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OVERSIGHT ON EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974
‘ 5

TUESDAY, JUNE 3, 1975

Hovsy pF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON KLEMENTARY,
SECONDARY; AND Vocationan Eptcartion
OF THE COMMITTEE 0N ‘KbUCATION AxD LABOR,
"’uxhivngton, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 9:35 a.m.. pursuant to notice, in room 2175,
Ravburn House Office Building, Ilon Carl D, lmkms (chairman of
the committee) presiding.
Members present: Representatives Pe ll\ms Ford. Lehman. Risen-
hoover. Mottl, Hall, Quie, Buchanan, Jetfords, and Goodling.
Stafl members present : Johu F. Jennings, majority counsel ; Chris
Cross; minority senior education ¢ onsultant.

[Textof T1.IR. 3801 follows: ] « -

[FLR. 3801, 94th Cong. "1st sess.)

A BILL To make certain technleal and perfecting amendmentx to the Fducation Amend-
. ments of 1974 (Public Law 93 380)

Be it enacted by the Senate and Houae of Rrprmmlaluv’n of the United Stites
of America in Congrexs assembled, That (a) the Educution Amendments of 1974
is amended-

(1} in section 101(a) (3) by inserting *, 122, and 123 !mmﬂliuu‘ly after
C71217 and by inserting ©, 127, and 12K, respectively,” immediately after “126”
and before the period; *

(2) in section 103(a) (2) by inserting “of seetion 301(b)” tmmediately
after "The second: wmauw"' amd by striking out “and cach of the five suc-e
ceeding fiscal years,”

(3) in seetion 304)(&) by inserting “(b)(l)" immediately, before “The
amendments made by paragraphs (1) and (2)" which follows the matter in
quotation marks in paragraph (3) of such section:

(4) in section 402(a) (2) by striking out “er% 1954 and inserting in
lieu thereof “July 26, 1954

(5) In rection 405 by sxtril\in;z out “(f) (1) The Commissioner shall egtah-
lsh l»r designate a clearing”-the second time it appears therein and by in-
sertihg in Heu thereof ““(3) Appointments to the advisory council shall be
completed”

(8) in qP( tion 408 (e) by striking out *“November 1, 1975 and inserting in
lien thereof “February 1, 1976 ;

(7T) in section 406(g) (4) by striking ont ‘\nv«mher 1, 195" and inserting
in lieu thereot “February 1, 1976";

- (8)(A) in section 408(d) (2) (B) hy striking nut “(a)" and inserting in
lien thereof “(d) (1)";

(R) In section 40ﬂ(d) by striking out paragraph (3) and redesignafing
paragraph (4) as paragraph (3) :

() in the third sentence of qoctiqn 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 \'Par" and in-
serting "not later than fifteen months”:

(1)
Ny . % .
Q ; . |
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(E) in section 408 by designating the second subsection (f) s subsec-
tion (g, .

(9) in section 502(a){(2) (B) (11) by striking out “gubsection (£ and in-
aerting in lieu thereof “paragraph (1) of subsection () and by striking out
“(2)" In the fotlowing paragrapi’; .

(16) in section %11(b) by striking out “Jniy 1, 1974" and inserting in lieu
thereof “July 1, 1975, . .

(11) in section 516(a) by striking out “433"” and inserting in llen thereof
“4437 .

(12) in section 612(b) (1) by striking out *to the Office”’ in the second
sentence and inserting in lien thereof “‘to the Bureau™ : .

({'3) in section.64% by striking out “Elementary” and fnserting in lieu
thereof “Emergency” ; . : ‘

(14) in* section 705{(c¢)(3) by inserting “at” hefore “which such
preelementary™ -

(15) in section 714 by inserting at the end thereof the following new
subsection : ’

“(f) The functions of the Ntate Advisory Conncil on g{fadlnz_ required to be
established by subsection (a) (2) of thls section, may be carried gut by the State
advisory coundii created pursnant to section 705(d) (1 ). -

(18) in section 731(a) by striking out “March 317 and inserting in lieu

. thereof “February 1; -

(17){A) in section 822Ja) by striking out “one year after the date of en-

. actment of this Act” and}inserting in lieh thereof “December 31, 19767 ;

(B) in section 822(b) |by striking out “one year after the date of enact-
ment of t&i;.:mt" and Insérting in lien thereof “six months after the comple-
tion of the

(18) in s@ftion 823(2) by striking out “than one year afterthe effective
date of this Act™ and by inserting in lieu thereof “than December 31, 1975

+(19) in section 824(b) by striking out ‘lone, year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act™ and by inserting in lieu thereof “November 30, 1975

(20) by amending the firgt sentence of section 823 (b) to read as follows:
“The Secretary shall request each State educational @gency to take the steps
necessary to establish and malntain appropriate records to facilitate the
compilation of information specified in subsection (a) and to submit such in-
tormation*to him gro later tt&nn June 1, 1976.”;

(21) in sectiorr826(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, 197"

(22) in section 8268(b) by striking out “Within fifty days after the enact-
ment of this Act, the” and inserting in lieu thereof “The", by striking out
“gixty days after the date of enactment of this Act” and by Inserting in lieu
thereof ~July 1, 1975, and hy 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 sectinn 837 by inserting “of the Iligher Education Act of 1965
after “section 1001 (b (1) and

(25) in section %45 (c¢) by striking out *708(a)™ and by inserting in lieu
thereof “732(n )" and by striking out “continued” and ingerting in lieu thereof
“continue' ; and in section 845(f) by strikiAg out “3!077(b)" and inserting in
lieu thereof 3114y ,

dgurvey authorized by subsection. (a)";

(h) Title I of the Klementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is

amended»-
’ (1) i ‘tion 126(b) by striking out “‘clauses (2). (5), (8), and (7) of
section (a)." and Inserting in lieu thereof “sections 103(a) (2), 121, 122,

and 123.7 .

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

(3) in section 141(a) (1) (‘A) by ingerting “eligible™ after “children”:

(4) in section 151(g) by striking out “January 31, 1975” and tnstrting in
lieu thereof “February 1, 1975, and by striking out “January 31" the sec-
ond time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “February 17

(¢) Section 204(h) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1985
is amended by striking out **1973" and inserting in lieu thereof “1978".

‘ pet
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(d) Title \ll of thy Klementary and, Secondary Education Act’ of 1905 is

amended —
(1) In seetion 731 () by striking ont “November 1, 19757 and fnxerting in
Meu thereof “June 30, 19707 and by striking out “of V977" and by inserting
in lieu thereof “February 1, 19787 . .
(20 la section «320c) by striking out “November 17" and inserting in llea
. cnereof "March 317 ’ '

v (3) in section 742 by inserting “of the National lusﬁilnu- of Education”

after Director” wherever that word appenrs,

(e) (1) Nection 4ib) (1) of Npecial l’rujulu Act I8 anfended by striking unt

“. "February 1% and inserting in lieu thereof “Jfune 17
©.{2) Section 403(h) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Aet of 19(&.)
Ix-pmended by insecting at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

(5 Duering the fiscal year preceding the first fiseal year for which funds are
upprc‘anlnn-d pursuant to any part of thix title, the State educational ngency
may use administrative funds avallable to the State underany prograui specified
in sectfon 401(c) for the purpose of carrying out the requirements of this’
subseetion,”,

(3) Section 431(a)1¢2) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 ix nihended by striking out “or private educational organizations™,

(f) The General Edueation Provisions Act {8 amended

(1) Insection 408 by striking out subsection (¢) thereof, and in section
~ 400(c) (1) by redesignating clawses (A) through (F) as cladses (B) through
(G). respectively, and by insertiog before cluuse (B), an so redesignated,

the fnllovxlmz new cluse -
CCAD mlmlnislrulivp head of nn edu ann agency’ means the Com-
ﬂ missgioner x;ml the Director of the National Institute of Educatiyo, ¥o

the extent that the Assistunpt Secretary is directly responsible.for the
administratjon of u program and to the extent that the Assjstant Secre-
tury I8 respousible for the supervision of the Natioual Center for Educa-
tion Statisties, the Assistant Secretary uh:lll for such NUFPoses, be con-
N sidered within the meaning of xuch term.”,

(2) in section 406(d) (1~ by striking out "March 1 of t-\QI;‘ Fear” and
inserting in lieu thereof “toree months hefore the end of ench th@ul year™;
(331 in section” 403(c143) by striking out “November 17 and inserting in

lieu thereof “February 17,
(4) in sectton 417(a) (1) by striking out “November 1" and inserting in

lieu thereof “February V', -
) (5 In section 437(n) by striking out “within sixty days” and insxerting
5 in lien thereof “within ninety days™”;

() in section 437(h) by striking out “@ctober 157 and inserting in lien -
thereof “March 317
() Section 310A thy(2) ¢ \) of the Adult Fdueation Act is amended by strik-
ing out “approval’™>and inserting in Heu thereof “approved™.
(h Sectionx 6852¢h)(3), 652¢h) (4). and 652(h)(5) of the Education of the
Handicupped Act are nmended by striking out “grant and, contraet” and inserting
. in Heu thereof “grant or contract™, ‘
(1) Section 7089 (a) of the Emergency School Ald Aet is munended by inserting
“Axsistant” before “Secretary’,
(§1(1) Section 194(¢h) of the Voecational Hdueation Act of 1963 Is amended
by striking out “Secretary” and inserting {n lieu thereof “Commissioner™.
12) Section 197 (a0 (2) of such Aet ix amended by striking out “to an agencey”
and inserting in lieu thereof by an agency”
(k) Section 851 (a) of the Education Amendments of 1074 is amended to read
ax follows; .
“NEC, 68510 () Section 301 of the National Defense Education Act of 1968 s
amended by striking out ‘1975 both times it appears and inserting ‘1977 in lien
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 3which funlls are avallable for obligation for
carrying out part B of title IV of the Eiementary apd Secondury Education Act
of 1965, " '
(&3] Hw;inn %01 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by inserting “IV,” after “title II, II1,” the first time it appears in that
section. »
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Chatrman Pexxivs. The committee will come toorder. A quorum is
present.  * _ VA
The Subeommittee on Elementary. Secondary and Vocational Edu-
~cation is conducting an oversight hearing t,(ﬁln_v on the Fducation
7 Amendments of 1974, Public Law 93-3%0, The purpose of this hearing
18 to recedve testimony on the need for tgchnical und minor amend-
ments to that public faw. ’ -
We are I)Tmmxd to have with us wituesses from the administration,
from five State departments of education, and from the National Asso-
"y cation for Public Continuing and Adult Education.
Our hearing record will remain gpen until June 20 in order to receive
statements from any other individuals or organizations who may be
/f interested in submitting views. .
) Our-first witness this morning 18 Dr. Duane $. Mattheis, Executive
- "Deputy Commissioner, Offiee of Education.
. Dr. Mattheis, you may go ahead.

