agencies

State and local leadership in education has grown considerably in recent years.
State education agencies have assumed dynamic, complex roles in meeting the
needs of Its citizens differently. It is important that Congress realize the impact
of the change in the educational processes. Categorical grants have rapidly
proliferated. While meeting a specific need, grants of this type increasingly
reflect the failure of Congress to accept the primary 'role of the state in educa-
tion. Too often money allocated for state or locally administered federal educa-
tion programs must revert hack to the federal government because of inflexible
federal requirements. Comparability Proyisions as expressed In Title I of P.L. 113 -
380 may result in arbitrary staffing patterns ordimited funding hecausc of their
stringent requirements. Bloc grants, perhaps utilizing equalization as a haste
criteria. are a passible alternativotto the current system of federal grant-in-aids.
States must be given the freedom to exercise discretion within the limits of hrosd
national objectives while integrating federal programs into unique state educa-
tional systems.

4. "Quantitative Measures"

While attemping to initiate change in the educational processes at the state
and local level. Congress has developed narrowly-defined, categorical programs.
The very nature of these categorical programs necessitated that empirical or
quantitative criteria be fled evaluate the success of affected educational pro-
grams. Quantitative meal however; do not assure tkg,t quality education
Is heing made available. Most federal education programepti^people oriented."
Pupil /staff ratios, per -pupil expenditures, etc.. do not necessarily reflect the
adequacy or Inadequacy of a given educational program because of their "people
oriented" impact. The true "measure" of educational success or failure must he

both quantitative and qualitative. Although qualitative evaluations are often
Huhjective, they are a necessary and integral component of educational evaluation.

5. Evaluation requirements

Accompanying the proliferation of categorical grants have been an equally
large number of evaluation requirements. These requirements are often needless
and duplicative. Often these evaluation requirements are mandated with little
visible support or flexibility necessary to facilitate Congressional intent. In Com-
mittee Report No. 93-805. the Committee on Education and Labor asserts that
the "chaotic reporting situation [presently existing) Is largely due to Ethel Of-
fice of Education's own failure to describe to the states exactly what kinds of
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data it ni.rde, from them, and why and to provide detailed timely feedback to
the states on the quality and utilization of their evaluation and fiscal reports."
The Committee further cites Title 1, ESEA as a primary example of USOE's
failure "to obtain useful and current [evaluation] information from the States."
Congress must insure that grant conditions and evaluation requirements are
made more relevant, flexible and general to meet the current and future needs
of education and the people that It serves.

6. Principle of state iarolcement

Congress must recognize the context of federal, state and local roles In edu-
cation. Where federal and state roles meet, each level of government must assume
a "partnership" perspective. Both state and local education agencies should be
viewed in terms of cooperation by Congress and responsible executive agencies.
i.e. the USOE, NIE, etc. Too often in the past, an adversary relationship has
been the rule, rather than the exception. The concept of state-federal-loeal
partnership should be emphasized and enforced by Congress at every oppor-
tunity. State education agencies, 115 the primary responsible agency for edit-
cation, should be involved and participate in all levels and phases of the federal
government. Including: (1) all phases of the legislative process: (2) the develop-
ment and promulgation of rules, regulations and guidelines: and (31 the ongoing
and continuous administration of federal education programs. Only when the
"partnership" concept pervades nil aspects of the federal-state relationship can
the true impact of their combined effort be felt and appreciated.

4,
7. Adrisory council,"

('ongress, as well as state education agencies, has long realized the Importance
of parental and lay involvement In the educational process. Both state and local
education agencies have accepted and emphasized the concept of parent /commu-
nity /professional involvement. However, advisory Committee requirements have
proliferated as one condition for the approval of categorical grants. To cope with
the growing profusion of advisory council requirements. Florida has specifically
assigned an executive assistant to coordinate our federal advisory council ac-
tivities. Just keeping track of the appointments; requires close to 15 percent of his
time. Not withstanding their value and function, advisory cliunclis a nil committees
are often duplicative or exist In relative ignortince of other important facets of
their educational environment. Opportunitleff to blend or integrate programs Into
state or local ongoing programs are sometimes missed simply because advisory
councils exhibit a limited perspeetive or concept of the total edueationa I system.
Congress can and should assume the remponsIbflIty for keeping track of the large
number of advisory councils and committees which it 'authorizes, and reviewing
their effectiveness on a periodic bask Although advisory councils perform an
Invaluable role in promoting parental participation. It is entirely possible to have
"too much of it good thing." Congress must be reasonable In limiting the number
of advisory councils, its Well as reporting requirements.

R. "Hold harmless
The principle, intent, and equity of the "hold-harmless" concept should be re-

evaluated In light of the rapidly changing demands of a technological and mobile
society.

The equity of the hold-harmless concept must be measured In terms of the
'clients served. Ineligible participants due to changes in grant formulas should

be phased out through decreasing alitscathm floors. The concept of "hold-harmless"
bits serious implications for rapidly growing states such as Florida. When ft

lire
l-

Ing levels re beld-harmless, states with eligible clients receive consider bly
lower "per-client" allotments than states without the necessary number of ell-
glhle 'clients. For example, congressional policy designed to aid disadvantaged
children may suffer because funds are not alloented entirely on the basis of need.
as demonstrated by the actual number of eligible clients for each state. The hold-
harmless concept should he a factor to facilitate, not obstruct or delay. change
In congressional intent.

9. The impact of Federal involvement

It is difficult to minimize the impact of federal. involvement. But from a state
perspective the Impact of federal authority has far exceeded their relative share
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of the total educational expendittires. Federal aid has prompted innovative pro-
grams in virtually every area of education despite limited funding. The federal
government, and especially Congress, can and must continue to perform an im-
portant function for edueation but equally important there must be a more
equitable balance between the available funds and the regulatory authority
imposed on state and local educatiOrmi,systems, The maintenance of existing
educational programs is necessarily a state and local fonetbm. Therefore, fed-
eral programs must reflect the aniline conditions of each stat'' and locality, us
well as continue to address national concerns and objectives and provide new
avenues of educational development. Most importantly, federal regulation should
and must not supersede the authority legally vested to the states to administer
and operate edueationjawanis.

We are taking the libhrty of attaching more detailed information to support
several of the concerns stated above.

Mr. Litm NIL.% N. Mr. Costa. Nevada 'Department of Education. If you
would limit yamr presentation to 10 n 'mites, then we, would have time
for the questions. Your statement will made part of the record.

STATEMENT OF JAMES P. COSTA, FEDERAL LIAISON AND PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATION, NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF 'EDUCATION

Mr. CosTA. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcom-
mittee. I thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today,
and present our eomments.

On behalf of the State of \eva la and all the States experiencing
difficulty implementing Public Law WI-3st), I express appreciation
for the opportunity to present our problems for your information and
consideration.

My major task today is to thoroughly acquaint von with the prob-
e lems created by the allocation formula in Title IV, Public Law 93-380.

Consolidation of Certain Education Programs, and to propose alter-
natives to extant conditions.

Both the Ilouse bill (U)). and the Senate bill (S. 153)), con-
tained provisions for consolidating certain, education programs in
the interest of simplifying and makin more efficient their adruinistra
tion and management.

The consolidation agreed upon in conference was that proposed by
the !louse. It was conditioned on a uarantee thItt the same aggregate
amount of funds would be provided for the consolidation as would be
provided for the separate categorical programs and that appropria-
tions be made in the fiscal year prior to the fiscal year of use.

There was never any expression of intent on the part of the.Con-
gresS to use the consolidation to cause a redistribution of funds among
the States.

Because each of the five aid-to-States programs had different pur-
mires, approaches. and allocation formulas. and because, even with
consqidation, the Congress- wanted to retain the uniqueness of each,
the task of consolidation was compounded.

When the allocation formula was developed, it was based on the
number of children aged 5 to 17, inclusive, in each of the States. The
extant categorical formulas are compared in appendix I with the
formula in section 402(a) (2) of title IV.

It is obvious that none of them is eractly like the consolidation
formula, and to make matters worse, the "floors" have been removed
form the two programs consolidated in part C.
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"Floors" are used to guarantee that there will be adequate funding
to give reasonable assurance of success for a minimum program in
every State. When the "floors" are removed and allocations are made
solely on a ratio of population, the smaller States cannot be assured
of even a minimum program.

The State of Nevada, for example, with 0.26 percent of the Nation's
population, receives $2,600 of each $1 million of appropriation. It
would take a $100 million appropriation to assure Nevada of $260,000.

In fiscal year 1974, the-base year for fiscal year 1976 consolidation
appropriations, only one of the seven consolidated programs was
$100.million or greater.,

The example works similarly for the 18 States and the District of
Columbia which have less than 1 percent of the Nation's population
aged 5 to 17, inclusive, and to a lesser degree for the 15 States between
1 percent and 2 percent.

The effect of applying time formulas in section 401(c) (1) and sec-
tion 402(a) (2)" is illustrated for fiscal year 1976 in tables 1 and 2 and
in section 402(a) (2), for fiscal year 1977 in tables 3 and 4.

The dramatic shifts of dollars do not occur in fiscal year 1976 be-
cause the 50 percent consolidation permits half the dollars to he al-
lotted an the basis of the categorical formulas. The allotments per
title IV are compared with the categorical allotments for fiscal year
1974 since that is the base year for "triggering" the consolidation.

In each of the table's the first column represents the allotment per
formula in title IV, Public Law 98 -380. The second column, the fiscal
year 1974 allotment; and the third column, the negative difference, or
loss to given States.

A review of the losses in each of the tables indicates that they, are
not limited to the same States each time. Due to the uniqueness of the
categorical formulas used in fiscal year 1974, the -move off them will
affect states differently.

Nevertheless, these are real dollar losses even thoeli the aggregate
amount of funding is equal to that of fiscal year 1974.

Tables attached as appendix II and appendix III are from the
U.S. Office of Education and provide an analysis and comparson with
fiscal years 1975 allotments. Fi-ral,year 1975 is considered an inade-
quate comparison because the appropriatipn for ESEA title III was
$26 million less than that in fiscal year 1974. These tables are attached
as support ilve documents to my complete testimony.

The tables in appendixes II and III have been translated into an
action plan for Nevada in table 5. The fiscal year 1976 part B allot-
ment. is larger mainly because of moving in the guidance and testing.
title III amount from part C. The Part C allotment is only slightly
smaller, but, obviously, title V activities will peed to tap some of the
consolidatiOn to sustain programs and protects.

Overall, the figures show Nevada actually gains in fiscal year 1976,
but only if the Commissioner's share of title.III, section 306, is not
included in the State receipts for prior years.

In fiscal year 1977, the State has taken the maximum allowed for
administration it of pi because part. C is actually $20,000 short'
of meeting theAl owed :"'-aside for title V at fiscal year 1973 levels.

The losses to progr m are obvious and dramatic. The ultimate
effect will be to fermi ate innovative programs and reduce support

7 7/
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for libraries and materials, equipment, and guidance and testing at
the local levels.

This will create layoff conditions for some teachers and aides at the
local level, and consultants and clerical staff at the State level. It is
difficult to surmise how other States in similar conditions react,
but it would be logical to assume some comparable action.

The following are several t ernat iVeS :
( ) The Congress c,an do nothing, in which (lase the ultimate effect

of program reductions and terminations and staff layoffs will un-
doubtedly prevail.

(3) The Congress can allow the formula to-work as described in sec-
tion 401 and section 402, but insert language in either the substantive
or the approQriat ion. legislation raising those States falling below,the
fiscal year 1914 level (the base year) in any fiscal year after fiscal year
1975 to the fiscal year 1974 level and appropriating the funds therefor.
The amount of supplemental funding required to accomplish this can
be determined from the third column in each of tables 1, 2, 3, and 4,
as follows: The sum of $1.9 million for part B in 1976, $2 million for
part C in 1976, $2.2 million for part B in 1977, and $9.3 million for
part C in 1977.

This would be a total of $14 -million over the 2 -year period.
(3) The Congress can allow the formula to work as it exists and

increase the authorizations and appr6priation to assure the 1974 level
for all States. This would cost an estimated $364,297,692 for part- ('
alone. Besides all the shortcomings of' this alternative, the cost alone
makes it-highly undesirable.

(4) The Congress can amend the part C allotment formula to pro-
vide an equal base distribution with the remainder apportioned on
the ratio of children aged 5 through 17, inclusive. In this ease, the
allotments would be listed as in table 6, and would require no addi-
tional funding for part C.'Part B cannot be calculated in this manner
without additional funding.

(5) The Congress can permit a "hold harmless" at fiscal year 1974
levels with a pro rata share of remainders, in which case the amounts
would he as listed in table;.7 and require no additional funding..

(6) The Congress can delay appropriations for fiscal year 1977,
thereby causing the "t rigger" to fail and throwing programs hack into
a categorical mode. This also would require no additional funding,
but it would not help those States experiencing losses in fiscal year
1976.

(7) The Congress can appropriate $1 less than the amount required
'to "trigger" the consolidation, again reverting to-the categorical mode.
This would require no additional funding, and again, would not'help
those States losing in fiscal year 1976.

A survey has been conducted of all the States soliciting their com-
ments with respect to this problem. As of May 30, 1975, responses had
been received from,41 of the chief State school officers.

The 17 major loss States naturally favor retaining the fiscal year
1974 levels. Eight States experiencing minor losses in part C for fiscal
Fear 1977, but gaining it part B expressed support for the fiscal year
1974 level hs a minimum for all States.

Or
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Twelve States experiencing losses in part B for fiscal year 1977 but
gaining in part C expressed support for the fiscal year 1974 level as a
minimum for all States.

Of the remaining States, one expressed a neutral position, two indi-
cated a lack of desire to give up the increased funding (,bath urging
a supplemental appropriation). and another was agreeable to any
action that would preveht any State from receiving less than the fiscal
year 1974 level.

Of all the alternatives prese ted, alternative 2 appeared to have
overwhelming support, and we, are informed that a great majority -of
Congressmen have been so advise by the respective States.

Mr. LEHMAN. Do you think tb t you can cdnclude within a few
minutes so that we can get to every ody?

Mr. COSTA. The administrative irernents on the States have not
been lessened in spite of the spirit, of consolidation and the single
application. The act demands that annual program plans be developed
for each separate program and that the local education, agency ap-
plications be permitted to address the separate programs. Advisory
councils are still required, and technical assistance; evaluation, and
reporting requirements are increased.

Administrative.support under categorical title II was 5 percent or
$50,000, and for ESEA title II, 7.5 percent or $150,000. The new title
IV permits 5 percent or $225,000, whiCh provision will cause losses to
some of the larger States as indicated in table A-4, appendix III. The
losses expressed are, in the aggregate, actually $1 million less than
administrative losses in fiscal year 1974.

The one alternative is that the Congress can amend the substantive
language to permit administrative costs at 7.5 percent., or $225,000,
whichever is greater.

This statement does not directly address the specific problems and
recommendations contained in the testimony of my distingui3lied panel
colleagues. I have complete knowledge of the statements made by
them, the statements have been considered by the State of Nevada,
and the State concurs with the positions. presented to you today.

Mr. LEHMAN. Thank you very much for your testimony.
[Prepared statement of James P. Costa followg:1

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES P. COSTA, FEDERAL LIAISON AND PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATION, NEVADA Dp'ARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, on behalf Of the State of
Nevada and all the states experiencing difficulty implementing P.L. 93-380, I
express appreciation for the opportunity to present our prbblems for your infor-mation and consideration.

My major task today'is to thoroughly acquaint you with the problems createdby the allocation formula in Title IV, P.L. 93-380, Consolidation of Certain
Education Programs, and to propose alternatives of extant conditions.

Both the House (HR 69) and the Senate (S.B. 1539) bills contained provi-
sions for consolidating certain education programs in the interest of simplifyingand making ore efficient their administration and management. The consolida-
tion agree upon in Conference was that proposed by the House. It was condi
Honed o a guarantee that the same aggregate amount of funds would be pro-
vided f the consolidation as would be provided for the separate categorical
prograins and that appropriations be made in the fl s I year prior to the fiscal
year'of use. There was never any expression of an i nt on the part of the Con-
gress to use the consolidation to cause a rodistributi of funds among the states.
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PROBLEM

Because each of the five aid-to-states programs had different purposes, ap-
proaches and allocation formulas, and because, even with consolidation, the
Congress wanted to retain the uniqueness of each, the task of consolidation was

%Vitro the 811w:it Ion torlitIlln W115 developed It wits Solely on the number
of children aged live to seventeen, inclusive, In each of the states. The extant
eetegorical formulas are compared in Appendix I with the formula in Section
402(a 1121 of Title IV. It is obvious that none of them is exactly like the con-
solidation formula, and to lattice matters worse, the "iloonili' have been removed
from the two programs consolidated in Part "Floors- are used to guarantee
that there will he adequate funding to give reasonable assurance of success for a
minimum program in every state. When the "floors- are removed and allocfMkins
are made solely on a ratio of population the smaller states can not be assui-Orts.
of even a miniruum program. The state of Nevada, for example, with .2(1% of the
nation's population, receives $2,001 of each $1,000,1100 of appropriation. It would
take a $100,000,000 appropriation to assure. Nevada of $200,000. In Fiscal Year
1974, tire base year for FY 70 consolidation appropriations, only one of the.seven
consolidated programs was $100,000,0011 or greater. The example wiwks similarly
for the 1M states and the District of Columbia which have less than 1,7,- of the
nation's population aged 5-17, inclusive, and to a lesser degree for the 15 states
between 1'4 and

The effect of applying the formulas In Section 401(e) (1) and Section 402
Int 121 is illustrated fur Fiscal Year 1970 in Tables 1 and 2 and In Section 402
(a I (2) for Fiscal Year 1977 in Tables 3 and 4. The dramatic shifts of dollars
do not occur in Fiscal 197(1 because the 50% consolidation permits half the dollars
to be allotted on the basis of the categorical formulas. The allotments per Title IV
are compared with the categorleal allotments for Fiscal Year 1974 since tliat is
t he base year for "triggering" the consolidation.

In each of the tables the first column represents the allotment per formula in
Title iv, p.L. 93-380; the second column, the FY 74 allotment ; and the third
column, the negative difference, or loss to given states. A review of the losses
In each of the tablesindicates that they are not limited to the wane states v11111
time. Due to the uniqueness of the categorical formulas used in FY 74, the move
off them will affect states differently. Nevertheless. these are real dollar losses
even though the aggregate amount of funding is equal to that of FY 74.

Tables attached as Appendix ii and- AtipendIx III are from the Office Of
EduratIon and provide an analysis and comparison with Fiscal Year 1975 allot-
ments. Fiscal Year 11175 Is considered an inadequate comparison because the
appropriation for KSEA Title III was $20,000,(H)0 less than that in FY 71. These
tables are attached as supportive documents.

The tables in Appendix II and III have been translated into an action plan
for Nevada in Table 5. The FY 70 Part li allotment is larger mainly because of
moving in the giiidanee and testing. Title III amount from Part The Part ('
allotment is only slightly smaller, but obviously Title V activities will need to tap
some of the consolidation to sustain programs and projects. Overall, the figures
show Nevada actually gains in FY 70 but only If the Commissioner's Aare of
Title III, Section 300 is riot included in state receipts for prior years.

In 10Y 77 the state has taken the maximum allowed for administration out of
Part B because Part C is actually $20,000 short of meeting the allowed set-aside
for Title V nt FY 73 levels. The losses to programs are obvious and dramatic.
The ultimate effect will he to terminate innovative programs and reduce support-%
for libraries and materials. equipment, and guidance and testing at the local
levOls. This will create lay-off conditions for some teachers and aides at the local
level and consultants and clerical staff at the state level. It is difficult to surmise
bow other states in similar conditions will react, but it would be logical to as-
sume some comparable action.

ALTERNATIVES

(I) The Congress can do nothing, in which case the ultimate effect of program
reductions and terminations and staff lay-offs will undoubtedly prevail.

.(21 The Congress inn allow the formula to work as described in Section 401
and Section 402, but insert language in either the substantive or the appropria-
tion legislation raising those states falling below the FY 74 level (the base year)
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In any fiscal year after F'Y 75 to the FY 74 level and appropriating the funds
therefor. The amount of supulemental funding required to accomplish this can
be determined front the third column la each of tables 1, 2, 3 and 4 as follows:
Table 1, part di, fiscal year 1970 $1, 979, 020
Table 2, part C, fiscal year 197(1 2, 011, 886
Table 3, part R, fiscal year 1977 2, 200, 952
Table 4, part fiscal year 1977 _ 9. 3a, (NH)

. .

14, 627, 758

(3) The Congress can allow' the formula to work as it exists and increase
the authorizations and appropriations to assure the F'Y 71 level for all states.
This would cost an estimated $304,297,(V)2 for Part C alone. Besides all the other
shortcomings of this alternative, tlie cost alone makes it highly undesirable.

(41 The Congress ch n amend the I'art C allotment formula to provide an equal
base distribution with the re WU i /I der apportioned on the ratio of children aged
5-17, inclusive. In this case the allotnients would be as listed in Table II, and
'would require no additional funding for Part C. Part It cannot be calculated in
this manner without additional funding.

( 5 ) The Congress can permit a "hold harmless" at XV 74 levels with a pro-rata
share of remainders, in which case the amounts would he as listed in Table 7 and
require no additional funding.

(6) The Congress can delay appropriations for EY 77 thereby causing the
"trigger" to fail and throwing programs Niel( into It categorical made. This also
would require no additional funding, but it. would not help thoe states expe-
riencing losses in FY 70,

I 7) The Congress can appropriate $1 less thakthe amount required to "trigger"
the consolidation, again reverting to the categorical mode. This would require
no additional funding..and again, would not help those states losing in FY 76.

A survey has been conducted of all the states soliciting their comments with
respect to this problem. As of May 30. 1975, responses hail been received from
41 of the chief state school officers. The seventeen major loss states naturally
favor retaining the FY 74 levels. Eight states experiencing minor losses in Part ('
for F'Y 7' but gaining in Part it expressed support. for the FY 74 level As a
minimum- for all states. Twelve states experiencing losses in I'art TI for FY' 77
but gaining In Part (' expressed support for the FY 74 level as a minimum for
all states. Of the remaining states. one expr(Nsed a neutral position, two in-
dicated a lack of desire to give tip the increased funding (both' urging a supple,
mental alipilipriation I, and another was agreeable- to any action that would
prevent any state from receiving less than the FY 74 level.

Of all the alternatives presented, niternntive.2 appeared to have overwhelming
support, and we are informed that a great majority of Congressmen have been
so advised by the respective states.

PRI/111.EN

The administrative requirements on the states have not been lessened in spite
of the spirit of the consolidation and the single application. The Act demands
that annual program plans, be developed for each separate program and that the
local education agency applications be permitted to address the separate pro-
grams. Advisory councils are still required: technical assistance, evaluation and
reporting requirements are increased.

Administrative support under categorical (rifle II was 5% or $50,000, and for
ESEA Title III, 71/2% or $150,000. The new Title IV permits 5% or $225,000.
which provision will cause losses to solve of the larger states as indicated in
Table. A-4. Appendix-III. The losses expressed are: in the aggregate, actually
$1.000,000 less than administrative losses in Fiscal Year 1974.

ALT4NATIVE

( 1 ) The Congress can amend the bstant lye langum.0 to permit adndnist rat ice
costs at 71/2% or $225:000, whichever is greater.
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This statement does not directly address the specific problems and recommenda-
tions contained in the teNtimony of my distinguished panel collet, guesi I have
complete knowledge of the statements nin e by them, the statements have been
considered by the state of Nevada, an the state (quietus with the positions
presepted to you today.

TABLE I.-DISTRIBUTION OF FM) N CIEs PUBLIC LAW 89 10 AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93 380, TITLE TV

PT. B, LIBRAR S AND LEARNING RESOURCES FISCAL YEAR 1916

.

Fiscal year 1914
Slate amounts allotments t

Negative
difference

United States and outlying areas .

50 States, District of Columgia, and Puerto Rico

5131. 330, 000

135.834,112

$131. 330. MO

136, 726.231 $1, 979, 020

Alabama ,,, 2. 339, 205 2, 371, 922 32, 717

Alaska... _ ,

250. 818 234, 129 0

Arizona.. _ 1, 424, 113 1, 290, 532

Arkansas. _ _ , -
I. 301, 669 1. 302, 466 19

California .. 12, 556, 911 12, 523, 335

Colorado. I, 608, 365 I,546;555

Connecticut I. 949. 787 I. 890, 468

Delaware.... 396, 667 390, 173

Florida_ .. 4. 403. 497 4, 156, 901

Georgia. .
3, 144, 880 3, 099, 193

Hawaii.... 547,061 541,501

Idaho ... 543,218 528,603

Illinois .. 7, 112, 491 7, 151, 1.79 44, 68

Indiana .
3, 485,011 3, 535, 622 ,50.611

Iowa .. _ .

1, 863. 613 I, 901, 360 43, 747

Kansas
I, 365, 042 1, 424, 644 59, 602

Kentucky_ .
2, 150, 299 2, 119, 836 29, 537-

Louisiana . .

2, 686, 649 2,121, 652 35, 043

Marne_ .... 707, 113 113. 516 6, 403

Maryland._
2 616, 362 2, 665, 54? 0

Massachusetts
3, 606, 859 3, 557, 682 0

Michigan
6, 186, 210, 6, 294, 069 101, 199

Minnesota .. 2, E59, 822 2, 128, 158 68, 936

Mississippi .
I, 642, 403 1,511,316 0

Missouri_ -
2,913,213 3, 078. 414 105, 261

Montana. 512,215 518, 496. 6, 291

Nebraska ...* 986, 813 9$4, 402

Nevada
369, 713 340, 495

Wow Hampshire...
532. 849 511. 762

New linty 4, 532.849 4, 51.962

New Mexico
828, 19$ 828, 044

New York 10, 823, 688 10, 659, 466

North Carolina. ._
3, 345,102 3, 335, 8'.0

North Dakota.
436, 953 448, 469 11. 51

Ohio__...
7, 044, 168 1, 234, 941 190, 77

Oklahoma..
I. 642, 410 I. 675, 504 33, 03

Oregon. .. 1, 360, 213 I, 334, 065

Pennsylvania.
1,313,595 7, 509, 828 196,23

Rhode Island
591, 999 591, 195

South Carolina
1, 849, 041 1, 862, 652 13, 61

South Dakota.
415,143 489, 121 13, 91

Tennessee ... 2, 512,143 2.580, 440 1. 69

Texas__.. .
1, 801, 883 1, 815, 121 13, 84

Utah
843, 256 837, 796

Vermont... 326, 151 323, 852

.,
Washing .....

3, 081, 125
2, 179, 843

3, 038, 613
2, 203, 983 24, 14

.

West V) inia 1, 129, 343 1, 139, 707 10, 36

Wisconsin . ........ .b.
Wyoming... .. ....
District of Columbia

3,090,423
247, 648
410, 468

3, 115, 375
246, 842
406, 489

84, 95

_

Puerto Rico .......... . . .
1, 934 811 2, 722, 351 781, 48

. ..........Outlying areas . . . . . . . . .. .... . . .' T ". . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 1, 495, 828 603, 169
. . . . .

. .

I Distribution of funds under provisions of sec. 401(cX1), as in State listing (budget office division), Feb. 5, 1915.

3 Grant allotment totals for fiscal year 1974.

tl

59 352---75

'Sr

8 1),
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TABLE 2.- DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93-380, TITLE IV,
PT. C, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION AND SUPPORT: FISCAL YEAR 1976

Fiscal fear 1974
State amounts I al otments 5

Negative
. difference

. ,\ United States and outlying arias . - . - _ . . _ _

50 States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico_ .....
. ,

_ - $168, 952, 375$ 1 6 8 ,

. _ -
167, 271, 410

-$165, 029, 250 ..
-.-

163, 527, 468

.. .. ...

$2, 014, 88

.

'2, 903, 412 2, 805, 134labama
.,aska .Arizona

733, 014
1, 925, 516

' 840, 537
1, 180.688

107, 52

Arkansas 1, 830, 010 1, 829,993
California 14, 020, 378 13, 369, 828
Colorado. 2. 153, 263 2, 038, 058
Connecticut 2, 523, 532 2, 475, 893
'Delaware 873, 251. 986, 657 108, 40Florida 5, 213, 364 4, 750, 879
Georgia 3, 720, 898 3, 555, 592
Hawaii 1, 047, 673 1, 120, 125 72, 45Idaho 1, 026, 840 1, 101, 332 74, 49Illinois 7, 947, 805 7, 672, 786.
Indiana b

4, 101, 135 3, 955, 258
Iowa 2, 415, 507 2, 389, 570
Kansas 1, 939, 426 2, 006, 697 67, 27Keritucky 2, 710, 786 2, 621, 900

'Louisiana 3, 185, 435 2, 991, 487Maine . . 1, 188, 006 '1, 260, 015 72, 09Maryland 3, 273, 927 3, 099, 007
Massachusetts 4, 258, 254 4, 102, 189
Michigan 6, 848, 227 6, 533, 286
Minnesota 3, 204, 387 8, 074, 900litississippi 2, 136, 807 2, 070, 803

klVlissouri 3; 594, 490 3, 507, 874
Montana a 997, 205 1, 090,050 92, UNobraska 1, 502, 657 1, 551, 741 49,184Nevada 857, 935 947, 174 89, 239New Hampshire -..-. 1, 016, 229 i L 088, 720 72, 491New Jersey 5, 289, 554 5, 062, 725 0New Mexico 1, 3041711 , 1, 331, 560 26, 849New York 12, 132, 324 11, 739, 991 0-North Carolina 3, 999, 809 3, 835, 042 0Mirth Dakota. 927, 398 1, 034, 899 107, 501-Ohio 7, 774, 074 - 7, 522, 814 0Oklahoma 2,195, 683 2, 207, 641 11, 958Oregon 1, 915, 721' 1, 918, 024 2, 303Pennsylvania 8, 114, 073 7, 929, 630 0Rhode Island 1,091,383 1,190, 463 99, 080South Carolina 2, 381, 203 2, 303, 685 0 .South Dakota 957, 654 1, 067, 905 110, 251Tennessee 3, 168, 822 3, 050.981 0Taxa? 8, 586, 199 8, 027, 890 0Utah 1, 323, 732 1, 354, 337 30, 605Vermont 798,549 915,881 117, 332Virginia

Washington
3, 713; 306
2, 763, 343

. 3, 537, 542
2,743,230

0.
0West Virginia 1, (i31, 217 1, 740, 292 63, 075Wisconsin a 3, 632, 561 3, 444, 918 (h.Wyoming 723, 753 853, 161 129, 408District of Coln Via 912, 548 1, 060, 411 147, 863

Puerto, Rico 2, 709, 424 3, 072, 183 362, 759

Outlying areas At . 1, 680, 965 1, 501, 782

I Dlstributior of funds uncle provisions of sec. 40'1(c)(2) as in State listing (budget office( division), Feb. 5, 1975.
I Grant allotment totals for fiscal year 1974.

TABLE 3.-DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE IV," PT. B, LIBRARIES AND LEARNING
(RESOURCES: FISCAL YEAR 1977

United States and outlying areas

0 States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico

Alabama ....
Alaska

2gf:n7as
.

.

Si* footnotes at end of table:

Fiscal year 1974 Negative
State amounts allotments a difference

$137, 330, 000 $137, 330, 000

9 135, 970, 297 136, 726, 231 $2, 266, 952

2, 340, 573 \ 2, 371, 922 31, 349
246, 786 234, 120 . 0

1, 288, 434
1,382,003

T, 302, 466
1,290,532

13, 982
0

\,
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TABLE 2.-01STRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE IY, PT. B, LIBRARIES AND LEARNING

RESOURCES FISCAL YEAR 1977-Continued

Fiscal *year 1974
State amounts 1 allotments I difference

Negative

California
Colorado.

12, 697, 802
I, 600, 214

12, 523, 335
1, 546, 555

Connecticut 1, 956, 106 1,190, 461
Delaware_ _ .... ................. . . . . _ _ 381, 869 390, 173 8, 30

Florida 4, 455, 141 4, 156, 907

Georgia 3, 179, 646 3, 099, 193
Hawaii.

. ..
545, 521 541, 501

Idaho
Illinois , / - 524, 745

7, 149, 007
528, 603

7, 157, 179
3, 85
8, 17

Indiana . .. .......... - .. 3, 480, 985 3, 535, 622 54, 63

Iowa 1, 854, 989 1, 907, 360 47, 37

Kansas 1, 392, 394 1, 424, 644 32, 25

Kentucky 2, 145, 741 2, 179,83fi 34, 09

Louisiana 2, 647, 107 2, 721, 652 74, 54

Maine . " 675, 415 713, 576- 38, 16

Maryland 2, 693, 867 2, 665, 542 .

Massachuset(s 3, 613, 470 3, 557, 682

Michigan 6, 143, 678 6 294, 069 150, 39

Minnesota. 2, 634, 118 2,728,758 94, 64
Mississippt, ............... . . .. , ..... . ......... . , ... 1, 615, 800 1, 571, 316

Missouxi.. _ .......... .. ..... . 2, 971, 826 3, 078, 474 106,64

Montana 498, 761 518, 496 19, 78.8

Nebraska 981, 949 984, 402 , 2, 45

Nevada. 358, 489 340, 495

New Hampshire . ....... _ .. 514, 354 511, 762,
New Jersey -... 4, 623, 995 4, 497, 995

New Mexico 802, 705. 828, 044 25, 33

New York 11, 004, 068' 10,659, 486
North Carolina 3, 364, 086 4,335, 850
Nortff Dakota ........ 433, 824 448, 469 14, 64

Ohio 6, 977, 556 ' 7, 234,947 257, 39

Oklahoma. 1, 618, 398 *,, 1, 675, 504 57, 10

Oregon _ 1,363,819 1, 334, 065

Pennsytyaiffa... .... ....... _., 7, 258, 113 7, 509, 828 251, 71

Rhode Island . 581, 896 591, 795 9, 89

South Carolina 1, 836, 609 1, 862, 652 26, 04

South Dakota 459,102 489, 721 29, 91

Tonnessie 2, 561, 381 2, 580, 440 19,05
Texas 7, 710, 121 7; 815, 727 105, 60

Utah... ., . - ......... 813, 096 837,796 24,70

Vermont 303, 937 323, 852 19,91

Virginia 3, 091, 322 3, 038, 673

Washington A....... _ _ .......... .. 2, 174, 317 2, 203, 983 29, 66

Wes) Virginia ... , . ....... 1, 096, 250 1, 139, 707 43, 45

Wisconsin 3, 060, 149 3, 175, 375 115, 22

Wyoming . 231, 200 246, 842 15, 64
,

District of Columbia... 402, 651 . 406, 489 3, 83

Puerto Rico . ..... . ..... . . 2, 225, 149 2, 722, 351 497, 70

Outlying areas I, 359, 703 603, 769

1 Distribution of funds under previsions of sec. 40242)(2) as in State listing (budget office request 1an. 31, 1975).
a Grant allotment totals for fiscal year 1974.

TABLE 4.- DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS .UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE IV, PT, C, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION
AND SUPPORT: FISCAL YEAR 1977

F re' dl ;ear 1974
State amounts 1 allohnents r

Negative
difference

United, States and outlying-area;
,

50 States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico._ .......
'4*.

Alabama
Alaska .1

Arizona
Arkansas
California --a
Colorado
Connecticut
DelaWare
lorlda
Georgia t
Hawaii ,
Idaho

$172: 888, 000 8165, 029, 250

$9, 366, 900.. 171, 176, 238 163, 527, 468

2, 946, 602
310,685

1, 739, 836
1,622, 103

15, 985, 562
2, 014, 547'
2, 462, 588

480, 744
5, 608, 683
4, 002, 932

686,177
660, 615

2, 805, 134
: 840, 537
1,780, 688
1, 829, 993

13, 369, 828
2, 038, 058
2, 475, 893

986;657
4, 750, 879
3, 555, 592
1, 120, 125 -
1, 101, 332

a
529, 852
40, 852

2Q7,890
0

23, 511
13, 305 ''''

505, 913
0
0

433,348
440, 717

See footnote! at end of table. .
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TABLE 4-- DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE IV, PT. C, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION
AND SUPPORT: FISCAl, YEAR 1977-Gontinbed

Fiscal
State amounts !

year 1974
allotments

Negat.ve
d fisi.ncis

Illinois. 9. 000 055 7,677, 786 0
Indiana- 4, 382, 294 3, 955. 528 0
I owe ... 2, 341, 584 2, 389, 570 47. 936
Kansas ... . 2, 006, 697 2V, 7.79
Kentucky .... 2. 701, 325 0
Louisiana.. -. 3. 3,32, 566 2, 991, 487 0
Maine 850, 296 1, 260, 105 409, 809
Maryland. 3. 391. 373 3, 099, 007
Massachusetts. 4, 549, 083 4, 102, 189
Michigan. 7. 734, 423 6, 533, 286
Minnesota__ 3. 316, 154 3, 074, 900
Mississi41 2.1134. 169 2, 070, 803 36, 63
Missouri. 3. 714. 302 3, 507, 874
Montana_ 627, 911 1, 090, 050 462, 13
Nebraska . 1 236. 199 1. 551, 741 315.54
Nevada 051, 311 947, 174 495. 86
New Hampshire 641.533 I. 088. 720 441. 18
New Jersey . 5. 821, 257 5.062.'125
New Mexico 1. 010. 544 I. 331. 560 3/1, 01
New York
Worth Carolina'.

13. 853. 283
4 235, 128

11. 739, 991
3, 833.042

North Dakota 546, 152 1.034, 899 488. 74
Ohio 8, 784, 211 7, 522. 814
Oklapoma. 2, 037, 440 2, 207. 641 170, 201'
Oregon I, 716, 944 1, 918, 024 201. 080
Pennsylvania 9, 137.411 7, 929, 630 0
Rhode Island 732.563 1, 190, 463 457. 900
South Carolina . . 2. 312. 151 2. 303. 685 0
South Dakota. 578.855 I. 067, 905 489, 050
Tennessee_ 3 224, 584 3.050. 981 0
Texas.. 9. 706, 455 8.017, 890 0

' 1, 023. 625 1. 354, 337 330, 712
Vermont - 382.633 915,881 533, 248

. 3, 891. 739 3, 537,.542 0
Washington . 2. 737. 299 2, 743. 230 5 ,1
West Virginia I. 380.096 l. 704, 292 321,19396
Wisconsin . . 3. 852.495 3, 444, 918 0
Wyoming. 291, 063 853, 161 562, 098
District of Golumbia . 506. 907 1, 060, 411 553. 504
Puerto Rip 2. 801, 293 3,b72, 183 270. 890

Outlying areas 711, 762 I, 501, 782........ .`

Distribution of funds under provisions of sec. 402(aX2) as in State listing (budget office) Jan. 31, 1975.
2 Grant allotment totals for fiscal year 1974.

'

TABLE 5-NEVADA DEPARTMENT Of EDUCATION, ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976-77 ALLOCATIONS COMPARED `
WITH FISCAL YEAR 1974-TITLE IV, PTS. B AND C, &BUG LAW 93 380

Fiscal year-

1971 1975 1976 (estimate) 1977 (estimate)

State
.

State State State
admits- Programs/ adminis- Programs/ Admetus. Programs/ adnunts- Programs/

Program trations projects !rations projects trations projects nations projects

..ESEA 1.1 . .... 30, 000 200, 488 30, 000 225, 119 15, 000 108, 078 NA NA
NDEA III._ 13, 333 54, 435 13, 333 41, 886 6,666 28, 991 . NA NA
ESEA III (G, C and T) NA NA NA NA 25,096 , NA NA
Pt. B consolidation NA NA -. NA NA 21, 667 164, 245' 225, 000 133, 489

Total pt. B type
programs

..
43,333 254, "3"' 43

'
3334 267 005 43, 333 326, 410 225, 000 133, 489. ...........--,.- -

2$8,256 i - 310,338 369,743 358,489

ESEA III 150, 000 414, 867 '150, OOD 379, 768 150, 000 307, OID NA NA
SEq V 0 351, 334 0 351, 334 0 175, 270 NA NA
807 and 808 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Pt. C consolidation NA NA NA NA 75, 000 225, 655 Q 451, 311

Total pt. C type
programs 150, 000 766, 201 150,000 731, 101._ 150, 000 707, 935 0 451, 311

4916, 201 881, 102 857, 935 451, 311

Total pts. B and
C type
programs 193, 333 I, 021,124- 193, 333' 998,107 193, 333 I, 034, 345 225, 000' 584, 000'

1, 214, 457/ , 1,191, 410 I, 227, 678 '809, 800

.

r
85
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TABLE 6.-EQUAL BASE DISTRIBUTION

Percentages
5; to 17 Pt. C, title

, Alabama_
. Alaska...

1 72
18

3, 006, 261
845,080

Arizona I. 01 2, 009, 872
"Arkansas .95 I. 925, 671

California ...... .. ......... .. . 9. 34 13, 699, 896
Colorado I. 18 2, 248,444
Connecticut.... .. I. 44 2, 613,
Delaware
Florida

. 28
3. 28

985,
5, 195, 509114

Georgia 2. 34 3, 876, 346
Nowak.... .. . 40 , I, 153, 820
Idaho.... . . 39 I, 139, 78¢
Illinois 5. 26 7, 974, I TI
Indiana 2.56 4, 185,08J
Iowa ... - I. 36 2, 501, 050
Kansas ..... . ............. ... . I.02 2, 023, 906
Kentucky.... ... . .... 1.58 2, 809, 790
rbuislana . I. 95 3, 329, 034
Maine . 50 I, 294, 156
Maryland_._. . .. .' I. 98 3, 371, 135
Massachusetts 2. 66 4, 325, 424
Michigan
Minnesota

... -
4. 52
1.94

6, 935, 681
3, 315, 001

Mississippi. ..... . I. 19 2, 262, 478
Missouri . ....... 2. 19 3, 665, 842
Montana . 37 ' I, 111. 719
Nebraska . 72 I, 602, 896
Nevada .26 957, 348
New Hampshire. . 38 I, 125, 753
New Jersey
New Mexico

. .... 3.40
. 59

5, 363, 913
I, 420, 459

New York 8.09 II, 945, 690
North Carolina 2. 47 4, 058, 784
North Dakota. . 32 I, 041, 551
Ohio_- ............ ... 5.13 7, 791, 734
Oklahoma I. 19 2, 262, 478
Oregon 1.00 I, 995, 839
Pennsylvania. ..... : ... . .. 5.34 8, 086, 440
Rhode Island ... ....... '.43 I, 195, 924
South Carolina 1. 35 2, 487, 015
South Dakota_ ...... . 34 1, 069, 618
Tennessea 1.88 3, 230, 799
Tens 5.67 8, 549, 549
Utah . 60 I, 434493
Vermont .22 901,214
Virginia._ 2.27 3, 778, III
Washington I. 60 2, 837, 857
West Virginia_ .81 I, 729, 199
Wisconsin 2. 25 3, 750, 044
Wyoming .17. 831,046
District of Columbia . 30 I, 013, 483
Puerto Rico ....... I. 64 2, 893, 992--

Subtotal ..... .... 171, 159, 120
Outlying-areas I, 728, 880

Total.. 100.01 172, 888, 000

Note: Basis for calculations-I percent (21,728,880) reserved for outlying areas; 18 percent of remainder 030,808,642)
divided equally among States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico; balance (2140,350,478) per ratio of children aged
5 to 17.
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TABLE 7.-WORKSHEET ON PROPOSAL FOR A HOLD HARMLESS AT FISCAL YEAR 1974 LEVELS

Pt. B

Pt C

Need to match
fiscal year

1974 less G,
C. and T

Share of
distribution

J

Total p1 C

Need to match
fiscal year 1914

Share of G,
C, and r Total p1 13V

Alabama 2. 051. 730 320 192 2, 371 922 2, 805 131 133 818 2 938, 952
Alaska . 206 023 28.037 . 134 120' 840 537 II. U04 854,541
Arizona 1.135 191 155 341 1.250 532 1 780 680 78.579 1 859 281
Arkansas I, 138 836 163.630 1.302 44.6 1 829.993 73.911 1 903, 904
California 10 735.821 1,787 474 12 523 335 13 369 828 115 667 14 096.495
Colorado 1 356.060 190.495` 1 546.555 2 038.058 91 806 2 129. 884
Connecticut 1 635. 585 254.883 :. I 890. 468 2 475,893 112 031 2 587.9a1
Deiaware 341 766 48.407 390,1/3 986.657 21 :91 1 008 141
Florida . 3 564.119 592 788 4, 156 907 1 758. 879 - 255.189 5 006 060
Georgia . 2.674 284 414, 909 3. 099, 193 3 555. 592 182, 055 3 737. 647
Hawaii.. 471 673 66 828 541 501 1.120 125 31. 120 1'151.245
Idaho 464.907 63.696 522 603 1 lUi. 332 30.342 1 131 671
Illinois 6 147, 508 1, 009. 671 7, 157. 179 7 612 786 409, 236 8. 082, 022

' Indiana . 3 054, 713 480, 909 3, 535 622 3. 955, 258 199, 172 4 154. 430
Iowa . 1 665. 494 241. 866 1, 907 360 2 389. 570 105. 810 2 495. 380
Kansas 1 235. 055 189, 589 1. 4/4. 644 2 006 697 79,357 2.086 054
Kentucky 1 896 451 283.385 2, 179. 836 2 621.900 122.926 2, 744. 826
Louisiana 2 372 025 349.617 2, 111. 652 2 991 487 151.713 3. 113. 200
Maine 628.208 15.368 713.576 1. 260. 105 38.900 1 299. 005
Maryland 2 303. 606 361. 936 2. 665. 542 3. 099. 007 154 047 3. 253 054
Massachusetts 3 050 525 507. 157 3.557. 682 4 102, 189 -206.952 4. 309, 141
Michigan 5. 458, 713 835. 46 6, 291. 069 6 533.286 351.633 6 884.919
Minnesota 7. 369 960 358, 798 2. 728. 758 3. 074. 900 150.935 3 225 835
Mississippi 1, 371. 794 198. 522 I, 521.316 2. 070. 803 92. 583 2 163 3a6
Miss3uri . w 2, 656. 749 421.725 3, 078. 474 3.507 874 170.385 1 678.259
Montana 456.131 62 365 518,496 I. 090, 050 --, 28 786 I. 118. 836.
Nebraska . 857.319 127 073 984,401 1 551.741 56.017 1.607 7511
Nevada. r . 298, 256 42, 239 340, 495 947, 174 20, 228 967, 402
New Hampshire i 448, 748 63, 014 511, 762 1, 088, 720 29, 564 I, 116, 284
New Jersey. .. 3, 854, 929 643, 066 4. 497, 995 5, 062, 725 264, 525 5, 327, 250
New Mexico . 733, 488 94. 556 22 f)44 1, 331, 560 45, 902 I, 377, 462
New York 9, 064, 619 I, 591, 867 10, 659, 486 11, 739, 991 629, 415 12, 369,406
North Caroltna, 2, 871, 058 464, 792 3, 335, 850 3, 835, 042 192, 170 4, 027, 212.
North Dakota.: 392, 795 55, 674 448, 469 1, 034, 899 24, 896 1, 059, 795
Ohio. . 6, 253, 575 981, 372 7, 234, 947 7,522,814 399, 122 7, 921, 936
Oklahoma. . 1, 461, 629 213, 875 I, 675, 504 2, 207, 641 92, 58.3 2, 300, 224
Oregon. 1,157, 319 176, 746 1, 331, 065 I, 918, 024 77, 801 I, 995, 825
Pennsylvania. 6, 458, 100 1, 051, 728 7, 509, 828 7, 929.630 415,460 8, 345, 090
Rhode Island . 514, 055 .. 77, 740 591, 795 1, 190, 463 33, 454 I, 223, 917
South Carolina. 1, 634, 365 228, 287 1, 862, 652 2, 303, 685 105, 032 2,408, 717
South Dakota.. 430,087 , 59, 634 489, 721 I, 067, 905 26, 452 I, 094, 357
Tennessee 2, 224, 803 355, 637, 2.580,440 3,050,981 146, 267 3, 197, 248
Item... 6. 777, 532 1, 038, 199, 7, 815, 777 8 027.890 441. 135 8, 469, 025
Utah_ 741, 001 96, 795 837, 796 I, 354, 337 46, 681 1,401, 018
Vermont .. 284.982 38, 870 323, 852 915, 881 17, 116 932, 997
Virginia. 2, 615, 549 423, 119 3, 038, 673 3, 537, 542 176, 609 3, 714,451
Washington_ .. 1, 899, 298 304, 685 2, 203, 983 2, 743, 230 124, 482 2, 867, 712
West Virginia. 992, 654 147, 053 1, 119.707 1. 704, 292 63, 019 1, 767, 311
Wisconsin .. 2, 761, 998 413, 377 3, 175, 375 3, 4444 9)8 175, 053 3,619,611
Wyoming... 216, 892 29, 950 246, 842 850;461 13, 220 866, 387
District of Columbia 346, 687 59, 802 406, 489 1, 060, 411 23. 340 1.083, 751

.Puerto Rico .. ... : 2, 245, 050 477, 301 2, 722, 351 3, 0/2, 183 127, 594 3, 199, 777
Outlying areas 516, 170 87, 599 603, 769 1, 501, 782 78, 587 I, 580, 369

Total .f:). . 137, 330, 000 , 172, 888, 000

A I'VEN DI X I

St 1.or l'ION 11)4 AI tt.. :

P.L. 93-380
to extra Mate

Wrenn amounts approlaqiited fur Part 11 or Part 1', or both , . . allot to each
ritnte from each such amount an amount which hears the kanie ratio to such
amount iis the niiinlit-r of children aged five to seventeen, inclusive, in the state
bears to the number of such children in all thesta t eq.
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Ithat To P I.. 9 I rataianNts

ESEA Title II
to extra state Jurisdiction..

. . . allot to 1-itcli state an amount bears the same ratio to the amount
number rf children enrolled in the public and pri%.ite elenich..tar -e,iolidliry
sclio,Is of that state dears to HIV I WTI number of t itildroo so;..eiirolled. iii such
schools In all the slates
.1711.:.4 Title 111

1(1 reserved.
. allot to each.stiLte an amount %Odell bears the same ratio to the amount

appropriated at the product of ; I a 1 Ito, school -age 19,1)111111 loll of the state, and
h) the slit t l.'s allotment num.
"Allotment 1011'; if less than the product of la 5w; and I b) the

quotient obtained by dividing the income per child of school age for ilie shut.'
the income per child of school age for the U.S., except that the allotment fillip
«hall not be Irss than 331.t,'; or more than 60'2,,',.

Administration 2'7, for extra state Jurisdictions.

IlltIoli TU P I.. U'. PAItT r TYPE No NatA NISI

T it le 111
3'7t to t;Xrrn..4.tite Jurisdictions.
. S:0,000 to eat''1(-gtri4vdtml the remainder ns

Ati amount %%Moll IlearSt'TI-ro-Name ratio to 50,' along, remainder its the
number of children aged 5 17, inclitsivi..In thg.s.tati bears to the 111111ila'r of sudi
children in all the states. and

_Lb!. An amount which bears tile same ritly to 50,', remainder ;14 the
p()11 the state !wars to the population 4)f all the stale,
i:S1.:.1 Title

of I15'' /r. extra stale
I /It 4(1 per cent um among the states ia egiiiirtrm\

b An anioniit %%filch bears the same rut I to 0(1 per cent lin, t he remainder
'as the number of piddle scho(11 pupils NI 1110 Mate bents 10 tilt. 11111111wr or public
moitiot pttt.ils in till if I he At h.s.

APPENDIX #1

ANAL) MIS OF TNTI XI ATE!) DIA THIIII"TIoN r 'NUS I N FIAT' %I 11.It 1'17, Volt
Frit. IV, EDI I ATION VE4111/\11 TA or 197

1. Titbit: It 1 xhor.x the estimated distribution of $137,33(1,00tLiinproprPht(;(1 for
Libraries and Learning Itesolurces %%ith 50% allocated under the formula for
ESEA 'rifle IV and the other 5O' distributed on the basis of the categorical
rotundas for ESP:.1. Title II and SDE,1. Title III. the $1," million
formerly expended under ESKA III for (Iiihin nee. Counseling. and '1'esting IM
also distributed on it categorical basis, but this %vill he allinfill.terol in (.01i-
Junction %%ith the ESEA Title III categorical program under Part The
tibiehm for the outlying Kane/t. Tr0,41 Territories,
Virgin Islands) the Department of Defense, and the litireau of Indian AfTairs
have not been calculate(1.

11. Table It -? shows the estimated distribution of $17;2,888.00 appropriated
for Innovation and StIpport, with 50>% allocated under the formula for 11 :SK.
Title IV and the other 50%, distributed on the basis of the categorical
programs formulas for ESE.1. 'rifle V, nii(I 11.:SE.1. Title IIY, less $1,..S:i0.000 for

Nowt. Table. 11 3 thrOligh Ii M were computed through a band tabulotion pr"cy...
While the data hit I. been re-checked, errors may exist. '

8G'
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Guidance, ('.nurseling, and Testing which is included in Part H. AlSo; included
in the Part 1' unsolidation ore one-half of the I 11)7 -i amounts appropriated
for Dropout Prevention ($4,000000) and' Nutrition and liennh 1$1,90,0ou). The
uther half of these finals, and $985.62 fur ESEA V. Section 505 projects. will
he allocated to the Conitnissioner for discretionary grants. Individual amounts
for the outlying areas, DOI), and MA have not been calculated

III. l'a/d II .1 I- tinwares the estimated agt.',1'cgate amount e:tch Suitt' Ill re-
ceive in fiscal year 197(1 with the total State distribution fur categorical progarnis
1 EsEA ii. NI)E.t III. P:sE.t III, ESEA V) in fiscal year P175. Funds for Nil
trItion and Health, and Dropout Prevention were not Included since thet4( cate-
gorial discret Jona ry programs do not have State distributions.

Although the aggregate increases Ify approximately $28 million, 7 States and
I) .t'. lose funds. The losses range from $11,731 to $80,948.
Alaska ( $56, (48-11
Delaware 1$38, 703 )
Nevada I $29. 07(1 )
North Dakota_ ($14, 473)
South Dakota__ _ ($11,731),
Vermont

$5 1819405 ))ItNVyttuting $8171,

District of Columbia ($19,087)
Ten States receive increases of $1,000.000 or more,
IV. Table 11-4 compares fiscal year 1978 amounts available for LEA programs

for the acquisition of schtiol library and learning resources; and guidance, coun-
seling and testing; and administration allowances, withi the amounts available in
fiscal year 11175 for ESP:A II and N-DEA III. For purposes of this Table. the ad-
ministration allowances are the maximums authorized by, statute (57o of the
alloation or the amount alloWed In fiscal year 1973, whichever greater, for the
conosolldated rote; ; 5e/ or $50,(4)0 for ESEA II categorical 50%).

The Table shows that 5 States would receive less if the maximum set asides
for -administration are exercised. The losses are modest, ranging from $3928
(Nevada I to $28,201 (Wyoming). All States gain in administration allowances,

V. 7'able 1I-5 compares fiscal- year 1976 amounts available for LEA programs
fur innovation. and administration allowances (fart (' of ESEA IV) with the
amounts available in fiscal year 11)75 for ESEA III. For purposes of this Table,
the set aside for strengthening leadfirship capabilities of State and local educa-
tional agencies is the maximum authorized by statue (15% of the Part (' allo-

t- cation or the ajnount allocated for these activities in fiscal year 1973, whichever
.....______ is greater). The administration allowances are also the maximums (5% of the

1:1 allocation, or the amount received In fiscal year 1973, whichever is
greater 7- ----r--._

Kith the Oxi:i-littnw._,of 'rest's. n11 States lose funds, ranging from $8.164
( Florida ) to $3117,927 I Driretri-at_Columbla ).

TABLES FOR F I Mt A CrInnt-4I .).7,!

I. Table li-.I. 1)IstrIllatilm of fit under PL. 89- 10, as, aineicard-IILJ13-
382,. Pa rt H. Libraries anal Len ruin emairces : FY 1976.

-Table 11-2. Distribution of funds under PL. 89-10, its amended by P.L. 113-
380. fart C. Educational Innovation and Support : KY 11.1741.

:t. Table 11-3. Comparison of total estimated distribution of funds under P.L.
81) 10. as am/gated by P.L. 93.3811, Part It and (' for FY 19711 with total funds
available in FY 11175 for corresponding to categorical programs.

4, Table ll-i. Comparison of estimated distribution of funds under P.L. 89-10,
as amended by P.L. 93--380, Part It for administration and programs with cor-
responding FY 11)75 amounts.

5. Table II .5. Comparison of estimated distribution of funds under P.L. 89- 1(1
as amended by P.L. 93-380. Part (' for administration and programs with cor-
responding FY 1975 amounts.

8 .
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TABLE 13-1-DistrIbulion of funds under public law 89,40, WI IV, as amended
by public law 93-311O, part B, libraries und4 learninto resources: fiscal year 1976

'Total State
dintrthation.

United States and outlying areas. - $137, 330, 000

,.' 135, KO, 172

2, 339, 205
250, 818

1, 424, 113
1, 301, 669

12, 556. 971
1, 608, 365
1, 949, 787

396, 667
4, 403. 497
3, 144, 880

547,061
543, 278

7, 112;491
3, 485, 011
1, 863, 613
1, 365, 042

150, 299
2' 649

70 173
2, 676. 2
3, 606, 85
ft, 186, 270
2, 659, 822
I, 642, 4(13
2; 973, 213

512, 205
1)86, 873
369, 743
532, 849

4, &i21, 454
828, 19R

.10, 823, 688
,.4:1-15. 702

446. 953
7. 044, 168
1. (142..4,70
1. 360. 213
7, 313, 595'

591. 999
1. 849, 041

-175, 743
2, 572, 743
7, 801. 883

843, 256
326.157

3, 081, 125
2. 170. 8-43
1. 129, 343
3, 090, 423

50 States, Dist rict of Colunibilf, and Puerto

Alabama _

Alaska'
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connect leut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho 'r
Illinois _
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
NI bill gan

innesota
Mississippi
NI Issouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico_ rx-
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota _
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia

shington
W t Virginia
W wins n

It leo

.41

Soo footno of table.

9.0
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Tma.k; IS-1---bilarthatif)n, of limits ,,ruler public lair N9 Ill, title II as amendedby poptir Ian' 91 380, part II, hbrarirx and It (Inning rrxnarrems fiscal year1971i--4'untiniterl

tow Slat,-
Wyornink dust rthi ta,io

247, MMDistrict of Columbia
l'ucrt Rico_

t iutlying artals
1,

1,

410,
934,

495,

498
871

828
)Total'shown is total of page 2, column 1 through :I. The total appropriation is3137,330.000 with 1 percent of the 50 States, District of Columbia, and Puerto Iticomount reservwi for the Outlying areas. Area amount shown is more than this because inthe NDEA programs, Puerto Itico is 'Weil as an area. Distribution of funds under [miniatolls of sections 401 ic) (1) with 50 percent distributed on the .5X17 population. July1973 and Apr. 1. 1970: 50 percent distributed under the formulas for Public Law x9 10,title II, title III (entitnated guidance amount only), >IDEA title III. grants and admit'istration In the same ratio as the amount appropriated (or each program in tiscal year1974 or fiscal year 1975, whiebeyer is higher, Is to the total of such appropriated amounts.

'tt
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TABLE 1311.DISTRIBUTIDN OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89 10, TITLE IV, AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93 380,
PT, B, LIBRARIES AND LEARNING RESDURCES. FISCAL YEAR 1976

United States and outlying areas .

50 States, District of Columbia,
, and Puerto Rico

50 percant
consolidation

amount

$68.665, 100

67, 985.148

Public Law
89 10, title II

amount I I

Public Law
89 10, title
III amount

(guidance) r I

$9. 084, 255

8, 993, 412

NDEA. title
III amount
(grants) I I

$12, 663. 924

12. 410.646

NDEA, title
III amount
(adminis-

tration) r a

$964. 870

947.985

$45, 951. 951

45, 496, 981

Alabama .............. .. 1._170,286 732. 773 147.854 274. 959 13. 333
123. 393 74, 008 17, 123 22.961 13. 333

Arizona 691. 001 489. 567 87, 988 142, 224 13. 333
Atkansas .. ...... . ..... . ,,.. 644, 242. 411. 176 84, 278 148, 640 11, 333
California .... . . 6. 348, 900 4, 258. 150 880.061 I. 002,852 67. 008
Colorado. ..... COO. 107 540, 518 102, 819 151. 588 13, 333
Connecticut.... . 978,053 686,953 126. 357 145.091 13, 333
Delaware 190, 935 134, 240 26. 271 31. 888 13.333
Florida 2. 227, 570 1, 465, 433 303, 054 383.930 23. 510
Georgia .. 1. 589, 823 995. 164 199. 906 343. 208 16. 779
Hawaii .. ... 272, 764 177. 584 36. 824 46, 556 13, 333
Idaho. 262. 373 173.685 34.861 59, 026 13. 333
Illinois... ... ............... 3. 574. 504 2, 444, 157 486. 977 569.127 37. 726
Indiana ... . . _ .... . 1. 740, 492 1. 166. 361 219. 187 340. 602 18, 369Iowa .... ........ . 929,994 622,785 118. 958 178, 543 13. 333
Kansas 696,197 440,102 92, 163 123, 247 13. 333
Kentucky
Louisiana .... .... . a:// 1.072,8711.072,

1. 323, 554
685. 685
870, 284

137, 326
161. 537

241. 084
317. 305

13. 333
13, 969

Maine... ... 337. 707. 235. 519 44, 903 75,711 13,333
.Maryland.... . 1. 346. 933 910. 398 169.617 235. 198 14, 216

Massachusetts 1,806, 735 1, 243. 501 233. 331 304. 224 19, 068
Michigan - - -.. _ . 3.071, 839 2, 118. 075 407, 136 5_56. 799 32, 421
Minnesota ..._ 1. 317, 059 901. 475 164.029 263, 359 13, 900
Mississippi 807. 900, 521, 044 100, 267 199.859 13. 333
Missouri _ . . .. 1, 485.412 996.697 192. 353 282, 568 15, 682
Montana . 249, 3M 162, 564 33. 115 53. 809 13, 333
Nebraska.... . 490.975 326:037 64, 510 92.018 13, 333
Nevada.. . . 119.745 123. 078 25.096 28. 991 13, 333
New Hampshire, ... _ . 257, 177 176. 400 34, 896 51, 043 13, 333
New Jersey . ...... . 2, 311. 991 1, 541, 711 298, 481 344, 864 24, 401
New Mexico . . _ 401. 352 264, 179 50. 122 99, 212 13, 333
New York . . . 5 502. 034 3, 707. 264 769. 918 786. 402 58, 070
North Carolina. . 1.682, 043 1. 069, 198 215, 464 361. 244 17. 753
North Dakota. . . . 216, 912 133. 494 29. 156 44, 058 13, 333
Dhlo.. 3, 488, 778 2, 390, 971 471. 795 655.803 36. 821
Oklahoma.. . 809.199 545. 856 107. 440 166. 642 13, 333
Oregon .. . 681,909 446,356 90, 357 128,258 13, 333
Pennsylvania 3, 629, 056 2, 493, 817 505. 578 646. 892 38, 302
Rhode Island .. . . 290, 948 195. 941 40, 508 51, 269 13, 333
South Carolina, _ . ... 918, 305 584. 386 115 421 217. 596 13, 333
South Dakota. _'. . . ....... 229.901 150. 610 30. 921 50, 978 13,333
Tennessee...... _ .. . 1, 280, 691 833,818 165.868" 278, 849 13. 517
Texas 3. 855, 061 2. 581. 994 520, 096 804. 044 40,688
Utah . _ ...... _ . ....... .. 406, 548 276. 335 51, 476 95. 564 13,333
Vermont 151, 968 105. 294 21, 661 33, 901 13. 333
Virginia. 1, 545.661 l. 022. 872 197. 647 298, 632 16. 313
Washington . . 1. 087, 158 741, 309 140, 300 197, 743 13. 333
West Virginia. 548. 125 374, 459 73. 247 120. 179 13. 333
Wisconsin . . 1. 530, 075 1, 040, 173 190. 521 313.505 16, 149
Wyoming - 115.600 77,914 17, 098 '23. 703 13, 333
District of Columbia. ..... .. . 201. 326 140. 738 30. 173 24, 898 13. 333
Puerto Rico ..... . .... 1, 112, 575 694, 879 127,-417
Dutlying areas 679, 852 454, 970 90,843 253. 2 16. 88x5

I Distribution of $67,985,148 on the basis of the May 17 popu a on, -Putirto-Rico),-511 percent
of area amount reserved.

a Distribution of $45,951,951 under provision,s of Public Law 89-10, title II : 1 percent ($454,970) of the 50 States, District
of Columbia and Puerto Rico amount reserved for the areas; $45,496,981 distributed on the basis of total public and non-
public elementary and secondary school enrollment, fall 1973.

Amount determined as follows: fiscal year 1974 or fiscal year 1975 whichever larger, ESEA 11-95,250,000; Guidance-
18,830,000; NDEA III 26,250,000: NDEA III (administration)-2,000,000; these divided by, 142,330,000 times 68,665,000
epuals ESEA-45,951,951; (guidance-9,084,255; NDEA III-12,663,924; NDEA III (administration)-964,870.

a Estimated by NCES, REP.
I Distribution of $12,663,924 with 2 percent ($253,278) reserved for the areas, and the balance distributed on the basis of

the fiscal year 1976 NDEA State products of (i) fiscal year 1976 and fiscal year 1977 NDEA allotment ratios, with limits of
0.334 and 0.6635 and (2) May 17 population July I, 1973, Puerto Rico is included In the outlying areas.

Distribution of n64,870 with 1.75 percent ($16,885) reserved for the areas and the balance distributed on the basis of
the May 17 population, July 1, 1973, with a minimum of $13,333, Puerto Rico is included in the outlying areas.

9 2
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TABLE B-2.-- DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89- 10, TITLE IV, AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93 380
PT. C, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION AND SUPPORT: FISCAL YEAR 19761

United States and outlying areas

50 States, District of Columbia
Puerto Rico .

and

Total Stale
distributions

$168. 952. 37

167, 271, 10

50 percent
consolidation

amount

986.111 000

85, 588. 119

Alabama 2, 903,112 1.113. 301
Alaska . ... .. . . _ _. . 733, 011 155' 313
Arizona ...... .. . .... . . 1, 925. 516 . 869. 918
Arkansas . .. 1. 830.010 811, 051
California 14, 020. 376 7. 992, 183
Colosado. 2, 153. 263 1.001.214
Connecticut 2, 523, 532 1, 231, 291
Delaware 878, 251 210. 372
Florida 5, 213, 361 2, 04, 311
Georgia 3, 780, 898 2, 001, 166
Hawaii 1,047,613 313. 389
Idaho 1, 026, 840 330, 301
Illinois 7, 947, 805 1, 500. 028
Indiana 1, 101, 135 2, 191, 117
lows 2,115, 507 I, 170. 792
Kansas . , . / 1, 939,126 876.1:9
Kentucky 2, 710, 786 1, 350, 662
Louisiana 3, 1.85,135 . 1, 666, 253
Maine. 1, 188, 006 125,118
Maryland 3, 273, 927 1, 695, 686
Massachusetts . .. 1, 258, 251 , 2, 274. 512
Michigan. 6, 848, 227 3, 867, 211
Minnesota ... 3, 201, 387 1,658,071
Mississippi 2, 136, 867 1, 017, 085
Missouri 3, 534 490 I, 810, 651
Montana ...... .. 997,205 313,955
Nebraska 1, 502, 657 618, 100
Nevada 857,915 225,655
New Hampshire". 1, 016, 239 323. 767
New Jersey 5, 289, 554 2, 910.628
Now Mexico . I, 304, 711 505, 272
New York .. . " 12, 137 324 6,926,641
North Carolin,, r, 3.999. 803 2. 117, 564
North Dakota. 927, 398 213, 016
Ohio _ . 7,774,014 1, 392, 105
Oklahoma. .. 2, 195, 683 1, 018, 720

' Oregon ... 1, 915, 721, 858.172Pennsylvania - .............. 8,114,013 4, 568, 705
Rhode Island , I, 091.383 366, 281
South Carolina. 2, 381. 203 1, 156, 075
South Dakota. 952, 654 289. 428
Tennessee 3, 168. 822 I, 612, 292

8. 586. 199 1. 853, 227
Utah. 1, 323, 732 511, 813
Vermont ..- 798, 519 191, 317
Virginia 3, 113, 306 1, 945. 870
Washington 2, 76.3, 343 I, 368.649
West Virginia 1, 611. 217 690, 048
Wisconsin . 3. 632, 561 1, 926. 217
Wyoming . . . 723, 753 115. 531
District of Columbia.. 912, 548 753,154
Puerto Rico 2, 709,121 1,100,647

DKZiying areas ..,-'- I. 680, 965 855, 881

Public Law
89 10,

title III,
amount r

Public Law
89 10,
title V,

amount

$63, 781. 500 $18, 726 187

63, 113, 685 - 18.539.606

1, 101. 608 328, 503
115. 160 162, 511
181.211 268.321
767, 786 251, 113

4, 809,163 I. 218, 130
865, 141 280, $48
988, 731 303, 504
463, 201 171. 615

I, 895.180 513, 513
1, 371. 922 401,510

518, 618 185, 66
508, 305 188, 228

2, 715.154 102. 323
I, 1/6,165 433;823

..- 919, 881 291, 831
809, 194 253, 773

1, 016, 328 113, 796
1, 173,156 315, 726,

561, 043 201, 815
1, 215, 886 362, 355
1, 550.138 133, 274'
2, 326, 221 651, 795
I, 186, 511 359, 169

851, 715 267, 977
I, 335. 266 388, 513

499.113 181,.:107
633, 991 220, 566
151.01'0° 175.210
508, 491 183, 911

1.878,1.878,913 40, 953
588,139 211, 060

1, 231, 121 971, 562
1, 416. 623 125. 622

178, 354 115, 968
2, 665. 735 116, 234

889.111 281, 552
799,108 257, 541

2. 812. 861 702. 507
537, 961 187, 111
931. 311 293, 814
487, 622 180.601

1. 196, 199 360. 331
2,929,341 813.1125

595, 553 216, 366
438, 997 168.235

1.363.061 104, 369
I, 061. 950 332, 711

709, 868 241, 301
1, 325, 617 380, 667

115, 015 163, 207
183, 672 ;. 175.122
991, 300 311,177'

637, 815 181, 269

1 iNstal appropriation, 9172,888,000 with 1 percent ($1,711,762) of the 50 States, District of Columbia,'and Puerto Rica
amount reserved for the outlying areas, Bureau of Indian Affairs and Department of Defense. Disttobution hl funds under
provisions of sec. 401(c 2): 50 percent amount, $86,414,000; Public.Law 89-10, title III amount, $63,7,500, Public Law
89 -10, title V amount, $19,712,500; dropout prevention, sec. 807, $2,000,000 and nutrition and health sec. 808, $950,000

Total of cols. 2, 3, and 1,
r Distribution of $85,588,119 on the basis of 5 to 17 population, July 1, 1973 (Apr. 1, 1970 for P...orto Rico,. 50 percent

of area amount reserved.
Distribution of $63,74,509 under provisions of Public Law 89-10, title III: 1 percent ($637,810 reserved for the out-

lying areas; balance distributed with a basic amount of $200,000 and 50 percent of the remainder distributed on the basis
of 5 to 17 population, July 1, 1973 and Apr. 1, 1970; 50 percent an the basis of total resident population,-July 1, 1973 and
Apr. I, 1970, with 714 percent of State allotment or $150,000, whichever isjarger amount, reserved For sec. 303(c).