/ STATEMENRT BY DUANE J. MATTHEIS, EXECUTIVE DEPUTY COM-

MISSIONER, U.S. OFFICE OF -EDUCATION, DEPARTMERT OF

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND. WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY

RICHARD A. HASTINGS, ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY

FOR LEGISLATION; AND ALBERT L. ALFORD, ASSISTANT COM-
MISSIONER FOR LEGISLATION, OFFICE OF EDUCATION

» Dr. Matraes. Mr. Chairman, T apprciate 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 Jducation Amon(/i;nents of-
1974. ' / ' -

“+ Since the Division began to implement this new authorizing legis-
Iation in August 1975, the program managers in all our bureaus
have been neting provisions in tﬂuw which contain technical errors

«

or other mjhor substantive chan that are necessary for the efficient
administration of the law., :

This mgrning, in an effort to conserve time, I would simply like to
highlight/ several of these amendments which we consider to be most

- lmportart to the agency.

11, vever, e with me for submission for the record extensive
backgreund and justification documents for these amendments. 1 hope
these documents will prove to be helplul 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 purpese of our
discussion. Those categories are: Technical amendments; minor sub-
stantive amendments; amendnients to the national reading improve-
ment program; and amendments regarding the intrastite allocation
of title T funds.

T 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 amgndments to Public Law
93-380 gwhich, in general, correct grammatical errors or erroneous

3 . ]




» b)
cross-references, and «hange dates of some of the mandated studies
and reports. .

We hope vou will agree with onur assessment that these amendments
are noncontroversial, but their enactment is nonetheless critieal to our
programs. Most of these technical amendments are contained in HLR.
3401 which was introduced on Febniary 26,

I should point out, however. that we are now requesting g few new
amendments and several modifications to that bill.

As you are aware, Public Law 93-350 has mandated the submission
of o large number of evaluation and study reports to the Congres> by

“either the Secretary. the Assistant Secretary for Edueation, or the
Commissioner of Educatian. These reports will be conducted under the
anspices of the Office of Planning. Budgeting and Evahtion of the
Office of Education. the National Center for Education Statistics, and
the National Tunstitute of Kducation. During careful analysig of the
legistation and during a series of meetings ho%(l in the late summer and
fall with congressional staff. a number of problems surfaced that re-
quire resolution. Included were dates which were not adjusted in the

—conference action to reflect the time lag between the initial inclusion
in the House or Senate version and finul passage.

In relation to the research and statistieal studies being condheted
by NCES, the submission dates are too early, considering the magni-
tude, complexity, or timing of the necessary data collection effort.
Althongh we mirht be able to meet some of these mandated dates, we
would undoul)tom_\' have to sacritice the quality of the data and the
usefujness of the reports. The Edueation Division fully appreciates
the importance of these projects, afd is making every effort to expe-

. dito their completion, but [ want to stress'that our paramount congern

is to provide the Congress and the education conmunity with the high

quality information which they are entitled to receive.

I will concentrate my comments on two studies. the safe school study
and the study of athletic injuries. In regards to the safe school study,
we request that vou extépd the date when the Secretary is to have the
required information submitted to him to July 15, 1976, You <hould
know that the study has been divigled into two parts: i

(1) a sample su-vey of offenses and property losses from schools and
school districts, which is being earried out by NCES, and ~

(2) a research study on the effectiveness of erime prevention methods
and their impact upon the instructional process. which is being con-
ducted by NTE. The sample survey will be completed by July 1975,
but the research study cannot be completed nntil well into calendar
1976. The planning for this research study has been long and involved
because-of the sensitivity of the issue and the need for confidentiality.
Thus. many design and review st&ps have been required and the award
of the contract is now expdeted next month. Allowing-time for the
contrgftor to execute the design and to process the information brings
a reasonable completion date well inte 1976, Also. the date change will
allow anyv new data collected for the period of the academic year 1975~
76 to include the full academic vear. '

g Tn the case of the study of athletic injnries, we request that the study
he condncted on the basis of a representative sample of schools for the
12-month period beginntng July 1. 1875. Tt is planned to use a 16-

> * , » '
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sercent representative sample of nearly 24.000 secondary schools and
anstitutions of higher education. The law provides for a survey of
October 21, 1974 to October 21, 1975, Given the time necessary for the
careful design of the form and OMB clearance. the explanatory con-
“tact with the schools has been,scheduled and is taking place aft.orﬁho)
date of October 21, 1974, Thus, there would be retrospective reporting
based on memory. Experience indicates memory based on retrospective
(l:tu is less dependable than data collected on acurrent basis. Also, the
mandated dates would cover two partial foothall seasons)so that

accurate and precise data for a single season would not be acquired.

In the case of the evafuation reports, it is apparent that the existing
submission dates are based aipon a July st through June 30th fiscal
vear. Since the enactment of ,»ho Congressional Budget and Tmpound- -~
ment Control Act of 1974. Public Law 93-344, providing for a new .-
fiscal vear—Qctober 1st through-September 30th—the subpission dates
need to he modified in order that those reports‘can he Pd¢paraed and
submitted so as to ('m'(lr*e preceding fiscal year.

Several important evaluation studiés such as the Secretary’'s annual |

. evaluation report, the regional reading improvement pmgrm‘p, 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 forwgard fund-
ing for title T 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 vircumstances, pushes the actual allocation process well into the s

late 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 T pnrposes. This will allow us to make State
allocations by the folfdwing Junuary. which will allow States to make

.their suballacations before the beginning of the school district's spring
hudgeting period. We anticipnte that the time period between July and
January will allow the more than 3.000 counties involved, 4 months,
rather than the 3 months contemplated by the current Yaw, to submit

accurate AFDC caseload data and will give the Office %f Education
2 months to process these data and actually make the Statg allocations.

Turning our attention next to our proposed amendments to the na-
tional reading nprovement program. the primary purpose of these
amendments is to provide more flexibility in the tvpes 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 ieagd effort is presently funded under the
Cooperative Research Act, but appropriations for the Office of Edu-
cation’s reading activities-for fispal year 1976 will be provided under
the authotity of title VII of the Education Amendments of 1974. Since
that authgrity is mainly designed for support of reading projects
carried out by local education agencies. State leadership activities can

EMC . B | N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" mandatory nature of the 14 requirements spe

7 .
only be funded if the appropriation for title VII exceeds $30,00%,000.
.Therefore, we are proposing an amendment to part A to authorjze
State leadership and training activities designed to prepare pi rsons
throughout the State to coﬁnﬁxct reu('iing projects whxchll
to be effective. , .
Wt are proposing an additional authority to part C which would

provide support for innovation and development projects and actiyi--

ties which show promise of hgving a substantia) injpact in overcoming
reading deficiencies of youth and adults throughi incorporation into
on-going State and local education systerns. Sughgprojects‘ are an im-
portant part of our right to read strategy, but they are not authorized
under title VII in its present fdrm. _

Next we propose an amendment to sectio 70.’1#02 to elininate the

\iﬁ ed for LEA projects.
While we agree that those specifications are lxfidable goals, we do not
believe they will necessarily apply to every reading project. Thereforc,
qur -amendment wm;‘l)z‘:,}equire the application of those criteria “to
the extent pricticable.” ~

'Also, we request an amendment to authorize the Commissioner to
reimburse SKEA’s for the ¢osts. of carrying out their responsibilities
under part &, including the costs of establighing and u[ﬁ:ruting the
State advisory council required by ‘section 79 (d). .

The amount of such paymentg could not exceed 5 percent of the total
amount of grants made within a State under part A. .

Since 'the Office of Education has received a myunber of offers from
private individuals and organizations of conti#Wtions to right to
read, we are proposing an amendment to the General Eduéation Pro-
visions Act to clearly unthorize 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 modest in scope, they will enable
the Office of Education to continue the Nght to read Stxm(-;:y which
thus far has shown great promise of significantly reducing reading
deficiencies in H(Lo Nation. '

Finally, Mr. Chairman, T would kkg to-draw your attention to our

+ fourth package of amendments designed to pravide a nwre equitable

and efficient means of allocating title T 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 T funds because of the large
numbers of school distriets erossing colinty linea. In some cases, a
school district may be lgcated in two or three counties, making the
State’s task of calculating subcounty allocgtions nearly unsurmount-

able. In Pennsylvania, for-insiance. the iarfe number of cross-county

school districts means the State has to make over 685 separate allof-.

ments to distribute funds to the State’s 505 local school districts. Six
other States have similar problems in allocating title T funds. This
problem has led these Siates to allocate title T 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
where such impracticalities occur, as long as the distribution of title I

\ave proven
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© “funds reasonably approximates the distribution throughout the State
of children counted under the title I formula. )

We feel that the provision just mentioned will prevent States from
using this amendment to choose their own mehsure of poverty for ’
_intra-State distribution of title*T funds significantly different from

- the statutory defigition, which is the best measure we have at present

down to the county level.. . ;
~ We are also proposing a means of sharing title I “hold-harmless”
costs statewide rather than within counties. Sharing such costs.only
within counties has the ine&uitable result of disproportionately bur-

. - dening, with hold-harmless costs, loeal educational agencies which
happen to be located in-counties with gther districts entitled to-hald-
harmless payments: o - : o

In donclusion, 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. ' o ’

[Document previously referred to follows:] v T g

PART, I—MANDATED STUDIES AND REPORTS -
PR - < * A, CAREFR EDUCATION .-

1. Amendment. The Education Amendfnents of 19“(4 is amended in section
406 (e) by striking out “November 1, 1975 and inserting in, lieu thereof “May 1,
1978". C .
Justification. Extends the reporting date to Congress of the Commissioner’s
survey and assessment of the status of career education programs, projeets, cur-
riculums, hnd materials in the United States for six months. The extrs, time, is
required to collect the necessary data from a national sample of locdl education
agencies. Secondly, the study is' meant to be coordinated with the National Ad- -
. visory (Council for Career Education. Due to a four month delay in appointing
the Council, it {s now necessary to request a due date of May 1, 1978. The Qffice of
4 Education 18 now in the process .of awarding the contract for the study which
is scheduled to begin in mid-June. After-completion the Advisory CouncH will’
fieed time to review the findings and formulate recommendations for inclusioh
* in.the report to Congress. - ’ Q *
- . .
Cross Reference S

. L :
H.R. 3801. Sec. (a) (8)—This reflects a change from what appears in H.R. 3801.
" 2. Amendment. Fret Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in &ection
4Q8(g) (4) -by striking out “November 1, 1975” and inserting in lieu-t 14}
“May 1, 1976". 8 )
Justification. Provides a six month extension, id&tical to the extengion for the
Commissioner’'s report (Sec 406(e). L. 93-380), -for the National Advisory .
» Council for Career Education report to the Congress. The two reports are iden-
tical in mandated content and the Commissioner’s report is to.include the recom-
mendations of the Advisory Council.

e Cross Reference . . - )
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (7)——Th\is reflects a éhange from what appears in H.R. 3801.