I Distribution of title V amnunt under provisions of title V, pt. A: 5 percent ($985,625) of $19,712;500 reserved for special
projects; 1 percent ($187,269) of the balance reserved for the outlying areas; remainder distributed with 10 percent in
equal amounts and 60 percent on the basis of the public school elementary and secondary enrollment, fall 1973:
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TABLE B 3 -COMPARISON OF TOTAL ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 84-10, AS
AMENDED BY PUBLIC4LAW 93-380, PTS. B AND C FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976, WITH TOTAL F UNDS AVAILABLE IN
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONDING TO CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS "1-)

I

Total State
distributions,
pts. 8 and C

(1)

Distributions
catagoi 'cal

programs

(2)

Total State
distribution

(col. 1 col 2)

(3)

Fiscal
year 1975,
total State

distribution
programs

(1)

Fiscal
Year 1976 1975

differences
(col.`3 -col 4)

(5)

Alabama $2, 643, 587 12, 599, 030 $5, 242, 617 14, 669, 011 1573, 606
Alaska 278, 736 705, 096 983, 832 1, 040, 916 ( -30562:

Arizona 1,560,919 1,788,710 3,349,629 3, 047, 434
00405)

Arkansas 1, 455. 293 I, 676, 386 3, 131, 679 2, 890, 866 n 240, 813
California .. 14, 341, 683 12, 235, 964 26, 577, 647 23, 132, 829 3, 444, 818
Colorado. 1, 807, 381 1, 954, 247 3. 761, 628 3, 388, 685 37Z, 943
Connecticut . . 2, 209, 347 2, 263, 972 4, 473, 319 4, 027, 259 44 , 060
Delaware 431, 307 843, 611 1, 274, 918 1, 313, 7U ( -38, 793)
Florida 5, 031, 911 4, 584, 950 9, 616, NI 8, 424 233 1, 192, 628

Georgia 3, 591, 209 3, 334, 489 6, 925, 778 6, 061 14 863, 864

Hawaii 616, 153 978, 581 1, 594, 734 I, 563 87 N, 947
Idaho 592, 680 977, 438 1, 570, 118 1, 550, 41 19, 977

Illinois 8, 074, 542 6, 985, 764 15, 060, 296 13, 266, 759 I, 793, 537
Indiana 3, 931, 639 3, 654, 507 7, 536, 146 6, 734, 080 852, 016

Iowa
21;

2478, 334 4, 279, 120 3, 893, 314 385, 806

Kansas. 5171 675866 1;731, 812 3, 304, 468 3, 038, 622 265, 846

Kentucky 2, 423, 533 2, 437, 552 4, 861, 085 4, 351, 009 510, 076

Louisiana
Maine

2, 989, 807
762, 855

2, 882, 277
1, 132, 324

5, 872, OM
1, 895, 179

5, 203, 725
I. 846, 915

668, 236459.8

Maryland 3, 042, 619 2, 907, 670 5, 950, 289 5. 271, 334 678, 955

Massachusetts -.. . _ 4, 081, 277 3, 783, 836 7,165, 113 6, 978, 885 886, 228

Michigan 6, 939, 050 6, 095, 447 13, 034, 497 11, 507, 1448 -1, 526, 829

Minnesota.. 2, 975, 136 2, 889, 073 5, 864, 209 1, 236, 880 627, 329

Mississippi
Missouri.. .. ........... . .

I, *24, 985
3, 356, 564

1, 954, 225
3,211,139

3, 779, 210
6,567,703

3, 387, 673
5,-881, 243

630961: 45Z07

Montana .' - a 563, 339 946, 071 1, 509, 410 1, 498, 841 10, 569

Nebraska 1, 109, 075 I, 380, 455 2, 489, 530 2, 341, 326 148, 20

Nevada . . . . . . . 404, 900 822, 718 I, 227, 678 1,256,748 ,( -29, )
New Hampshire 580, 944 968, 134 1, 549, 078 I, 530, 572

83 6New Jersey ................... .. 5, 222, 625 4, 588, 383 9, 811, 008 8, 637, 924 `,173;0M
New Mexico 906, 624 1, 226, 285 2, 13 909 2, 020,182 112 727

New York 12, 428, 675 10, 527, 337 22, 956 12 20, 032, 503 , 510009

North Carolina 3, 799, 607 3, 545, 904 7, 345 11 6, 497, 411
049203:

North Dakota 489, 988 874, 363 I 364 51 I, 378, 824 ( -14, 473)
Obio 7, 880, 883 6, 937, 359 14, 818, 42 13,109, 574 1, 708, 668

Oklahoma I, 827, 919 2, 010, 234 3, 838, 153 3. 532:581 .

Oregon 1,540,381 1,735,553 3,275,934 2,999,366
230765: 556782

Pennsylvania 8, 197, 761 7,229,007 15, 427, 668 13, 716, 534 1, 7171:

Rhode Island 657, 229 1, 026, 153 1,683,382 1,656,309 27,
017343

South garolins 2, 074, 380 2, 155, 864 4, 230, 244 3, 800, 665 429, 579

South Dakota 519, 329 914, 068 1, 433, 397 1, 445, 128 ( -11,11, 73361)

Tennessee 2,892,983 2, 848, 582 5, 741, 565 5, 153, 529

Texas
Utah

8, 708, 288
918. 361

7, 679, 794
1.248,627

16, 388, 082
2, 166, 988

14, 364, 820
2, 066, 581

, 2622, 023,

Vermont' 343, 285 781, 421 1, 124, 706 I, 182;686 ( 157, 980)
Virginia 3, 491, 531 3, 302, 900 6, 794, 431 6, 027, 932 766, 499

Washington 2, 455, 807 2, 487, 379 4, 943, IN 4, 455, 877 487, 309

West Virginia 1, 238, 173 1, 532, 387 2, 770, 560 2, 638, 910 131, 650

Wiscoesin .,, ............. . . . . . 3, 456, 322 3, 266,662 6,722.984 5, 964, 049 758, 935

Wyoming. .
261, 131 710, 270 971, 401 1, 052,p49 ( -80, 948)

District of ColiDnbia 454, 780 868, 236 1, 323, 016 I., 372, 103 (-49, 087)
Puerto Rico 2, 513, 222 2, 131, 073 4, 644, 295 I, 724, 358 2, 919, 937

American Samoa
` Canal Zone ../ .a-

Guam
Puerto Rico
Virgirt Islands /

9 4,

.
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APPENDIX III

ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED DIt1TIVUTION OF FUNDS IN FISCAL YEAR 1977 FOR TITLE IV,
EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974

1 No ra. Tables A-3 through A-6 were computed through a hiwartabulation process.
While the data have been re-checked errors may exist.

i>Vable A-1 shows the estimated distribution of $137,330,000 (the Ey 76
appropriation level) for Part B, Libraries and Learning Resources. Included in
Part B are funds formerly expendqi under ESEA 1I, NDEA III, and $18 million
formerly expended under ESEA III Guidance, Counseling, and Testing.
Individual ageounts of the $1,359,703 f outlying areas (Guam, Virgin Islands,
and Ai erica% Somoa), Department o Defense, and Bureau of Indian Affairs,
have net been calculated. The dIstribu ion shown in Table A-1 is based on latest
data available for 5-17 aged popul ion and will be updated in FY 76, thus
come minor shifts of funds will occur f that time.

H. Table A-2 shows the estima d distribution of $172,888,000 (the FY 76
appropriation level) for Part C, I novation and Su gort Services. Included in
Part B are funds formerly expe ded under ESEA III (less $18 million of
Guidance, Counseling, and Testing funds), ESEA V, Section 807, and Section
808. Individual amounts for the outlying areas, DOD, and BIA have not been
determined. The distributiori shown in Table A-1 is based on latest data avail-
able for 5-17 aged population and 'will be updated, in FY 76, thus some minor
shifts of funds will occur at that time.

III. Table A-3 compares the estimated distribution of the aggregate estimated
/ appropriation for FY 1977 for Title IV, Parts B and C with the aggregate amount

received by SEAS under the categorical programs (ESEA II, NDEA III, ESEA
III, ESEA V) for FY 1975 without regard for any appropriation recision. Funds
for Nutrition and Health and Dropout Prevention were not included since these
categorical discretionary programs do not have State distributions.

An analysis of this table reveals that, despite an increase of $36 million (or
approximately a net increase of $30 million after allowing for the inclusion
of $3,900,000 for Nutrition and Health and Dropout Prevention)" in the
FY 77 amount over the FY 75 amount. 17 States and D.C. lost funds. The losses
range from $123,178 for Nebraska to $530,086 for Wyoming. Of the 18 losses, 14 of
them exceed $300,000. All of the losses occur in less populated States. Alaska
($483,445), Delaware ($451,098), Hawaii ($331.488), Idaho ($364,781), Maine
($321,204), Montana ($372,162), Nebraska ($123.178), Nevada ($446,948), New
Hampshire ($368,685), New Mexico ($206.933), North Dakota ($398,848), Rhode
Island ('$341,850), South Dakota ($3r)8,471). Utah ($229,860), Vermont ($496,-
116), West Virginia ($162.564), Wyonfing ($530,086); and D.C. 462.545).

As best as can be determined, these loses occur because of a shift in the formula
base. The formula for distributing funds under Title IV is strictly on a 3-17 aged
population in contrast to:

(a) ESEA III being distributed on the basis of a flat $200,000 per State with
the remainder being distributed 1/2 on the basis of 5-17 aged population and
1/2 on the basis of general population.

ESEA Title V being distributed on the basis of 40% flat grant (approxi-
mately $200,000 per State with an appropriation of $39 million) and 60 percent
on basis of 5-17 public school enrollment.

The extent of the problem can not be fully ascertained from Tables A-1 through
A-3. Because of the legislative requirements under Parts B and C, coupled with
allowances for adminislipetive funds, the problemis not confined to just those
18 furisdictions shown with a loss in Table AL3. Serious probleMs also exists for

' States that have relatively small gains. These problems are revealed in the fol-
lowing tables.

IV. Table A-4 compares the administrative funds available to SEAs in fiscal
year 1977 add 1975. The calculations are made of the basis of the SEAs exercis-
ing tnaximum options as provided by law. An explanation of each coluhnf on
Table A-4 is as follows:

Column 1 contains a distribution of Part C funds.
Column 2 contains the highest amount that an SEA may use for Title V type

purposes. The law allows an SEA to utilize 15% of the amount in column 1 or
the amount allotted in fiscal year 1973. In every case, the latter was the highest
amount. However, please note the seriousness of the situation: four States have

9 3,,
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allotments; for all of Part (' which are less than their Title N' maximum set
aside; nine States have Icins than $200,000 remaining after the Title V set aside.

If, when it is possible, a State does not reserve the highest amount as shown
in column 2, then that would providlt additional funds for other program pur-
poses under Part ('. In most rasps, that would have no e eet on the amount of
mludnist.rative funds available: flow realistic' it would he to assume That lino-
SEA will not exercise its full option is not known. Bev, se of -inflation (did the
making of ESEA Title V. Part II ((;rants to Strepgthe Local School Districts)
eligible for funding under Title IV, Part C, SEAS will beyond the amount of
ESEA Title V funds available in ti.sral year 1975.

Additionally. 74(Mile SEAS retained at part of the State's allocation under SKA
III for Guida nee, ColIIIM`hrig and Testing for expenditure at the State lo.vel.
Since that is impossible under Title IV, Part B, it is expected that a portion
of Title V will go to support that activity.

Column 3 shows the amount bf Part (' funds available after deducting the
triAximun) amount of funds for ESEA Title V purposes from the Part (' distribu-
tion (Column 1).

Column 4 shows the Part B distribution.
Column S is the aggregate amount available to a State under Parts B and ('

on which to Calculate its administrative funds.
Column 0 shows the !MINIMUM amount 8111110de to an-SEA for administrative

purposes for Title 11'. The amount shown is, as specified by law, either of
the amounts in column 5 ( the aggregate of I'arts B and (') or $225,000, whichever
is 'the greater. As may be noted, 29 States, Puerto Rico, and D.C. are at the
$225,000 level.

Column 7 contains the amounts received by each State in fiscal year 1975 for
the administration of the categorical programs involved In consolidation.

As may be.noted, 25 SEAs have less adfninistrative funds in fiscal year 1977.
These are relatively small, but never.the less, they are losses. During the eat-
ciliation. it was noted that States which receive(, the floor amount for admin-
istration for ESEA If ($50,000) NI)EA III ($13,333) and ESEA III '($150,000)
gained $11,667 for the administration of Title IV.

V. Table .4-5 contains ii comparison of the estimated distribution of Part 11
funds for fiscal year 1977 with that received for the categorical programs in-
volved in Part B. An explanation of each column is as follows :

Column 1 contains the prorated Share of administrative funds from Table A-1,
column 6. That ratio was. calculated, State by State, on the ratio of Part R pro-
gram funds to total program funds for Parts B and 1' (See Table A-4, column

anal 8.). Thus, for States without Part C program funds (See Table A-4,
column 3) the entire amount of administrative funds available was charged
against Part 13. Should States exercise options different than those shown In
the fables, the prorated amounts for fidministrlition will be different. (Note!
This process for calculating the amounts of administrative funds tobe charged
against each program does not in any way imply that SEAR are required to
maintain separate accounting records for the administration of each Part In
Title IV.)

Column 2 e.intains a distribution of Part B funds, less the administrative fund
charge shown in column 1.

Column 3 shows a distrilmtion of funds received in fiscal ysar 1975 for the
entegorii programs involved in Pnrt B. It do.s not include the $1R million of
Guidance. Counseling. and Testing funds received under ESEA Title III tint
Was included in Part Bin fiscal year 1977.

Column 4 contains the differences between the R fiscal yen r 1977 fundy
(column 2) and the fiscal year 197:5 categorical funds. As may be noted, 11 SEAR
have fess 'fnmls In fiscal year 1977 than in 1975. However, the losses shown do
nut reveal the iimplete picture. As previously indicated. $18 million for Guidance,
Counseling, and Testing activities formerly funded under FklEA III are included
In the Part B program funds (column 2). Thus a true examination of net losses
must take the $18 million Into account. Column 5 shows a distribution of $1R
million on a 5-17 age population. Likewise, the gains shown for SEAs in column 4
must be considered In light of the $18 million distribution. For example, Alabama
has $2.220,209 to spend on Library and Learning Resources; equipment : and
gnldhnce. counseling, and testing in fiscal year 1977: In, fiscal year 1975. It had
$1,887.305 to spend on libraries and learning resources and equipment. Of the
$332,844 increase, $298,644 was due to the additidual distribution of $18 million.
this a net gain of $36,000.

IOU
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VI. Table A-6 contains a comparison of the estimated distribution of Part C
funds for fiscal year 1977 with that received for the categorical programs in-
volved in Part C. An explanation of each column-is as follows:

Column 1 contains the prorated share of administrative funds from Table A-4,
column 6. An explanation of how each prorated share was c4lculated was de-
scribed in Section V of this paper. I'iease note that 4 States (Alaska, Nevada.
Vermont, and Wyoming) do not have any administrative funds charged against
Part C. These SEAR do not have any Part C program funds available to LEAs.

Column 2 shows a distribution of the Part C program funds.
Column 3 contains a'clistribution of ESEA Title III program funds (including

Section 306 funds) available in fiscal year 197:-..
Column 4 contains a comparison of funds 'available in fiscal year 1977 and 1975.

'Note that 29'SEAm have less funds in fiscal year 1977 than in 1975. Of course.
an in the case of increases under Part B, the decreases in Part C are in part
brought about by the deduction of the $18 million for Guidance, Counseling, and
Testing under ESEA III. HoWever, that Is not the complete reason for the losses.
For example, Rhode Island, as shown in column'4 has a loss of $477,743. Its share
of the $18 million included under Part B was $81',544. Thus a deduction of that
Amount from the 8477,743 leaves Rhode Island with a net loss of $306,199and
Rhode Island has a 112.624 loss under Part B.

Perhaps the situation can be brought sharply Into focus by reviewing what
happens in Wyoming :

TOTAL FUNDS

1. Total distributiontitle LVfiscal year 1977 $522. 263
2. Total distributioncategorical programsfiscal year 1975 1, 052, 349

Net loss 530, 086

ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS

1. Administrative funds-title IVfiscal year 1977 225,000
2. Administrative fundscategorical programs -fiscal year 1975 213,333

Net increase. 11. 667

PART C FUNDS
1. Part C.allocatic,n 291, 063
2. ESEA V purpose seL aside from part C 445, 931

3. Part C funds available to LEA' (154,868)

PART R FUNDS

1. Part B. allocation (after administrative deduction)__.. 5.200
2. ESEA II and NIJEA allocationfiscal year 1975_ 149, 183

Net loss ($143, 983).

TABLES FOR FISCAL. YEAR 1577

1. Table A-1. Estimated distribution of funds under P.L. 89-10, Title IV. as
amended 'by P.L. 93-380, Part B, Libraries and Learninrt Resources: FY 1977.

2. Table A-2. Estimated distribution of funds under P.L. 89-10, Title IV, as
amended by P.L. 93-380, Part C, Educational Innovation and Support : FY 1977.

3. Table A-3. Comparison of total estimated distribution of funds under P.1..
89-10, as amended by P.L. 93-380, l'arts B and C for FY 1977 with total funds
available in FY 1975 for corresponding categorical programs.

4. Table A-4. Comparison of estimated administrative ftinds under P.L. 89-10,
Title IV. as amended by P.L. 93-380 for FY 1977-with total administrative funds
available in FY 1975 under corresponding categorical programs.

5. Table A-5. Comparison of estimated distribution of program funds under
P.L. 89-10. Title IV; as amended by P.L. 93-380. for Part B. Libraries and
Learning Resources for FY 1977 with funds available in FY 1975 for correspond-
ing categorical programs.

6. Table A-6. Comparison of estimated distribution of program funds under
P.L. 89-10. Title IV, as amended by P.L. 03-380. for Part C. Innovation and
Support Services for FY 1977 with funds available in FY 1975 for corresponding
categorical programs.
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TABLE A-I.-Estimated distribute of funds under Public. Law 89-10, tit 11',
as amended, by Public Lair 93-380, Part 11, libraries and learning resources:
Fiscal year 1977

U.Sf and outlying areas

Estimated State
amounts
$137, 330, 0Off

50 States, D.C. and -Puerto Rico
.,

135, 970, 297

Alabanba
-1
2, 340, 573

Alaska 246, 786
Arizona 16

1, 382, 003
Arkansas 1, 288, 484
California 12, 697, 802
Colorado 1, 600, 214
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida

1,

4,

956,
381,
455,

106
869
141

Georgia 3, 179, 646
Hawaii 545, 527
Idaho 524, 745
Illinois 7, 149, 007
Indiana 3, 480, 985
Iowa 1, 859, 989
Kansas 1, 392, 394
Kentucky 2, 145, 741
Louisiana
Maine ..,_

2, 647,
675,

107
415

Maryland 2, 693, 867
Massachusetts -

1, 613, 470
Michigan _ 6, 143, 678
Minnesota 2, 634, 118
Mississippi . 1, 615, 800
Missouri . 2, 971, 826
Montana - 498, 768
Nebraska 981, 949
Nevada 358, 489
New Hampshire 514, 354
NOw Jersey 4, 623, 995
New Mexico 802, 705
New York 11, 004, 068
North .Carolina 3, 364, 086
North Dakota 433, 824
Ohio 6, 977, 556
Oklahoma . 1, 618; 398
Oregon 1, 363, 819
Pennsylvania , 7, 258, 113
Rhode Island 4 581, 896
South Carolina 1, 836, 609
South Dakota 459, 802
Tennessee 4., 2, 561, 381
Texas 7, 710, 121
Utah
Vermont

813,
303,

096
937

Virginia
Washington ,_

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

it 3,
2,
1,
3,

091,
174,
096,
060,
231.

322
317
250
149
200

District of Columbia
Puerto Rico 2,

402,
225,

651
149

Outlying areas 1, 359, 703
1 Distribution of $137,30000 with 1 percent (31,359.701) reserved for the areas. RIA,

and DOD and the remainder distributed on the basis of the May 17 population July 1,
1973 for 50 States and District of Columbia, and April 1. 1970 for Puerto Rico.
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Minx A-2.-Estionaled distribution of funds under Public Lair 89-10, title as
amended by Public Law 93-380, Part C, educational innovation and support:
Fiscal Year 1977

.U.S. and outlying areas

50- States, Dlitrict of Columbia and Puerto Rico

Alabama

Estimated Stale
U mount,' L

$172, 888, 000

_____e__ _
171,

Alaska
Arizona 1,.739, 836
Arkansas , 1, 622, 103
California 15, 985, 562
Colorado 2, 014, 547
Connecticut -i

2,
Delaware

448%12); L88

744
Florida 5, 608, 68.3
Georgia 4, 002, 932
Hawaii 686, 777
Idaho
Illinois

6600(0): 605.155

Indiana 4, 382, 294
!Men 7- 2, 341, 584
Kansas lx752, 918'
Kentucky 2, '701, 325
.ouislana

.
Sitalne ..

3,332,506
850, 29 11

Maryland 3, 391, 373
Massachusetts -0- 4, 549, 083
Michigan . 7, 734, 423
Minnesota,
Mississippi .

3, 316, 154
2, 034, 169

Missouri 3, 741, 302
Montana 627, 911
Nebraska_ 1, 236, 199
Nevada . 461, 311
New Hampshire _., 647, 533
New Jersey 5, 821, 257
New Mexico -y- 1, 010, 544
New York 18, 853, 28.3
North Carolina

i
4, 235;128

North Dakota
Ohiohio

546, 152
8, 784, 211

Oklahoma 2,037, 441)
Oregon 1, 716, 944
Pennsylvania 9, 137, 411
Rhode Island 732, 563
South Carolina 2, 312, 151
South Dakota 578,855
Tennessee 3, 224, 584
Texas 9, 706, 455
Utah c 1, 023, 625
Vermont 382, 633
Virginia , 3, 891, 739
Washington 2, 737, 299

allyest Virginia 1, 380, 096
isconsin 3, 852, 495

Wyoming 291, 063
District of Columbia 506, 907
Puerto Rico 2, 801,293

Outlying areas 1,711,762
1 Distribution of $172.SRS.000 with 1 percent '($1,711,762) reserved for the areas. BIA

and DOD and the remainder distributed on the basis of the May 17 porailation July 1,
1973 for 50 States, District of Columbia, and April 1, 1970 for Puerto Rico.
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TABLE A-3.--COMPARISON OF TOTAL ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, AS
AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93-380, PTS. 8 AND C FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 WITH TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE IN

FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONDING CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

Total ti

sonsolidated
distribution- Total

Pls. 6 and C categorical
including , funds-

administration Fiscal year Differences
funds I 1975 3 (WS. 1 and 2)

(3) (2) (3)

United States and outlying areas

. ,
50 States, District of Columbia, sad Puerto Rico

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California .
Colorado ,..

Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho --
Illinois
Indiana # . - ----
Iowa
Kansas . - .. ---- . ---- .

Kentucky #

Louisiana
Maine
Maryland . 'I
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi r
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada_ .. - .......................................
New Hampshire - ,
New Jersey, r

New Muico
New York
North Carolina ,
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania ..,-

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota..
Tennessee
Texas #

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Olotrid of Columbia
Puerto Rico .0.
Outlying areas

$310, 218, 000 1274, 216, 250 (+$36 001, 750)

307, 146, 535 311, 273, S19 (- 1- 41126, 964)

.,. -

',.-

5,287,175
557, 471

3, 121, 839
2, 910, 537

26 683, 364
3,614,761
4, 418, 694

862, 613
10, 063, 624
1, 162, 578
I, 232, 304
1, 185, 360

16, 149, 062
7, 863, 279
4, 201, 573

. 3, 145, 312
4, 647, 066
5, 979, 613
1, 525, 7n
6, 083,240
8, 162, 553

13, 876, 101
5, 950,272
3, 649, 969
6, 713, 128
1,126, 679
2, 218,141

809,600
1, 161, 867

10, 445, 252
1, 813, 244

24, 857, 351
7, 599, 214

979, 976
15, 761, 767

3, 655, 635
3, 080, 763

16, 395, 524
1, 314;459
4, 141, 760
1, 086, 657
5, 785, 965

17, 416 576
1, 836, 721

686, 570
6, 963, 061
4,911, 616
2, 476, 346
6, 912, 644

522, 263
909, 558

5, 026; 442
3, 071, 465

4, 669, 011
1, 040, 916
3, 047, 434
2, 890, 866

23, 131, 329
3, 368, 685
4, 027,159
l', 313, 711
6, 424, 233
6, 061, 914
11: 552: 714871

13, 266,759
6, 734, 080
3, 893, 314
3, 038, 622
4, 351, 009
5, zoo, 725 %
1, 646, 915
3, 271, 334
6, 978, 885

)1, 50, 668
5, 2367, 880
3, 387, 673
5, 661, 243
1, 498, MI
2, 341, 326
1, 256, 748
1, 530, 572
8, 637, 924
2, 020, 162

20, 032, 503
6, 497, 411
1, 378, 824

13, 109, $74
3, 532, 581

123, 888716, 5364

1, 656, 309
3, 800, 665

5,
M1535; 512289

14, 364, 320
2, 066, 581
I, 182, 686
6, 027, 932
4, 455, 677
2, 636, 910
5, 964, 049
I, 052, 349
1, 372, 103
1, 724, 358

(- 4131 441645)

74, 405
19, 721

5, 550, 535
226, 076
391, 435

( -451, OM)
1, 639, 591
I, 120, 664

( -331, 483)

(2,882364, 370831)

1, 129, 199

10688, 586290

496, 057
775, 888

( -32C 204)

1, ?MU, 669°88

, 37% 4332
713,392
262, 296

-38121, 188625)

-123, 178)
-44 6, 948)
-368, 665)
1, 807, 328

( -206, 933)
4, 824, 848
1,101, 803

( -391, 848)
2, 652, 193

990
( -341, 850)

(-334856, 489751)
532, 436

3, 051, 756
(-229, 860)

. (-496, 116)
955,129
455, 739

(-162, 564)
941, 595

(-530, 0M)
(37430622; 0m545 )

Based on estimated distributions shown in tables A-1 and A-2.
Includes ESEA II, III, and V and NDEA III. Funds for secs. 4807 and 808 not included since no State distribution made.
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TABLE. A -5- COMPARISON OF ESTI MATEO DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM FUNOS UNOER PUBLIC LAW 89 10, TITLE
IV, AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93-389 FOR PT. B, LIBRARIES ANO LEARNING RESOURC S FOR FISCAL YEAR
1977 WITH FUNDS AVAILABLE IN FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONOING CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

41 Estimated
-.distribution of

Fiscal year $18,000,000 ofAdministre 1975 guidance and
lion funds programs Difference counsaling

.. (prorata Program funds (ESE A (cols. 2 funds in
share) , distribution 1 II, NDE A III) and 3) cols. 1 and 2

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Alabama... . $120, 364 $2, 220, 209 $1, 887, 365 $332,164 $296, 644
Alaska 225, 000 21,786 138,563 (-116, 777) 34, 00E
Arizona_ 0 126, 934 1, 255, 069 1, 182, 837 72, 232 ., - 168, 408Arkansas.... 130, 493 1, 157, 991 1, 041, 305 116,686 167,642
California. 638, 890 12, 058, 912 9, 878, 779 2,180, 133 1. 754. 276
Colorado . 125, 356 1, 474, 858 1, 298, 638 176, 220 198, 948
Connecticut _ .. 122, 414 1, 833, 632 1, 555, 093 278, 539 253, 948
Oelaware ..... . 222,336 151, 833 279 90 (- 120,157) 52,908Florida.... . , 222, 757 4, 232, 384 3, 497, 734, 697 573, 036
Georgia .. . 158, 983 3.020,663 2, 497, 6 6 522", 967 396, 088
Hawaii. . 169, 383 376, 144 394, 282 (-18, 138) 12, 576
Idaho . 174, 020 350, 725 402, 755 (-52, 030) 68, 640
Illinois . 357, 451 6,192,6,192,556 5, 680, 264

,
1,111,292 968, 772

Indiana
Iowa

174, 056
123, 686

3, 306, 929 2, 814, 404
1,736,303 1. 511. 343

492, 525
'224, 960

440, 254
241, 290

Kansas 129, 388 1, 263, 006 1, 070, 715 192, 291 486,464
Kentucky 121, 068 2, 024, 673 1, 729, 718 294, 955 275, 438
Louisiana 132, 356 2, 514, 751 2, 210, 737 304, 014 325, 060
Maine ..... 155, 374 520. 041 550, 968 (-30, 927) 89, 204
Maryland. 118,852 2, 575, 015 2. 149, 969 425, 046 339, 430
Massachusetts.. 180, 673 3, 432, 797 2, 874, 641 558, 156 468,902
Michigan 307, 184 5, 836, 494 5, 034, 773 801, 721 816, 402
Minnesota.. 131, 706 2, 502, 412 2, 184, 531 317, 881 329, 570
Mississippi 124, 704 1, 491, 096 1. 329,951 161, 145 197, 318
Missouri 150, 171 2, 621, 655 2, 403, 381 418, 268 386, 448
Montana. 180, 055 318, 713 372, 115 (-53, 402) 65, 598
Nebraska.... . _ . . 137,046 844, 903 774, 369 70.534 129, 680
Nevada 225, 000 133, 489 247, 005 ( -113, 516) 48, 934
New Hampshire..... - 173, 606 340, 748 391. 054 ( -50, 306) 68, 440
Newdersey .. ..... 231. 200 4. 392, 795 3, 560, 756 832, 039 603, 894
New Mexico ...... 144, 918 657, 727 f 50, 294 7, 433 99, 500
New York . . .. . 550, 204 10, 453.864 8, 404, 291 2, 049, 573 1, 559, 850
North Carolina .... . .. 168, 204 3,195, 882 2, 688, 426 507, 456 428, 380
North Dakota 197, 462 236, 362 306.941 (-70, 579) 58, 868
Ohio.... .. 348, 878 6, 628, 678 5, 7)9, 902 908. 776 949, 530
Oklahoma... 127, 194 1, 491, 204 1, 3.36, 379 154, 25 214, 248
Oregon . ,.. .. . 129, 015 1, 234, 804 1, 073, 487 161, 7 179, 692
Pennsylvania... se . 362, 905 6, 865, 208 5, 907, 388 987, 1, 022, 246
Rhode Island ..... 164, 129 417, 767 430, 391 (-12, 6 ) 81, 544
South Carolina.. .123, 384 1, 713. 225 1' :500, 346 212.879 229, 928
South Oakota... . 191, 051 268, 751 344, 880 ( -76. 129 62, 192
Tennessee.... 1 128, 069 2, 433, 312 2, 092, 363 340, 949 333, 116
Texas . . 385, 506 7, 324, 615 6, 342, 253 982, 362 030. 188
Utah... . . 145, 641 667, 455 672. 662 (- 5,207) 054
Vermont.... 225, 000 76, 937 217, 111 (-138. 174)

.102.
43, 214

Virginia. . .. 154, 566 2.936, 756 2, 494. Its 442, 568 392. 202
Washington. -. 122, 482 2, 051, 835 1, 757.923 293. 912 281, 930
West Virginia. 135,063 961, 167 924 572 '36, 595 146, 622
Wisconsin.. .... 153, 008 2, 907. 141 1.520,348 386. 793 820
Wyoming... . 225, 000 6.200 149,183 (- 142.983)

,382,
34,048

District of Columbia 215, 410 167, 241 281, 243 (- 94.002) 62, 038
Puerto Rico 113, 516 2 , 1 1 1 , 633 11, 440, 358 671, 275 254. 396
Outlying areas 101,834 ft-
Total increase ..... 18, 764, 283
Total decrease . 1. 094. 951

Total 17,669. 332

i Ratio of B to sum of. B and C times administration funds for title IV. See table A -4, cols. 4, 5, and 6.
1 Based on pt. 8 distribution in table A-1, less col. 1 of this table.
1 NOEA III funds not included for Puerto Rico.

-
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TABLE A-6.-COMPARISON OF IMAM OISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAMS -FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC kAW 89 10,
TITLE IV, AS AMENOE0 BY PUBLI AW 93-330, FOR PT. C, INNOVATION ANO SUPPORI SERVICES FOR FISCAL

YEAR 1977 WITH FUNOS AVAILABL IN FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONOI NG CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

xi° Fiscal year
Administration 1975 program
funds (pro rata Program funds Oillerence

share) I . lunds (BEA III) r (cols 2 and 3)

(I) (2) (3) (4) )

Ala ma $104, 636 11, 930, 109 $1, 858, 162 571, 247
301, 694 (-301, 599)Ala . 1 .... .. 0 0

AL 104, 434 963, 272 1, 127, 850 ( -164, 578)
Arks 94, 507 833, 650 1, 123, 419 (-2M, 839)
Califor . ..# 629, 644 ,011, 963, 230 9, 470, 378 2,492,852
Colorado 99, 644 I, 172. 351 1, 301, 951 129, 600
Connecticut_ 's ........ 102 525 1. 534, 956 I, 641858,, 446386 ((_-4:0,. ;i))
Ottawa's. . . .

r"--..
Ilk i, 665 I, 911

626, 031Florida '213, 709 4, 060, 472 3, 434, 441
Georgia , 15, 212 2, 759, 034 2, 423, 735 335, 299
Hawaii 55,617 123, 509 55881,565 ( -458, 056 )
Idaho 102, 747 559, 132 ( -4%, 385)
Illinois... .. .