% B. WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL EQUITY

A)mndmbnt. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 408
(f) (4) by striking out “not later tham.,a year” and insefting “not later than
twenty months’. .

.Juatification. Extends for eight months the report to the National Advisory
Caouncil on Women’s Educational Programs of the Commissioner’s national.
3 . 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 (employmeat practices of personnel
from pre-school through pustsecondary education ; avaiiabiiiry of guidance and
counseling from junior high school through post-secondary éducation; access
to post-secondary education) wouid have been required in December, 1074, T'his
was impossible because funds were not appropriated eariy etivugh, and the totai
contract procedure, inciuging éompetitir\‘_v bidding, normaliy réquires three or
more, months. Once ‘awarded, the countractors wiil require a winimum of gjix
months to prepare and subnett the first drafts at the earliest in January 1976.
After ailowing one month for review by the agency and return of the first drafy,

" to the contractor in Egbruary, the contractor must then be permitted a minimum

of two working months for the preparation and subpission of, the segond draft,
or April, 1976. ~ -
Cross Reference .
~. H.R. 3801, Sec. (a)(8)(D)—This reflects a change: from what appears in
“H,R, 3801. . ’ . .

C. NATIONAL READING IMPROVEMENT PROGREAM

Amendmént. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 731(a)

by striking out “March 31" and inserting in lieu thergof “Kebruary 1",

Justification. Conforms the date for submission to the Congressiomal education
committees of the Commissioner’s annual evaluation report on the National Read-
ing Improvement Program to the requested date change for-the-gubmission of
the %nua] Evaluation Report by the Secretary as mandatéd in section 506(a)
(3) ®C) of P.L. 93-380 which added Section 417 of the General Education Provi-
sions Act. It shouid be noted that-the provisions of the legislation are just start-
ing to be implemented, that evaluation studies are being designed and there will
be ne hard assessment information avaiiable miich before 1977.

Cross Reference ' ) o
H.R. 8081, Sec. (a) (16).

D! BURVEY AXD S8TUDY FOR UPDATING THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN COUNTED FOR PUR-
POSES OF BECTION 103(C) (1) (A) oF TITLE 1 OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDAAY
EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 : .

. 1. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in gection 822
(a) by striking out,“One year after the (ate of enactment of this Act” and in-
gerting in lieu thereof *December 31, 1976", R
-(%atiﬂcaﬁfm. The Director” of the Bureau of the Census has written to the
irmen of the House and Senate 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 1676. The (‘ensus Bureau is in the process of specify-
ing a sampling design in consultation’ 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 March 1976 “Current Population Survey” (CPS). XThis additional
sample will inelude Puerto Ricn). The combined hasfe CPS and additional sample
will provide State-hy-State estimates of school-age children (5-14) in poverty
with a planneéd coefficient of variation of 10%. Thé additional sample will alsn
provide State estimates of persons with English language difficulty (as part of
the P.L. 93-380, Seetion 105, “Bilingual Education Programs” requirements).
Processing of the data, including transferring it to computer tape, tahulating
it, and performing varied analyse< will begin after the interviews are completed
and should he completed 1ate in calendgr year 1976.

C;"mw Reference
H.R. 3801, Ser. (a) (1T)(A).

2. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in seetion L

&22(b) by striking out “one year after the date of enactment .of this Act” and
inserting in lien thereof “six mopths after the completion of the survey author-
ized by section (a)". 4 ’ .

Justification. Development of regressinn models for use in analyzing substate
date has begun. The study is dependent npon data to be collected in the Sectinn
822(a) survey and will he completed in June 1977, six months after the Seefion

-822(a) survey is completed. :

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

P. STUDY OF THE MEASURE OF POVERTY USED UNDER.TITLE I OF THE ELEMENTARY AND
. . BECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1065 .
i

Amtendment. The Edueation Amendments of 1074 is amended in section K23(2)

by striking out “than ome year after the effective date-of.this Act” and by in-
~, serting in iieu thereof “than December 31, 1975", - :
. Justification. This four month date extension {s necessary due to delays result- -

ing from the unavailabiiity of funds for contracting and from the necessity of
estabiishing a cooperative mechanism within the Department and among other
Felleral agencies. Due to the potential effects of study results in poverty reiated
programs throughout the Fegderal -Government, and because of dependency on
large data bases maintained by various Federai Departments and Agencies, an
inter-Departmenfai working committee has been formed to coordinate the study
effort. Responsibilities tor»completing the various sections of the study have been
assigned and work is proceeding on schedule. Expected completiqn date is De-
cember 31', 1975.

COross Reference’ - — .
H.R. 3801, §ec. (a) (}8), : " ‘

¥. STUDY OF LATE FUNDING OF ELEMENTARY AND S8ECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 824 (b)
by striking-out “one year.after the date of enactment of this Act” and by in-
serting in iieu thereof ‘“January 31, 1076", -

Justification. P.L. 93-350 calis for a report under this Section on the study of
late funding by. August 21, 1975. ‘Aithough the Office of Education beghn the prot
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 presumned 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 coilection to be submitted to,OMB for clearance.
Data collection is scheduled to be conducted July through September 1975, "
Analysis and report preparation will take place during October through De-
cember. The final report is scheduied for January.

Crosa Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (19)—This reflects a change from what appears in ILR.
8801. .
: G. BAFE BCHOOL 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 tgke the Steps necessai; to eatablish and main- |
tain approprinte records to fatilitate the compilation of information specified in |
subsection (a) and to submit such information to him no later than July 15, |

T o\1976". . ‘
X Juygstification. The Safe Schogl Study has been divided into two parts: (1) a |
ample survey of offenses and property losses from schoois angd school districts l
thich ig peing carried out by the National Center for Education Statistles; and, |

:%p) a research studv on the effectiveness of crime prevention methods and ‘
tHeir impact upon the instructional process which is being carried out by the
Nationai Institute of Education. The sampie survey will be compieted by July
1975: the research study cannot be completed until well into calendar 1076.
The planning for this regearch stufly has been long and involved because of the
gensitivity of the area and the need for canfidentiality, Thus, many design and
review steps have been required.and the award of the contract is now expected
fn 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
vear 1975-76 to include the full academic year, which extends into mid or late
June in some places. The proposed change in the language of sub'sectior} (b) will

.
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permit the Secretary tv comply with the new requirement without changing the
basic intent of the original purpose of the study.

Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Bec. (a) (20)—This reflects a change from what appears in ILR
3801, .
H. STUDY OF ATHLETIC INJURIES

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

study”’;
(B) striking out in paragraph (1 ixty days after the enactment of this Act”
and inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 19757, :

by — . .
-~ (A) inserting “of & representutl:}mple of schools” after “investigation and

Cr rference
801, Sec. (a)(21) (A) and (B).
X rendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended In section

826(b) by striking out “Within fifty days‘after the enactment of this Act, the”
and inserting in leu thereof "The”, by striking out “sixty days after the date of
enactment of this Act™ and by inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 19756, apd by
striking out in the second sentence “the date of enactment of this Act” and by
inserting in Heu thereof “such date”.

Juntification 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 must be used. The law mandates that the
surveyr year is to begin 60 days after enactment. Since the law was enacted

Au?xt 21, 1974, the survey year-would be from October 21, 1974-October 21, 1975, _

Given the necessary time for eareful designing of the form and for clearance of the
form and survey procedure by OMB, the explanatory contact with the schools has
been scheduled and is taking place months after the date of October 21. 1974
Thus, there would be retrospective reporting. based on gnemory. Considerable
resenrch and experience shows conclusively that memory-based” retrospective
data fs less dependable tham data coilected inan ongoling fashion. Also, these dates
would split two foothall seaxons so that accurate and precise data for a «ingle
geason would not be acquired. The use of ‘u single school year will produce muech

better results.

«

® Cronss Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (22). o
. 1. BILINQUAL EDUCATION

1. Amendment. Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1963 ts amended in section T31(¢) by striking out “Navember 1, 1975” and fnsert-
ing in lieu thereof “June 30, 1978” and by striking out “of 19777 and by inserting
in lieu thereof “February 1. 19787, ’ '

Justification. Extends the first reporting date of the Commissioner’s report
to Congress and the President on the conditions of bilingual education in the
nation and the administration and operation of program for persons of limited
English-speaking ability by eight months to permit inclusion of more of the
information which Congress has requested. For example, the first assessment of
educational needs of persons of limited English-speaking ability witl be a part
of the “Current Population Qurvey” being conducted by the (Census Bureau in
the K|pring of 1975 The Vensus Bureau cannot provide the Office of Education
with the resu until after November 1975, The results eonld be ineluded if this
report iseXteyded to June an. 1976, Kimilarly, more results from ongoing evalua-
tion of VUL, which was initiated prior to passage of P.L. 93-380, can he
inecorporated into the report if the daté ig extended, o

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

Cross Reference ]

FLR. 3801, Sec. (d) (1),

2 A'mendment. Title VIT of the Fletfientary and Secondary Edueation Aet of
1945 1s amended in seetion 732(c) by striking out “November 1" and inserting in
lieu thereof “March 31”. e

9 | I,
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Justification. Contorms the date of the report to Congress and the President
of the National Advisory Couneil on BHingual Education to the reporting require- -
ment fdr every other Qtiice of F.(lm-uliov advizory committee us provided in sec-
tion -H:H%)(‘.’) of the General Education Provisions Act, This ulso brings the
report dafe into line with the new fiscal year mandated by 'L, $:3-344,

Crosxs Rbferenee .
~ H.R. 3801, Sec. (d)(2). = .

€

' . J. REPORT ON THE PERSONNEL NEEDS AND ASSIUNMENTB OF THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Amendnent. The Geperal Educatlon Provisions -Act is amended in seg¢tion
403(c)13) by striking out “Novembef 1" and ingerting in lieu thereof “February
1 ' . N
Justification. Conforms the-date of the Commissioner's annual report’ to the

Congreasional education committees on the personnel needs and®assignments of
tha~OQfBee to the new fiscal year mandated by P.L., 93-344. The information .
v needed ls dependent upon bhudgetary decisions and is therefore at the final stages
of the budget preparation process, The requested date, therefore, is consistent

. with the dates for the budget submission, ~
Croas Reference . - ,

H.R. 3801, Sec. (fi(?)),

-

K. ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT,

Amendment. The General Edueation Vl'ruv,lsimm Act is amended {n section
417(n) (1) by striking out “*November 1” and inserting in lien thereof “February

Justification, Conforms date of the Secretary’s annual evaluation report to the
Copgressional education comniittees to the new fiscal year mandated by 1.1, 93
344, Experience with the massive 350-400 page report which covers all of the
Otfice of Educatiol’s programs and deseribes the status and effectiveness of those
programs for the previous fiscal year, indicutes that it'takes four months afrer
the close of the fixecal year to assemble the latest inforemtion, develop nnd prepare
the report, obtain the necessary reviews and clenrances a nd.subndt it to the Con-
gress, Nince the fiseal year will end on September 30th, four months makes the
proposed date Februdry 1st. Any less prepargtion time would not enable the
report to completely reflect the™previous tiseal year and would thus reduce the
report’s ngefulness, .

(‘ﬁma reference
L R. 3801, See, () (4) -
, } '
I. RESPONSIRILITY OF RTATES To FURNISH TNFORMATION

1. Amendment, The General Eduecation Provisions Acet is amended in section
437 (1) py steiking oat “within si‘ty days' and inserting in lieu thercof “within
ninety dyys". .

Juxtification, Extends for an extra thirty days the time after the enc of any
fisend vear when each Rtate submits to the Commisstoner a report oo the uses of
Federal funds in that State under any applicable program for which the State is
responsible for administration. State representatives have reporied that they
reguire at least ninety days after the ¢lgse of the fiseal year to submit their

. reports. Any lesstime would result in late submission or ineomplete or inaccurate
subimissions, -

Cross Roference .
I1L.R. 3501, See, (1) (3).
2 Amendment. The General Fdueation Provicions Aet is amended- in section
437 (h) by striking ont “Oectober 157 and inserting in lieu thereof -~ March 317,
> Justifiication. Extends te the Office of Eduention the necessary 80 days alter
~ receipt of the State data, to compile and analyze it for the required report to the
Congressional educational committees, Also conforins date of snhmission to the
new fiscal year mandated by P.L. 93-344, The reports received from the States
must he reviewed, edtted, compiled and computerized. Then the data myst be
analyzed and interpreted and a report prepared. Assuming timely submissjon of
the data by the States, a minimum of sixty days is needed for this process,
.

Lo '
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. Cross Referénve ,
.
H.R. 3801, sec. (£)(6). .
M. TITLE 1 OF THE ELEMENTARY AND G&ECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965, PHOGHAM
EVALUATION °

Amendment. Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Fducation Act of 1065
is amended in section 131(g) by striking out “January 31, 19707 and Inserting in
lieu thereof “Februqry 1. 19757 and by striking ont “Joanuary 317 the scceond
time it appears and inserting tn-lieu thereof “February 17,

Justification. Conforms the date for submission of the Commissioners report

. to Congress on the evaluation of Title I of the proposed date of the Aunuu(lﬂvuluu-
tion Report. ‘Ihe jutent and content of the reports are simitar and the Title 1
¥ evaluation would have to be included in the Annual Emlrutiun' Report,

Croxs Rr/v-ren;:('
. II:R. 3801, Nec. (bh) (4).

~

\
N  BPECIAL PROJECTS ACT

Amendment, Section 4(h) (1) of NSpecial I'rojects Act is.omended by striking
out “Febraary 1" and tuserting in lien thereof “June 17,

Justification, Extends the date of the Commissioner's annuul report to the
Congressional education committees on the plan in aceprdance with which the
Commissioner was determenied to expend Special Project funds to he appropri-
nted for the succeeding Hseal year. February 1 {8 too early, based on the new
fiseal year mandadated by 1%L 93 344, to have a menningful plan developed,
Detailed planning for Special Projects eannot effectively preceed planning for all
Programs. // ‘

('rosg Reperence
HL.R. 3501, Rec. (g

(1. .

1. Amendment] The Fducatlon Amendments of 1974 is amended In seetion
101(a) (3) by ipserting *, 122, and 123" Immediately after 1217 and by
taserting *, 127, hod 125, respectively,” immediately after "126" and before the
period, .

Jusifieation. Rfdesignates Section 122 and 123 of Title 1 of the Elementard and
Secondary Educftion Act because new Sections 122 and 123 were added by Section
101 () (23 () gf P.1.. 93-380. .

f/ -
Croxs Referende '

ILR. 3801, §f

e (ay (1), . i
9 Amendnfent. Title [ of the Elementary @and Secondary Edueation Act of 1965
I8 amended j

1 seetion 126(h) by strking out “elnuses (2, (5), (8), and- (7)) of
section 103(1).” and inserting In lHeu thereof “sectipns 103 (a) (2), 121, 122, and.

.

- 123, f
. N “
Juxtificat A conforming  gamendment which corrects-gn cerroneous eross
reference, : .

(bl . .
Title I of the Efementary and Seeqndayry Edneation Aet of
‘tion 141 (a) (13) by striking out®140" and ingerting in lien

meotts ¢ross reference,

Justiflieation. Corrects an
- W

Cross Ifflr-r‘r-rvrr §
IL.R. 3801, Sec. (b)Y (2). :
4. Amendment. Title 1 of the Flementary and Secondary Education Aet of 1965
ts amended in section 141ca0) c14) (&) be inxerting “eligible” affer “children.
Justificntion. Makes the selection of parents for, the local educgtional agency
council more administrable by not delaying appointments until.after a programn
jr' establlshed ench yesr. Opens necess to advisory council membership to allow
inclusion of parents with a reasonable interest in Title 1. - »

o0 an2o 15 - 2 -
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Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (b)(3). '

PaRT III—OTHER I’ROGRAMS AUTHORIZED BY THr ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
: EDUCATION AcT OF 1965, A8 AMENDED '

A TITLE 1, SCHOOL LIBRARY RESOURCES, TEXTHOOKS, AND OTHER INSTRUCTIONAL
MATERIALS

Amendment. Section 204(b) of the Elementary and ‘Secondary Education Act
of 1965 i8 amended by striking oar 1973 and inserting {n lieu thereof “1978".

Justification. Extends through 1978 the authority for the Commissioner to
bypass the State educationai agency under Titie I of ESEA in those cases
where no State agSency is authorized to provide Titie 14 materiais for the use
of chiidren in nonpublic schools.

Cross Reference
H.R. 3807, Sec. (¢).

B. TITLE III, SUPPLEMENTARY ELDUCATIONAL, CENTERS AND SERVICES ; GUIDANCE,
COUNBELING, AND TENTING .

An}mlment, The Education Amendments of 1874 jg amended in section
103(a) (2) by inserting “of section 301(1h)" immediateiy after ['The 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.

N

Cross Rcference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a)(2).

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

1. Amendments. Section 403 (b) of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1985 is amended by inserting at the end thereof the following paragrapli:

“(5) During the fiscal year preceding the first fiscal year for which funds
are appropriated pursuajit to any part of this title, the State educationai agency
may use adminlstrative funds avaiiable to the State under any program specified
in section 401(e) for the purpese of.carrying out the requirements of this
subsection.”. )

Justification. Allows States to use administrative funds under existing pro-
grams for the start-up costs of the State advisory council required to'be estab-
lished under section 403(a). Under section 403(b) the council must be in
existence before the State may réceive grants under the new Title IV, The Act
requires that the council be certified ninety days before the beginning of FY
1976 and that it meet within thirty days after certification 18 accepted by the
Commissioner. Therefore, the councii must meet at leAst once in FY 1975.

Cross Reference .

AR, 3801, Bac. (e) (2h

2. Amendmént. Section 431(a)(2) of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 is amended by striking out ‘“or private educational
organizations”. .

Justiflcation. This amendment 1s to take care of an inconsistency in P.V.
93-380. Section 481(a) (2) i§ very similar to the language of Section 808 of

- ESEA which authorizes grants for demonstration projects in hoth public and

private schools to improve school nutrition and health service sfor children from
low-income families. However Section 403(a) (4) (B) of Title IV, EREA. as
amended, stipulates that the State educational agency will distribute the funds
it receives under Section 401(b) only among local education agencies. Proposed
rules covering this portion of the Act will enable private educational agencies
to be eligible to particigiaie in health and nutrition services provisions if under
contract to an LEA.

Qo ' 139 ' M
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Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (e)(3).

D. TITLE VII, BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Amendment. Title V1I of the Elementiry and Secofdary Edueation Act of
1985 i amended in sertion 742 by inserting “of the Nftional lusliluto of kEdu-
cation™ after "Direct0t” wherever that word appears.

Justification. Clarifies the fact that the “Director” referred to in Section 742
is the Director of the National Institute of Education rather than the Director .
of the Office of Bilingual Education established by Section 731,

Crnss Reference

< H.R. 3801, Sec. (d)(3). -

E. TITLE VIII, GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment. Seetion 801 of the Elementary and Se(-ondnry Education Act of
1965 is amended by inserting “1V,” after “titles II, I11,” the first time it appears
in that section and by inserting “IV " after ° Litles I1, IIL,” in subsection (j) of
that sectlon.

“ Juastification. Ineludes section 401 of Title IV, Consolidation of Certain Edu-
eation 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 1V, Secondly. Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, as amended by P.L. 38380, includes the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands in the allocation of funds appropriated for Parts B & C (Section 402).
Unless Title 1V 1s added to subsectlon (§), the other requirements of Title IV
would not apply.

Cross Reference :

ILR. 3%01. Sec. (1)—The second part of the amendment does not appear in
IL.R. 3801 as currently drafted.