50, 979
352, 721 6, 701, 702 5, 400, 513 1, 301, 189

Indiana 159, 831 3, 036, 932 2, 677, 506 359, 426
Iowa....._ -. . 101,314 1, 422, 257' 1, 543, 313 ( -121, 0%)
Kansas 95, 612 933,288 I, 230, 778 -297,480)
Kentucky ..... 103,932 I, 738, 091 1, 737, 976 115
Louisiana.... 119, 772 2, 275, 673. 2, 020, 849 254, 824 .
Maine 69, 626 233, 040- 676, 356 ( -443,3, 3165
Maryland .... - . .. 106, 220 2,301,353 2, 102, 768

i Massachusetts . . ..., 169, 128 . I 2, MO, 818 372, 622
Michigan.. , 282 5, 648;364 4,497,089 I, 511, 275
Minnesota 16, 667 2, 216, 678 2, 046, 560 170, 1lb
Mississippi ..... 100, 296 ' I, 199, 239 1, 292,652 ( -93, 413
Missouri 134, 978 2, 536, 191 2, 370, 789 165, 402
Montana . 44, 945 79, 556 541, 792 ( -462, 236)
Nebraska 87, 954 542, 246 907,087 ( - 364, 841)
Nevada. -

0 Gtt, At I( --Z, 7461New Hampshire 51, ite 100, V3
New Jersey 222, 374 i 4, 225, 140 3, 568,127 656, 283
New Main. ........ .. 80, 022 363, 041 735, 034 ( - 371, 993)
New York ... . . . 555, 830 10, 560, 763 8, 439, 371 2,121,2,121,383
North Carolina
North Dakota_

153, 669 r 919, 706 2, 609, 815
27, 538 485,415 (- 452, 2)

-430952, 84951

340, 792 6, 475, 046 5,203,022 1,172, 024
32, 963

Ohio
Oklahoma,... ..... ... , 1,146,658 I, 389, 157 ( -242, 499)
Oregon .... .... . ..... 95, 985 918, 668 I, 192,169 ( -273, 501)
Pennsylvania 358, 567 6, aq, 769 5, 588, 620 I, 224, 149
Rhoda Island.... I 60, 871 154 940 632, 683 ( -477, 743)
South Carolina 101, 616 1, 414,978507 I. 478, 547 ( -67, %7

1

South Dakota.. 522, 376 ( -474, 619)33, 949
Tanana.. _ , . 112, 465 2, 136, 827 2, 066, 762 70, 065

Vermont.
Virginia.... .

Utah ...... .

.. .... .. .... .. 140, 094 4 661, 79.fx, 2, 673, 586 ( -11, 790)

79,359
0 0

471449; 618161 ((' =43645: 911))
Texas 375, 278 7, 130, 272 5, 630, 700 1, 499, 572

363, 890

Washingtow 102, 518 I, 717, 395- 1, 774, 986 ( -57, 593)
West Virginia 89, 917 639, 794 1, 015, 073 ( -375, 279)
Wisconsin ... . 140, 690 2, 673, 116 2, 350, 110 323, 006
Wyoming... . .. .... 0 0 361,937 ( -361, 937)
OistrIct of Columbia ... 9, 590 8, 336 521, 494 (-513, 158)
Puerto R i c e- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- Ill, 4U 2, 073, 734 1, 618, 025 455,809
Outlying areas 91, 166

Total increases 7 932, 192
Total decreases 9, 319, 671

1 Ratio of C to sum of B plus C times total administration funds for title IV. See table A-4, cob. 3, 5, and 6.
Band on PL C distribution in tab's A-2 Less col. 1 of this table.

s Includes sec. 306 funds. NutritIon,xp, and dropout funds not included.

4.
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APPE:qDIX 1

LETTERS SUPPORTI.NG 8 HOLD HARMLESS OR SIMILAR SOLUTION

STATE OF ALARA M A,
DEPARTMENT ON EDUCATI,ON,

Montgomery, Ala., April 3, 1975.
Dr. KENNETH H. HA.NSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Deprtment of Public Instruction,

Carson City, Nev.
DEAR Da. HANSEN : Thank you for your letter of 'March 10 regarding the fund

distribution problems created by Title IV of Public Law 93-t380. Our position
concerning all forgiulas has always been that we will supppreany formula that
treats all states Mir and equitable. We feel that the "hold harmless" provision
you propose meets this criteria. We lend our support to your proposal. tiIf we can be of assistance please let us know.

, Sincerely yours,
LEnOT BROWS.

State Superintendent of Education.

STATE OF AI.ASKA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,,

' Juneau, April 8, 1975.
KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Office of the Superintendent, Carson City, Net..

MAR MR. HANSEN was piemied to receive your letter of March 10, 1975
regarding the establishment of a "hold harmless" clause in Title IV, P.L. 93-380
for FY-75. We are in full support of the concept and will do every thing we can
to -assist in its' passage. I have enclosed # copy of a ietter whith was sent to our
congressional delegation in February regarding this very item.

I appreciate your keeping me info/tied of your efforts.
Sincerely,

MARSHALL I. LIND,
Commissioner of Education..

Enclosure.

HOD. TED STEVEN Si
( U.S. Senate;

Washington, D.C.

*FEBRIT &HT 21, 1975.

DEAR SENATOR STEVENS: Enclosed are various tables and correspondence
relating to the implementation of the Education Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-
380). All of the enclosures point out that Alaska will receive a considerable cut
in funding under Title IV, P.L. 93-380 during ,the for*coming fiscal, years of
1976 and 1977.

It is our interpretation that under the provisions presented, the state would
lose about $56,000 Title IV funds in FY-1976. As you know, P.L. 93-380 con-
solidhtetio- various programs of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, including education innovation and support, strengthening of state
departments of education, support for libraries, and minor remodeling and
equipment. The fiscal picture for FlIk1977 is even more grim, with a total of
$483,000 being lost under the present formula.

As a State Department of Education, we did not oppose the conso ation
measures incorporated in P.L. 93-380. But we were under the impressi hat
the "hold harmless" provisions described in the Conference Report Indic ed a
desire by the Congress to make certain no state would be cut fgom these funds
with any great handicap being imposed.

My purpose in addressing this to you is to simply ask 'for an amendment to
the existing legislation establishing a "floor" for the small population states
whfcfi would also establish what we believe was the intent of .Congress in the
consolidation process. ,\ ...
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This particular cat at this time would severely cripple many programs in
local school districts." Through Title V, ESEA, we have been able to employ
specialists to engage in long-range plfinning for Alaska's future education policies.
Through Title III, ESEA, we have been able fo, fund and supervise various
edpeation innovative programs that Would have been simply impossible otherwise.

The figure quoted for Fiscal 1977 would amount to a 30 percent reductiqk in
our federal assistance for programs included in the consolidation, over whMwe
are presently "allocated. Thts would be a big step 'backward in federal aid to
education, and Alaska would suffer more than other states.

If our office c& be of assistance to you in drafting remedial legislation to
overcome this serious eilror in intent, please contact us.

Sinferely,
MOSHALL L. LIND,

Commissioner of Education.

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,-
' Phoeniz, Ariz., June 2, 1975.

Hon. KENNETH H. Hensefi,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Department of &tampion,
Carlton City, Nev.

DEAR Mn. HANSEN : I agree with your position and support your contention that
the intent of Congress is not being met by the current attempts to implement
Public Law 93-380. Making the transition from one ESEA program to another
is dltflcult enough, recognizing both state staffing and local project funding
Implications, without having the additional burden of greatly reduced funding.

Let lur hope that Congress recognizes its responsibilities in helping the states
implement the changes it has mandated. Many more requirements have been
extended to the states through P.L.1 93-380, and these requirements apply
equally to all states, those who are getting more and those who are getting less
money. It is hardly fair for Congress to ask for mote programs for less money,
particularly in today's money market.

I hOpe you are successful in bringing about the justifiable changes in
legislation.

Sincerely,
MRS. RONALD H. WARNER,

Superintendent.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Sacramento, Calif., March 29, 1975.
Dr. KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Nevada State Department of Education,

Carson gityNev.
DEAR K : A number of persons from other states have mentioned the funding

problems for states under the new ESEA, Title I, consolidation. I have' asked
my staff to review the matter and they have reported that for 1977 the problem
is much greater than for next year. It is my underfanding that five states would
be adversely affected in fiscal year 1976.

You have proposed amending the law to include a hold harmless at 1974 levels
for all states with a distribution of new funds according to the new formula.

I don't believe the climaA in Washington today is appropriate to reopen the
question of a change in the formula for this program. I am hopeful, however,
that the general economic situation will improve and that at an appropriate time
We can look at alternatives for FY-1977. I would hope that it might be possible
to meet the Y-1977 problem by an-increased appropriation rather than arbitrar-
ily moving states to hold harmless levels. I have asked my staff to continue to
work on this problem and to be prepared to offer some suggestions in the near
future.

I want to thank you for your letter and material and look forward to seeing you
again in the near future.

Sincerely,

q.
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,.66
Denver, Colo., June.6, 1975.

Mr. JOHN C. PITTINGER,
Officers,Chairman, Council Of Chief State School Officers, Legislative Committee, Wash-

ington, D.C. .,.

DEAR JOHN : We coneur,that it-was not the' intent of Congress that certain
states would suffer a net loss as a result of the consolidation that occurred unde
the provisions of P.L. p3-380. Thus, we support the contention that oversigp
hearings should be conducted by. the Congress and that positive amendm s
should be prepared in order to address the problems of those states which re
not receiving fair treatment under the provisions of P.L. 93-380.

We will communicate our concern olthis issue to the members of the Colorado
congressional delegation and urge thtqr support of legislation which hopefully
will be introduced to adjust these.inequities.

Sincerely, .
. .

CALVLN M. 'FRAZIER,
Commissioner of Education.

STATE OF DELAWARE,
DEPART NT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,

Dover, Del., March 18, 1975.
Hon. KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Publio Instruction, State D artment of Public Instruction,

Carbon City, Nev.
DEAR KEN : The fund distribution problems created by Title IV, P.L. 93 380,

are troublesome to us, and we have already communciated our concerns to our
Cgngressional delegation. We have suggested the "hold harmless" procedure to
them. I am wng to expend whatever effort is necessary to support a "hold
harmless" mood and will follow your suggestions in this regard. Please feel free
to use this letter in any Way you decide as support for a change in the law to
bring about a more equitable distribution of funds.

I will await your end.
Very truly yours,

KENNETH C. MADDEN,
State Superintendent.

STATE 'OF FLORIDA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Tallahassee, Pia., March 26, 1975.
Dr. KENNETH H. HANSEN
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Carson City, Nev. -

DEAR KEN : Thank y0 I for your recent letter concerning the' fund distribution
problems created by Title IV, P.L. 98-880. We are currently reviewing the impact
of proposed allocation- formula changes. I agree with you that the "hold harm-
less" procedure is not the most desirable approach to saving services, especially
if the results do not provide equitable distribution of benefits to eligible recipients.

I can assure you that I will give this matter the appropriate attention.
Sincerely

[Telegiton]

RALPH D. TUBLINOTON.

KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintdndent of Public Instruction, .

State of Nevada, Carson City.
DEAR KEN : Regret that due to press of developing policy role for new State

Board of Education which has not as yet considered the matter of hold harmless
with regard to PL 93-380, I must remain neutral on its advisability at this time.

JOSEPH H. CRONIN.
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STATE OF INDIANA,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,

Indianapolis, Ind., June 2,.1975.

of Public Instruction, State Department of Education, Carson

DEAR SUPERINTENDENT HANSEN : This letter is reply to your correspondence.
of May 22 dealing with the formula program cr ted in Title IV, P.L. 93-380.
I agree with you on the congressional intent envisioned for Title IV. Congress,
in my opinion, did not desire to severely cut the funding for any state in the 1
consolidated programs. Also, I agree with you that the Congress must find an
acceptable solution to t problem caused to several of the states by their action. --

However, a hold-harm ess provision at the FY 1974 level would not be an
acceptattle solution ndiana. The state of Indiana gained some additional
funds by the new provision. This gain reflects a real need in our state for
increased support in these program areas. ,It is any understanding that a hold-
harmless provision at the FY 1974 level would negate the gains Ihdiana made
under the new Title IV. -

Some questions have arisen as to the hold-harmless provi for TY 1975.
How much financial assistance would Indiana lose by such a pi? on? Would
this FY 1975 hold-harmless provision allow "losing" states an adequate level
of appropriations? Again, Indiana educational needs in the areas have risen
and any increase in Federal support is beneficial. However, if a hold-harmless
provision for FY 1973 would not significantly diminish our allocation, and would
provide other states an acceptable solution, then it might provide the proper
alternative.

A more attractive alternative which I favor. would be a supplemental appro-
priations bill that would provide the "losing" states with a base level from which
to operate. While Congress would not intend to severely inhibit program per-
formance in any state, they did, in my opinion, attempt to increase Federal
support in areas of expanding need. Therefore, given the dilemma Congress has
created, it appearS an increased appropriation for Title IV is the more" effective
way of solving this problem for all these states.

Yours, truly,

Hon. KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
State Department of Education,
Carson City, Nev.

HAROLD H. NEGLEY,
State Superintendent

of Public Instruction.

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY;
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Frankfort, Ky., Mali 80, 1975.

DEAR KENNETH : We in Kentucky are very concerned about the problem
created by the Title IV, P.L. 93-380 formula for the less populous states.

As you participate in 'the oversight hearings on P.L. 93-380 regarding the
formula problem on consolidation, we hope that a more satisfactory arrange-
ment can be worked out. Kentucky would hearitly support-a proposal for allowing
the Title IV, P.L. 93-380 formula to operate as legislated and providing an addi-
tional a nnropriation be made assuring the "losing" states a 90% level of FY 197:1
appropriation under categorical programs,

Thank you for your attention and efforts on this matter.
Sincerely yours,

LYMAN V. GINGER,
Superintendent of Public Instruction.
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Hon. Kaorristrli H. HANSEN,
Superitnendent of Public, Instruction,
Nevada State Department of Education,
Carson City, Nev.

STATE OW LOUISIANA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Baton houye, La., April 1.1, 1975.

DEAR KEN : This is in response to your letter of March 10, 1975, concerning
the fund distrintion problems created by Title IV of Public Law 93-380, eon-
-solidation of Certain Education Programs. Proposed in your letter is a "hold
harmless" at FY 1974 level with per capita, ages 5-17) distribution of "new"funds.'

This proposal would appear to be an equitable alternative for the distribution
of Title riPlunds. However, with the hesitancy of Congress to amend P.L. 93-38,0and since the official allocation tales have already been distributed by the U.S.
Office of Education, Our most viable approach at thisetime might be to secure a
supplemental appropriation for those states suffering financial decreases underthe consolidation package.

I certainly agree that Congress did not intend for this to happen, and I am
certain that the situation will be rectified in the near future.
/We are aPPreciative and supportive of your present situation and will do allwithin our capacity- to see at none of ,the states are unjustly treated by the

new legislation.
Sincerely yours,

it' Louis J. liDonoT,
State Superintenent

of Public Education.

MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION,
Baltimore, Md., April 3, 1975.

Hon. KENNETH II. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Carson City, Nev.

DEAR KEN: I recognize the problem created for the states with small popula-
tions as a result of Title IV of P.L. 93-380, Consolidation of Certain Education
Programs.

Equity requires that some sort of "hold harmless" approach be taken on this
matter. We should make an effort to enact corrective legislation which will ac-
commodate such states as Nevada. You can count on my lending support.

Sincerely yours,
JAMES A. SENSENBAUGH,

State Superintendent of Schools.

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION,

Boston, Mass., April 28, 1975.
Dr. KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Office of t;e Superintendent of Public

. Instruction, Carson City, Nev.
DEAR KEN : I hope that you will excuse the delay in getting back to you. Issues

relating to Boston and State resources for the administration of the Department
have been very time consuming.

I ara well aware of the problems for the several states regarding the distribu-
tion of funds unfjertzTitle IV, P.L. 93-380. I will be meeting this month with
members of the CdSSO at which time I will surface your concerns and will assist
in the identification of strategies that will provide for a more equitable distribu-
tion of funds.

Sincerely,

-u11L3

Onnsonr R. ANRIG,
Commissioner of Education.

ti
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STATE OF MICHIGAN,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Lansing, Mich., March 111, 1975.

Hon. KENsrrn II. IIANsEN!
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Office of the Superintendent of Public

Instruction, Carson City, Nev.
DEAR KEN.: I have reviewed your letter and memo of March 10 and presented

it to the Board of Directors of the Chief State School Officers on Sunday and
Monday atour quarterly meeting.

The congensus of the Board was to support the "hold harmless" procedure. As
you undoubtedly know, this means that Michigan would not receive $699,113
under this provision. However, I 'think it is the appropriate action to take, and I
am pleased to support my sister State of Nevada.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. PORTER.

STATE OF MiNIVESCYTA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION.

St. Paul, Minn., May 27, 1975.
KENNETH H. lbcsFts.,
Superintendent, Office of the Supetintendent of Public Instruction, Carson City,

Nev.
DEAR KEN : Thank you for your correspondence in regard to the effect 'of the

distribution formula on the smaller states under Title IV of P.L. 93-380. I share
your concern about this problem.

Congressional action through Sec. 401(a ) (2) (A) (il) and Sec. 401( b) (2) (A)-
(ii) was designed to assure that states receive an allocation not less than was
received in FY74. Since the Act did not further prescribe the distribution be-
tween states, the current formula does not appear to create some inequity among

...the states with the smaller jurisdictions receiving considerably smaller alloca-
tions than in FY74.

It is not my desire that Minnesota or any other state receive additional monies
at the expense of the smaller states. I have already informed my congressional
delegation of my feelings in this matter, and support either your suggestions or
any other appropriate action which will remedy this problem.

Tf I can be of further assistance to you in this matter, pleasedo not hesitate
to call on me.

Sincerely,
HOWARD B. CARMEY, ,

Commissioner of Education.

DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION.
Jefferson City, Mo., March 31, 1975.

Hon. KEN NETS H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instritetion, State Department of Public Instruction.

Carson City, Nev.
DEAR KENT : In your letter of March 10 you mention the "hold harmless" clause

in the new P.L. 93-380 legislation.
Are the formulas already a matter of law. and s the money been allocated?

What \would it be possible for us to do regarding e distribution problem?
If there is something that we in Missouri can d to see to it that there is

eqnitable treatment for all. I will be pleased to take a swing at it.
How are things going for you? Best personal wishes to you, Ken.

Sincerely yours.
ARTHUR L. MALLOT.

Commissioner.

1
.4

59-352-- 75--P

414.
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VATIC OF MONTANA, 4

SUPERINTENDENT OF' PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,
Helena, Mont., May 30, 1975.

HOD. KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State of Nevada,
Carson City, Nev.

DEAR SUPERINTENDENT HANSEN': In response to your letter of May 22 COD-
(wiling the formula problem pertaining to Title IV, P.L. 9:,-380, enclosed is a
copy of a letter I forwarded to Representative Carl D. Perkins on this subject.
As you will note, copies of the letter were sent to Dr. Byron Hansford and mem-
bers of Montana's congressional delegatio'n. The letter is self-explanatory.

I trust the letter to Representative Perkins may be helpful to you in connec-
tion with the oversight hearings.

If I can be of additional assistance, please let we know.
Sincerely,

Enclosure.

Dot.ottics CoLnURO,
State Superintendent.

Aiint, 10, 1975.
lion, CARL D. PERKINS,
House of Representative,
Washington, D.C.

DKaa REPRESENTATIVE PERKINS: Since t am a member both of the Board of
Directors and the Committee on Legislation of the Council of Chief State School
Officers and represent one of the 18 states that will lose substantial funding for
educational innovation and support in the 1977 and ensuing fiscal years, I am
writing to urge you and your colleagues on the House Committee on Education
and Labor to support an amendment to the present law, Public Law 93-380,
which would assure the tfilocation of funds for all states at levels least equal
to those formerly provided in Title III and Title V of ESEA respectively.

I helieve you and your colleagues are aware that when Public Law 93-380 was
being considered in conference last year, chief state school officers and others
had the impression that there was an intent to assure that no state would lose
funds under the new formula.

The problem arises from the fact that the floor provisions contained in the
apportionment formula for Title III, ESEA 20 ('.S.C.A. 842(a ) (2) and in the
apportionment formula for Title V, ESEA 20 U.S.C.A. 862(a) (1) are omitted
from the apportionment formulae for Parts B and C of Public Law 93-380 20
U.S.('.A. 1802(a) (2). Thus, when the apportionment formulae for Parts B and
C of Public Law 93-380 are fully applied in fiscal year 1977, Montana will receive
about $350,000 less than under the present formulae for Titles III and V of
ESEA.

The estimated loss to Montana for the 1977 fiscal year represents approxi-
mately 36 percent of the funds Montana expects to receive in the current fiscal
year for the operatiod of the present ESEA III and ESEA V programs.1 under-
stand that the other 17 states may expect losses ranging from $120,000 to
$500,000. ,

In view of the fact that most of the potential losses occur in states which, like
Montana, are sparsely populated and have large numbers of scliool districts, the
losses would make it most difficult for these state educational agencies to operate
effective Title IV-C programs.

The states not affected by the losses have indicated their support for the resto-
ration of floor provisions in Putilic Law 93-380 to assure that the 18 states will
receive funding levels comparable to those which prevailed in the past There-
fore, I urge you and your colleagues of the House Education and Labor Commit-
tee to initiate an amendment to the existing law that will rectify the present
situation. If you need additional information about this problem or if I can
be of assistance in another way, please let me knoW.

In closing may I thank you and your colleagues for the many good features
contained in Puhlic Law 93-380. The new law will assist the states and school
districts to provide several new programs and deliver services to the country's
young people in more effective ways.

Sincerely,
UOLORES COLBITRO,
tate Superintendent.
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Concord, N.H., March 24, 1975.
Mr. KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Carson City, Nev.

DEAn KEN : I support whole heartedly your position as stated in your letter
dated March 10, 1975.

We do stand to lose an amount approximately $450,000. This would 'create
real problems for us and we have so indicated to our Congressional delegation.
They are in sympathy with our position and have assured me of their assistance.

'Looking forward to seeing you in New Hampshire this summer:
Sincerely,

Hon. KENNETH H. }JANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
State Department of Edcation,
Carson City, Nev.

Dr. NEWELL J. PAIGE,
Commissioner of Education.

STATE OF NEW JERSEY,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Trenton, N.J., March 21, 1975.

DEAR KEN: Unfortunately, I didn't receive your letter before leaving for Wash-
ington for the Board meeting but, as you can well imagine, I am most supportive
of your positions and indicated as much to my colleagues. In fact, I agreed to
phone Joe Nyquist in New York to see if we can bring him along on this because,
as you know, he doesn't agree completely with the description of the situation
provided by you.

Sincerely,
raw G. BURKE,

Commissioner.

KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Nevada State Department of Education,

Carson City, .Nev.
DEAR KEN appreciate the leadership you are taking in our mutual problem

concerning the funding of Title IV. I agree with you that a hold harmless at
FY 74 level may be our best push. We are still examining alternatives however.
We have requested tables from Virginia Trotter and the Center for Educational
Statistics through Senator Montoya. Enclosed is our letter to the Senator along
with a draft letter requesting tables. Also enclosed bra response from Chris Cross
to Representative Manual Lujan's staff. Another alternative was suggested to
Letitia Chambers by AI Alford. He thinks a hold harmless at FY 75 might have
a petter chance. Of course, that is less money. I'm not sure that would be any
easier to secure than the '74 figure.

send you the tables as-soon as they are available. I appreciate your sending,
the tables and materials you have developed.

Sincerely,

STATE OF NEW MEXICO,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Santa Fe, N.M., April 75, 1975.

Enclosure,

LEONARD J. DE LAM
Superintendent of Public Instruction.

[Telefax]
MAY 30, 1975.

Mr. JAMES P. COSTA,
Federal Liaison, State Department of Education,
Carson City, Nev.

In response to Dr. Ilansen's letter of May 22, suggest amendment to Title IV
formula similar to that in Public Law 93-380, Sec. 101(a) (10), so-called Bayh
Amendment, which would read Similar to the following: "There is authorized to
be appropriated for each fiscal year a sum not to exceed to be allocated
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at the discretion of the Commissioner to assist those state education agencies
whose total allocation under Part C of Title IV of the Eitmentary'and Secondary
Education Act is 90 percentum or less than such allocation under such l'art C
during the preceding fiscal year." This separate authorization should not affect
the estimated allocations available at the present lime, except for the States
eligible under this amendment.

EWALD B. Nt-quisT,
Commissioner of Education,

tC

THE. UNIVERSITY ?HE STATE OF NEW YORK,
TIIE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT,

Albany, N.Y., April 7, 1975_
Hon. li-'041,1Ern H. HANBEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
State Departthent of Education, Carson City, Nev.

DEAR KEN: Thank you for your letter, note and tables of March 11. Not to he
"out tabled," I am enclosing a table which I would like to bring to your atten-
tion. This table provides a checklist of the losers under Title I and the losers
under Title IV. Under, each of these, we find 18 States art represented and only
in the case of four States and the District of Columbia is there a coincidence in
which, there was a loss under both Title I and Title IV.

I wish that New York were "being done in" as Nevada is by PI.. 93-380. In.
terms of Federal cash flow to our local districts for educational purposes of verb
ous sorts, I cannot see where the States that may feel a small negative reduction,
under Title IV have great concern when you note the large gains that are accru-
ing under Title I. Maybe It means that those who lost under Title IV will have
to be more innovative with their Title I monies.

I guess the next time that I see you standing between the North and the South
in your "middle-of-the-road stance," I will step over and join you and maybe
share in the riches of those from the middle of the road.

I do think that beyond the question of formulas we all should have strong
concerns about how the regulations and guidelines that are being promulgated
particularly on Title IV consolidation and the handicapped-will have a severe
negative impact on more effective administration of these programs and the sheer
burden that will be put on us by reporting requirements.

Faithfully yours,
EWALD B_ NYQUIST.

Enclosure.

PART A-LEA MONEYS ONLY (PERCENTAGE INCREASE-FISCAL YEAR 1974 TOTAL
VERSUS FISCAL YEAR 1975 TOTAL: 9 PERCENT)

State

Losers checklist Fiscal year-

Difference PercentTitle I Title IV 1974 1975

Alabama $34, 549,166 $40, 339, 739 $5, 790, 573 ' 14
Aluka X 2, 898, 078 3, 225, 765 327, 687 10
Arizona 8, 221, (31 13, 383, 262 5,161, 631 39
Arkansas 20, 963, 618 22, 990,111 2, 026, 493 9
California X 121, 348, 148 128,062, 203 6, 714,055 5
Colorado 10, 933, 510 13, 504,183 2, 570,673 19
Connecticut )C 14, 097, 517 13, 831, 739 -265, 778 -2
Delaware X 2, 323, 748 3, 995, 756 1, 672,008 42
Florida 25, 292, 847 47, 884, 074 22, 591, 227 47
Georgia X 40, 573, 812 44, 014, 035 3, 440, 223 8
Hawaii X 4, 106, 552 4, 612, 480 585, 928 12
Idaho X 2, 719, 220 3, 693, 052 973, 832 26
Illinois X 77, 364, 803 84,060, 765 6, 695, 962 8
Indiana
Iowa

i X
18,113,18,773,439
14, 601, 661

21,072,822
14, 661, 224

2,299,383
59, 563

11
1

Kansas 9, 691, 973 11, 747, 773 2,115, 800 18
Kentucky X 32, 212, 788 31, 939, 341 -273, 447 -1
Louisiana 31, 322, 489 47, 145, 448 15, 822, 999 34
Mains X X 5, 641, 269 5, 727, 207 85, 938 2
Maryland 22, 6S1, 512 26, 786, 951 4, 105, 439 15,
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PART A-LEA WHEYS ONLY (PERCENTAGE INCREASE-FISCAL YEAR 1974 TOTAL
VERSUS FISCAL YEAR 1975 TOTAL: 9 PERCENT)-Continued

4-

State

Losers checklist Fiscal Year-

Oifferenur PercentTitle I Ti Us IV 1974 1975

Massachusetts
Michipn.
Minnesota
Mississlopi
Miami ,'
Montana(
Nebraska,.
Nevada
Nam liampdilre '
Nan Jersey
How Mexico
New York
No. Carotins
NorW Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregoti
Pennsylvania
Rhoda Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisosnsin
Wyoming.
Ofstrict of Columbia

X
X

X

to..

' X
X
X
X

I,

X
x

X

X

,

X
X
X
X

X

x

X

x

X
X

X

x
X

_ 29,106, 214
51. 912, 393
20 197 155
3e, 124 621

_l 23, 367, 302
)..11161., 551g

1, 108. 619
2, m, 895

52.903. 9%
7, 393,115

;RIR 6421

4,101, 267
45,110, 413
18,1349, 248
8, 709, 633

69. 645. 012
5, 032, 119

29, 353, 231
5, 470, 551

31. 273, 191
87,875, 754
4, 462,117
2. 093. 957

31, 522, 692
15,134, 927
17, 319,113
18, 709, 454
1,196, 334

11, 194, 811

30, 292, 790
83, 845, 013
25, 155, 463
3It 044 145
23, 643, 319
4, 600.976
8, 337, 465
1, 313, 315
2, 743, 951

47. 673, 165
12, 023, 757

IS, 866. 701
47, 984, 045

4, 377, 310
50, 025, 141
18, 588, 703
13, 065, 339
78, 521r519
5, 852, 170.

30, 882, 029
5, 677,625

36, 592, 588
94, 397, 530
4039, 990
2,793,655

35, 348, 213
18, 740, 912

16.349, 525
24,643, 752
2, 049, 328
9,670.073

2, 116, 506
4, 0%
4, 313
2, 1, 217
5, 276, 087
1, 635,433
1,149, 935-

804, 636
470;056

-5. 230, 741
4, 735, 572

- 26,157,139
-3, 592.618

276, 043
4, 744, 728
1.931.462
4, 135, 706
8, 678, 437

120, 051
1, 028, na

207, 074
5, 319, 395

28, 721.776
627, 803
699,699

3123, 521
3,605,985
-971, 283
5, 933, 2%

862, 944
-1, 524, 738

0

!`

7 ,
I

17
7

13
38
14
42
17

-10
39

-12
-7

6
9

10
33
11
14

' 3
4

15
21
12
25
11
19

-6
24
42

-14

Total 13 13

Note: 7 losers.

THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA,-
DEPARTMENT OF PLTRLIO INSTRUCTION,

' Bismarck, N. Dak., March 25, 1975.
KENNETH H. HeNsrxr,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Department of Education, Care'

. City, Nev.
DEAR Mn. FIAAFIEN After extensive review of the fund distribution formulas

under Title IV, P.L. 93-380, we in the Department of Public Instruction of the
State of North Dakota are concerned with the financial effects of this legislation.
Even though we do not feel that Congress intended that money be shifted from
small states to the larger ones, this is precisely the effect of P.L. 93-380.

In the case of North Dakota we have compared the total amount of funds
for which we were eligible in FY 1975 under the categorical programs with our
estimated allocation for FY 1977 under the-consolidation in P.L. 93-380. There
is a reduction of $398,848 according to tables developed by the U.S. Office of
Education. The greatest effect of this reduction of available funding would, ac-
cording to our understanding of the regulation, make less money available to
local, schools for programs.

We support a t'hold barmiest:C. provision at the FY 1973 or 1974 level, which-
ever is higher, with, per capita (ages 5-17) distribution of "nevi" funds accruing
to the separate conIolidated parts. This would assure continuance of all pro-
grams in this and all other states and, at the same time, provide funds for
expansion of programs in the larger states.

We urge your support for this type of procedure. We don't feel that it was the
intent of Congress that this reduction of available fundsphould occur.

Sincerely yours.
LOWELL L. JENBEN, "

Assistant Superintendent for Instruction.

.
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Oklahoma City, Okla., March 21, 1975.

Hon. limy/mut H. 11.4Ni
Superintendent of Public atreletion, State Department of Edubation, Carson

City, Nev.
DEAR KENNETH : This is in reply to your letter of March 10 regarding potential

variances in funding patterns of consolidated pg ()grams as compared with cater
gorical programs. I agree with you in believing that the Congress intended that-
no state should be penalized financially under the new program.

It seems to we Hint a "hold harmless" provision at the FY 1974 level would
be a satisfactory alternative until other steps can be taken to correct this seem-
ingly unintentional, discriminatory legislhtion. Although it appears that Okla-
homa is not affected so much by reduced funds as some other sparsely populated
states, we still subscribe to the principle you have stated.

Sincerely,

s-,

KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Department of Education,
Carson CHM Net'.

DEAR SUPERINIENDKNT HANSEN : HR 5991, the Appropriations Committee Bill
now before the House, is intended to deal with the serious-problem of inequities
in financial assistance to'the smaller states under TitleIV, part C, of PI. 93-380.
These inequiites were created by the funding formula of 93-380. and in my
opinion, these funding formulas should be.adjusted to more fairly distribute the
available .federal funds. Under the currenftlioation formula, in FY 1977, those
12 to 15 least populous states would lose from 20 to 50 percent of the funds
currently received under the programs consolidated.

We in thr Pennsylvania Department of 14ducailon w ld support a comprehen-
sive .revision of the funding formulas by amendment to 93-380. Unfortunately,
such legislation does not appear imminent. As a result, an alternate route Is being
advocated to deal with this problem ; this is the section in HR 5901, which states :
"Provided further that the amount made available to each state from the sum
heretofore appropriated for FY 1976 or from the sum appropriated herein for
the FY 197f1 for Title IV, part C of the ESEA shall not he less than the amount
made available for comparable purposes for FY 1975." (p. 3, lines 1-6)

While it is true that adoption of thin language will mean a financial loss to
Pennsylvania and several of the large dustrial states, nevertheless we support
the provision because it remedies an un n al and unfortunate unfairness
to the smaller states.

Sincerely,

LESLIE FISHER,
Mate SuptiiiitendenA

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
DF.PARTMF.NT OF EDUCATION,

Harrisburg, Pa., April 15, 1975.

JOHN C. PITTENOER.

STATE o RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE. PLANTATIONS.
Providence, R.I., March , 1915.

lion. KENNETH IL HA.
Superintendent- of Public Instruction, State Department of Education,
Carson City, Nev.

DEAR COMMISSIONER HAsszsr: I received your recent letter relating to the
problems created by Title IV, P.L. 93-380. Enclosed with your letter were tables
with your suggestion for a "hold-harmless" provision. May I first say that I
appreciate the great amounts of work and efforts you and your staff have under
taken to produce such tables. They have been of great assistance to me and my
staff as, we begin to measure the ramifications which will occur should we lose
the funds under the present allocation formula.

We concur that a hold-harmless provision is probably the least effective method
of saving onr allocation. Should we have our preference. we would prefer to see
the allOcation formula changed completely to protect ies in all future years; how-
ever, we recognize the difficulty in convincing some of our ettlleagues to relinquish
the monies under the new formula that they have received.
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Recent conversations with the Senate staff of the Subcommittee of Educe
lion indicated that they felt changes in the formula should he Initiated in the
House. My Federal liaison, Bob Berton], has talked to Jack Jennings of Cotr-
gressman Perkin's staff and Chris Cross of Congressman ()ale's staff. Although
both were sympathetic. It appears that neither of them is extremely anxious to
sponsor legislation to change the formula. With these realities in mind, I agree
that we shouldjnove toward the hold-harmless solution. I intend to forward
tables, which you have provided, to our Congressional delegation in the nest week
or two and encourage their support. Perhaps, as you suggest, if we stork 0441.-

f leetively we can salvage the piogratn which is needed so desperately in our
educational system.

Lastly, we are planning on.dholdIng a Region I IS or 'shop for all the states
in New England to establish'some method or strategy to effect a correction In
the allocation formula. 'As the results of this meeting become available, I will
forward the information toyou and to our colleagues.

Once again may I thank 34.44 for your efforts in this particular matter. I hope to
meet with ygit In thh nParfihtare.

Sincerely.
THOMAS C. SCHMIDT,

Commissioner.

STATE OP SOUTH CAROLINA, ,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION.

Columbiy, S.Ct, June 4, 1975.
KENNETHKENNETH H. IIANss;N,

State. Superintendent of Public Instruction,
State Department of Education,
C'ar'son City, Nev.

DEAR Keg : I am sorry that you had to follow up yoin. letter of March 10
With another on May 22 asking us to respond to one of earlier &d. I had
assumed that a response had been given to your March Pfletter.

However, ray notes indicate that Dr. Don Pearce, our Coordinator of Fed-
eral Funding; cal ea your Jim Costa in Maroir and expresSed support of 'the
following position. : 41) An, increased appropriation in the supplemental suf-
ficient to give the "loser" states eithtr 100% or 'JO% of what they had been
gettingor (2) A "hold harmless" at the 11)74 level which would cost -the big
states money and which ,they will defeator (3) A Change in the formula which
would provide more equitable'fundIng.