PART IV—S8PECIAL PROJECTS
A, BPECIAL PROJECTS ACT

Amendment. The Edueation 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 ‘Coooerative Research
A‘ct," July 26, 1954
Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (4).

B. COMMUNITY BCHOOLS ACT

+
Amendment. The Edueation Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 407 by
striking out *(f) (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 couneil shall be completed™,
Justification. Correets a printing error in which one line (subsection (f) (1))
‘was printed twice and inserts the correct language.

Crnas Referenee ‘
HL.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (3).

C. WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL EQUITY ACT OF 1074

1. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is” amended in section
408 (1) (2) t B) by striking out “(a)"” and inserting 4rr lieu thereof " (d) (m".

Juatifieation, Corrects an erroneous eross reference to subsection (a) Whl(‘b
simply establishes the title of the Aet. The correct reference (d) (1) sets forth
the activities which are authorized under the Act.

.
.
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'roas Reference .

TLR. 3K01, See. (u) (K) (A,

2o Amendment. Fhe Educution Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 408
(d) by striking out paragraph (3) and redexignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (3, :

Justifleation, Eliminates paragraph (3) of sfibsection (d) which requires the
Commissioner to approve all appiicutions which meet #pproprinte criterin, Such
noregnirement is innppropriote iu a discretionary grant prograa,

Cross Reference |

HLR. 3501, See, (01 (8 (R, . -

3. Amendment. The Eduention Amendments of 1974 i« amended {n the third
rentence of section 4087 (1) by fnserting ”rruuNuuung the members indicated
inclanse 1A)” urt(l-?"( ‘hairmuan™,

Justificdtion, Limits the chairmanghip of the Advisory Counei] to the members
selectedd by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.

«

Cross Reference
LR 3801, Nee, (a) (R) (O,
4 Amendmont. The Education Amendments of 1974 Is amended in section 40K
by redestgnating the second subsection 1) as subgection (g). .
Juatification. Corrects an erroneous sabsection designations

Cross KReferenee
LR, 3801, Sec. () (8) ().

PART V- GENERAL EprcaTioN PRoviSioNs Ac¢T-
A. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION :

Amendment. The Eduention Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 502 (1)
2B i by striking out Csubsection (f e and inserting in lieu thereof
“paragraph (1) of subsection «f) and by striking ont 42 in the o
Pparagraph™. 0 T 7

Justification, ‘To reinstate section 403069 (2) of GEPA, relattng to the NIE,
which requires complinnee with the Davis-Bacon Aet in all NIE constrieljon
contriacts, Paragraph' (2) was erroneonsiy striken when Section 40—'»»({') was
repenled, '

Cross Referoner

H.R. J}NH. See, (a) o9y,
B. SIMPLIFIED STATE APPLICATION

Lo tmendment. ‘The FEdueation Amendments of 1074 ix amended in section 511
(b by striking ont “auly 119747 and inserting in lien thereof “Tuly 1, 19757,

Justification. The Shmplified State Application hereafter referred to as the
“General Application” isx a new logislative requirement for State education
fagencies, Since the major intent and thrust of the new leglslation, 1.1, (3380,
is directed toward the operation of prograns starting in FY '76, OE believes it-
ty he bhoth logical aud otlicient to avoid the potentinl confusion of requiring the
General Application for FY 75, The foilowing points can be made in defense
of this position :

(1) Most of FY 75 has already passed and the applicable programs are already
well underway ;

23 No real value would acerne to either the State or Federal government by
now requiring this information for FY 75,

13) The General Application requirenients ean better be handled in the transi-
tional phase that OF is Hresently engaged in with the respective State agenciey -
such efforts are extensive and are nimed at fmplementation of the FY '76
provisions,

Crogs Reference ) oL

ILR. 3501 See (0 (105, ; :

2o Amendment. The General Eduoention Provisions Act is amended in the fir<t
fentenee of rection 434(hyi1) (A by inserting *, othep. than title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Edueation Act of 1965, after\“applicable prograng ™,

Justification. Exempts Title 1 of the Flementary and Recondary Edueation Aot

21
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of 1085 from the applicable progratus covered by the Simplified State Anpllrﬁéon
provisions. Section 142(a) 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 simpller that the Simplitied State

- Application. :
- ' Crossd Reference ’
e .+~ This amendment doe:?wt appedar in H. R. 3%01 as currently drafted. .
W30 Amendment. The feneral Education rovisions Act is amended in section

434(b) (1) (A) by adding after the. first sentenge the following new sentence:
- “Fhe provisions of the preceding sentence 8hall 8o apply in the case of a State
or other jurisdiction in which there 18 only one local educational agency or in
= w;hlch the State educatlpnal agency is also the only local educational agency,”.
: “Justification. Clarifles that unitary school systems, sifch as those in.the State
- »0of Hawail and the District.of Columbla/ are included under the Shinplified State
Application provistons. e ‘ :

Cross Reference .
This amendment does not appear in H.R. 3501 as currently drafted.

C. APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF AND FUNCTIONING OF ADVISORY.CO,UNCILS

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 18 amended in section 516(a)
by_striking out 433" and inserting in Heu thereof “443". iy

Justification. Corrects an erroneous cross reference to section 443 of the Generat
Eduecation Provisions Act.

»
C'ross Reference

H.R. 3401, Sec. (a)(11). :

‘ -

. G-ENEBAL AUTHORITY OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEADSY ()}’" EDUCATION AGENCIFS

-

Amendment. The General Education Provisions Act is amended in section 408
by striking out subsection (c¢) thereof, and in section 400(¢) (1) by redesignating
clauses (A) through (F) asclatises (B) through ((i), respectively, and by iu-
serting before c¢lause (B), as so redesignated, the following new clause :

*(A) ‘administrative head of an education agency’ means the Commissioner
and the Director of the National Institute of Education. Ti the extent that the
Asgsistunt Secretary ls directly responsibleé for the administration of a program
_and tothe extent that the Assistant Secretary iy responsible for the supervision
of the Nattonal 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 qiend of an educational
agency” to the list of definitions for ‘purposes of the (eneral Edueation Provi-
sions Act. The term is used throughout GEI'A rather than ouly in Section 408.

Croar Reference
ILR. 3801, Sec. (f)(1).

PART VI—OTI1tER PROGRAMS

A. IMPACT AlLD, P.L. 874, RIRT CONGRER®

Amendment. The Fducation Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 3051 a)
by insgerting “(b) (1)" immediately before '‘The amendments made by para-
graphs (1) and (2)" which follows the matter in quotation marks in paragraph
(3) of sich section. L]

Justification, Inserts a subsection heading which was omitted.

Croaa Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (3).

B, EDU'CATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT

1. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section
#12(b) (1) by striking out “to the Office” in the second sentence and inserting in
lien thereof “‘to the Burean®,

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

ERIC
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Croas Reference Pos _

H.R. 3801, See. (a)(12) T

2, Amendment Bections 652(b) (3) 652(%) (4), and 652(b) (H) of the Educa-
tion of the Handicapped Act are amended by striking out "grant and contract”
and inserting in li¢u thereof “grant or contrnct"

Justiciflcation. Corrects an e¢rror und authorizes funds under the referenced

sections 10 be made available by grunt or contract rather than by grant aend

contract. o . 4 -

Cross Reference a o
H.R. 3801, Sec. (h). -
. 0. EMERGENCY 8CHOOL AID ACT

1. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 645
by striking out’ '‘Elementary” and inserting in lleu thereof “Emergency".

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

HL.R. 8801, Sec. (a)(18). ' '

2. Amendment. Section 709(a) of the F‘mergency School Aid Act is amended
" by ingerting “Assistant” before ‘“‘Secretary”.

Justifloation. Inserts ‘“Assistant” before *“Secretary” becnuse the Emergency
School Ald Act is administered by the istant Becretary for Education rather
than by the Secretary. . oo
Cross Reference

H.R. 3801, Sec. (1).

D. NATIONAL READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1?74 {8 amended In section
705(c) (3) by inserting “at” before “which such preelementary”.

Justification. Inserts the word “at” which was erron@usly omitted.
Cross Reference % -

H.R. 3801, Bec. (a) (14).

2. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 1s 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 hy the State
advisory council creafed pursuant to section 705(d) (1)”.

Justification. To prevent duplication authorizes the State to allow the State
advisory ¢ounci] on reading required by Section 705(d) (1) 'to fill the functions

assigned to an identical council by Section 714 2) of the Natjonal Reading
Improvement Program. '

Cross Reference .
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (13). ’ -

D. HIGHER UCATION ACT OF 1968

Amendment! The Education Amepdments of 1974 is amended in section 837 by

inserting “of the Higher Educat t of 1965" after “section 1001(b) (1)".
Juatification. Inserts and therefore clarifies a reference to the Higher Educa-
. tion Act which was erroneously omitted.

Cross Reference
H.R. 38801, Sec. (a)(24).

K. ADULT EDUCATION ACT

Amendment. Section 8310A (b) (2) (A) of the Adult Education Act is amended
by striking out “approval” and inserfing in lieu thereof “approved”.
Justification. Corrects the misspelling of the word “approved”.

Croas Reference
H.R. 8801, Sec. (g).’

F. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT OF 1963

4

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

ERIC 23 '
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" amended by 'étrlklng‘ ouf “Secretury” and inserting in lieu thereof’

“Commissioner”. :
Justification. Substitutes “Commissioner” for “Yeeretury” since the YVocational
Education Act is administered by the Comnissioner, ,
Cross Réference
v “HL.R. 3801, Bec. (§)(1).

2. Amendment. Section 197 (a) (2) of the \'m'nthu‘mI Fduention Act of 1963 is
amended by striking oeut “to ap agency” and inserting in lieu thereof “by an
¢ agency”. ’ . ’ . ,
Justifidgtion. Corrects a grammatical error. . -
Cross Referenee
H.R. 3801, Bec. (3)(2).

- ‘ ) w

.

G. NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1958

1. Amendment. Section 631(a) o?"tbe Edgcution Amendments of 1974 18
amended to read as fotows: ' . ’ .
“Sec.,651: (a) Section~30% of the National Defense Education Act of 1938 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
L. tor obligation during any year for which funds are available for obligation for
carrylng out pnrt‘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
* W Section 651(a) of P.L. 93380 to conforin with an amendment to that Nection
made by P.L. 92-318.
Cross Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (k). ! ) .
9 Amendment. (1) Section 103(a) of the National Defense Fducation Act of
1958 is amendetl by. striking out “‘Puerto Rico,” after “such term does not
inetude”, .
(2) Sectlon 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 Ricoas a State for pprposes of education . '
allocations, P.L. 93-380, Sectlon 843 deleted Puerto Rico from the listing of
extra-territorial jurisdictions in the education laws except Title IIT of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act. Since thé suthorization for-this Act wag extended,
and the program purpose included in title IV, Part B of the Elementary and, .
Secpndary Education Act, ag amended by P.L. 93-380, It lg necessary to strike -
references to-Puerto Rico in the sectiong cited. The set aside for the extra-ter-
ritorial jurisdictions must alse be reduced sinde Puerto Rico will not receive
funds as one of these jurisdictions.

Croan Reference ) . '
This amendment does not appear in H.R. 3801 as currently drafted.,

&

H. EXTENSION OF ADVI§ORY COUNCILS

~Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 1s amended in section 845{(cY
by striking out 708 (a)" and by ingerting in lieu thereof “732ta)" and by strik-
fng out “continued” and inserting in lien thereof “continue” . and in section
845(f) by striking out ©310(h)* and inserting in liew therent “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 redvxig‘nnted by P.L, iﬁ—‘.’ﬂ.

Crosz Reference
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) ('25).‘

Chairman Pgrkins. I want to compliment you on your excellent
statement.

'
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" Could you expand on your explanation of the two amendments you
propose to title 1. Particnlurdy. could ybu explain further vour amend-
ment to change the local educational agency *hold harmless”?

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

“related to the “hold harmless” activity.
-Chairman Peekins. Please explain how your proposal would work
anthwhy voy feal vou need the amendment ?

Dr. Marraeis. The county is held harmless, and the schools within

. it,and aong. the school-districts within a-county there is a difference
because of tharchange in populition ovér 4 period of time. They should
receive more tollars if t 8:county aid the districts within the county
are held harmless. L Cw
The school district- which has an infreased need, according to new
statistics, is hmable to get at new résources. What we are syggesting is
. thmt there be provisions in the States that have these particular prob-
' lems for a sharing of the hold harmless across the Btate rather than
nurrowing it down to g county or a specific sehool district within that
county to be penalized for no fault of its own. L

We think that it is an equitable treatment of the situation which has
8 peculiar background. . -

Mr. Brenavan, Dr. Mattheis, what, idithe difference that would be
brought about by your suggested changes to title T subcounty alloca-
tions? Would you take one or two reprasentative States, for example,
and tell us what they are receiving, or what they would have received
if vour provisions had beep in effect ? ) Yo .

r. MarTrEIS. We can pravide the specific statistics that you are
requesting for the recordy but I gm not sure that we get the question
clear.. There would not be any change among the States. There would
be changes among the counties, and 1 think we can show vou how this

, would happen with some examples of how we woitld work it in great
detail. ot S

~ [Following is an example of an’ acceptable distyibution of title T

allocations on & statewide basis:] ' )

TITLE [—METHOD OF ALLOCATION USED BY PENNSYLVANIA

* " The methad used by the State of Pennsylvania to make“Fitle I allorations on a
State-wide basis is ns follows : The count of children from poverty families
from the 1970 Census was distributed hy school distriet using all available infor-

- .M tionn such as the eensus distribution hy civil suhdivfgon and school district
dain furnished hy OE." - -

The dount of AFDC children used was 47.630 rather than the 48,054 used hy
OF for county alloegtlon pnrposes. The AFDC count w'nWore current than the
Jannary eount used hy OEund the data were available Dy address so that the

* nnmber conld be distributed aeenrately by school distriet. This was al ue of
the fostér ehildrey count which was 34 more than the OR count of 10 . The
alloemtion of the ihstitntion agreed with the OF eount of 5.113.

The total number of ehildren 367.984. wag divided into- the.total amonnt allo-
aated to the State of Pennsylvania (the sum of the OE eonnty grants.) .Alloca- ~
tions were then determined on a preliminary basis by fhultiplying the numher of -
children by the gmouns availahle per child. .

ERIC . .-~ . . |
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. The nmount necessary to bring the allocations of those school districts whose
L prclimlnnry allocatiqus fell below &3¢9, of the prior year's allocations was then

olitalaed by proportionately -reducing the allocations of all other school disgricts.

The requlthg ullm ationg to those, romulninf, school districts were based on the

’ sume amount per child. or $212. 8.

SELECTED %cn()oL I)xmu('r ()ummznmxv Facrs

. Number of counties—67
- Number of school districts—03505. 7

' Number of counties in which the school distrivt and county boundaries are

“eoterminous—8,

Number of school districts in counties m Whl!.h school district and county

< ‘boundaries are coterminous—?25.

Number of counties in which the school d(atﬂet and connty boundaries ﬂre
eotérminous and «ach county contains only ene distriet=3.
Number of school districts in two or more countiés—805,

"Number of municipaiities or portions of rxmnldpulltles croseing county houn-

. daries under school district's organization—1838,

¥

197475 ESEA TITLE | —8-COUNTY SECTOR SHOWING LEA ENTIYLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY RLOUCED BY COUNTY

ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STAY[WID[ ALLDCATION METHOD

Ses footnotes st end of table.

e

.2

e e - P - e P
. Panpuls x Entitiement Entitiement
Coe i 85 percent ‘tatable county statewide
Schiool distrect guarantes Pupils. * reduction allocation allocation
G BERKS COUNTY! '
Antistam __ e - 8,018 , 158 33,978 33,978 13,651
Boytrtown e . 41,993 - 455 97,137 97,137 96, 907
Boyertown ares(Berks County) 27, 350 197 42, 365 42,365 ... ........
Bozmown e (Mont;omny
| ounll‘ ...... 14,643 258 54,772 54,772 .. ... L
> Brandywine Hei 13, 172¢ 89 19, 139 19,138 18, 953
Conrad Weiser ares 31,84 229 49, 246 49, 246 48,773
Daniel Boone . 13,899 183 39, 354 39,354 38,976
Exster Township. . 25. 445 168 36, 128 36, 128 35, 781
Flestwood area_. ... ... 12,890 96 20, 645 20, 645 20, 446
Goyernor Mifflin . 18, 831 203 43 655 43,655 43,235
Hamburgares ... . .. 19, 280 155 33,333 33,333 33012
KutrtownArea .. 14. 830 242 52, 042 %2, 042 51, 542
Muhlenberg Yownshlp A3, 899 90 19, 355 19, 355 19. 168
Oley.Valley . 1,097 76 16, 344 16, 16, 187
Re sdlng S 429,089 2,678 575, 904 575,904 570. 366
Schuyli" VaHlY.,. e e 8 855 100 21,505 21,505 21,298
Tolpehocken area . 18, 504 139 29, 892 29,892 29, 605
* Twin Yalley . 26 478 354 75.113 75.113 75, 396
YmellIny(BuksCounty) . 7.623 119 25, 991 25, 591
Twin Valley (Chester County) . ... R 18, 855 235 49522 49,522 L.
- Wilson_ .. _ ... ......... . 16, 142 | 238 51 182 51,182 50, 690
Wyomissing area... . _...... ... .. . J.903 106 22,795 22, 795 22,576
Total.ocooeoeniiaaa. [N 5. 759 I. 2364 7‘7 1,226, 564
BUCKS COUNTY? .

“Bensalem Township 142, 242 599 134,528 142, 242 138 597
Bnistol Borough 96. 440 628 141 041 141,041 133,753
Bristol Township 307.913 1.399 314,198 314,198 300. 023
_Centennjal . , 200, 439 1278 287023 287 023 272.101
“Central Bucks » 63.033 525 117,908 117 909 111, 816

= Couptit Rock . 30 7232 361 81,076« 81,076 76 887
Morrisville Borough 38395 127 4] 998 4] 998 39 828
Neshaminy 133.928 67 151, 821 151, 821 143 976

“New Hopn Solebury 12. 848 63 14 149 14 149 13,418

- Paissades 18. 024 129 28 972 28.972 27.475
Pennridge ... 42,963 359 80. 627 80 627 76. 461
Pénnsbury . 106. 265 770 172,933 172 933 163 996
Quakertown wmmunny L] 23% 236 53 003 53003 50, 264

Totat ... . 7710 1 626.992 .

548 685
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< 1974-75 ESEA TITLE 1.—8-COUNTY SECTOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY REDUCED BY COUNTY
ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STATEWIDE ALLOCATION METHOD—Continued
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Pupils X

Entitlement Entitlerient
85 percent ratable county statewide
School district guarantes Pupils reduct Hocation '
. b — - _
™ -
. - CHESTER COUNTY? . .
AvonGrove. .. __ ... . . ... . .. 44,065 297 62, 587 2, 587
Coatesvillearea.__. .. ... . .. . __ 156, 978 916 193,031 031
Downinglonarea_. ... .. ... ... 43,275 al - 92,933 92,933
GreatValley. ... .. ... . . . _. .. 25,019 250 52,683 52, 683
Kennett Consolidated_ . ..........._.... 66, 040 392 82, 607 82, 607
Octoraraarea.._................_..... 38, 852 520 109, 911 109, 911
Octorara area (Chester County). . _. 31, 346 378 79, 657 79, 657
Octorara area (Lancaster COunty) 7,506 142 30, 254 30, 254
Owen J . Roberts. . _......__.-_ ... .. 16, 567 263 55, 423 55, 423
Oxford area_..__. U 58, 152 457 96, 305 96, 305
Phoenixville area_ 36, 767 416 87,665 , 665
Tred yﬂnn-Easttnwn - 35. 642 282 59, 427 59, 427
Unignville-Chadds Ford. . ~......... 22,520 104 21,936 22,584
Umonvlllo-(:hadds Ford (Chester )
mﬁ 1,300 98 20,652 21,300 .
Unlonv e-Chadds Ford (Dclawarc
unty)..._ ... - 1,220 6 1,284 1,286 . _ ..
West Chester area :-..... .. ___.._____ 37,404 826 174,129 176, 863 175, 923
w.s: Chester ar oun:y). 1317) 3?; , 856 16?, g?g 163, g!l\l) ..............
est Chester aree un - 4, W01 .
¢ 2 ____9_ i 0 . _...A. -
Totaleeoee oo R Y e 1,029,019  1.099, 841
DELAWARE COIINTY ¢
Chester-| Upllnd ..................... . 953, 669 5,573 1,192, 346 1,192, 346 1,186, 949
Chichester. ._..__.___.__ .- 74,543 333 71,246 74, 543 2,023
Gernet Valley_ . ____ e 6,939 €4 13,693 13,693 13,63
Haverford Township. - 44, 208 440 94,138 94,1 93, 71
interboro. .. ____. R 66, 007 . 505 08, 045 108, 045 167, 556
Marpie Newtown R 28,659 268 57,339 57,339 57,079
Penn Delco ... - 29, 260 326 69, 748 69,748 , 432
Radnor Township... ... .. ...._.. 34,2 246 52,632 52,632 54, 394
Ridley, .. . ... 103, 203 718 153,616 153, 616 152.921
Rose Tree Media_____.__.___. . _.___. 75,915 458 97, 98 197,989 97,546
Southeast Defco .- 179,727 1,076 230, 211 230, 211 229, 169
Sprmgﬁcld _____ P 6, 164 285 60, 97 60, 976 60, 700
“)) per Darby_ . ______.__._ - 153, 996 953 203, 895 203, 895 202,972
allingford-. Swarthmore R, 28, 964 273 €8, 408 58, 408 58,144 -
Witliam Penn__ ... ... .. 149, 087 91 195, 551 195, 551 194,666 ¢
Totaloooooieoooianee S 12,432 ... 267130 2,648,304

t County attocation—$1,145,142, Amount
0501; (b) by sht;wude allocahon—-sm 98

.l,.