1)r. Pearce tells me that these-positions were fecently reiterated. Incidentally,
we ha vet made some contacts in behalf of these positions.

Sincerely yours,: ..
, CTRIL B. BIJSBEE.
State Superintendent of Education.

TEXAS EDUCATION AGE. 'Y.
Austin. Texas, Afarh 1975.

Ilon. KENNETH II. IlAxREN.
Superintendent of Public Instruct ion.,
Office of Education,
Carson City, Nev.

DEAR SIJPERINTEVEr HANSEN your letter of March 10, 1975 to Pr. Brockette
has been referred tome for reply.

The concerns about funding under Title IV of RP,. 93-3SO and the need of
"Hold-Harmless" legislation has been .previously disusSed with Dr. Brockette by
Dr. Kirby of this Agency. Dr. Brockette's position is that the rule of reasonable-
ness should apply, and that it would not be fair for many states to receive sub-
stantial fund reductions as the result of the consolidation. In fact. he has already
eommunicated through Dr. Kirby to Mr. Ray Peterson of the Council of Chief
State School Officers/. that he %mild be happy to support efforts to protect the
interests of smaller states.
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We eertainlY sympathize with the problems discussed in, your letter and will
support "Hord- Harmless" legishition with the provision that "new" funds be
distributed on a per caPita.basis.

Please keel!' us informed as to how we can best be of service.
Sincerely,

ALTON 0. BOWEN.
Deputy Commissioner for .4 dmisistra five Serricra.

Ktignern H. Hexitzn,
Superintendent nfrfublic Instrpetion,
Carson City, Nev.

UTAH STATE BOARD OF EDUC4TIoN.
Salt Late City, Utah, Mare's 17, 1975.

Dees Ken : Thanks for the materials you sent and for your initiative on the
matter of funding under Title i'V as opposed to individual programs approach.

a I certainly support your efforts In bringing about eqpity In this matter.
As a result of the recent meeting in Santa Fe, I Have already written our
ngressional delegation asking for a "Hold Harmless" provision to enable small

state:' to remain alive while more equitable fbrmulee, are developed. We are
pursuing the identical course you outlined and hopeior success through concerted
and individual effort.

I shall he in 'Washington. D. C. this week and will have the opportunity to
discuss this matter with my congressmen, Ted Bell, and the officers of CCSSO.

Right will prevail.
Sincerely yours, , 1

WALTER D. TALBOT.
. State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

STATE OF VERMONT,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

" Montpelier, Vt., March 19, 1975.
Mr. KENNETH H. rseritssS.
Superintendent of Public InstrUction,
Nevada State Department of Public Instruction,
Carson City, Nev.

DEAR KEN : Thank, you' for your letter of March 10 regarding the problems
created by P.L. 98-380. -

We have been in touch with our Congressional Delegation and other states
regarding the problems created by thetprovIslons of that bill. In addition, we
have been id contact .vvith tree 'Council of Chief State School Officers and the U.S.
Office of Educationin regard to this situation.

We were represented by proxy at the meeting in Albuquerque, New Mexico.
It is our position that because of the situatioly the small states should he protected
by a "hold harmless" provision to allow for alternative planning and funding
procedures.

SIncely yours,
ROBERT A. WITHET,

Commissioner of Education.

SUPERINTENDENT of PUBTAGNSTRUCTIOR.
Olympia, MOM , June 11, 1975.

Hon. KENNETH H. lieNsvx.
Superintendent of Public Instruction.
Carson City. Nev.

DEAR KEN : Your March 10. 1975, letter requesting a statement of our position
on the, foirmole concern under Title IV=C (PL 93-380) did not go astray. My
staff was- aware of the problem and has talked with Jim Costa on several
occasions.

A§ It turns but, the'State_of Washington's position on this matter will be to
support any Increase in funding that vrilLallow the "loser" states to 'maintain
their FY 1974 level of activity. I understand that an effort will be mad§ to get
Some funds in a supplemental budget to effeRytin increase for this purpose in
FY 1977. My office will certainy support. that effo

121
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I trust you can understand our Position on this issue. We are Concentrating
our efforts on getting some legislative relief on the maintenance of effort language
in Title IV at this time.

Our State Legislature did sine die on Monday after 148 days of consecutive
session, the longest period in the state's history. It has been an interesting experi-
ence with education funding lind special levy relief being major issues. If we are
successfnl in our effort to get the maintenance of effort language modified in PL
93-380 and the State Legislature moves quickly on state funding matters, we
may be able to successfully implement PL 93-380.

Sincerely,
FRAN K B. BaourtLET,

State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

STATE OF WISCONSIN,
DEPARTMENT OP PCBLIC INSTRUCIION,

Madison, Wis., May 30, 1975.
KENNETH H. 14Ansui.,
,sruperintendent, Department of Et Meath"
Carson City, Nev.

DEAR Kra : I believe the formula for allocating funds to the states under
Title IV, P.L. 93-380, should remain as presently constituted. If the formula is
fair and valid, then penalizing so states In order to hold other states harm-
less creates its own inequities. The ore, 14believe the fairest solution to the
problems of states that have lost funds would be to appropriate additional
money to save them harmless for several years to make the adjustments to the
new formula levels.

As I indicated in my previous letter, I do believe this is a matter that should
be handled by Mr. Hansford's office out of consideration to all of the states.

Sincerely,
BARBARA THOMPSON,

State Superintendent.

THE STATE ov WTomiNo,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Cheyenne, Wyo., May 28, 1975.

Mr. JAMES P. COSTER,
Federal Liaison, Nevada State Department of Education,
Office of the Superintendent,
Carson City, Nev.

DEAL JIM : This is in response to a letter from Dr. Hansen which we received
on May 22, 1975 requesting information from the Wyoming State Department
of Education that will help you in the upcoming oversight hearings on P.L.
93 -380.

Enclosed is a copy of a letteir and an attachment ( # 1) that was mailed to our
entire congressional delegation setting for the problems Wyoming has as a result
of the P.L. 93-880 distribution formula.

I hope this Information will be helpful to you as you meet with the appropriate
House members.

Enc.

DALE D. LUCAS,
Deputy State Superintendent of Public instruction.

THE STATE OF WYOMING,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Cheyenne, Wyo., February 27, 1975.
BOIL. GALE W. MCGEE,
(7,S. Senator for Wyoming,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR GALE: A very close examination of the Education Amendments of 1974
(93 -380) %nal its relationship to the Supplemental Appropriations Bill P.L. 93-
554 tie it affects Wyoming' reveals a veritable disaster for federally funded edu-
cational programs In the State. I am enclosing two documents which will indicate
the, nature of the problem and am requesting your support and assistance in
some needed changes IIt P.L. 93-380.
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Ths first attaehtnent shows the federal appropriations level contained in the
flupPlenientiiI ApproPriations Bill for forward funding of Parts B and C of Title
IV. This attachment also shoWis the resulting impacts of this legislation on
Wyoming when the distribution formula is applied. In the way of explanation,
the data on Wyoming, Includes grant amounts Or anticipated grant itmounts for
the Fiscal Yeats 74-79-76 and 77. The data on 1976 is most interesting and is
of immediate concern because of the provision for 50 percent consolidation of
the various titles' included in Parts B and C. Projecting a constant level of ap-
propriation into Fiscal Year. 1977, when full consolidation occurs, only ampli-
fies the deteriorating effects of funding finder, this grant formula.

This data indicates a successive drop from the 1,974 funding level of $1,060,918
to the anticipated receipt of only $522,096 in Fiscal 1977. This results in a cumu-
hitive loss of $538,822. -

It seems that twenty states areLinvolv d ,in a loss situation in the Implemen-
tation of P.L. 93480, while thirty sta show projected gains. Our clan and
data from the USOE indicates that W owing suffers the greatest loss while
California can project an increase of $5050,535; New York would increase by
$4.824,848; Texas would gain $3,051,756 and other states receiving lesser in-
creases down to a break-even point. -, -

Information from the Congressmen responsible for the compiomise achieved
in resolving the 'differences between Mit. 69 and S-1530 have assured us that
it was never the intent to force states into a diminished funding level. We have
also had indication from the states standing to gain in this legislation that they
`Would not desire to achieve those gains' if they were to result in losses to the
all

I so including copy of a resolution developed by representatives of
Rev, tate Departme of Education which we hope you will find acceptable.
You may wish to initiate some action upon this, or if the situation dictates, you
ma* find you can support action which may be generated from another source.
This resolution is being submitted to the Legislative Committee of the Council
of. Chief State School Officers and it is our understanding that ,they may be the
body through, which some action may occur.

It seems to us that-if the needed changes in the legislation are what might
be considered a technical amendment, then it might be possible for this action
to occur prior to Implementation of our FY '76 program.

I trust that, as in the past, We will be able to depend upon you in assisting,
in getting these changes made.' Should additional information be required or de-
sired, pleaSe do not hes itate to contact me. .

Best regards,
ROBERT G. SCHRADER.

State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

VIM ,

APPENDIX 2IMPACT STATEMENTS

STATE OF ALASKA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Juneau, Alaska, June 9, 1975.
JAMES P. COSTA,
Liaison and Federal Program Administrator, Office of the Superintendent of

Public Instruction, Carson City, Nev.
DEAR Mn. COSTA : In reference to your request of June 5. 1975 relative to

Alaska's projected activities under P.L. 93-380 Title IV Part C for FY-77. it
appears that circumstances will decessitate a total curtailment of LEA programs.

Whereas in fiscal year 1975 Alaska, under the same activities authorized and
consolidated in Title IV, will operate a total of 34 programs in 12 LEA's direct'
involving 21.483 students at a cost slightly in excess of $335.000rthe same activi-
ties 14 FY-77 will consist Of a SEA maintenance effort 25% less than that of
FY-75, and, no LEA programs. I hope this provides/the type of information, you
require. If I can be of further assistance do not hesitate to contact me at your
convenience. Thank you for your interest in this matter.

Sincerely,

123

MARMOT:I MADDEN.
Special Assistant to the Commissioner.
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(From part C, title IV, Public Law 93-3S01

STATEMENTGF IMPACT ON ARKANSAS OF REDUCED FUNDING IN FISCAL YEAR
1977

Local school districts with operating projects have been alerted to the possi-
bility of reduced funding in FY77, They have been advised to consider moving
staff off Title M projects during the interim period.

No new projects will be funded Sand about 18 of the current 40 projects will
be continued. Priorities -for continuation are being established by the Department.

STATE OF DELAWARE,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,

..vp Dover, Del., June 9, 1975.
Mr. JAMES P. COSTA, IVL:aison and Federal Program Administrator, Office op the Superintendent ci,(

Public Instruction, Carson City, Nev. .

DEAR Mn. COSTA: Tour memorandum of June 5, 1973 was referred to me for
a reply from Dr.'Howard E. Row, Assistant Superintendent for Auxiliary Serv-
ices. Therefore, any fu ther inquiries concerning P.L. 93-380 should be sent to
this office raider whOse i don the Title IV program will be administered.

Under the old ESEA itle III, Delaware is currently maintaining twelve (12)
\ projects, serving011.215,schi1dren, and employing 38 teachers. You know, of course,
that the ESEA Title III programs were intended to be three (3) year programs
with a gradual shift of budget to local responsibility. Our present programs are
about to enter the third year and would nut, therefore, be renewable for the
school year ending 1976.

Beginning in Sept4mber 1975.for,FY '76, we had intended to introduce nine (9)
new programs but with the present allocation under Part C. Title tIV P.L. 93-380,
they cannot be approved. This represents 3,626 students being deprived of the
type of education we feel is necessary in order to tr., out new ideas and pyovide
an atmosphere in which creativity can flourish. These nine (9).programs Would
also provide employment for approximately 43 teachers. .

During FY '77 under Part C, Innovative Programs, Delaware's allocation is
only $4,573 which will only allow one small program to operate in the entire
state. Also, four professional and two secretarial positions will have to be ter-
minated. It is indeed unfortunate that the Children of Delaware during FY '77
will not have the same opportunity to be involved in Innovative Programs
which will be enjoyed by childrelkof the more populous states to a treater extent
than now exizts.

Thank you for your interest in Delaware and if you ha,,e ally further questions
please call my office at 302-678=4625.

Sincerely,
ERVIN C. MARSH.

Administrative AaRiatant.

A [From part C, title IV, Public Law 93-3/401

STATEMENT OF IMPACT ON HAWAII OF REDUCED FUNDING IN FISCAL YEAR,
1977

As one of the twenty small states most severely affected by the new funding
formula, Hawaii suffers the same proportionate loss as the others, but the impaet
is perhaps the most severe on Hawaii, which has chosen to concentrate its
former Title HI, and now Title IV, Part C, funds on state-wide curriculum and
instructional improvement and development hctivities. Most states, including
Hawaii, are not able to budget substantial amounts of money for major under-
takings cf this nature. This decision has been an effective one for Hawaii because
of its uniquie sidgie state-wide system of education. All projects under Title III,
or Title IV, Part C, are developed, field tested, and installed on a state-wide
level. This concentration of effort and resources has permitted the implemen-
tation of the principles of curriculum change and innovation on a planned.
systematic and large scale basis. The effectiveness of this approach is evident
in that the Hawaii English Program developed under Title III funding is now
servicing approximately 56,280 children or 59% of the pupils in grades K-6. It
has been selected geveral times at national levels as an exemplary program. and
preparations are now underway for wider dissemination as a result of its
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selection as one o;NO President's Right to Read programs. This comprehen ye
approach to large scale educational Improvement is consonant with the national
move toward consolidation of federal funded titles under ESEA, but the formula
applied and fund distribution under consolidation dilutes considerably the im-
pact Of the federal funtls.-Title HI frauds in Hawaii are now concentrated on only
two- projects: The Hawaii English ProgramSecondary ; and Mainstreamihg
Mildly Handicapped Students in English Classes. Both projects are being devel-
oped as systematic continuations of the statewide elementary HEP (Hawaii
English Program).

The secondary English project, the major undertaking, would feel most
strongly the effects of reduced levels bf funding, particularly since earlier cut-
backs have taken their toll in staff reductions, time extensions and decreased
product outputs. The most serious i acts on the project would be:

1. Dislocation of plans already I id for wide field testing of the first levels
of the secondary package. Schools have made plans, teachers are presently in
training, materials are in producti n, and expectations are at a high key. How-
ever, without adequate staff to energize and coordinate the tests, plans would
have to be drastically altered. The effects of cut-backs at this most critical stage
of whir school involvement would be most difficult to recover from.

2. Further expansion of established target dates. The completion date has
already been extended to six years from the original five. The longer the period
the more difficuit it becomes to sustain the effort. The cut-back would result hi
another extension, casting serious doubts on the stated ability to lead and sustain
a major development effort.

3. Failure to articulate the secondary development with the installation of the
Elementary Hawaii English Program. Times lines for the secondary, development
were planned to allow sixth graders existing from the HEP to move without
interruption into the secondary level. If these time lines cannot be met, there
will be severe disruption in program continuity for some 8,000 children and 100
teachers ready for the next higher level of HEP. The effects of this deprivation
on children's learning are difficult to contemplate.

The second project, Mainstreaming the Mildly Handicapped. covers the critical
field testing stage of a four year redevelopment of the HEP for mildly handi-
capped elementaryechildren, and also the creation of new materials for mildly
handicapped secondary students to enable them to function in mainstream Eng-
lish classes. Both developments anticipated the national trend for mainstreaming
the mildly handicapped into regular education and are significant on this score.
The project is already modest in scope because of limited funding. A further cut
would reduce the small staff, the number of classes to receive the materials, the
',umber of children to be followed, the size of the materials package, and the
duration and quality of teacher training programs to be mounted over the year.
Such curtailment would mean a step backward at a time when both the state and
nation are moving strongly in the direction of mainstreaming the mildly
handicapped.

STATEMENT OF STATE OF IDAHO, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Boiss, IDAHO, June 11, 1975.
If the Federal funding for FY 1977 under Part C of P.L. 93-380 remains at

the level. reflected in Table 4, DHEW :ASE :NCES :REP, dated 4/21/75, it is
evident-that there will be a reduction in programs and services that are provided
to the Idaho school districts and to the students enrolled in the elementary and
secondary schools of the State. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction
and the State Board of Education will be forced to make some hard decisions on
what programs or services will be reduced or terminated.

Since both programs and services require staff, it only follows that 'ttere
will be staff reductions. The number of persons employed in programs funded
from Titles III aniiN of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in Idaho
will of necessity be reduced by approximately 40%. .

The-number of innovative projects that can be funded will be sharply reduced.
The reduction in the number of projects will quite likely exceed 50%. Many
worthy projects will not be funded.

Failure to fund projects decreases the.number of children served in a given
period of time. The number of children affectedls almost impossible to estimate,
Since many schools and alstricts adopt programs or portions of programs that
are tried and proven.
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Equally important is the fact that worthwhile ideas and concepts, when given
the opportunity to develop, become an established program in the school class-
room'. What starts out to be an innovative project for 30 students udder one
teacher, even if not adopted by anyone are, could affect the children under this
teacher for the next ten years. The anticipated loss of $253,000 in FY77 to the
state of Kansas will amount to about 10% of the FY74 level. This is not con-
sidered a damaging loss to the state, but It will undoubtedly result In not funding
one or two requests for new projects in that year. The state plans to honor
existing commitments.

ROY TRUDY,
State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

.STATEMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL A:4D CULTURAL SERVICES,
AUGUSTA, MAINE

Negative Iillect of 93-880 Appropriation on the M.I.ine Department of Educa-
tional and.Cultural Services.

The sum of $850,296 projected for Part C of Title IV under P.L. 93-380 is only
$60,940 over the Title III, E.S.E.A. allocation for FY 75, let "alone the $355,000
allocated to Title V, E.S.E.A. (strengthening State Departments of Education).

I have been advised by the Title III, E.S.E.A. Coordinator that the best that
he will be able to do is to refund existing projects. in FY 77 and/or fund a
lim)ted amount of the Mini Grants.

I also, anticipate that some of the current projects funded under Title V,
E.S.E.A. will be eliminated for lack of funds.

STATE OF MONTANA,
OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT,

Helena, Mont., June YE, 1975.
M. JAMES P. COSTA,
Liaison and Federal Program. Administrator, Office of the Superintendent of

Public) In-Oro:lion, Carson City, Nev.
DEAR JIM : In response to your letter of June 5, I want to provide the following

information concerning the potential losses of Part C, 93480 funds.
The amount of funds available for ESEA Title IV, Part C during fiscal year

1977 will result in the virtual elimination of federally funded innovative and
exempla*. school programs in Montana. In fact, the amount remaining after
the strengthening state and local agencies set aside has been taken, the grand
sum of $79,550 will remain for all of the other Part C program activities, includ-
ing Health and Nutrition and Dropout Prevention progrtims. That amount
compares dfith the current $540,000 available for innovation and with an average
of $620,000 which has been available in prior fiscal years. Translated into per-
centages, Montana will receive 15 percent of what it received in fiscal year 1975
for innovation and 18 percent of the average of previous fiscal years.

In program terms, the funding situation will mean the termination of more
than 90 percent of existing innovative programs at the end of fiscal year 1976.
In addition, no new projects will be approved in both fiscal years 1970 and 1977.

Recently implemented programs such as Innovation Incentive Grants to
classroom teachers will be terminated even though the concept has been en-
dorsed by every participant in the program as being an effective way of
helping Montana students. The budget situation also dictates the elimination of
any possibility to establish needed demonstration sites throughout the state.

The out will also prevent the development of any health and nutrition and
dropout prevention programs as were expected under the consolidation legisia-

- tion. In addition, the comprehensive statewide assessment of educational needs
in the state is nearing completion and will be adversely affected. Participation
in the program has been extremely good because local districts were assured
that funds would be available to support the development of solutions to identi-
fied needs, The budget cut will result in an unexpected, unwanted and consider-.
able delay in the R and D efforts necessary to meet identified needs.

The fiscal year 1977 appropriation will result in the elimination of 50 profes-
sional and support positions in Montana schools. Of more importance, however,
is the elimination of needed supplemental services to more than 20,000 students
in Montana elementary and secondary schools. Federal programs such as ESEA
Title III and Title IV represent the only sources of funds for program develop-
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merit available to most Montana oois. Such monies have supported programs
in environmental education, legal wareness, preschool, health education and
cultural awareness which would no have been possible under other categorical
programs. If the budget picture f fiscal year 1977 remains the same, It iv
practically a certainty that-such worthwhile services for students will become
extinct. -

I trust that the Information I am providing may be useful to you. Thank you
for your inquiry.

Sincerely,
RALPH G. HAY,
Executive Asaistant.

STATEMENT OF IMPACT ON NEBRASKA OF RED 'CED FUNDINO IN FISCAL YEAR 1977

The funding level for Nebraska in FY 1977 der Part C, Title IV, P.L. 93 3SO,
will be approximately one-third of FY 1974. Tn s will most likely result in a pro-
portionate cut-back in supplementary program services for schools. Most affected
will be the mini - grant.' and adoption grant areas where individual creativity and
adoption of proven practices have been encouraged. Such a cut-back will result in
proportionate reduction of staff "and student participation. With the funding
available in FY77 the state of Nebraska will bonor existing commitments to the
extent permitted. No new projects will be accepted.

[From part C, title IV, Public Law 93-380]

STATEMENT OF IMPACT ON NbArADA OF REDUCED FUNDING IN FISCAL YEAR 1977

A definite decision about program reductions to compensate for the projected
losses from FY 1977 appropriations has not been made. It is obvious that a 52%
reduction wiil force the hard decisions to be made soon.

The Department of Education has a strong commitment to provide technical
and consultative assistance to local school districts in media and materials, cur-
riculum development, subject matter areas, and instructional and administrative
practices. This service usually takes the form of inserviee education, but many
times it is done by request on a person -to- person basis. The Department provides
the people with expertise who can promote innovation, encourage change, and in-
spire improvements in the classrooms which can lead to better learning oppor-
tunities for children. There is relative certainty that the Department and the
State Board of Education will want to continue this commitment and to do so
with funds formerly available under ESEA Title V.

If this is the choice, then all of the program effort under innovation and supple-
mentary services (ESEA Title III) will he forced out of existence. Approxi-
mately fifty schools in ten districts, will terminate supplementary services to
25.000 students in programs of reading, math, guidance and counseling, science,
art and music, vocational skills, economics, and instruction r the handicapped
and the gifted. About fifteen employed staff will need to be released or reassigned
rind more than 180 teachers will he denied the opportunities for enriching and
supplementing their regular classroom programs.
,At the state level the 52% reduction could mean that HO) full time professional

staff and two secretaries would need to be released. Six other staff members per-
forming specialized services for ESEA Title lit o,. a less than full time basis
would need to he reassigned and possibly released if state funding is not forth-
coming by Fiscal 1977.

STATEMENT OF IMPACT ON SEW HAMPSTITRE OF REDUCED FUNDING IN FISCAL YEAR
1977

DEAR MR. COSTA : In response to your recent inquiry as to the impact on New
Hampshire's educational programs under the new authorization formula for
Title IV of the Education Amendments of 1974, I am happy to submit the follow-
ing information :

New Hampshire stands to lose a total of $507.422 during FY77. This is approxi-
mately a 30% reduction from that received in 1975. Although the impact is felt
in both Parts B end C of the Aet. the greatest impact will be in Part C, where we
anticipate a reduction of $457,116.
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In our state we are fortunate in that a large portion of our 1975 Title III
funds are unexpended : otherwise it would be impossible for us to meet the
obligation which we hrie to currently approved three-year model grant programs
with the anticipated funds from Part C of Title IV, Even though we can meet
our obligations for the future, we will not be able to carry out an extensive
program for innovation and supplementary centers.

At this time it appears that New ,ilampshlre utilize its full authorization
of funds under Part C for strengthening state department and local educational
agencies, Increased ,operating expenses and an increased etT,ort to strengthen
leadership roles at the local level have made it necessary to use the full authoriza-
tion. Consequently, the amount remaining for innovative programs is reduced to
about $100,000.

This reduction will seriously curtail our ',efforts to develop innovative and
exemplary programs at the local level to meet critical student needs. Our efforts
in this ZirectIon will be cut to about 20% of the former level of support. In view
of the fact that New Hampshire had 1.5% of all validated Title III projects
during 1973 and 1974. but received only .5% of the total authorization from
Congress, we feel that this is a significant loss. Add to this the fact that our
state support for education is the lowest in the nation and you can see that there
is little likelihood of the local districts being able to carry on this type of activity
with their own revenue.

I appreciate your efforts on behalf of those states affected by the change in
funding authorization and trust that our respective plights will be understood by
COngress which will act to restore the former level of funding.

Sincerely,
ROBERT BRUNELLE, ,

Deputy Commissioner.

(Prom part C. title IV, Public Law 03-3801

STATEMENT OD' IMPACT ON NEW MEXICO OF REDUCE1 FUNDING IN FISCAL YEAR 19417

Services offered by the New Mexico Department of Education to local school
districts are generally in the form of technical assistance. The lack of adequate
funding under Title IV of Public Law 93-380 to carry out the services which were
previously offered under the categorical programs will be a serious loss to the
school children and educators in New Mexico. The loss will be felt in FJ'7 when
staff positions at the State Department or Education will be deleted of necessity
due to the hick of funding.

The most serious loss faced by'New Mexico as a result of the funding formula
3 is the reduction by over one-half of flow-through funds for innovative programs.

The Importance of these funds for addressing critical areas of need in education
in the state by seeking innovative and alternative solutions for these problems
must be emphasized.

The loss of fundhig will thug be felt not only by the teachers and children in
projects that cannot be funded but will also be felt statewide, as an important
and 'successful program for improving the quality of education will be signifi-
cantly reduced.

THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA,
DEPARTMENT OP PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,

Bismarck, NorDak., June 10, 1975.
Mr. JAMES P. COSTAt
Liaison awl Federal program Administrator, Office olithe Superintendent of

Publio4nstruction Carson Citw, N.^17.
DEAR Jim : This is in response to your memorandum of June 5.
Unless a remedy is found to replace the loss Nor Dakota will experience

in the amount of $488,452 from the formula provide n P.L. 93-380, Title IV,
Section 402(a) (2), programs and services funded to ly or in part from Nuts
provided through Title V ESEA and Title III ESEA ill have to be severely
reduced or eliminated.

A resume of the types of programs designed tbtissist the districts and cooperat-
ing non-public schools to better meet the needs of the Otudents is attached.

is

ft
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The strength of any program, and especially programs which have been pro-
vided with funds provided under Title V ESEA and Title III ESP., is 'con-
tInuity. Without consistency in funding, there is no opportunity to apply the
findings or to encourage the adoption of innovative and exploratory projects
which dive evidence of improving the learning-teaching process.

At the level of funding provided when consolidation is fully operational in
FY 77 with the maintenance of staff at the current level, which will be the policy

/of this Department, the amount of funds to support projects and programs will
be such as to, for all intent and purposes, eliminate such activities. Based upon
the information at hand, there will be approximately $32,903 for this purpose,
compared to $434,000 in FY 73. We hope that the charts projecting Program
Consblidation FundsPurposes and Sources, Plans for Funding LEA Projects,
number of children served and not served is the information the committee
needs.

Sincerely,
R. L. DOOLEY,

Director, State and Federal Relations.

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Oklahoma City, Okla., June 10, 1975.

Dr. JIM COSTA,
Liaison and Federal Program Administrator, Office of the Superintendent of

Public Instruotion, Carson City, Nev.
Drag DE. COSTA : This will reply to your memorandum of June 5 relating to a

request fOr supplemental testimony for the Subcommittee. As it was pointed out
earlier, Oklahoma will not be a heavy loser according to projected data. Accord-
ing to Table 4, which was attached to your memorandum, it is estimated that
our Title IV, Part C allocation will be reduced by approximately $170.000.00.

Any reduced amount in our allocation of funds under this program will simply
mean reduced funding to eligible applicants and thus reduced services for ele-
mentary and secondary school children.

' Respectfully, Eaai CROSS,
Assistant State Superintendent,

Federal Programs Division.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
STATE OW OREGON,

Salem, Orep., Juno 11, 1974.
Mr. JAMES P. COSTA,
Liaison and Federal Program Administrator, Office of Superintendent of Public

Instruction, Carson City, Nev.
DEAR Ma. COSTA: Oregon Department of Education personnel do not know

the exact program reductions in Part C, that will have to be made. Therefore
our response to your survey Is only an estimation of whot may occur.

(a) Programs to be terminated or reduced. -4 to 6 programs will be terminated..
I b) Staff redact Project personnel will be reduced. There will be a

reduction of 1 to 4 p 1e per project.
(c) Number of ch dren that will not be served.The number of students not

being served multip es greatly when the eliminated project is concerned with
a statewide priority.

We are not able t give a true estimate as to the number of children involved
because the projects to be reduced have not been determined.

If I can be of further assistance please contact me.
Sincerely,

At. ELKINS.
Government Relations Specialist,

Communications and Government Relations.

120
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STATE or RiloDE ISLAND AND PionDENDE PLANTATIONS,
DEPARTMENT or EDUCATIoN,

Providence, R.1., June 9, 1975.
M. JAMES COSTA,
Federal Liaison and Program Admintstratart State Department of Education,

Carson Oily, Nev.
DEAR Jim : May I first ,express Commissioner Schmidt's appreciation for the

excellent testimony ypu gaye before the Subcommittee on Elementary and Sec-
cindery Education on Tuesday, June 8, in behalf of all the states losing funds
under Title IV of P.L. 93-380. We aPpreciated the thorough and complete data
which you provided and the professional manner in which you attempted to show
the plight of the smaller states.

In regard to your letter of June 5, in which you asked us to respond to you on
the impact to Rhode Island due to the losd of our funds, I would like to indicate
our eirection for the next three years. As you are aware, the loss that Rhode
Island will incur because of the new formula in Title IV is approximately
8496,000. This is almost equal to our FY 1975 appropriation for the entire Title

'III, ESEA programs. Therefore, it is certain that we will not open a funding
period for FY 1976 for Title III programs'and the phase out of all programs
presently In existence over the next two-year period Is expected,

This year, in Rhode Island, we have in existence 26 individ I Title III'pro-

5,868 students In both elementary and secondary grades. Wh this is compared
grams operating in our 40 school districts. These programs sery approximately

to the number of students in our elementary and becondary schools, it is easy to
see that at huge percentage of our school population will lose their educational
innovation projects because of the loss of these funds. Additionally, there are
over 504,Program°Directers and teachers who will have to find employment in
education other than the ones in which they are presently involved. Overall, it
is obvious to us that we will not be able to support innovative programs at any
level of significance by the end of the next fiscal year. .,

I could suhstanttate at great length the effectiveness of many of the innovative
programs whichhave been operational In Rhode Island and which have even-
tually been funded by the local school districts' resources because of their value
to students. However, I think that it is important at this time that we state to
the Congress that Title III programs which have had a large impact,in Itiuge
Island education since 1969 will no longer be available to the students of Rhode
Island. ,

Again, I appreciate your efforts in our behalf ; and if I can be of any farther
assistance to you, please inform me at your earliest convenience. .

Sincerely,
ROBERT A. BERLAM,

Coordinator of Federal programs.

Sol7TII DAKOTA DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION AND
CULTURAL AFFAIRS, DIVISION OF ELEMENTARY

AND SECONDARY EDUCATION.
June 6. 1975.

Hon. LARRY PRESSLF2L
Langtcorth House Office Building:
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Passsizu: Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 was designed to test new concepts in elementary and secondary
education and to disseminate the information gained by such activities to other
schools. Several of these piograms have been highly successftil in South Dakota.
Just to name a few: we have a reading program in Sioux Falls that shows a 2.5
year gain in one year, a team approach to Guidance It Brookings that is being /
copied by civic groups outside the school and a K-12 environment program in
Chester that has had over 100 outside requests for their curriculum.

59-352--75---9
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For the-past few years Title III has had the following funding; 1973, $6.34,082
with $150,000 for administration ; 1974, $667,852 with $150,000 administration ;
1975, $672,370 administration $150,000; 1976, $487,622 administratton $150,000;
1977, $81,706 with $33,949 for administration.

Please note that in 1977 this would be only $47,757 for programs of which
$12,256 is earmarked by Federal Legislation for the handkapped. Of the $35,501 ;
remaining, the 1974 Education Amendment provides for program in Dropout
Prevention and Nutrition and Health, formerly funded directly by Washington
to the local education agency. This will nut provide sufficient funds for either
of these new programs to say nothing of the innovative programs formerly
being carried on.

In all the discussions prior to the enactment of the law everyone was assured
that the states would be protected at the 1974 or sonic similar ley nything
that can be done to roestablish this level lould help salvage this use activityfor the State.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

F. R. WANK,
Acting State Supertnt dent.

UTAII STATE BOARD OF EIrCATI
Salt Lake City, Utah, June 1 1975.

Mr. JAMES P. COSTA,
Administrator, Liaison and Federal Programs, Office of the Superinten ent of

Public Instruction, Carson City, Nev.
Ages JIM : I am happy to respond to your _request for information with respect .

to potential losses for Utah as a result of the change In the formula under P.L.
93-380 for Part C programs in Title IV.

The USOE Title III Section 306 funds have funded in FY 1975 a statewide
facilitator project. The success of this project prompted the State Advisory
Council for Title III to recommend that Title III funds which- flow through to
the local districts be used to fund "adoptables." "Adoptahles" are nationally
validated programs and projects which make a positive difference in the learning
of children.

Districts were offered up to $5,000 per program to implement these proven
practices. In FY 1975, Utah districts submitted seventy-two requests to imple-
ment "adoptables" totaling over $300,000.

The new Title IV State Advisory Council was so impressed by the positive
feedback relative to he "adoptable" program expressed by school districts that
it recommended an additional $250,000 over the original $300,000 be made avail-
able immediately to help meet the demand.

The loss of over $300,000 for Utah during FY 1977, as a result of the change in
the allocation formula, means sixty "I'roven Practices" projects will not be
scheduled for implementation in the public schools of Utah.

Local districts will need.to release approximately twenty-five teachers tongaged
in exemplary programs. One-thousand children will not receive the benefits off the
adoption of tlfe proven pre.2tices. The potential loss is much greater. Currently,
nearly 54,000 students are receiving the benefits of Title III, ESEA develop-
mental projects such as U-SAIL at an expenditure of $231,000. The loss of $300,000
must be measured in terms of potential impailt upon a similar number of chil-
dren in Utah Schools.

Sincerely,
BERNARR S. EURSE,

A dm inistrative Assistant and Fedtral Programs.

STATE OF VERMONT.
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Ifontpeffer, l't.. June 12, 1975.

IMPA OF LOSSES UNDER TITLE IV PART C, PUBLIC LAW 93-380

Severe red ctioroi in educational programs and erosion of the State leadership,
role would be the impact on Vermou if Federal funds under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act are not restored.
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The major negative impact would be felt in curtailment of Vermont's only
avenue for research and development in education. The funds for innovative and
exemplary programs on the local educational agency level currently support
projects to:

Develop ways of teaching the metric system. -
Experiment with alternative methods of motivating students.
Provide a more effective system of accountability and assessment Of

students' progress.
Develop affective education programs.
Provide an experimental program for training autistic children.
Provide opportunities for students to develop educational programs for

student operated radio and television shows.
These programs and others would be aborted in their developmental stage.
A program of providing small grants for teachers and students to experiment

with new or improved practices in the classroom would be terminated. In one
year alone the impact of this program affected over 6,000 students and over 200
teachers. This program, operating successfully since 1971, would be completely
eliminated in terms of initiating new projects.

At the present time the program for strengthening the state department is
aupporing personnel yin critical and essential service -areas; i.e., deputy commis-
sioner, legal counsel, data information services (which includes computing state
aid to local agencies), public information services, subject matter specialists,
planning services, superintendents' liaison, school facilities planning services,
teacher certification, and teacher education services.

As a result of the economic situation in which Vermun finds itself, reinstate-
ment of these programs would be impossible through State funds. There is.no
alternative source to this support in a rural state such as Vermont.

DEAR JI3 : In reviewing your ^ Guest of June 5, 1975, 1 find that as a result
of the FY77 distribution of funds under P.L. 89-101 Title 1V, Part C, Educational
Innovation and Support, West ', irgin,la will lose approximately $324,196. If this
loss becomes a reality some rograms will have to be terminated at the local
leveL As you know, innovaccon projects are generally funded for a three year
period. Taking into account the above loss, those projects recciving their initial
funding in FY76 will not receive second and third year funding. It seems such
a waste to initiate projects and have to cut them off just when they are getting
started. Itis Impossible to identify the number of projects and the students in-
volved since the projects will not have started until after July 1, 1975. However,
I can assure you at least four projects in the areas of dropout prevention, health

,and nutrition, and strengthening LEA leadership activates will be terminated.
The three areas will utilize about $164,000 in PY76.

, No doubt there will also be a curtailment of some programs designed to
strengthen the SEA during FY77. The 15% set-aside is just not enough to keep
the SEA in business. Our survival during FY76 came about as a result of the
"double shot" of administrative funds.

I sincerely solicit your support in any effort to provide for an FY74 hold
harmless for the losing states, yet not penalizing those states tha are the gainers).

DE. DANIEL 13. TAYLOR.

°DEAR JIM: Thank you for your efforts on behalf of the less populous states
which lose funding under Public Law 93-880,

The situation for Wyoming in Fiscal 1977 leaves us few alternatives and the
result will be a closing-out of all Title III funded Projects and all flow-through
to local education agencies from Title IV, Part C. Other provisions in the Act
which will be completely neglected in Wyoming under these circumstances are
the Nutrition and Health Demonstration Projects and Dropout Prevention
Projects. In addition, our Title V, Strengthening State Departments of Educa-
tion, activities will necessarily be curtailed. Since the law provides for the con-
tinuation of Title V type activities as a major set aside in the funding, it will
be necessary for the Department to reserve the full $291,003 for those activities.
It Is interesting to note that the law provides that the state may continue the
Title V activities at the Fiscal 1973 level, which would have been $359,449. As
you can see, our share of Part C will not even allow that set aside activity in
entirety.
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I regret that this action seems necessary and will result in the elimination ofapproximately thirty Title III ESEA funded projects ir that many locationsinvolving a sizeable portion of our student population in the state.I trust that this information will be useful and will receive fair considerationin Washington, D.C.
Respectfully yours,

Nizixtrs H. Gicuseir,
Director of Federal Programs.

I. Title III-type activitiesInnovation.
A. The following objectives will be reduced :

1. Individualized Instruction
2. Elementary Environmental Education
3. Elementary Art

B. special Education will becut from two projects to one.C. Guidance, Counseling and Testing will have a very low priority.D. Dropout Prevention will be unfundable.
E. Nutrition and Health will he unfundable.F. Community Participation activities will be reduced. ssIn summary, seven of fourteen projects will be eliminated and the remainderwill be cot back.

Fifteen to twenty currently occupied positions will be threatened.
17. Title V-Type ActivitiesState Support.

Support will be reduced for the statr board of education, for the superin-tendent, and the state administrative staff ; and we anticipate a 40-50%reduction in the number of children served.
(Signed ) Beaseue Sizzatoax,

Superintendent of Schools. I

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Dal6y, Federal Liaison Officer. State of Washing-ton. t _

WASHINGTON, D.C.

STATEMENT BY WILLIAM DALEY, FEDERAL LIAISON OFFICER,
STATE OF WASHINGTON

-Mr. DALEY. Thank you very much for the opportunity to appearhere And represent the interest of the State of Washington Depart-n of Education. In the interest of conserving time, I will onlyelaborate a bit on the concern that we have in our state about
maintenance of effort. --.,

We rely heavily on property taxes for chool support, and our con-stitution limits those taxes. The only wa, that we can exceed theirlimitation is fo the local school district to ubmit an annual proposi-tion to the vote . and that proposition has be approved by a simplemajority of, percent turn out, and a 60 rcent affirmative vote.If the levy fails, there will be no levy for t at, school district. Theconstitution framework intends for these to b special levies, and weare trying to limit taxes. However, the cost of education has causedthose levies to become a substantial part of the chool support in theState of Washington.
In many instances, 30 percent or more of maintenance and operationfunds for a school district are involved in these levies. We have over$600 million involved in annual levies in the State of Washington.The voters have begun to disapprove those levies in substantialamount.

.
.

.....
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Forty-seven dittricts in our state have double-heavy losses t is year,
involving over 40 'percent of the students. This is particularly a state
problem, but it has a side effect in that the maintenance of e ort re-
quirements that we aahere to via Federal statute are now being
applied in the instance of these heavy losses.

Last year, the U.S. Office of Edlicationi title I auditors told us
that if the levies failed in these particular school districts, the title
funds would be restricted or eliminated. The same thing if now being
said about title IV in general.

We think that the Federal government does not intend hae,disad-
vantaged students, in particular, should suffer additional dttcct tional
harm in such circumstances. Very briefly, we are asking t that you re'
examine those maintenance 9f effort requirements in the context of

'general examination of Public Law 95-380.
Other Slates have similar problems relating to enrollment decline

or to similar tax losses due to the economic situation our States now
face. We hope that you will take a look at those requirements as you
examine Public Law 93-380.

I will submit additional comments in writing, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LEHMAN. Thank you.
(Prepared statement of William Daley follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT. OP WILLIAM DALEY, FEDERAL LIAISON Oman
STATE Or WASHINGTON

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, Ladies, and Gentlemen. At the, out-
set, may I thank you and.your staff for giving me the opportunity to represent
Superintendent Brouillet here today.

.Currently, the school system in Washington is facing an unprecedented
financial crisis to which the maintenance of effort requirements in federal law
add a special dimension. In order to explain whyIve have this problem, I must
take a bit of my time to outline for you how we finance schools in the State of
Washington.

Like ,most states, ours relies heavily on property taxes as a source of school
support. In an attempt to limit overall taxation, the Constitution provides that
the property tax shall be a maximum of 40 mills. These 40 mills are apportioned
between schools and other units of local government. Any property tax levy that
gees beyond this limitation requires special apprbval by the voters in the taxing
district.

To gain such approval, on'annual proposition must be submitted. It must be
approved in a special election during Which there is a voter turnout of more than
40 percent and an affirmative vote of more than 60 percent. If the proposition
fails the first, it may be submitted again, but if it fails on a second try, there,will
be no special levy for that year.

Clearly, it was the intent of those who wrote these constitutional provisions that
levies that exceeded the millage limitation should be special and should be diffi-
cult to obtain. But, because of a tremendous rise in the cost of education in the
last two decades, annual levies have become a basic part of school fending in
Washington. In many school districts, they represent 80 percent or more of the
maintenance and operation moneys available. They now amount to apprOxi-
mately $600 million a biennium.. This has grown from a high of around $15
million in the 1950'n.

They would represent figures in those amounts, that is, if voters in school
districts were to continue approving them, but they are not. In the spring of this
year, 47 school districts in Washington suffered double levy losses, Even though
we have over 300 school districts, those 47 districts educate over 40 percent of
the school population in the state. The bulk of the losses occurred in the larger
districts, particularly in King County which contains Seattle and a major con-
centration of large suburban school districts. Over 40 percent of our State's
students will reside next year in districts with double levy failures.

el Al
.00 IC: 4' 11 0



r

130,

I do not mean to Imply through these statistics Utak the loss tf these levies
poses a responsibility for the federal government. We have, auti;tvill continue
to maintain, that the levy system is antiquated, Inadequate, and in need of '
change by the state. Indeed, in 1970 and in 1972, our Legislattrro subwitted con-
stitutional amendments to the people which provided for an incdIne tax for
school support and substantial reductions in the reliance on these 'special levies.
In both instances, the propositions were thfcated at the polls, by n 2.40 1 margin
in 1970 and by more than a 3 to 1 margin in 1972. We antitiipate that additional
constitutional changes will be submitted to the voters either this Novembefor the
following November in an attempt to solve that problem. It is soroctiit.g that tam
state must do by'itself.

But, the federal government does have responsibility for a side effect that we'
were unable to anticipate and that relates specifically to my concern before,you
here today, maintenance of.effort.

As you are aware, almost all programis that supply federal dollars to 'Focal and -

state goverhments contain requirement* prohibiting the supplanting of local dol-
lars with the federal dollars. For example, 45 CFR § 116.5, governing Title I pro-
grams, states in its pertinent part :

". . Any such reduction in fiscal effort by a local educational agency for any
fiscal year by more than 5 percent will disqualify a local educational agency unless.
the local educational agettcy is able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the state
educational agency that such a reduction was occasioned by an unusual
event. ... . that could not have been fully anticipated or reasonably compensated
for by the local educational agency. . ."*."

The law governing the new Title IV program states: "403(a) ... Submit to the
Commissioner a state plan ... which-111) gives satisfactory assurance that the
aggregate amount to be expended by the state and its local educational agencies
frdm funds derived from non-Federal sources for programs described in section
421 (z) for a fiscal year will not be less than the amount so expended for the pre-
ceding fiscal year. . . ."

Similar language governs virtually all programs providing federal money for
schools.

Even though we have had sporadic double levy failures throughout the 1960's,
in some instances some rather large failures (in Spokane, and in Bremerton, and
in northern King County), we interpreted those failures to be unusual events
which excepted them from the meaning of the maintenance of tffort requirements.
We did so because of the tenuous nature of the levy system and bemuse of the
super majority requirements. No one objected.

In May of 1974, however, the Title I auditors from the U.S. Office of Education
Mold our state that such an interpretation, which they before had accepted, no

longer was acceptable and that a district that lost a levy and thereby fell below
the 5 percent maintenance of effort requirement also would lose the federal dollars
being provided to help educate their disadvantaged students. More recently, the
question has been raised about the new Title IV. We anticipate that this question
is applicable across the spectrum of federal programs, and we fear what will
happen if it stands.

If that interpretation is applied for the Title I program alone, we would lose
approximately $7 million in basic Title I funds. Such an action would involve
over 30 percent of the state's basic Title I entitlement and would affect approxi-
mately 40 to 50 percent of the state's eligible Title I students. We do not believe
that the occurrence of an unusual event such as the loss of a special levy should
result in inflicting a double penalty on Washington'A public school students, es-
pecially the disadvantaged students served In Title I. We further believe that if
this is the only interpretation possible under the requirements of federal law,
then those requirements should he altered.

In talking about changing the maintenance of tffort requirement, we are
well aware of Congress' concern that should maintenance of effort requirements
not be made strict, supplanting with occur on the local level. Indeed, we have
experienced pressures for supplanting in our own state. Only because of those
requirements, have we been nible to resist them. Every time our Legislature
meets to consider the budget, they hold an all-day hearing on federal funds.
The point of the hearing is to find out whether or not there is any way to use
federal dollars to reduce the need for budgeting additional support for the
state's schools. If you were not maintaining thosetiequirements at the federal

1 3 ) ( 7
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level, the Legislature would be able to supplant and thereby shirk at least a part
of their obligation to maintain an adequate educational opportunity for the
students of the state.

We also know that our school funding system needs to be changed and there
are those who will argue that if we do not adhere to the U.S. Office's interpreta-
tion of maintenance of effort, political pressure on behalf of changing the system
will be removed from our policymakers. 'There is enough political pressure for
change there now. The disaster already is too large to be ignored. We anticipate
even more double levy failures next year. The change will come. It will involve
an alteration of our state's entire tax structure and whole new method of
funding education in Washington. But that change will take time and in the
meanwhile, we think it unreasonable that federal policy should be interpreted
in such a way as to further penalize students already faced with educational
losses. -

We hope that either you can prevail upon the executive branch to change its
interpretation of maintenance of effort in order to allow us to steer around this
disaster or. If that cannot occur, change the requirements themselves in such a
wax as to permit federal funds to continue of flow to students in those distrOte
which suffered these losses without letting our Legislature off the hook in gen Oal
!of maintaining their own effort in this arena.

Thank you very much for your time. I will provide furtb*documentation of
our problem to you through your counsel.

Mr. LEBMAN. I will ask Mr. Miller to come up and present his
testimony, then we will ask our questions to all of the State officers.

Without objection, your full testimony will be made part of the
record' Would you like to introduce the members who are appearing
with you today

STATEMENT OF JAMES W. MILLER, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR PUBLIC CONTINUING AND ADULT
EDUCATION

-Mr:MILLsa-.--etha:nk you , Mr. Chairman, we have a short statement
to make, and then we ask that Mrs. Turner and Mr. Ryan be permitted
to make a few brief reniatks.

Mr. LEnitrAN. You may have 10 minutes for the whole thing.
Nir. MILLER. Thank you.
Thank you for permitting me to appear before you today to testify

in behalf of a request for a technical amendment to the Adult Educa-
tion Act. The issue we bring-before you today is neither a north versus
south, nor a rural versus urban issue, but is a concern which represents
the consensus of adult educators throughout the Nation.

Today I am representing the National Association for Public Con-
tinuing and Adult, Education as its legislative chairperson, I am also
a member of the OhiDepartinent of Education and have the re-
sponsibility for the ad nistration of the adult basic education pro-
gram in Ohio.

I am accompanied by Mrs. Mary Turner, chairperson of the Na-
tional Council of Urban Administrators of Adult Education, and by
John Ryan, chairperson of the National Council of State nirectors
of Adult Education. Both groups are affiliated with the National As-
sociation for Public Continuing and Adult Education.

The Education Amendments of 1974, Public Law 93-380, provided
a shift of the adult education discretionary money for special

experimental demonstration projects and teacher trainingmost com-

136oe,
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nilly known as section 309 funds from the U.S.' Commissioner of
Education to the State educational agencies. This chancre was sup-
ported by NAPCAE and by the States. Such forward thinking on the
part of this committee and by the. Congress is greatly appreciated.

As a result of that legislation, the States are now mandated to spend
not less than 15 percent of the State allotment for special experimental
demonstration projects and teacher training. In order to manage the
program more effectively and to provide expanded services to adults,
it is _proposed that the language in section 309 of the Adult Education
Act be amended to read thata State education agency must spend "not
less than 5 percent" for special experimental demonstration projects
and teacher training' activities.

Massive Changes in the economy have taken place since the passage
of Public Law 93-380. Unemployment rates have risen in all sections
of the eimntryo and this has created unprecedented demands on ,the
services of the adult basic education program. The demand on adult
education programs has further been affected by the 'results of an
everchanging job market, by the increased enrollment of veterans,
and the realization on the part of adults that improvement in basic
educational skills is essential if they are to remain in the ranks of the
employed.

In order to determine the impact of massive unemployment on the
adult education programs ion May 4, the NAPCAE legislative com-
mittee impleiented a national survey to assess the effect in the States
and to determine the extent to which State and local ABE directors
across the country support lowering the mandated set-aside from 15
percent to 5 percent.

The survey instrument was mailed 'to all 50 State irectors of adult
education, to the regional program officers of the U . Office of Educa-
tion, to the, regional representatives of the Natio Council of Urban
Administrators of Adult Education, and to a sampling of local pro-
gram directors. The results show that 925 percent of the respondents
support the need for the suggested changes.

Respondents were also asked to report the impact of unemployment
on the program and the manner by which local adult education pro-
grams are being affected. Following is a summarization of the
-findings :

,(I) Almost' all States are showing major growth in enrollment due
primarily to the unemployment situation and also due to the fact that
undereducated adults who are currently employed realize they will
probably be the next worked to be laid off and are, therefore, return-
ing to school to improve thdr skills.

(2) Many States report that due to inadequate funding and the
effects of inflationf classes are being terminated much earlier than
planned, students are being placed on waiting lists, needed iiittfruc-
Lionel materials aidI not being purchased, supportive services such as
recruitment and counseling are being reduced, and school's wanting to
participate in the mi.).gram are being asked,to wait. In most States it is
impossible to expand programs to meet the needs created through
unemployment. The 'net result is that many adults who want to
improve their employability are being denied access to the program.

0
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(3) The costs of teachers' salaries, fringe benefits, and instructional
materials are going up in most areas of the Nation, therefore, making
less money available for program expansion. In some areas it will be
necessary to reduce staff for next year's projects.

The original purpose of the Adult Education Act in 1966; which is
exceedingly relevant today, was to provide employment opportunities
for undeireducated adults. While special project activities are desira-
ble, it would appear that the basic intent of Congress is to serve/ .students who desperately need the services of the program.

It is our belief that the proposed technical amendments would
strengthen the legislation and would maintain the intent of Congress
because of the following reasons:

1. The establishment of a lower ted set-aside would give the
States the flexibility necessary to ma the program and yet main-
tain the intent of Congress.

2. Due to a change in the funding formula, many States lost money
and after complying with the 15-percent mandate for special projects
find 4t impossible to maintain the programs they have operated in,
previous years. By shifting .soine of the experimental funds, more
money could be made available for local program operation.

3. Special projects for staff development activities have been con-
ducted since 1987. Probably a higher proportion of ABE funds have
gone for demonstration purposes than in almost any other Federal
program. Adult educators believe in the need7for special projects, but
not to the degree that services to students must be seriously curtailed.
Congress,has maintained the .emphasis on direct services to children
in titled, and we believe adult education must have the same priority
for their parents.

There have been a few expressions of concern that the special proj-
ect activity may be deemphasized if this proposed change becomes a
reality. It is our contention that this is an unfounded concern. First,
under this proposal, t can still spend as much for special
projects as they wish. Furt er, there is value in the concept of fund-
ing proposals-based on merit and not because of having to spend a
designated amount just because of a legislative mandate. The estab-
lishment of a minimum of 5 percent places special projects on a merit
basis, which is altogether proper. In a timd of scarce resources it makes
little sense to have to spend money for experimental programs at the
expense of (hied services to students.

It. is our belief that Congress wants and has a right to expect the
most effective utilization of money as is possible. We further believe
that Congress would support the concept of flexibility of expending
money to meet the greatest needs; whether it be to serve students or to
develop special projects. It is in our judgment a commonsense issue.

And it is, finally, about people that I want to conclude my remarks.
Adult basic education affords opportunities to millions of adults for
which the, American dream has neier been a reality. From my kx-
perience as an administrator of algtate program, I can report the
tremendous impact that ABE has made on the lives of thousands and
thotOands of Ohioans. Some of the most important results cannot be

te

50-1:352A-10

13k

(



134

quantified, la{ut they can be seen and felt. How does one measure the
emotion an adult, feels when leaving the public assistance rolls and
gaining meaningful employment for the first time?

How does on quantify the adults who for the first time are truly
competitive in the job market, or who can read to their children, or
who can use the freeway because thd signs now have,-meaning, or who
register to vote for the first time?,

I am convinced beyond any semblance of doubt that Federal funds
for adult education programs represent one of the most prudent in-
vestments that Cdngress makes in public education.

Thank you for hearing this plea for flexibility in management and
wise utilization of funds) Adult educators throughout the Nation are
grateful for your consideration.

At this time, we hope that Mr. Ryan and Mrs. Turner would be al-
lowed to make a brief statement.

Mr. LEHMAN. We have a few minutes for each to make a few re-
marks. We are happy to have you here.

STATEMENT BY JOHN RYAN, CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF STATE DIRECTORS OF ADULT EDUCATION

Mr. RvAN. Mr. Chairman, and subcommittee members, as you well
know, 54 million Americans have not completed secondary education
in this great land. Under the auk education act, States are being
asked to assume new responsibilities in addition to elementary and
secondary education. Namely, bilingual education, education of the
elderly, linkages with CETA and manpower programs, all of this with
no significant increase in. funding.

Program demands far exceed our ability to f nd adequately.
Although the strategy of forward funding do not increase the

amount of money granted to the States, it will resu t in a more stable
fiscal base and should make it possible to bring an adult education
program to the people on time.

It is simply a matter of good management fiscally and program-
matically.

Public Law 93-380 requiroe that States expend not less than 15 per -.
cent of State grant money on teacher training and special projects.
The States should not bput in a position of losing money, should.
the 15-percent level not be achieved.

For instance, if theStates were to receive $1 million in grant money,
that State would be required to spend $150,000 in special projects and
teacher training. That would develop the priorities for the State, and
also send out requests for proposals.

Now, if the proposals that come for the State are not good proposals,
or a limited number of them are good proposals, then we only hind a
$100,000 level, then there is $50,000 that we have unexpended. That
money conceivably could be lost from the State back to the Federal
Government, and obviously the larger State grants, the more chance
there of losing money, then, from the State back to the Federal
Government.

The law should allow States a margin of flexibility and encourage
them to meet the needs of people rather than spend money to meet the
letter ofthe law.

J. 3 9
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There are _times when States might exceed an expenditure of 15
th, percent for teacher training, and special projects, that wegild be when

the need dictated.
There are times when program needs will dictate that some of the

15-percent money might better be spent on program. The deciding
factor would be the needs of people. They are the ones we are all
here to serve.

I respectfully submit that changing the law, Public Law 93-380,
to rItad "not less thah 5 percent will be expended on special projects
and ;teacher training" would give the States the needed flexibility.
Money would not be lost by'the States and the needs of people would
be met.

As with forward funding, although' no additional money is added
to- the program, it would seem that the proposed 5-percent rule is

"'simply a matter of good manAgement, fiscally and programmatically.
Teacher training and special projects are important to the futureof the adult education program and should be implemented in

creative, fiscally responsible way. A change in the -Adult Education
Act requiring not less than 5 percent be expended for teacher training
and special projects would be both creative and fiscally responsible.

I respectfully request that this proposal be acted upon.
I thank the subcommittee for this opportunity to speak in support

of this proposed change in section 309 of Public Law 93-380.
Mr. Liastaux. Thank you very much, Mr. Ryan.
Mrs. Turner, if you would like to make a few' remarks.

STATEMENT OF MARY TURNER, CHAIRPERSON OF THE NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF URBAN ADMINISTRATORS OF ADULT EDUCATION

Mrs. Tuniv.n. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
subcommittee, I will be very brief in reinforcing the statements of
Mr. Ryan and Mr. Miller.

I am Mary Turner representing the urban administrators. I think
that the urban administrators feel the impact very much of the
two recent major, national crises, and the impact on the situation.

The population increase, because of the evacuation from the East,
and the enrollment increase that we are already feeling because of
the unemployment picture. In many of our centers, already, enroll-
ment has tripled with the large proportion of the increase being in
adults, ages 16 to 18, who require a whole different type. of service,
as we attempt to rescue them for an improved job- market, and to
upgrade their skills.

The impact of the mandated 15 percent poses a great problem for
urban administrators who already are stretching out bodies in terms
of staff, and stretching funds. We respectfully request that the
amendments, be affected to mandate only 5 percent. "

As it stands now, we are getting proposals that have' very little
'Value, many of them, but bemuse of the mandate of up to 15 percent
we will have' to fund them, or, as Mr. Ryan has pointed out, we will
lose moneY.

These: funds could be expended far more effectively to improve the
program and to meet the needs of the population, and the great'
Increase that we have' had.
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Thank you very much.
Mr. LEHMAN. Thank you.

,think all the witnesses have testified, and now I would like to
open it up for questions.

I have one or two brief questions that I would like to put to Com-
missioner Turlington. who is from my State, and anyone else who
would like to respond to this.

Under part D, the provisions of this act that relate to section C,
where it says "State and local funds will be used in districts to
provide services * * " This is the comparability provision.

In the State of Florida where have an educational funding
program, what can we do to simplify 41orida's answer to this par-
ticular provision without being under th guns for, ossible violation.

Mr. TuiturroTorr. I think the langua in the law is quite broad,
and the Office of Education could ,very adily, on a State-by-State
basis, take into account the different aspects.

Mr. LEHMAN. In that case, the States such as Florida that have
mandated such laws should be under a different kind of overview
from the-Office of Education than those States that have not gone
into- this.

Mr. TutuANc-rox. We }hink we have a program- that actually will
be flexible in the approach to comparability. It will give greater
comparability and fairer comparability to the individual students
and the individual school than the present regulation.

Mr. Imuttex. Let me follow that up with another question. In
the Dade County schools we have, I guess, 20 or 30 title I schools. To
see, on the second of the year, that every one of these schools is above
the average in comparability is sometimes very difficult.

It can be on a momentary basis where they don't have enough
certified teachers, or they don't have enough particular areas to c9ver.,
In that sense, if the school dips below the comparable level in prdpor-
tion to the whole title I program, and maybe we have 250 schools
in the system, that school funds are withheld until it reexamination
sometime in December.

During that time, they are without, or even after that time, they
are without title funds on a month-to-month basis, which hurts
that school systelia financially. What can we do, so that it can be a
more realistic approach to the comparability requirements? What can
we 'do to see that the school is not penalized?

I think that this is a hang-up that we have in our Dade County
'system.

Mr. TURLINGTON. On that point, I am not certain that the law
would have to be changed. I think that Mr:Costa could speak better
on that than I could.

It is far easier for a small district to be in comparability than it
is for a large district. We have a district, for example, with a single,
school. I am sure that they are comparable.

In a district such as Dade County with over 200 schools, the rule is
now that you simply have to have every single project school must be
above the average of all the nonproject schools, and that is at any given
point in time. It has to be not only on a dollar basis, but on a staff basis
as well
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A person leaving the school and not being replaced, for example,
could throw yoli out of comparability. It is that precise.

What I am trying to do is to find a way to unbnrden us from this
problem. either by the kivid of language which we suggest for the Office
of Education to write, or whether the committee could deaf with that
problem.

Mrs. Lewis' opinion is that it be left as it is, and it could all be
treated by regulation.

Mr.' LEHMAN. You are saying that this committee should make its
opinion known, perhaps, to the U.S. Office of Education? That in a
system, such as Dade County, they should not be unduly penalized if
one school hit below in one category, at one point in time, below the
com arability ?

The
TuntmovroN. Yes, obviously.

TI districts where we are having the greatest difficulty are not our
small districts, but our large districts that are sincerely, trying to do an
excellent job on comparability. Where you have that large number Of
Schools, it is not going to be in comparability every day of the school
year. There is no way.

Mr. LEHMAN. You cannot have a five hand poker game, and five win-
ning hands all the time.

Mr. TTIBLINGTON. You can offer them hope, but it is impossible.
LEEMAN. Another quick item, and thisjs the effect of impact aid

on this kind of a situation. How do you deal with the effects of impact
aid on the small size school system, and how does it affect the com-
parability factor, if it affects the comparability factor?

Mr. Ttnitiwyrox. The impact aid goes to the, district, and would be
simply included as district funds. I don't think in that regard it would,
affect comparability.

Mr. LEHMAN. Impact aid into a small county of a couple million
dollars, there is no rule that this impact aid shall be equally applied
on a per pupil basis per school. Impact aid is not included in your gen-
eral funding program.

It does not apply where it can throw a school system out of propor-
tion on the comparability factor. Is that true?

Mr. Tunr.maroN. That would be f rue. We don't take it into account
in our program funds...We denot take into account programs that I
deseTibed earlier this morning, any ,of the Federal funds.

We tnke into account only the State and local funds under our
systetn.

Mr. LP..a/sr. Does the ,Office of Education take into account the
impact aid money as a factor in determining whether schools are
comparable V

Mr. TITIRLINGMN. Yes; they do, but it has nothing to do with com-
parability. Impact funds something that needs to be reworked,

. and I think are, grossly misunderstood. I think that is one Of the least
effective programs for which yqu are speziding 'bur tax dollars, and
your tax dollars. $

Mr. DALET. May I respondalso to one of your questions?
I wanted to say part of ..your quaslion is what we do, or what we

can do, particularly in terms of the.question that I raised about main-
tenance of effort. The law and regulations governing title rstly that
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maintenance ,of effor to be kept, unless there is an unusual event.
We suffered some very hea losses, and the Office of Education did
not say a thing to us until May of 1974.

Then, the chief State school officer was able to say what the unusual
event was. We said that the levy losses were unusual events and, there-
fore, we did not have a maintenance of effort problem.

Now they are telling us that this is not the case. We hope that you
could prevail upon the Office of Education to reinterpret that so that
we can, when we have that sort sif circumstance, say that it is an unu-
sual event, and we don't have to penalize the district by taking away
their Federal aid money.
. Mr. LEHMAN. These are all the questions I have.

Mr. Buchanan, do you have any questions?
Mr. BUCHANAN. I want to thank till the members of the panel for

your statements. I am sure that the committee and the committee
staff will give careful consideration to the various points that you have
made.

Of course, I gave special attention to the statement of Billie Mel-
lown. I know that you speak from the point of view of substantial ex-
perience and expertise in working with those programs.

You have made a series of recommendations concerning the prob-
lem areas and implementing programs that have been created by Pub-
lic Law 93-380. I would like to go over this with you, if I may.

Some of your points have been relative to changes that must be Made
by this committee relative to the administratiw4sw. And others to
changes which could be made by HEW. I would like to make that
delineation.

First of all, for example. you indicated that under ESEA title IV,
States are required to develop and utilize one application for the en-
titlement program'and the discretionary program, and you pointed out
in that connection the problem of the requirement for the silAgle
apnl ication.

This. of course, would entail a change in the law. Is that correct ?
Mr. MELLOWN. That is correct. The States, as it is now. are required

to ask the LEAA for one application for all of part IV, all-of title IV.
This presents a problem in that part B funds are purely ,categorical
programs. In Part C it is discretionary funding.

It is very difficult to develop an application that Would apply to both
of those categories, It is going to, in fact, entail much more paper-
work on the part of the local system to get this than if we could have
single applications. .

I think in many casesIn Alabama, we are having one application,
and we are going to have a part B and a part C in that application, to

'simply try to overcome this problem. It is a problem that is passed on to
the StalPs, and it is a problem that the States have to, in turn, pass on
to the education agencies.

Mr. BUCHANAN. You indicated that 29 States are experiencing cut
in administrative funds under title IV. They want more money. There
are several things that you mention that appear to be much more under
thti jurisdiction of the Office of Education.

You pronose that. the States applying for part B and C to be
accounted for separately.
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You propoie that the State advisory councils recommend projects for
fundin g,.andapoint up the need for flexibility with regard to the main-
tenance of effort. Yb point out that these agencies should allowed
to use part B funds to ntinue operating statewide testin programs.

You s eak of the change in the method of allocating unds under
part C. r,

All these things appear to be in relationship to recommendations
to the Office of Education rather than necessarily entailing a change
in-the law itself. Would that be correct?

Mr. MELLowic. I would assume that the law would have to be
changed.

Mr. BUCTIANAN.This would require some amendments to the law.
Mr. MELLowx. We would hope that this committee might express

itself concerning these problems, and by so doing influencing the Office
of Education to change those regulations which, hopefully, will give
us more flexibility in working with the locals.

As you know, the proposed rules were published and we all made
comments to those peroposed rules. We want to see what happens to
those proposed rules until they are published in the final form.

Then, the Congress can react to them, and we would hopeI am not
sure about this, but I believe that this committee or the Congress either
has to accept or reject the rules at that point. You cannot make
technical changes within the rules. Is that correct?

Mr. BUCHANAN. We can object.
Mr. MELLOWN . If this committee could express its concern about

these rules, it might help us to get some of these things changed
without having,to reject the entire package. ,-

Mr. BUCHANAN. Have you expressed your concerns to the Office of
Education itself ?

Mr. MELLowN. Yes; we have within the 30 days Trriod provided
in the rulemaking policy.

Mr. BTT6IANAN. Has there been any response?
Mr. MELLoww. Yes; they have acknowledged having received our

statement. but that is the extent of it.
Mr. BucuArrAw. YOu think that an indication of interest on the part

of the committee at this point might help.
Olie point appears to pertain to questions of interpretation of law.

You point out that the Office of Education' have indicated that funds
must be expended for reasons expressed under part C, regardless of
State and local needs.

Now, this would appear to be a matter of clarification of the law.
Mr. MELLOWN. That is right.
Mr. BUCHANAN. Are you asking us to spell that out in the law?
Mr. MELLOWN. Our fear is that in the proposed guidelines that would

come out from OE they would spell out substantial funds in such a way
that.we would not be able to live with that. What is substantial funds,
is it 20 or 40 percent, or is for 40' to 60 percent, or 75 percent.

We would like the flexibility of saying "substantial funds" but we
are fearful that after we have developed the Program, developed the
formula, the Office of Education, or the HEW Audit Agency might
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define what substantial funds are, then we would be hard hit based
upon their definition.

We would much prefer to have this committee define that in some
sort of terms that would allow the States to have stability.

There is a definition by the Office of Education, and they have every
right to make that interpretation, but we are saying that the interpre-
tation fails to meet the interpretation that we would make of *same
law, the same section of the law.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Now in ESEA title I, you ask questiOns about
teacher training, and this pertains to regulations, what these might
include.

Again, itappears to me that this is an OE matter.
Mr. MELLOWN. We would hope that this committee might further

help define what it intended be included. We support the concept of
teacher training in title I programs. We have been burned once by
the HEW Audit Agency about teacher training in earlier programs,
so we would like this clearly defined so that we don't have to argue with
HEW Audit Agency, or the Office of Education at a later point to
determine exactly what this committee meant when they said that we
might have teacher training as part of the title I program.

Mr. BLTCRANAN. I appreciate so much the testimony and response
to the questions. It is going to be of great value to us.

Mr. MELLOWN. Thank you.
Mr. BUCHANAN. One thing more, Mr. Miller, could you give me

some idea of what effect the 15 percent set aside for the special
programs would have on the funding of other educational programs?

Mr. Mth.sn. In the survey that we took in 50 states, 34- states re-.
sponded. Out of the 34 States: the smallest increase in enrollment lasts
year was 11 percent, and the highest was 46 percent. This is due pri-
marily to the unemployment factor.

Some States have had an increase of a lesser degree but all States
have been reporting increases. Our plea, essentially, is that the pro-
gnu t--$67.5 million nationally, which is not a huge sum, but the ABE

rogr.'ani is one that is able to operate efficiently, and we can provide
a lot 0; services for the dollars.

Our plea is that we have to make decisions, and the decisions should
be made services to adults rather than mandating, or absorbing the
expenditures for special projects.

I would further add that the proposal we suggest does not eliminate
special projects. I would suggest that many States were providing
money for these purposes out of their own funds prior to the enact-
ment of this provision.

I plead for service to the adults. It is awfully difficult to say "no" to
an adult at this point in time.

Mr. ROCHANAIT. Thank you very much.
Mr. LEICMAN. Mr. Simon.
Mr. $1110N. Let me toss a more general question. Sometimes we

come in here and talk about details on this, and details on that. Since
we have a variety of States represented. If you could, in a few sen-
tences, suggest where you think we ought to be 10 years from now in
the field of Federal, State, and local relationship in the field of edu-
cation, and whether we are moving in the proper direction.
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My concern is that soaletimes we get so wrapped up in all these
details that we don't really sense where we are going, or where we
ought to go.

Mr. M& LOWN. Does your question go to adult education ci
Mr. &aim. I assume that Mr. Miller will address that specifically.