gor pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee:
1 Percent of maximum authorization (3596

unty $1,629,035. per pupit, exclusm of 85 percent guauntu
5878 (b) by statewide allocatmn—-sz)z 9821 Percent of maximum authorization (3596.

3 County allocati 07,837. A B g pit, tf85p guarantu
7323, (b) by statawide ahounon—-SZlZ 9821. Percent of maxlmum authorization (3596
35.3 plmnt (b) by statewnde allocatmn— 35.7 pm:ont

+ County allocati B g ] of 85 t guarantes:
33095 (b) by z;a)t;w.dn allocatmnhszlz 98 erunt of maximum authorization (3596,

P! i
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2) by county allocation— $210.-
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): (a) by county aiiocaiion— *

23) by county allocation—$224.-
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1674-75 ESEA TITLE 1, B-COUNTY‘S{DTOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY REDUCED BY COUNTY
ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STATEWIDE ALLOCATION METHOD

LY
* Pupits X Entitlement Entitiement
85-percent ratable county statewide

Schoo! district guarantee Pupils reduction allocation allocation

LANCASTER COUNTY hd
4 Cocallco. .. ... ...t ... 324, 485 241 $51, 347 $51, 347 $51, 329
i Columbe Boro.._.... .- 32,841 315 67,114 67,114 7,089
conlstoga Vaitey .. 48, 857 435 92, 681 92, 681 92, 647
Oonegat__. _...... 31,635 286 60, 935 60, 935 60,913
East ncamr Co._. 60, 472 617 131, 458 131, 458 131,410
Elizebsthtown area. . 1, 329 70, 097 0, 097 70,071
Ephrate area. . .., 23,458 293 &2, 426 62, 426 62, 404
Hempfield_..._... ... , 4 182 38,7177 38,777 38,763
Lampctor Smsburg 22, 891 a7 46,234 46.234 46,212
........... 369,3 2,481 528, 600 528, 600 528, 409
. Manhtlm Centrai .00 27, 560 161 3, 303 3, 303 , 290
¥ Manhelm township .. .. 12, 198 105 22,371 22,371 )
Penn Manor. ... .. W, 785 428 9,1 91,189 91, 156
A Pequea Valley 4, 643 136. 997 136, 997 136, 947
Sofanco. .. _...___.. .. 56, 82 774 164, 908 164, 908 164, 848
Warwick. . ..... ~ . 0, 044 160 n, \ W, 077
Total ool 7.687 ... ... 1,633,527 1,632, 933
» LEHIGH COUNTY 2
Allentown City. . 3b1, 555 2,164 462, 692 462, 692 460, 893
Catdsauqua 13,3 81 17,300 17,786 - 17,852
. Catasauqua h Coun(y 8,427 60 12,829 2,829 ... ..
Cetasauqua orthampton”

County)........... ... 4,957 2] 4,471 4957 (... .
EestPenn_..__. s . 24,625 263 56, 233 56, 233 56,014
fNosthern Lehigh.. ... .. .. 26,578 206 - 44, 002 2 8

Northern ohi.h (Lehigh County). . 20, 155 159 33,996
Northom igh (Northampton”

County). ... ... . ... 6.423 47 10, 006 N
ﬂonhwmom Lehlah 10, 656 174 37,203
Parkland. . _. .. _.____. 25,922 285 60,937
Salisburg Township...__. ... 28, 240 192 41,052
Southern Lehigh ... .._. 17,570 151 32,286
Whitehall-Coplay_......_.....__ ... _. 16,739 1 34,852

L T 3679 . ... .. 787,043 783, 561

Sse footnotes at end of table. 4 7 -
See footnotes et end of table.
t
o
’
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lg74—75 ESEA TITLE L 8-COUNTY SECTOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY REDUCED BY COUNTY
ALLOCATION METHOD AND_BY STATEWIDE ALLOCATION METHOD—Continued

)

Pupils X Entitiement Entitiemens

85-percent ' ratable county statewide
School district guarantes © Pupils reduction allocation atlocation
" MONTGOMERY COUNTY
gon . . e 96, 754 890 188, 943 188,943 189, 554
8ryn Athyn Boro. I . 1,802 10 2,123 2,123 2,130
Chettenham Township. ... . . . ... . 40,579 353 74,940 74,940 75,183
Colonial.... . ........ . . ... ..... 60, 415 439 93, 198 93,198 | 93, 499
35.279 300 63,689 63,689 63,895
___________ 17122 3 7,006 7722 7511
63, 442 512 108, 695 108, 695 109. 047
5,754 52 11,039 11,03 11,075
............ U 54 441 93, 62 93, 622 93,925
................... 226,819 1,299 275,772 275,172 276,
. e . e . 57,23% 2 72,618 72,847 72, 840
North Penn iMonuomovy Caunty)... 56, 781 341 72,393 CT3,393
North Penn (Bucks County).._... . 454 1 225 454 ..o ...
' oy s 18,018 203 43, 0%6 43, 096 43,235
21,501 138 29,297 29,392
113, 561 530 112,517 113, 561 112,881
27,262 197 Al, 822 42,276 4
. 26, 808 197 41,822 41,822 ...
454 0
Spri Township_ .. _............ R 25, 892 206 43,733 43,733 43,874
. Sprin, aved. ... . . 35, 887 226 47,973 | 51,977 48, 134
pring Ford area (Montgomery .
Coun?)'._.._. 31,040 222 47,130 A7,130 ... . ...
. Spring Ford srea (Chester County)_ . 4,847 /4 843 4,847 ...
UpperDublin. . ... ........... .. B 38,973 223 47,342 47,342 47,495
Upper Merion area_ .. . R 4,371 255 54,135 54,135 54, 310
Uppar Moreland Township . 22,258 1 o 571 30, 571 30, 669
- Upper Perkiomen_...._.... . .. .. 22,707 275 58, 544 58, 544 58, 570
Upper Perkiomen (Montgomsty :
J unty) .. e o e 18,927 216 45, 856 45,85 ............ .-
Upper Perkiomen (Berks County)_ . 3,780 59 12,688 12,688 ........ ..
Wissahickon. ... e 23,621 127 26,962 26, 962 27,049
07 R SO e 7,19 .. .. ... 1,534,084 1,532, 889
NORTHAMPTON COUNTY ¢
Bangorares ..._........... [ 29, 264 201 42,793 42,793 . 42,809 .
Bethishem erea ... .. . 258, 717 1,832 390, 361 390, 361 390,183
Bethiehem area (Northampton 3 . -~
County)_.... . ... 201,977 1,476 314, 244 314,244 .
Bethienem area (Lehigh County).__.. 56, 740 3% 76,117 76,117
Easton area_. . A | < V) 1,394 296, 786 297,920 - 296, 897
Easton Area gNor(hampton County) . 182,037 1,384 296, 786 296, 786
Easton Area (Bucks County). ... ... 1,134 0 0 1,134

Nazareth area_._ . ... _. . 19, 380 269 57,271 57,271 57,292
Northampton area. . 38,083 411 87, 503 87,503 87,536
Pen Argyl.. . ... - 11, 380 6l 12,987 12,987 12,992
Saucon Valley. ... 18,792 173 36,832 36, 832 36, 846
Wilson area._ ... .....o.o.o.oToooia.- 21,859 178.° 37,897 37,897 37,911

L (17 P, e 4,519 .. . JRP. 963, 564 962, 466
-

+ County allocaton —$1,003,781, Amount ;or pupif, exclusive of .85 percent guarantee: (Zag by county allocation —
$213.0594° (b) by statewide aliocation—$212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization (3596.25):#63) by county alloca-
tion-—38.7 percant, (b) by statewide allocation—-35.7 percent.

2 County nlloca(ion—!gia,wa. Amount per pupil, exciusive of 85 percent guarantes: (a) by county allocation—3213.8132
(b) by statewrde allocation—$212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization (3596.25): (a) by county aliocation—35.9
percent, (b) by statewide allocation—35.7 percent.

. 1 County aliocation—$1,570,413. Amountgzer pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee: (a) by county alfocation—
$212.2957, (b) by statewide allocation—$212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25): (a) by county allocation—
35.6 percent, (b; by statewide allocation—35.7 percen..

4 County aflocation—$901,277. Amount per pupil, exclusive’of 85 percent guarantes : (a) by county allocation—3$212.9027
(b) by statewide allocation—3212.9821, Percent of maximum authorization (8596.2:{2: a) by county alfocation—35,
percent, (b) by statewide allocation—32.7 percent. . .

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 Reading Improvement 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 preject 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

- 1
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_presumably before it becomes necessary.

s
Y- o 25

would find these-fourteen requirements too restrictive or not feasible, given the
size of the grants involved. 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 28 school-based projects was $45,881. Thus, if a school
district where three schools, consisting of 600, 300, and 600 students, respectively,
were to apply, it could easlly take well over $100,000 to do all fourteen of the
requirements in an effeétive matter. Requirements (1) and (8), diagnostic and
achievement testing, might cost $10 per student, an item that alone would cost-
$14,000. Somewhat simnilar sub-total tigures could be presceribed to each of the
other remaining requirements. Given the total fiscal year 1976 appropriation
request for Title VII, it is impossible for the administering oftice to award
grants at an average of $100,000. i :

JFurther, we beiieve that a project’s fulfillinent of these fourteen requirements
dues not necessarily.guarantee that it is a high-quality’reading project.