I want to know beyond that
Mr. Mni.Lowx. I am not at all sure that I can indicate where we

Should be 10 years from now. I do feel that there are some goals that
we should attempt to achieve.

After all, the tax structure as it is now set up calls for more and
more funds coming in from the Federal level. We would hope that
those funds might be shared liberally with education, equal education.

As important as money would be the matter of Federal, State, and
local involvement in the public education to the extent that we further
define the leadership that I mentioned earlier, so that we see the States
and the Federal Government and the locals working together for the
girls and boys in our States.

There would be more and more involvement on the part of all three
ley* in setting priorities for education, and setting the kinds of goals
that the public wants for education. Certainly in terms of doing these
kinds of thinp: that we get closer together so that we don't have to
deal with the kinds of things that we are talking about here, that we
might be talking about those objectives, the specifics of education as
we move through this rather than having to take your valuable time
submitting the details, the 'very important details in terms of how we
should 'rk.

Mr. SIMON. Your feeling is that we are moving in the right direc-
tion, as far as the participation, we may not be moving in the right
direction.

Mr. MELLowx. That is true, yes. We have had a number of problems
trying to really get involved in the development of the regulations.
We have had problems in the development of regulations.

We are on the outside looking in, and this has been a problem to us.
Mr. Mnu. If I may answer your question. I would, suggest that

this committee may want to look, from a futuristic point of view, at
the future of the ABE program in the education scheme of things.

I think that it is fait to say that in some sense,the ABE program
is on the periphery of the educational framework. I think that there
are a couple of considerations. First of all, I think that we can docu-
ment that the expenditure of moneys for ABE is an investment, it is a
wise investment of the tax dollar.

I talk about our State alone, because I-can talk abOut that with some
authority. For every dollar that is invested in the ABE program in
Ohio, whether it be a Federal dollar or a State dollar, we are getting
currently a $7 return.

That is based on the number of adult;that are being moved through
the public education: and moved to employment. We might be affected
a little adversely this year, but these were compiled last year.

We are investing a lot of money in compensatory programs for chil-
dren, title I programs. When you look at some of the current research,
the preschool projects, and the resulting effects on children. The ABE
program has 9. major role to play as a partner with many of the pro-1
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grams you are fundin. The premise being that if we are going to help
children, we ought at the same time to direct services to the parents.

This is a very compl problem in this society. The family oriented
education program is eltie, which makes a lot of sense. This committee
may want to address itself to that more specifically.

Mr. COSTA. I would like to comment, briefly on your question. It hasbeen said that education is a national concern and a State function, andit is a local responsibility. As embodied in this concept called "feder-alism," a partnership between the national, State, and local agencies.
think that the Congress in its concern for education sometimes

becomes overenthusiastic in trying to deliver services directly to thedoor of the people who are going to use it, therefore, bypassing thoseState agencies that are responsible for these functions which are toprovide education, the States and the departments of education.
The Congress, then, places itself in a position of being the providers

with the Office of Education of programs within the States, which areoutside of the jurisdiction of the Federal Government.
I further believe that any set-aside in any legislation this Congress

passes has its detriments, too. To continue tO fragment programs toset aside to spe. id interest groups, you build up another hierarchy
bureaucracy in the education program, and this causes hardships at the,State and local level.

It causes hardships in reporting back to the Congres,s the ultnk.,teeffect of all these prWams that have beetle volvi ng. We think that theCongress concern for education ought to seek to be a partner in the
enterprise of education, and not. he the funder, the producer and direc-tor, and everything else.

I don't mean any of this to 1w derogatory to Congress.
Mr. SIMON. Thank you.
Mrs. TITRNER. I would say that schools are probably a State responsi-

bility, and I hope that they always will be. I think that there is somesecurity to a nation that has its educational program divided among
many entities as opposed to a single entity.

It may well be that having a single fountainhead for education
bemuse we believe that our system may very well be far superior to it.

'I think that it is very easy to take a very small percentage of funds
and seek', in effect, to really operate a system. Let us take special educa-
tion as an illustration of that.

We receive for special education from the Federal Government
about $3 _million for training of hand ica pped children. This represents
a very small percentage of what we actually spend on these programs.

Yet, when you consider the regulatory aspects and conditions under
which the $3 million come, your operating efficiency might be better
if you did not hirve those funds.

I think that you seek to take a disproportionate part in the decision-
making and operational aspects of such programs than the amount
of money you are putting in should entitle you to put in it.

Generally; I would be far more supportive of more general educa-
tion aid, not because States would not meet with their responsibilities,
but basically because the Federal Government is a better tax collector
than our States, just as the State governments are better tax collectors
than our local governments...

Money haS to be collected where money is, and it shguld IW sent
where the needs are. I am not anxious, for example, to see additional
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funding came from the Federal Goiernment if it has with it a dis-
p ortioriate amount of restraints and regulations to go with it.

Mr. DALEY. If I'may expand a little bit on the political dangers of
decentrfdizing education systems. One of the proposals that seems to
be current about the future Federal involvement in education is that it
share a third of the responsibility for the financing of schools, itiat
the States sho'uld.share a third, and the localities share a third of the
responsibility.

If that responsibility were divided in such a way, it would be
generally within-the kinds of restraints that I have seen in other kinds
of _programs that come from the Federal GoVernment. Z

We have had some concern about that. At least, we think that the
categorical prOgram, or the kinds of specific controls that the Federal
Government now provides are probably the best approach.

The authorizing legislation that you have ects substantial
amounts, far beyond what the actualapproprialionsirave been from
Congress. We hope that you would, proceed with deliberate speed in

dithe direction of funding the prbgrams in the statutes.
In addition, I think there are two things that we need some help

with, One of them is that we need some assistance from the Federal
Goverriment to force our legislation as to where the funds go. This is
true not only in our State, but in other States as well.

There is some element in Public Law 93-380, if that were done, the
States would be able to assume a better role, or a mow responsible role
in this partnership.

In addition, we believe that we need some additional aid to
strengthen the State leadership and the State offices of education, our
own included.

Both of those, I think, reflect our concern of the States being able
to do a better job so that the Federal Government will not have to
step in and do a more controlling effort in education.

Finally, since most of the regulations about the future reflect further
centralization of our technology and our political system, and part of
our economic power, I think, to look as much as we can toward build-
in,g very strong individual programs for support of other things
as health and families, so that the political dangers that I alluded do
not come to fruition.

Mr. SmroN. Thank you very much.
Mr. HALL. Mr. Jeffords ?
Mr. JEFFORDS. I want to commend the members of the panel for the

very fine statementg ,that they have made today, and also the state-
ments of philosophy which I totally agree with. I would like to get its
back a little more to the present, and specifically I would like to ask,
ifit is possible, one question.

I was very impressed by Mr. Costa's testimony and by the great deal
of work that went into the preparation of the testimony. I am espe-

. cially concerned with the matters set forth in table A-3 of your
material.

I would like to inquire a little bit about that. As I understand that
table, it indicates to me that some States are going to get rather signifi-
cant decreases in funds during fiscal year 1977 as compared to the pres-
ent program levels of fiscal year 1975. Is that correct?

Mr. CogrA. That is correct.
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JEFFORDS. I see increases of up to 25 percent for some States, but
more im ortantly I see a decrease of more than 50 percent for sonic ofthe sm, States. In other words, they will b© getting, as I understandyour zi bony, about half of the money that they are getting in fiscalyear 1975.

Wyoming, for example, will be getting even less than 50 percent in
1977 as compared to what they argetting in 1975. Am I reading yourtable correctly

Mr. COSTA: That is correct.
Mr. Jr roans. Many of the other small States are joing to have verylarge decreases in the program funding for fiscal 1977. Is that correct ?Mr. COSTA. Yes.
Mr. JEFFORDS. Your State will be getting around 40 percent.
Mr. COSTA. Very close.
Mr. JEETORDS. I have some interest, being from Vermont, that wewill have between a 40- and a 50-percent reduction.
Just two more questions. You have mentioned some _problem, of

course, with the program funding, and the difficulties that this drasticcut in funds will create. I wonder if you could elaborate a little bit onthe program funding, and whether or not you can give us any specifics
as to what your State will have to do to face that drastic cut in funding.

Mr. COSTA. I have two answers to that question, and then I will comeback with another answer.
On table 5, immediately following page 5 of the text, there is aworkup page that we have developed for the State of Nevada in prep-aration for planning for fiscal year 1976, and'fiscal year 1977.
We took a look at 93-380 and saw what kind of funding we could

expect for those 2 years. We suddenly realized that the formula was
working to our detriment, and the salvation to us was in 1976 with 50
percent consolidation and 50 percent Categorization.

Everybody is .going to be able to have some programs in 1976, butin 1977, the equipment, guidance and counlaeling for the State of Ne-
vada will be $358,000, that should be flowed through the school districtsfor use in the program.

So, if we are going to administer the program, the money will be
taken out of that fund, because there is no money in the consolidation
to take the administration out because of the set-aside for title-AT pur-poses to fiscal year 1973.

We built this chart to illustrate what would happen if the State sud-
denly takes, the set-aside from the $358,000 in our case, and we are
actually receiving $371,000. So we are $20,000 short there of meeting
the 1973 set aside.

We will have no funding whatsoever; if the State wants it to be that
way. Consequently there is no administration money taken out of part
C, because there is not any to take out. So, the administration money
is taken out of part B, which comes out of library, books, and counsel-
ing services for schools.

That means that the personnel will have to be picked up either on
the payroll of some other program, or terminated. Any expenditures
for equipment, or library resources will have to be curtailed, or
reduced.

As I said earlier, we will have no innovative or supplementary cen-
ter activities in Nevada, if you follow this chart here. We have not
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made the decision for 1977, so I cannot specifically answer the question
as to what is going to be cut, those are the possibilities.

Our State departine»t of education will call for a reduction of staff,
undoubtedly, about six professional persons and three clerical persons.
If that is the decision that they make.

The other answer to your question isit seems to me that what hap-
pens here is a new question because the Congress never intended for
this kind of thing to happen. So, just on a matter of principle, it seems
to me that the Congress needs to go back and take a look at this thing,
and say: "We never intended for this to happen. Therefore, let its
make restitution to the parties."

S6, then, we will not have to make the hard decision as to what is
to happen next year, if you decide to change the formula aplothice
the funding. Let everybody else know about it, before you do.'51ything
about it.

Mr. JEFFORDS. With respect to your alternatives that yott list, I think
there are two of them that seem fairly reasonable in your eyes, alterna-
tives two and five.

Mr. COSTA. Alternative No. 2 has the grefitest amount of support.
Mr. JEYFORDS. I would like to understand those two alternatives. As

I understand alternative 2, what you are saying is that in order to keep
the small States at the 1974 funding level, we would need to ap-
propriate would be the initial $14 'million, so that thewould not re-
ceive a loss.

Mir. COSTA.That is partially _correct.
In order to keep any State at the 1974 level, it would take $40 mil-

lion. You see; on the table, when we are talking about part B for 1076.
Puerto Rico is the.biggest loser in that particular area.

In table 2, part C, for 1976, the smallest States become the losers
because the funds have been wiped out. In part B for 1977, the biggest
losers are the outlying areas, and the biggest loser is Ohio and also
Pennsylvania and Nebraska are the largest losers order part B. These
are the library resources, the equipment, counseling activities.

In part C, again the small States become the losers. Part B, it seems,
favors the big States. Part C favors the big States. So it is a ratification
for all the States, regardless of whether they are small or large, because
of the strange shift.

Mrt JEFFORDS. That does not take into consideration the inflation
which has occurred since 1974, which we fear may occur in 1976 when
they will be getting a reduction in their level of funding, as far as
real dollars go.

Mr. COSTA. Yes.
Mr. JErFouns. Mr. Chairman, this is all I have, except that I would

ask permission for other States to be affected by this funding formula
Change to have time to insert in the rerord what possible action they
may take.

Mr. HALL. The record will be open until June 20.
have no questions, so on behalf of Chairman Perkins, I want to

thank everyone for their presentation.
Mr. TunurtaTort.May I make one comment.
A little earlier we had the question about what is going to be cut:

States have governments that are able to make new decisions, and
'4;11.111i.
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just to-new situations. You say that something will haveto be cut, if

Congress does not do so and so. It may well be.
I, We, in the States, have some responsibility in adjusting to what the

priorities ought to Le. I don't like to leave testimony with the impres-
sion that State's are not perfectly capable of handling these policies
very adequately.

We have taxing authority. We have decisionmaking authority. We
sbould expect to exercise that authority. I cannot help but make that
statement to be consistent with the other position 'that we have, that
we should be responsible overall for the education program within our
States.

I think that we have constitutional mandate to do that. Wel-Lave the
responsibility to do that. There is nothing about State govelvnents
now that is different than used to be the case.

Florida was the worst apportioned State in the country, taking boti
the Senate and the House, and we really were not reflecting the peopl
needs and the people's desires within the State.

Non, every single State has an apportioned legislatlires. We are
respoEsive to _people as we have never been before. I think the States
should be given and provided far more flexibility and far'more disere-
don in utilization of Fedeial funds than they have been in the past.
. , Mr. HALL. Is ,there anyone else who would like to make a conclud-
ing statement ?

Thank you very much for coming. We do appreciate your fine
testimony.

The subcommittee will adjourn at this time subject to call of the
Chair.

[Whereupon, at 11:45 the subcommittee adjourned subject to
call of the Chair.]

[Material submitted fOr inclusion in the record follows :]

.,' NifiriPREPARED MENT OF TiON VjRGINIA SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN' CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA

Mr- Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to present this statement during your important oversight hearings on the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

It is essential for me to point out at this time that my qtate of Nebraska is one
of the 17 states which stand to lose becausp of the change of formula in allocating
funds under Title IV of ESEA as a result of the consolidation of certain categori-
cal education programs as mandated by PL 93-380.

When this change was made, I am certain it was not the intent of Congreqs
'to put any of the states at. a disadvantage as far as the funding of these pro-
grams is concerned. The intent was to simplify procedures and to improve the
adminlstratlan turd management of the programs involved.

If the present formula is allowed to stand, however, Nebraska would lose
$123,178 in Fiscal Year 1977 when, the full consolidation takes place. This results
from basing the allocations solely on the number of children in the 5-17 age
bracket, and in removing the "floors" which were designed to insure that there
would be adequate funding for at least a minimum program in each state.

Now, I grant you that in the breakdown of the projected losses for each of the
-states under this formula change, Nebraska suffers the least. The $123,178 which
would not be available to us in Fiscal Year 1977 is just a small percentage of the
.oveiall total, but any reduction of funds for these programs, no matter what
amount_ will be jceenly, felt. I have-stiscussed this prospect with officials in; the

uNebraska Department of Education and have 'been told that "this amont of
funds would allow for several projects in the local school districts."
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Permit me to quote from a letter I have received fro Mrs. A. sther Bronson,
Director, Title IV ESEA, Nebraska Department Education : "When allot-
ments were computed at the national level based only on the numbers of children
aged 5-17, without a floor as in previous legislation, less populous states suffered
a decrease in their allotment. I feel the intent of Congress was not to have states
suffer a financial loss under program consolidation and that the minatton of a
floor for each state was unintentional. The Nebraska State rtment of Edu-
cation seeks your support of a technical amendment to reinstate a floor in l'art C
of ESEA Title IV, PL 93-380."

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request that serious thought be given to correct-
ing any and all inequities which will result from this change. Technical amend-
ments to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act are now under considera-
tion. One of the amendments which must be adopted is one which will provide
protection to the smaller states who will suffer under an allocation formula which
does not provide a floor of some kind to insure a minimum program when other
criteria camiot be met.

Thank' you for permitting me to repreient the interest of .my state in emphasiz-
ing the need for an amendment which will prevent serious damage before it can
oc r.

Hon.-CAas. D. PERKINS,
Chairman, Education and Labor Committe U.S. House of Representatives,

.W ash ington, D.C.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Hotrsm`op REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D.C., June 2,197.7.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : I would like to take this opportunity to raise several
points with respect to the oversight hearings being held on the Elementary and
Secondary Education Amendments of 1974 [P.L. 93-3801. There are two specific
issues, which though small, are of great concern to me and the constituency I
represent.

As yetti well know through your past efforts, the Commotiwealth of Puerto
Rico was removed from the former set aside basis and a new allocation formula
was devised aimed at improving the educational system of Puerto Rico, which
is heavily impacted with disadvantaged children.

In Section 125 of the Act, which deals with State Agyncy Programs, there
is a hold-harmless provision which applies to every jurisdiction, with the excep-
tion of Puerto Rico, which is theoretically covered by Section 843. The reality and
effect of leaving Puerto Rico out of the bold harmless provision was grim. The
V.S. Office of Education informed me that unless the Commonwealth received a
bold harmless provision with the rest of the Jurisdictions, the state agency
programs would be decimated and virtually destroyed.

The programs affected are as follows :

Program
Children Fiscal year Fiscal year

ADA 1974 1975

e Title 1Handicapped ... 1, 370 $561, 573 5262, 821
Neglected and delinquent U0 432, 000 168, 819
Adult correctional_
Migrants (1st year of participation under (Public Law 93-380) t 286 211, 169 54, 866

a'
Initially the situation was even worse because for FY 75, Puerto Rico was

limited to 50% of entitlement (Half of the above FY 75 figures). As an expedient
measure, Senator Hathaway of Maine was kind enough to offer an amendment
to SLR. 16900, the appropriations bill, last November, by which Puerto Rico would
be assured the same level in FY 75 tkat it received in FY 74. You actively sup-
ported this measure in the House, for Which I am thankful.

But the amendment to the appropriations bill left the basic flaw in the author-
izing legislation unrectified. I have recently introduced a bill, H.R. 7121, which
would guarantee a continued level of funding at the FY 74 level until present
law expires. I hope that the Committee and the full House will see fit to rectify
this oversight so as to carry out the intent of the law, which in all cases was to
ameliorate the critical education realities in Puerto Rico.

tr-
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A Second and related problem which I am concerned About deals with the new
Title IV cansolidatIon. .have been informed by HEW °Metals that some type
Of technical amendment is needed to assure the Ciiinmonwealth of Puerto Rico's
pattleipatton in these programs. Apparently the technical and conforming ainend-
Menta did not reflect the fact that Puerto Rico was included in thes,Title IV
provitionS, though such was obviously implied. Since applications are now being
received from state and local education agencies, this places a special burden
on our system, since our state educational agency, has been cautioned that they
may not be able to receive funds-until such rectificationeare made in the law. I
hope that this situation can be laid to rest so that the Title IV programs can
be smoothly implemented in the Colmnonwealth'of Puerto Rico.

Thanking you for your understanding and hssistance. in these matters I
remain;

Cordially,
Jaterir. 'BENZ=

'SWAMP) Anna SOMOOLS INFORMATION SERVICE,
National City, Calif., June2,

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:
We understand the Committee will consider technical amendments to P.L.

93-889 and would like to direct attention to two areas for your consideration.
Both of these heals have to do' with the amendments of P.L. 98-380 as relates
to P.L. 874 of the Slat Congress and commonly referrred to as Impact Aid.

The first item would deal with those children who qualify under the Migration
and Refugee Assistance Act of 1962 (Cuban refugees) for inclusion in the Impact
Aid program. Clarification as to which of the new sub-groups these children
will be included with for penman purposes seems to be required. It is thought
the intent was to count these'children for inclusion in the "Military B" category

&encourage-the-Committee-to-so-indicate-a
misunderstanding.

The second item would deal with section No. 2 of P.L. 874those school
districts that have lost at least 10 percent of their assessed value by air act of
the Federal government. Prior to the amendments of P.L. 93-380, section No. 2
districts were paid 100 percent of their entitlements and suffered no reductiOn
or proration as a result of lower appropriation amounts.

The New Law has placed these districts apparently in Tier I of funding (26
percent of entitlement) and omitted them not only from Tier H of funding but
left them out of any of the so-called "hold-harmless provisions" of the Law.

The Committee is already aware of the problems of these section No. 2
districts and I feel no need to belabor this issue. I have, however, enclosed a
summary of the district/1 in question. We would hope the Committee would
restore section No. 2 to its previous 100 percent funding status.

I wish to thank the Committee for this opportunity to comment on these
adjustments.

ResPectfully,
LANTEION C: rADRED,

President.
SEC. 2, PUBLIC LAW 81-474 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1973

(Information taken from: Public Law 81 -874 SAFA maintenance and operation wench control record Aug. 3,19741

State and applicant No. Sec. 2 applicant

Number of Number of Sec. 2 end 3
students students entitlement

3A (ADA) 3B (ADA) prorated

Alabama None
Alaska do
Arizona. do
Arkansas'

2 1)015
White Hall School Dist. No. 27 .
Greenwood School Dist. No. 25

-* 57
0

254 57,148
50 29,409

2004

3 1306..
4 1906

Waldron School Dist..
Mineral Springs S.Q. No. 3
MeguineSchool Dist.

.

0
3 132 29,097

61
11

9,144
4,645
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SEC. 2, PUBLIC LAW 81-874 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1973-Continued

pdaymallon taken from: Pubftc Law 81-874 SAM maintenance and operation branch control record Aug. 3, 19743

Stale and applicant No. Sec. rapplicant

Number of Number of Sec. 2 and 3
students students entitlement

3A (ADA) 36 (ADA) prorated

California:
0002 Hueneme School District
0032 - Falibrook Union High School
0039 Fallbrook Union School Dist
0131 Atwater School District
0183 Valle Linda School Dist

681 1, 838 667, 667
129 274 537, 650
413 498 938,023

1,077 961 616, 962
0 0 105, 053

0502
1422

has Alamitos School Dist 346 165 3137:019491

2015 thick School District 0 22
French Gulch-Whiskey Town School District 0 0

31, 664

nan ,, Oceanside Unfit PI School Dist 1, 747 3,491 3,131, 210.
1 )2306.. _ - ...: Wine Unifiel School Dist ..._. :.5 30 261,035

Coloratto(1)2001.. __ - - County RF-6 , , 9 19 16, 778

gitutrattrlitot. None
do

District of CI..Lmbia do
da do

a: (1)0712 Clay Co. Bd. of Education 0 15 18, 315

lbws I.--, None

:gals:.
do

1 0033 Elwood Corn. Cans. S. D. No. 203 16

2 1108

4 2205

Giant City Corn. Cons. S. D- No. 130
Can School Dist. Na. 63 0
Murphysbom 34Comm. Unit No. 186

.. ,.2

0

301109 121744,,3237703206371

3 1612_

5 2402. Ewing No. Comm. Cons. Sch. District No. 115 0 0 1,287

Indiana:
386 82023: 516004

1413
1407 Macongtrah School Corp__

Nineveh-Hensley Jackson Union School Corp
I, 375

I 79

3 1704
4 2010

Loogootee Comm. Sch. Corp
Greater Clark Co. Comm. School Corp

105
5 1, 883 352, 055

558 130, 982

1183
-2301
2401

Soton Comm. Sob. Dist
3 Clear Creek Comm

Pleasantville Comm. Sch

Moravia Comm. Schools
Kansa:

1706 Independence Unit. S. D. No. 446
1713 Unified School Dist No. 260 .......
1720 Unified School Gist No. 475
1723

Y
Riley Co. Unit. S. D. No. 378

1731 Unified School Qist. Na 287
1819 L East High Univ. S. D. No. 324
1820 4

Waconda Unified S. D. No. 272
1827 OeSoto Unified S. D. No. 232_
1830 Unified School Dist No. 473

1833 Unified School Dist No. 343
1835 Unified School Dist. No. 340
1838 Oskaloosa Unit. S. D. No. 341
1846 Blue Valley Unit. S. G. No. 384
1856 Unified School Dist. No. 227
1910 Unified School Dist No. 379
1917 Eli Saline Unified S. D. No. 307
1919 MaraW OesCygnes Valley D. School Dist No. 456_ _
1922 Eureka Unified S. D. No 389
2007 .. Burlington Unified S. D. No. 244

2102 Unified School Dist. No. 21
1 2302 Mankato Unified S. D. No. 278

Kentucky:,
0011

0019
0018

Trig Co. School Dist
Wayne Co. School Dist
Russell Co. Bd. of Ed

Louisiana None
Katie._ du
Maryland do
Massachusetts do

4 2001

21 1403

5 200

0703

1404

Minnuots
Mississippi: (1) 1101

1.01
2,71

41 21,240
38 35, 306
45 48, 375
0 23,201

87 29, 216
1,468 936, 363
1,804 1, 519,772

104 43,450
42 9,857
0 6,637
0 20,295

17 51, 534
301 56,953

46 15,719
0 10,025

42 14, 343
0 53,022
0 1,906

111 33,557
0 24,207

55 13,021
0 11, 997

30 16, 784
0 3,778
0 9, 357

118 80,269
0 13, 608
0 39,772

-,...

Algona Comm. Schools 6 162 32, 751
Watersmeet Twp. Sch. Dist 16 51 83, 790
Marenisco School Dist 0 0 12, 158
Baldwin Comm. Schools 2 59 18, 871
Ewen Trout Creek Cons. S. D 7 76 31,

None
Hancock Co. Unit S. 0 0 106 2.2, 428

50-852-75-11

r
1)
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SEC. 2. PUBLIC LAW 81-874 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1973-Continued

(information taken from: Public Law 81-874 WA maintenance and operation branch control record Aug. 3, 1974)

Stale and applicant No. Sec. 2 applicant

Numberof Number of Sec. 2 and 3
students students entitlement

3A (ADA) 3B (ADA) prorated

Missouri:
0220 Chadwick School Dist. RI . o 2, 952ON4 Reeds Springs S. D. R IV 76 42,903 Center School Dist. No. 58 538 454,0734 1024 21ato School Dist. R 5 236 45, 1745 1410 Osceola 1 School Dist

6 1101 Carter Co. School Dist. RI I
26
76

12039
16,

,
6201702 Pualco School past. R8 1 24 22,3831707 Winona Pub. S. D. No. R3

9 1301 Popular Bluffs S. D. RI
71

1?1
15, 600
26,404

11108.__._.__ -__- Eminence School Dist. RI
11 1901 Fredericktown S. D. RI

1 41
71

13,760
24, 3442 1903. Dadeville School Dist. R2. 5, 52213 2109 East Carter Co. S. D. R2 3 9, 74314 2202 Ripley Co. S,D RA.

1 2207 Clearwater Set .11 Dirt. Ri
t

13
4 5

32, 749
83

2303 Leesville Shot Dist. R9 2 4, 49017 2304 Richard School Gist. R5 4, 33118 2305 _______ ,_._ Fairview School Dist. R11 3949659 2306 W. Marquard-Zion R6 School
1 3,2307 Oregon Co. School Dist. RIV 4,5062303 Dore School District R3 6,1272309 Greenville Fill School Dist 19, 7683 2310 A _ Crawford County R-IIII 2, 3764 2402 Bradleyvills RI 7,452Montana:

0013 Yeah I School Dist. No. 24 ,..- 1, 142
(2) Sylvanite School Dist. No. 23 3,119Nebraska

Orleans Pub. School Dist. R-3 5, 054
__ Republican City School Dist 14,4040030 Alma Pub. S. 0 No. 2 28, 052

1202 School Dist. of Loup City 2 10, 762
1810 Sandy Creek Pub. S. D. !".o. 10 2 3,539
1901 Central Pub. Sch. Dist 8,879
2201 Macolm Pub. Sch. Dist 13,627

Nevada None ,
New Hamsphire do
New lersz.1 ,

Burlington City Bd. of Ed 0 125 135,443
2105 Sandyston Walpack Cons. S. D

New oleo None
3 42 66, 579

New York: (I) 0503 C S.D. No. I-Town of Highland Falls 195 445 396, 090
North Carolina None
North Dakota do
Ohio:

0009 Exempted Village S. D 0 42,3352 0001 Mad River Twp. S. D I, 93 1,232 974,131
0227 Southeast Local S. D 51 83,3964 1305 Maplewood total S. D 0 15,4395 1606 Rocky River City Bd. of Ed 0 5, 391

Oklahoma:
1 0031 Haywood I. S. D. No. 88 51 3, 113

0036 Canadian I. S. D. No. 2 17 6, 378
0040 Fanshawe D. S. D. No. 39 0 4, 196
0041 Telma I. S. D. No. 13
0053 ..... . Eufaula I. S. D. No 1 12

34
154

9,
73, 446

015

0056 Hodgen D. S. D. No. 14
0413 Sand Springs I. S. D. No. 2 i

38
0

5, 77
041 81,

0431 Locust Grove I. S. D. No. 17 3 38 28, 208
0503 Foyil I. S. D. No. 7 11 3, 875

0603 Lando', Dep. S. D. No. 70 4 11,
0619 Brous I. S. D. No. 46 28 11 143
0732 Cleveland I. S. D. No. 6 1C2 13,, 946
0802 Little Axe D. S. D. No 70 5 43 31, 622-
0812 Vlan I. S. D. No 2 3 57 23, 960
0840 Kingston I. S. D. No. 3 40 17,
0844____,. Reydon I; S. D. No. 6. i 0 4,185
0859 Chelsea I. S. D. No 3 0 5,051
0867 Crawford Dep. S. D. No. II _ 0 914
0917 . Colbert I'. S. D No 4 14 3, 939
1011 Winter I. S. D. No. 49 16 8,995
1024 Allure I. S.D. No. 50 0 11,829
1108 Prue Dep. S. D. No. 50 0 I, 577
1113 Butler 1. S. D. No. 46 0 5, 089
1114 Keystone Dep. S. D. lio. 15 0 4131
1203 Fall S. D. Burkett 21 6,295

'-
1,5'1)

,,,
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SEC, 2, PUBLIC LAW 81-874 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1973Continued

[information taken from: Public Law 81-874 SAFA maintenance and operstreig bratict;controlgecord Aug. 3, 1974)

Stets and applicant No. See. 2 applicant

Number of Number of Sec. 2 and 3
students students entitlement

3A (ADA) 38 (ADA) prorated

Oklahoma Continuad
26) 1404 Dewar I. S. D. No. 8

1415 Ravia D. S. D. No. 10
1410 Stone Chapel D. S. D. No. 39
1601 Eagletown I. S. D. No. 13
1601__ Marietta 1, S. D. No. 16
1611_ __ _,,,,,._ __. Bowring O. S. D. No. 7
1702 Ill Heavens'. I. S. D. No. 3_ ,
1704 Keys D S. D. No: 6 ,

Gum Springs D. S.*. Nr 69 .7
Knots I. S. El No. 43.

37
I, Silo I. S. D. No. 1

flaw City D. S. D. ,i1;). 84 .,

1710
1902

2005
133 Burbank D. S. D No. 20

- . 31) 2 4 0 4 _ D. S. 5.. No. 50
Orr ,n None
Pennsylvania I

I) 1108 Center), dal Sch. Dist

/ )2 1328_ Warren Co. Sch. Dist.
Rho Island Nor
South Carolina:

0901._ _.... ....... Mc,:ormick Soho. Dist. No "4
(2 1203 S. D. No. 4 of Anderson Co

South akota: (I) 0204_ _ _ _ Douglas I. S. D. No. 3
Tennessee: (I) 0002 Ste rt Co. Bd. of Ed
Texas:

1 0120 Ga le I. S. D %....

2 0131_, Lewi la 1. 3. D
3 1305 ' Zama! I. S. D
4 1307 7 S 0

6

1

3

41
a0

0
a

6, 153
2, 523
I, 092
5, 138
1, 942
4, 426
3,032

10, 038
2, 870

15.234
2, 175
5, 187
2,809
4, 213

30 777 520, 001
0 31, 466

-Senloseek 1tildst
. S. D5 1310

1501 Comstoc. S. D
7 1604 Broaddus 1. S. D
$ 1605 Etoils Common S. D. No. 10

1714 Bosquevills I. S. D
1912 Lake Dallas I. S. D

lli 1916 San Perlita I. S. D

Utah
1 2492

None
texlins I. Dist

Varmont; (1) 2202 Sunderland own Sch. Dist
Virginia:

(1) 1602 Sch. Bd. of Craileto
(2)231 Bath Co. Sch. System
Ineuti None

st Virginia do
Wisamsin. o
Wyoming..
Guam 0:.
Puerto Rico . do
Virgin Islands

2, 42

173 47,199
0 16, 862

303 1,873 709
284 66, 879

467
0

63,
6,

979
7 269

0 3, 526

0
035.

90
493, 7

6,10
57 11,359
0 4, 512

18 7,335
33 21, 232
0 14,280
0 2,127

0 10,843

64 1/1,358
56 23,273

ea.

do

State and number fPsection 2 applicants

Arkansas 5 Nebraska 7

California .J_ -,- 10 New Jersey 2

Colorado -S2 1 New York 1

Georgia' 1 Ohio 1
kti 5

Illinois 5 Oklahoma 89
Indiana 4 Pennsylvania -., 2

Iowa 4 South Carolina 2

Kansas 21 South Dakota_ ... 1

Kdntucky 3 Tennessee 1

Michigan 5 Texas 12

'Mississippi -A. 1, Vermont 1

Missouri . 24 Virginia ._ 2

Montana 2
Total 161

(lb
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Total Section 2, P.L. 874 Applicants, 161 ; States represented, 25 ; Section 2Applicants do not qualify for Section 8, 62 ; Section 2 Applicants have no Section
8 connection, 88.5 percent.

All have lost at least 10 percent of assessed value due to federal acquisition ofproperty
The theory of Section 21.a very little connection with the federally connectedstudent but a positive connection with loss of local revenue due to massive acqui-

sition of real estate within a school. district by the, federal government.

Payments 1
CON 51111JLNCE REPORT (II.8. 6 9 )

(Level 1) Section 2 is not mentioned. However, if is possible ,that 25 percentof en( itifineat could be received.
(Level 2) Section .2 is still not mentioned. However, 35 percent might bepossible.

Hoid harmless clauses
1. Reductions in federal activities Section 8E.
2. Reductions in entitlements caused by changes in law does not rel to Sec-,tion 2, only Section 8. - 11

. HOD. CARL D. PERKINS,
Clitairma, Committee on Education and Labor, General Subcommittee on Edu-

cation, Rayburn House Ogke Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Ma. PEnuirts : We have received ward from Mrs. Patsy Mink that you

will be conducting oversight hearings for the Adult Education Act.. It is also our
iindarRtn Ming _that ynnr CaMmIttee- tesuiroonies Item- the Ad-1W Edo-

. cation Association and the Notional Association for Public Continuing and Adult
Education (NAPCAE). We have already submitted our concerns to NAI'CAE
regarding theimpact of the Adult Education Act, as amended.

Two areas of special concern to Hawaii ate the 15 percent requirement for
special projects and staff development and the. 5 Percent limitation on state ad-

^ ministrative costs. We hope that additional appropriations and/or amendments
can be made to alleviate these problerns.

Your continued support for adult education is greatly appreciated.
With best wishes,

Sincerely yours,

STATE OF HAWAII,
DtPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Honolulu, Hawaii, June 2, 1975.

NOBORU MOW,
Program Specialist, Adult Barrie Education.

AMERICAN PERSONNEL AND GUIDANCE ASSOCIATION,
June 5,1975.

Hon. CARL D. PERKINS,
Chuirrnan, kubeommittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education,

Rayburn House Office Building, 'Washington, D.C.
DEAR CHAIRMAN PERKINS : The paspage of P.L. 93-380 has created a critical

problem threatening the continued growth of this nation's school counseling and
guidance services. In' its careful deliberations on this particular legislation, it
does not appear that this was the intent of the Congress. Rather, the matter has
arisen because of conflicting language resulting from the consolidation of the
guidance, counseling and testing provisions of ESEA, III with ESEA" II and
NDEA HI. This is the veryunfortunate. result Of merging programs with differing
purposes.

The conflicting language Is found between ctions 421(a) (3) (c) and'403"(a)
(8) (A) (ii). It is obvious that the intent of th congress was to continue the State

Education Agency (SEA) level leadershi supervision, and service activities
historically provided for in guidance, counse ing and testing legislation and subse-
()tient rules and regulations. Further, Section 421 (i)), contains the statement
that. ". . . funds appropriated to carry out this Dart must be used only for the

6 same purposes and for funding of the same types of programs authorized under
those provisions." This provision is diametrically opposed by the pass-through
requirement set forth in Section 403(a) (8) (A) which serves to effectively elimi-
nate any fiscal capability of SEAS to carry out state-directed programs and lead-.

r-t ,4 , I t)
c.
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ership activities using Part B funds as previously provided for under NDEA, V-A,
and ESEA IIIGuidance, Counseling and Testing. Under these latter laws,
SEAs are able to provide leadership services and state-directed activities, projects
and programs to directly service local education agencies (LEAs). These are not
administrative activities or functions.

This serious threat to the support and services necessary to give continued
attention to the needs of our nation's school counseling and guidance programs
and personnel could be remedied by an amendment to P.L. 93-880. Specifically,
we recommend the followle amendment to Section 403(a) ( 8) (A) (ii) : ". . . and
that the remainder of such funds, except for funds not to exceed 2% of the annual
appropriations for Part U or the amount expended to Fiscal Year 1975 whichever
18 greater to be used for purposes of Section 421 (a) (3) (0) by the State Educa-
tion Agency, shall be made available to local educational agencies . . ."

We also strongly urge that the words "Counseling and Guidance" be incorpo-
rated into the titles of TitleitIV and Part B of same. These are offered as
suggestions :

1. Title IV Libraries, Learning Resources, Counseling and Guidance,
Educational Innovation and Support :

2. Part BLibraries, Learning Resources, and Counseling and Guidance.
As documented in much of this Association's previous testimony before the

Committee, the need for Federal support for school counseling and guidance pro-
grams is greater than ever before in our history. The monies and programs
previously authorized have been significant and responsive. Unfortunately, appro-
priations have not been sufficient to meet needs, and amendments to the legisla-
tion have broadened the heeds to be served, increased the expectations placed on
SEA personnel to serve LEAs without increased appropriation, and eroded the
support for counseling and guidance as a necessary, visible force to enhance the
learning and career opportunities of our youth.

ration, to enact this proposed amendment would surely decimate SEA leader-
ship and service roles and the personnel working for e n g th e n e"d"- n d expander
elementary and secondary school guidance and counseling. Included in these
losses would be such as the following :

1. Direct, unique consultative services to LEAs to plait, develop and implement
projects and activities to improve guidance programs (required under Sec. 403
(a) (4) (B) of P.L. 93-880),. This leadership service function usually involves
SEA professionals' working directly with at least 85% of each state's LEAs
annually.

2. Direct services annually to all school counselors in each of the states
through the medium of publications. These publications commonly report on
promising practices in the profession, professional growth issues, and research
and evaluation findings. The format used includes journals, monographs,
pamphlets, and newsletters.

3. Direct service for the in-service and continuing education needs of prac-
ticing school counselors. As an average, at least 30 to 35% of each state's school
counselors annually participate in at least one in-service education activity
directed at strengthening their skills and abilities to better serve young people.
Included are workshops, conferences, demonstrations, and exhibits.

4. Leadership activity in working with colleges and universities to improve
certification and preparation standards for school counselors as well as involve-
ment with counselors-in-training. Included are reviews/evaluations of univer-
sity preparation programs, refinement of standards for certification and meetings
with trainers and students.

5. State-directed projects and programs to demonstrate,asperiment and
evaluate various aspects of counseling and guidance. This involves both direct
and indirect assistance to LEA personnel.

These activities include :
5.1. Pilot programs in elementary school guidance and counseling
5.2. The use of mobile vans to bring service into small school districts

especially in rural or depressed areas
SIC State-wide occupational and educational Information systems
5.4. Models for the use of para-professionals in guidance
5.5 Models for accountability in guidance and counseling
5.6. State-wide needs assessments
5.7. Research
5.8. Testing programs for pupils in private, non-profit schools
5.9. Coordination of provisions for guidance and counseling in other State

and Federal legislation

158
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Mr. Chairman, the American Personnel and Guidance Association very much
appreciates the opportunity to submit this statement for the record. This is
an urgent, most serious matter. It is the unfortunate, unintended product of the
consolidation of significant, categorical education programs. Your Committee has
a unique opportunity to rectify the matter and see that its desires are carried
out in P.L. 93-380.

We are willing to provide further information, documentation or assistance
as you see fit. Thank you.

Sincerely,
CHARLES L. LEWIS,

Executive Vice President.

STATE OF SOUTFI DAKOTA,
ExEcirrivE OFFICE,

Pierre, S. Dak.,June 10, 1975.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
Longivorth Ifouse Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR LARRY As you may know, Title III of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 has provided valuable assistance to South Dakota Schools
for the development and testing of experimental new programs.

Proposed funding of this title for 1977 would provide only $81,706 for South
Dakota, with $33,949 set aside for administration. This would provide only
$47.757 for program operation of which $12.256 is designated for the handicapped.
The 1974 Education Amendment provided for programming in Dropout Pre-
vention and Nutrition and Health for the $35,501 which remains. These latter
programs were fprmerly funded directly by Washington to local agencies.

These levels of funding for 1977 preclude adequate support for these desig-
nated programs, and any successful conduct of the innovative programs formerly
supported.

Your assistance in working to re-establish support for this program at levels
comparable to 1976 ($487.622 with $150,00( for administration) or 1975
($672,376; $150.000) would provide a valuable service to our state's schools.

Sincerely,
RICHARD F. KNEIP, Governor.

SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTNIF.NT OF EDUCATION AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,

June 9, 105.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
Longirorth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PRESSLER: This letter is to call to your attention the sharp
reduction in federal support for 1977 for Title III, the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act of 1965. Proposed funding is being reduced from $487.622
and with $150,000 for administration in 1976 to a proposed level of $81,700 and
$33.949 for administration.

Title III has provided valuable support for new and experimental rograu.s
in South Dakota's schools. Given the requirements of the 1974 1 uucation
Amendment for the use of these funds and the proposed new level of funding.
it is difficult to provide much in the way of services even of those mandated.

May I urge that you give support to efforts to seek a restoration of these
fimds to former levels to continue to provide help and encouragement to our
local schools. Many valuable programs have been developed which have been
replicated in other locations in the state.

Thank you for your interest and help.
Sincerely,

TOM KILIAN, ReCrClary.
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SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT Or EDUCATION AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS,
DIVISION' OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION,

Pierre, South Dak., June 6, 1975.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
Longworth Squat, Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dses CONGRESSMAN Pagssiza: Title III of the Elementary and Secondary
ILItteation Act of 1965 was designed to test new concept" in elementary and
sec dart' education and to disseminate the information gained by such activi-
ties to other schools. Several of these programs have been highly successful in
South lmkota. Just to name a few: we have a reading program in Sioux Falls
that show a 2.5 year gain in one year, a team approach to Guidance in Brook-
ings that is icing copied by civic groups outside the school and a K-12 environ-
ment program ,tI Chester that has had over 100 outside requests for their
curriculum.

For the past few years III has bad the following funding: 1973, $634.682
with $150,000 for administration ; 19141 1667,852 with $150,000 administration ;
1975, $672,376 administration $150,000'; 1976, $487,622 administration $150,000;
1977, $81,706 with $33,949 for administration.

Please note that in 1977 this would be only $47.757 for a program of which
$12,256 is earmarked by Federal Legislation for the handicapped. Of the $35,501
remaining, the 1974 Education Amendment provides for program in Dropout
Prevention and Nutrition and Health, formerly funded directly by Washington
to the local education agency. This will not provide sufficient funds for either
of these new programs, to say nothing of the innovative programs formerly
being carried on.

In all the discussions prior to the enactment of the law everyone was assured
that the states would be protected at the 1974 or some similar level. Anything
that can be done to reestablish this level would help salvage this useful activity
for the State.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

F. R. WANF:K:
Acting State uncrintenftent.

SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND CULTl RAT. A AIRS.
DIVISION OF ELIKMENTABT AND SECO DARY EDUCATION.

Pierre, S. Dal., June 1.3, 1975.
Hon. LADZY PRESSLER,
House of Representatives, Longworth House Office Building, Washington. D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PRESSLER : A couple of days ago we sent you some niaterial
on what South Dakota will lose on the new distribution formula for funding
for the C portion of Title IV of the 1974 Education Amendments. Am enclosing
a few notes that have been prepared by the Title III office indicating the number
of students involved, schools involved, and the people affected by Title III funds
in our State.

Trust this additional information will be useful to you.
Sincerely,

Notting M. PAULSON.
Assistant Superintendent,

Finance Management.
Enclosures.
The funds that were available to South Dakota through the Elementary and

Secondary Act of 1965, Iliffe III provided services to 5,678 students in eleven
different projects during the 1973-74 school year. The projects were in the
following school districts: Aberdeen : Brookings: Hot Springs; Huron: Lemmon ;

Nfzioux Falls (2) : Webster : Wessington Springs; Wood ; and Yankton.
The projects at Lemmon and Webster were both multi-district projects. The

Lemmon multi- district included school districts of Buffalo, Bison, Faith. Isabel,
Timber L.ake. McLaughlin and Mclntosch. The Webster multi-district included
Roslyn, Sisseton, New Effington, Wilmont, Corona, Milbank and Summit.
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The eleven projects employed fifteen full-time equivalent professional staff-
members, seven pars - professionals, and six secretaries. In addition, approxi-
mately two hundred fifty teachers received some sort of inservice training that
was relative Co the particular project of their school.

During the 1974-75 school year all of the projects were continued except the one
at Wessington Sprints. Therefore, two hundred eighty less students wore touched
a part-time Professional and part-time secretary were not funded, and eighteen
fewer teachers received inservice. However, this was more than offset with the
implementation of a mini-grant program. Twenty 4Ive teachers were awarded
grants of up to $1,000.00 each to develop and implement an idea that they had
in mind. While very little of this money was used for salaries, opportunities
were made available to approximately 2,000 students that would not have been
possible without the grants.

Areas in which innov?twe programs have been developed include: Reading,
Career Education Realization (both for entire student bodies and for the
handicapped, Gifted and Talented programs, Peer Guidance, Motivation, Learn-
ing Disabilities, Fine Arts, School Alternatives, (beech Correction, Drug Educa-
tion, Environmental Education, Group Process, Photography in the. Classroom,
Industrial Arts in Ow Elementary School, and Economics and Everyday Living.

With the near elimination of ESEA Title 111 to South Dakota, the develop-
went of programs such as these will cease and education in South Dakota will
suffer a severe blow.

STATE OF Vsunorry,
DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION,

Montpelier, Vt., June 4, 1975.
Representative JAMES Jervons,
U.S. House of Representatives, Cannon House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Ma. JETFOZDS : Information is being submitted with respect to our
previous discussions on the negative impact of the distribution formula in P.L.
93-880. Programs subsumed under Title IV of the Act, for which Vermont
received an option, are NDEA Title HI, ESEA Titles II, III and V.

Allocations Vermont received in fiscal year 1978, fiscal year 1974 and fiscal
year 1975 as well as anticipated allocations for fiscal years 1970 and 1977 are
as follows; 1973-21,401,818; 1974$1,214,807 ; 1975$1,188,219 ; 1970
$1,124,700 ; and 1977$688,570.

Comparing the fiscal year 1975 allocation with fiscal years 1970 and 1977
anticipated allocations results in a net loss to Vermont of $58,513 and $490,649
respectively.

Sincerely yours,
Leos H. BRUNO,

Director of Federal Programs.
STATE OT VERMONT,

DEPARTMENT OT EDUCATION,
Montpelier, Vt., June 12, 1975.

Mr. JAMES JEFFORDEL
U.S. House of Representatives, Cannon House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Darn Me. JETFORDS : In addition to the previously submitted data concerning
the impact of a reduction in Federal funds fors education, the attached statement
is provided for your infoimation.

I trust that this will be helpful to you in your efforts to restore funding. If
further assistance is needed, please advise.

Sincerely yours,

Enclosure.

LEON H. BRUNO,
Director of Federal Programs.

JUNE 12, 1975.

IMPACT OP LOSSES UNDER TITLE IV PART C, PUBLIC LAW 93-380

Severe reductions in educational programs and erosion of the State leadership
role would be the impact on Vermont if Federal funds under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act are not restored.

161
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The major negative impact would be felt in curtailment of Vermont's only
avenue for research and development in education. The funds for innovative
and exemplary programs on the Icsial educational agency level currently support
projects to :

Develop ways of teaching the metric system.
Experiment with alternative methods of motivating students.
Provide a more effective system of accountability and assessment of stu-

dents' progress.
Develop effective education programs.
Provide an experimental program for training autistic children.
Provide opportunities for students to develop educational programs for

student operated radio and television shows.
These programs and others would be aborted in their developmental stage.
A program of providing small grants for teachers and students to experiment

with new or improved prdctices in the classroom would be terminated. In one
Year alone the impact of this program affected over 6,000 students and over
200 teachers. This program, operating successfully since 1971, would be com-
pletely eliminated in terms of initiating new projects.

At the present time the program for strengthening the state department is'
supporting personnel in critical and essential service areas; i.e., deputy commis-
sioner, legal counsel, data information services (which includes computing state
aid to local agencies). public information services, subject matter specialists,
planning services, superintsndents' liaison, school facilities planning services,
teacher certification, and teacher education services.

As a result of the ecopomic situation in which Vermont finds itself, reinstate-
ment of these programa would be impossible through State funds. There is no
alternative source to this support in a rural statenuch as Vermont.

Telenrnm I
STATE. OF NIAINE.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL SERVICES.
Augusta, Maine, June 19. 1975.

Hon. CARL PERKINS.
Chairman, Education mid Labor Committee,
Rayburn Building. Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PERKINS : This is to advise you That unless a 200.000
dollar floor is restored to Part C Title 4 P.L. 03 -380 or a hold harmless clause is
passed for Part C there will be a serious reduction in the Farmer ESEA Title 3
(innovated programs) and Title 5 (strengthening state educational agencies)
programs for fiscal year 77.

Part C for example in FY 77 is scheduled to receive 850.000 which is 294.000
less than the mime programs will receive in FY 76. The mom() dollars for
Part C FY 77 is only 61,000 dollars over the Title 3 ESEA allocation for fiscal
year 75 let alone the 355.000 allocated for Title 5 in fiscal year 75..This level of
funding for fiscal year 77 will certainly force this department to cut hack on
innovated projects as well as the dropout prevention program. I urge that you
take every possible action to increase these consolidated funds for FY 77 either
by establishing a program floor a hold harmless provision or by increasing the
appropriation.

Thank you.

Hon. CARL D. PERKINS.
Chairman. House Committee on Education and Labor,
Rayburn House Office Building. Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN : As you know, a problem has arisen in the allocution of
. funds under PT, 93$130. The Education Amendments of 1974. Title IV. Consoli-
dated Programs. The minimum allocations in these programs which had previ-

SAWIN MILLETT. Jr.
Commissioner.

COtNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOCH. °FETTERS.
Washington,,D.C.. June 17. 1975.
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.ouslY been gtutranteed to the less populous states were dropped. Thin has resulted
in projected losses in FY 1977 of from 20 to 40% of these important educational
program funds to 15 less populous states. The Committee reports 'on PL 93-880
make no mention of any Congressional intention to repeal these minimums.

As you may be aware objection was raised by representatives of the more
populous states when an attempt was made -to restore these funds through a
hold-harmless provision in the FY 1970-77 HEW Appropriations Bill, HR 5901,
In the House of Representatlires. Since that time however, this Council, repre-
senting all state superintendents and commissioners of education, has discussed
this matter with all states, and agreement has been reached among the state
education agencies that a remedy can be applied which will cause no objection
among the more populous states. We are informed that all state education agen-
cies will now support the necessary appropriations and authorizations to raise
the losbag states to their FY 1974 levels, making no change in the allocation to
other states urfder the'consolidation allocation formula.

We sap therefore urging the Appropriations Committee to add the necessary
funds (Tye are informed that these do not exceed $14 million dollars) to tfie
first available appropriations bill, for this purpose. We are also urging the
authorizing committees to take necessary legislative action to continue this
remedy over the life of the authorization for PL 93-380.

We would appreciate your assistance fn this matter.
Cordially,

RAT PETERSON,
Direotor, Federal-State Relations.

STATE OF WISCONSIN,
BOARD OF VOCATIONAL, TECHNICAL AND ADULT EDUCATION,

fadison, Wis., June d8, 1975.
Hon. CARL D. PERKINS,
VASTP1710/1, G-eneraT Eftiken-mrartee on Ham,
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CHAIRMAN PERKINS: We have reviewed the testimony presented to your
subcommittee on the request for a technical amendment to the Adult Education
Act portion of the Educational Amendments of 1974.

This letter is written to indicate that we in Wisconsin support the concept
of a minimum of 5 per cent of the stIlte allotment be utilized for special experi-
mental demonstration projects and teacher training.

It appears that the basic intent of Congress is to serve students who desperately
need the services bf the program. Wisconsin shares with other states, the
following problems: Due to inflationary costs, for all aspects of the Adult Basic
Education program, we find that we cannot expand instructional services to
additional students on the existing budgets. However, due to unemployment
there has been an inflow of students to the classroom. The end result has been
that student waiting lists have developed in our VTAE districts.

While we view special project activities as desirable, we believe the students
must be served. We do not intend to eliminate special project activities, however
in a time of scarce resources we prefer to have a lesser mandated per cerat_ter
projects and additional funds for direct services to students.

Sincerely,
EUGENE LEKRMANN,

State Director.
STATE OF DFLAWARE,

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,
.Dover, Del., June 19, 1975.

non. CARL PERKINS,
Chairman:Education and Labor Committee,
Rayburn Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PERKINS : I would like to express my anxiety, as has
Representative Pierre S. du Pont, concerning the seriousness to-our small state
-of the loss of funds by the present Title IV (P. L. 93-380). If this legislation
remains as is proposed under the revised formula, Delaware stands to lose
*451,098 in fiscal-year 1977 when full consolidation takes effect.

b 3
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Specifically, under the old ESEA Title III, Delaware is currently maintaining
twelve (12) projeCts, serving 3,215 eMidren, and employing 38 teachers. You
knots, of course, that the ESEA 'Title III programs were intended to be three
(3) year programs with a gradual shift of budget to local responsibility. Our
present programs are about to enter the third year and would not, therefore,
be renewable for the school year ending 1870.

Beginning in September 1975 for FY '10, we had intended to introduce nine
(9) new programs but with the present aimlation under Part C, Title IV P.L.
93-380, they cannot belapproved. This represents 3,020 students being deprived
oZ the type of education We feel is necessary in order to try our new ideas and
provide an atmosphere in whirl) creativity can flourish. These nine (9) programs
Would'also provide employment for approximately 43 teachers.

Inning FY '77 under Part C, Innovative Programs, Delaware's allocation is
only $4,575 Which will only allow one small program to operate in the entire
state. Also, four professional and two secretarial positions will have to bej
terminated. Itis indeed unfortunate that thp Children of Delawafe during FY
'77 will not have the same opportunity to be involved in Innovative Programs
which will be enjoyed by children of the more populous states to a greater extent
than now exists.

-Thank you for any concern that you will show Delaware.
Sincerely,

KENNETH C. MADDEN,
State Superintemdent.

Hon. CAIDL.EBKINEI,
Chiftirman, House Committee on Education and Labor, U.S. House of Represen-

' tatieci,Washiugton,D-C -1_ ,
DEAR Cant: We have reviewed carefully the provisions contained in P.L. 4)3-

8g0, the Education Amendments of 1974. Four major areas of concern have been
identified during this review which we believe will cause serious problems .to
us and the school districts of California. These issues are: i.

. 1. Comparability: As you may know, we have initiated a series of reforms
of California's K-12 education

ct
sys m. Our efforts at this time are concentrated

on restructuring Early Childho Education in kindergarten through grade 3.
This statewide effort is being expanded to all schools in a phase-in program
which will encompass four to five years. During the second year of the phase-in
(1974-75), the reform effort was undertaken in more than 1300 schools Heaving
22 percent of our K.-.3 population. We see potential problems for our districts
in meeting ESEA Title I comparability standards during the phasing-in of this
and other reform efforts which are currently being planned. I am therefore
recommending for your consideration language which will enable the Commis-
sioner of Education to waive excess costs associated with these reforms during
their phase-in periods only.

2. raintenance of Effort: Our recommended amendments include language
changes to enhance the maintenance of effort provisions contained in ESEA

' Title IV. These are (a) using per pupil rather than aggregate expenditures in
defining maintenance of effort which is very important during this period of wide-
spread declining enrollments, and (b) using expenditures for instruction rather
than for the individual programs and activities which are consolidated. We
believe that the individual program requirements will be difficult to administer
and that districts should be given greater flexibility to direct their state and
local general funds to instructional areas of greatest need. .

3. Bilingudt Education District Advisory Committees: I recommend that you
consider amendments which (-a) would ensure the participation of parents of
English-speaking children on the mandated advisory committees and (b) would
enable district's to use existing advisory committees if parents of non-English
speaking children are members of those committees. The first amendment is
necessary because Federal law requires the participation of English-speaking
children in bilingual education programs supported with Federal funds. The
latter amendment would enhance the participation of parents of non - English
sneaking children in the planning and utilization of other resources such as
ESEA Title I funds to meet the needs of non-English speaking children.

t ,

STATE Or CALIYORNIA,
DEPARTMENT Or EDUCATION,
Sacramento, Calif., June 25, 1975.
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4 State Advisory Count* for BREA Title IV: Current statutory provisions
mandate that the Connell evaluate all ESEA. Title IV programs and projects.
We are recommending an amendment which would provide that the Council
advise on the evaluation. This change would clarify the advisory role of the
Council and would provide for more Meaningful input from the Council than
could be obtained if it had responsibility for evaluating the use of Title IV funds
in more than 1,000 school districts.

Suggested language for amendments in each of these four areas and further
detail on the need for these changes are attached.

I would welcome your careful consideration of each of these as you continue
your deliberations.on technical changes in P.L: 93-380. I would be happy to pro-
vide you with any additional background or clarification that you might need.

Warm personal regards.
Sincerely,

WILSON RILES:

[Sec. 103(a) (0) (K)filec-. 403 of Public Law 81 -874]

ESEA, TITLE ICOMPARABILITY

EXISTING 4:1W
.0.

"Excess costs means those costs directly attributable to programs and projects
which exceed the average per pupil expenditures of a local educational agency
in the most recent year for which satisfactory data are available for pupils in
the grade or grades included in ouch programs or projects (but not including
expenditures for any comparable State or local special programs for education-
ally deprived children or expenditures for bilingual programs or special educa-
tion for handicapped children or children with specific learning disabilities, if
such expenditures for bilingual education, and special education are used to
provide, to children of limited English-speaking ability and handicapped children,.
and children with specific learning disabilities who reside in Title I project
areas, services which are comparable to those provided to similarly disadv(In-
taged children residing in non-project areas)."

JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGE

In California, the Early-Childhood Education Program which is a top priority
it the Superintendent of \Public Instruction, is scheduled to be phased into all
schools K-3 over a five -year period.

By law, these funds cannot be uniformly distributed to all schools, but must
be concentrated on all K-A pupils in a selected school. At least ope-half of the
funds must be utilized %in the schools of greatest educational disadvantage,
however, if this school does not qualify on the basis of economic disadvantage
or if the school is served with the unrestricted half of the allocation, problems
of comparability develop.

This situation will become increasingly critical as the program is expanded
until such time that all K-3 children are served in public schools throughout the
state.

Also, as the reform of intermediate and secondary education is phased in,
this situation will - reoccur.

The recommended amendment is proposed in order that programs which are
complimentary to Title I and in fact are designed to improve the quality of
education can be phased in without being in conflict.

RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT

Excess costs means those costs directly attributableAtcr programs and projects
which exceed the average per pupil expenditures of a local educational agency
in the most recent year for which satisfactory data are available for pupils in
the grade or grades included in such programs or projects bit not including
expenditures, for any comparable State or local special programs for educationally
deprived children or expenditures for bilingual programs or special education
for handicapped children or children with specific learning disabilities, if such
expenditures for bilingual education and special education are used to proyide,
to children of limited English-speaking ability and handicapped children, and
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children with specific learning disabilities who reside in Tit I project areas,
services which are comparable to those provided to similari sadvantaged
children residing in non-project areas., The Commissioner of Education is
authorized to wave other programs or projects upon request of a State,Educa-
tional Agency while such program or project is being phased in and is intended
to meet the needs of all children in the appropriate category.

(Proposed Amendment to Public Low 03-380, Sec. 401. Sec. 403(a) (11)]

ESEnk, TITLE IVMAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

EXISTING LAW

"Assurance that the aggregate amount to be expended by the State and its
local educational agencies from funds derived from non-Federal sources for
programs described in section 421(a) for a fiscal year will not be less than the
amount so expended for the preceding fiscal year."

sraTIFICATION FOR CHANGE

The existing law requires determination of the total amount expendedin the
state for these programs and maintenance of that level of expenditure. Because
of economic conditions and declining enrollment It is probable that states will
not be able to report the same level of expenditure. With declining enrollment
states could maintain program effort per child but not meet total dollar require-
ment. Also, the total expenditure for these programs has heretofore not been
determined and would require analysis far beyond that previously required. For
example, districts matched funds to buy certain equipment under NDEA III
but may also have purchased a great deal more which was not included in the
application for this program. Use of data reflecting instructional costs is ad-
vocated so as to allow district flexibility in use of resources to meet pupil needs.
In order to address the declining enrollment factor it is recommended that the
level of expenditure be based on the per pupil expenditure rather than the total
of all expenditures. Such determination of per pupil expenditures should be
obtained from most recent financial reports. Data on the "preceding" year may
not be readily available. Therefore it is recommended that the law be amended
to reflect per pupil ifistructional costs from available annual reports.

RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT

Assurance that the aggregate per pupil amount for instructional purposes
expended by the state and its local educational agencies from funds derived
from non-Federal sources will not be less than the amount expanded for the
lesser of the two preceding years.

'(Proposed Amendment to Public Law 03 -380, Sec. 105, Sec. 703(a) (4) (E) I

ESEA, TiTus VII BILINGUAL EDVOATION PARENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

EXISTING LAW'

". . . the applicant will provide for participation by a committee composed of,
and selected by, such parents, (i.e., parents of children of limited English-
speakingvability ). ."

JUSTIFICAFION FOR CHANGE

The existing law requires a parent advisory committee which is limited to
parents of children of limited-English speaking ability. California has encouraged
involvement of parents in these special programs. Since there are many programs
which may provide services to limited English-speaking children, establishment of
a separate committee would serve to the disadvantage of this bilingual program
since the parents would not have access to information regarding other resouret.s.
Further, since a parent advisory committee Structure has beell instituted in every
school district and In many schools, it is apProPriSte to permit the district to
utilize the existing structure as a means for obtaining comprehensive planning
which Is essential to optimum utilization of resources. Also, limited English-
speaking children are not segregated ; they are In classes with other pupils and
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benefit by such arrangements. It would be inconsistent to establish a separate
advisory committee for parents of non-English speaking children when the princi-
ple of integration is required.

RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT

... the applicant will provide for participation by parents, and the district may
designate for this purpose a district wide advisory committee on which parents or
guardians or both, of limited - English - speaking pupils, are represented."

[Proposed Amendment to Public Law 93-380, Sec. 40.1, Section 403(9),(1) (C))

ESEA, TITLE IVAnvisoar Commit. DUTIES

EXISTING LAW

The State Advisory Council shall: "(C) evaluate all programs and projects
assistethunder this title ;"

JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGE

As stated in the law, the advisory council for Title IV is responsible for the
evaluation function. It is considered Inappropriate and, in fact, impossible for
such council to be charged with evaluation responsibility for the large number of,
projects in California.

Evaluation is one of the. management functions to be performed by the appli-
cant and the State according to established criteria. It is considered appropriate
for the council to advise on the establishment of these criteria for evaluation
just as in provision (B) the council advises the State on other policy matters,
etc. The proposed amendment would clarify the role of the co 11 as an
advisory body.

RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT

(C) advise in the evaluation of programs and projects assisted ender this
title;

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS,

Jefferson City, Mo., June 5, 1975.
Dr. CASPAR WEINBERGER,
Secretary, Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C.

DEAR DR. WEINIMGER I would like very much to request your help in secur-
ing a change in the proposed modifications of P.L. 89-10, Title IV, as amended,
by P.L. 93-380, Parts B and C for FY 1977, for Testing, Guidance and Counseling.
The modification which is proposed would limit supervisory and leadership
services for guidance and counseling programs to those performed in relation
to administration ot the annual program plan.

This concept, if allowed to become the rule, will place an extreme hardship
on many states in the state supervisory and leadership area. Even in the testing
program, the proposal would have the local educational agency to determine if
it wanted to assign Its Part B funds to the state or an Intermediate unit. This
will create chaos.

The effect of these modifications will range from decimation to complete
loss of the guidance staff; of many state departments of education. Many states
halie staffs already using the total administrative amounts for Title I, Title
and Title III of ESEA and have no way of now including guidance and counsel-
ing. I feel certain that you recognize the fact that they will have no desire to
dismiss staff members to take on guidance personnelespecially when they have
been provided for under program funds:

State legislatures resent this behavior at the Federal level, They claim that
Federal programs are started without state involvement and then are suddenly
dropped in their laps for state funding. In a time when states are hard pressed
to fund ongoing programs It is evident that resentment will be further increased
when state personnel ask for. increased funding to support additional personnel
because of rule changes at the Federal level.

1°



163

We can HI afford to have an arbitrary decision, such as the proposed modifica-
tion, made at this time. There has never been a time in our history when the
needs of our youth are more pronounced. Drug abuse, crime, juvenile delinquency.
career decision- making needs, the need for development of if positive self-concept,
sex equality, minority needs and on and on. The modifications appear to be short-
sighted and will cause more concern for institutional interests than for planned,
articulated programs to better serve the students.

I feel that many other state directors of guidance would' support what I have
said. I now have four men paid from Title III, ESEA funds. The Title III and
Title II personnel are already fully staffed and there are no administrative funds
to pick up the guidance Staff. You can see that the problem I am concerned with
is pot just in some other state but is close to home.

I appreciate this opportunity to express a very deep concern of mine. I hope
that you concur with my thoughts and that you will be able to do something
that will reverse this proposal.

Best personal goodwishes to you.
Yours very truly,

Cm. Ems Foams,
Director, Guidance Services.

1SIEW YORK STATE, PERSONNEL 4.ND GUIDANCE ASSOCIATION, INC.,
June 30, 1975.

Hon. CARL D. PERKINs,
Chairman, Subctmtmittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Edu-

cation, Rayburn House Officil Building, "Washington, D.C.
DEAR CHAIRMAN PERKINS: The passage,of P.L. 93-380 has createfl a critleal

problem threatening the continued growth of this nation's school counseling and
guidance services. In its careful deliberations on this particular legislation, it
does not appear that this was We intent of the Congress. Rather, the matter has
arisen because of conflicting language restliting from the consolidation of the
guidance, counseling and testing, provisions of ESEA ITI with ESEA II and
NDEA III. This is the very unfortunate result of merging programs with
differing purposes.

The conflicting language is found between Sections 421 (a) (8) (A) (ii). It 14

s ip, supervision, and service activities historically
obvious that- the intent of Congress was to continue the State Education
Agency ( SEA) level leader
provided for in guidance, counseling and testing legislation and subsequent rules
and regulations. Further, Section 421 (b) contains the statement that ". . . funds
appropriated to carry out this part must ,be used only for the same purposes and
for funding of the same types of programs authorized under those provisions."
This proviston is opposed by the pass-through requirement set forth in Section
403 (a) (8) (A) which serves/to effectively eliminate any fiscal capability of
SEAS to carry out state-directed programs and leadership activities using Part B
funds as previously provided for under NDEA, V-A, and ESEA IIIGuidance,
Counseling and Testing. Under these latter laws, SEAS were able to provide
leadership services and state-directed activities, projects and progrlims to directly
service local education, agencies (LEAs). These are not merely administrative
activities or function:4.

This serious threat to the support and services necessary to give continued at-
tention to the needs of oun nation's school counseling and guidance programs and
personnel could be remedied by an amendment to P.L. 93-380. Specifically, we
recommend the following amendment to Section 403 (a) (8) (A) (ii) ".. . and
that the remainder of such funds, except for funds not to exceed 2% of the annual
appropriations for Part B or the amount expended in Fiscal Year 1975 whigh-
ever is greater to be used for purposes of Section 421 (a) (3) (C) by the State
Education Agency,' shall be made available to local educational agencies . . . "

The need for school counseling and guidance programs is greater than ever
before in our iistory. The mores and programs previously authorized have been
significant and responsive. Unfortunately, amendments to the legislation have
broadened the needs to be served, increased the expectations placed on SEA per-
sonnel to serve j,EAs withbut increased appropriation, anti eroded the support
for counseling a`nd guidance as a necessary, visible force to enhance the learning
and career opportunities of our youth.
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Failure to enact WS proposed amendment would surely decimate' SEA leader-
ship and service roles and the personnel working for strengthened and expanded
elementary and secondary school guidance and counseling. Included in these
losses would be:

1. Direct, unique consultative service to LEAs to plan, develop and imple-
ment projects and activities to improve guidance programs (required ntider'Sec.
403(a) (4) (B) of P.L. 93-380). This leadership service function usually in-
volves SEA professionals working directly with at least 35% of each state's LEAs
annually. '2, Direct service for the in-service and continuing education needs of
practicing school counselors. As an average, at least 30 to 33% of each state's
school counselors annually participate in at least one in-service education activ-
ity directed at strengthening their skills and abilities to better serve young
people. Included are workshops, conferences, demonstrations, and exhibits.

3. Leadership activity in working with colleges and universities to improve
certification and preparation standards for school counselors as well as involve-
ment with counselors -in- training. Included are reviews/evaluations of university
preparation programs, refinement of standards for certification and meetings
with trainers and students.

4. Direct services annually to all school counselors in each of the states
through the medium. of publications. These publications commonly report on
promising practices in the profession, professional growth issues, and research
and evaluation findings. The format used includes journals, monographs,
pamphlets, and newsletters.

5. State-directed project8 and programs to demonstrate, experiment and
evaluate various aspects of counseling and guidance. This involves both direct
and indirect assistance to L1)}A personnel.

These activities include.
5.1. Models for accountability in guidance and counseling.
5.2. State-wide needs assessments.
5.3. Pilot programs in elementary school guidance and counseling.
5.4. The use of mnblle vans to bring service into small school districts

especially in rural or depressed areas.
5.5 State-wide occupational and educational information systems.

'45.0. Models for the use of porn- professionals in guidance.
5.7. Research: ..

5.8. Testing programs for pupils in private, non-profit schools.
5.9. Coordination of provisions for guidance and counseling in other State

and Federal legislation.
Mr. Chairman, the New York State Personnel and Guidance ssocIation ap-
eciates the opportunity to submit this statement for the record The matter to
2ich we refer is the unfortunate, unintended product of the nsolidation of

gnificant, categorical education programs. Your Committee has a unique op-
rtunity to rectify the matter and see that its desires are carried out in

P.L. 93-380.
We are willing to provide further information, documentation, or assistance as

you see lit.
Sincerely,

DAVID G. &mils%
. President.0