Nevertheless, if .the Congress rejects our proposal gontsined iy H.R. 8304, we
could accept, a8 mandatory, most of the requirementsyn Section 705(b), as they
are generally comsistent with the dlmensions of a d readieg improvement
project. Were this alternative approach to be taken, alN\of the requirements ex-
cept numbers (4), (9), and (13) might be retained in their present form.

Requfrement (4) mandates each project funded to include pre-service trainlng
and encourages in-service training for educational personnel. The requirement will
be particularly burdensome for small projects. However, we agree that teacher

. training is an important part of every Reading Improvement Project and feei

that in-service training should be expected in all projects.

Requirement (9) mandater that test results on reading achievement in Rend-
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 in fact is the section of the law
that drew most criticism for State and local educatiohal agencies. Because of
this resistance, it will he most difficult to implement. : ;

There is much interest in the educational community in the notion of publishing
test resuits as a means of holding schools accountable, However, requiring Read-
ing I'mprovement 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 scores—which will inevitably be low because the proj-
ects enroll poor readers—might refiect badly on the whole National Reading
Improvement effort. * : .

Requirement (13) mandates “. . . appropriate involvement of leaders 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 Hbraries, museums, educational radio and television, and other
cultural and education resources of the community’. This is a good idea.apnd
would be a reasonable goal were it not for the size of many of the grants involved
in the Right to Read effort. ’ -

Dr. Marrness. In the State of Pennsylvania, which was the first to

-call this to our attention, I know that we had schooi 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 1s in a number of school districts, and ple 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 tl.cin up.

We qéed a procedure to facilitate that, and this is what this is really
going to'do. " ,

Mr. Bucnavan, On page 4+ of your statement, do you happen to
know the status of the legislation buing prepared in the executive
branch to conform dates within the various laws?

Mr. Hasrings. This is going 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

¢ . .
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Mr. Brenanan., How supportive has the Appropriations Com-
mittee been in making sums available for the mandated studies? :
Dr. Marrues. 1 think that the general statement would be that in
some of the areas we felt that some of the amounts of money provided
have not been sufficient to dé what the task outlines were set out to be.
We are making adaptations to them, including one to which |
referred this morning, where instead of doing a total and comprehen-
- sive study and survey, we are doing a sampling study which we think
1s adequate and will fulfill the needs of the Congrgss. -

So we are adapting to the Appropriations Comnjttee's actions.

Mr. Brenanax. Have the title T allocations been \nade for 19767

Dr. Marringis. 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. iy .

We have been locked up in attempting to get information, the

AFDC data; from major States, What we are suggesting is moving the
request for data to a different time period, a July time period. which
wih then give us a number of manths 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 1t 18 now. with the January date, we have to.struggle up
into the May and June period before we 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
1 of the Nation will really be able to take advantage of it,

Mr. Brenanan. One more question—you indicated that you oppose o)
mandating all requirements for 703(b). Would vou favot making a ’
certain stubset of ths«. 14 mandatory programs, and. if so, which ones?

Dr. Marrieis, T think that this is a possibility. T don’t know the
specific list that we would go with, but‘there would be a subset among
them that would be mandatory. THowever, not every project that'is
to be funded will be mandatory. because it then take away a lot ogooal
discussion and diversity. and we think that it is not good. :

We would come up with a list which I am sure would have a subset
that. J am sure. there would be ho question as to that being mandatory,
but we do ne® desire v e all 14 of them remnin mandatory.

Mr. Brenanan. Thank yon very much, Mr. Chairman,

Chairman Perkins. Mr, Mott].

«_ Mr. Morri. No questions at this time.
wirman Perkins, Thank vou very much, gentlemen.
~ Wawill be sending a letter down to the Office of Eduneation request-
g more mformation. . '
{ Chrirman’s letter and Conimissioner’s response follow :]

Ju~e 6, 1975.

Hon. TErrrl, H, BFLL,
. Commiksioner, U8, Offee of Education,

Waxhington. D.C. .

DREAR MR COMMIRBIONER: AS you know, last Tuesday the Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary. and Voeational BEdneation condneted an oversight heur-
ing on the Education Amendments of 1974, Public, Law 93 -350. Dr. Duane
Mattheis presented the testimony for the Administration. including both tech- A
nical and substantive nmendments to the Public Law,

ERIC
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The purpose of my letter today is to nsk your opinion on severa] issues which
arose during that hearing and which the Adminlstration’s prepared testitnony
did not address. First of all, I would like to ,mention four issues which concern
Title 1V, 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 aslde for state administration; (3) the required
“pass through” of funds in the iibrary and learning resources section, particu:
larly as it relates to guidance counseling and testing; and (4) the wmaliutenance
of effort requirement for state and local expenditures. . -

In additlon to those issues I would also like to ralse three other issues: (1) the
general question of whether Federal maintenance of effurt requirements in educa-
tion laws are presentlng a severe enough problem today to relax them or to
provide some 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 second tier of funding; and (3), whether the require-
ment uuder the Adult Education Act that states must spend 15% of their funds
for. ‘ial 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 hy state the aliocation of Adult Education funds for fiscal years 1974 aund
1975 with the 15% set-aside shown fn the fiscal yeay 19775 chart.

I wonld 1ike to receive from you your views on all seven of these issues and . v @

your recommendations for amendmeits to tie law, if you have-any. If yeu need 7, ™

any assistance in further understanding these issues I hope that you wili feel .

free to contact me, ' N )
Sincerely,

CARL D. PrakinNs, Chairman,

N .
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,

. OFFICE or\ EpucaTION,

) " Washington, D.C., November 12, 1975.

Hon. Caar D. PERKINS, N

Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C. :

Dear Ma. CHAIRMAN : Thank ¥ou for your letter of June 6 asking my opinion
- on several lssues concerning the Education Amendments of 1974, Public Law
- 93-380. These issues arose during the oversight hearing on that legislation held
. on June 3. .
. My opinions on these issues are as follows:
(1) The State allocation formula.—Both ESEA Title III and ESEA Title V
had floors built into their allocation formulas, $2Q0,000 for ESEA Title ITI and
roughly $200.000 for ESEA Title V. Under Public Law 93-380. Title IV, Part C,
the result of a change to an allocation hased on the population age 5-17, with
no State minimum, is a logs for twenty-four States in Fiscal Year 1976 and
twenty-six in Fiscal Year 1977 when compared to Fiscal Year 1974 allocations.
The minimum loss in Fiscal Year 1976 is $700; the maximum $128,602. In Fiscai
Year 1077 the situation is ‘more serious. ‘The minimum loss is $17,577; the
“*maximum is $877.740. However, since your communication to me thd Congress
has enacted, effective Neptember 10, Public Law $4-94, the Fiscal Year 1076
appropriations for the Education Division. A You are aware. this Act contains
an appropriation of $11.633.852 for Fiscal Year 1977 to hold States hgrmiess at D
the Fiscal Year 1974 level upder Title IV. There were no changes -affecting
Fiscal Year 1976, ' ' L
' (2) The percentage of fundas wet aside for State administration.—Parts B and
C of Title IV allow a State to use five percent of its allocation or $225,000, which-
ever ig greater, for State administration. With respect to Part C th¢re was some
concern over the loss of funds for this purpose due to the new allocgtion formula.
and an Increase in the set-aside was,suggested by Some States. Aghin, this issue
+ has heen resolved by the aforemientioned provision of Puhlic Law 9
‘azmTh(' required “pass through™ of funds in the library and learnthg resources
sectiom, varticularly as it relates to guidance, counselingg and leating—The
- amonnts for hoth administration and program are satisfactory in Pagt B except
for guldance, connseling. and testing. It has hecome apparent that unless addi-
tional admihistrative funds are made available to State departmentr of education,
‘State-wide leadership activities in counseling and guidance currently é@rried on
under ESEA Title III must be curtailed. Therefore, we have proposed an amend}

33 - :
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ment to Part B authorizing for the purposes of State programs relating to _>l
guldance and counsellng programs, projects. ayd teadership activities elther two
percent of the amount a Ntate receives under Part B3 of 'Fitle IV, or the amount
the State used lo Fiscal Year 1975 for guidance and connseling. 'Fhis amendment
s set forth in a draft bill transmitted to the Congress on June 3, 1975,

(4) The matntenance of effoct regquirement for State and local erpenditures
and (5 The general question of whether Federal maintenanee of effort require-
midnts n cducation laws are presenting a severe enowgh problem today to relar
them.—1In response to thisx question 1 recently n<ked the Deputy Commissioners
to review all anthorizing legislation for the programs administered by their
Burean. To date, I have not been informed of any significant problems in thiy
area, We will continue to be alert to potential problems raised by maintenance of
effort requirements, especlally with regard to the need for (1) possible regulatory
changes ‘and (2) development of policy with respect to possible legislative
changes. 'The problem poscd T® essentinlly that of reconciling the fundamentally
sound poliey tas implemented in the present ivgisiadion) that State and loeal
edueatlon recipients should continie to have primary financial responsibillty for
elementary aud gecondary education programs, with the consequences of declining
enrollments and widespread adverse economice conditions which may cause some
recipients hardship in continuing to finnnce education programs to prior levels.

(8) Whether »Seection 2© school districis under impact aid ought tp be guaran-
teed more than 60 pereentof their entitlements through the sccomd tier of
Junding.—We continue to support the full funding of Section 2 which provides an
equitable distribution of funds to school districts that have lost substantial
porticas of thelr tax bages to the Federal Govermment, 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).

AT “'h""hl)r the requirement under the Adult Education Act that Stditea that
muat apend 15 percent of their funds for apccial projecta and teacher traiiiiig
i2 proving too restrictive.—As a result of passage of Puhlic Law,93-380, 19 States
have less money available for operating basie adult education programs in Fiseal,
Yéar 1975 than in Fiscal Yeur 1974, Ax vou requested, the enclosed table specifies
these States and the anounts. The principal cause of this shortage of operating
funds, however, ix not the 135 percent requirement but rather the 90 percent hold
naruiless 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 thraugh Fiscal Year 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 15 perceat special projects and teacner training authority

is needed.
If I can be of further assistance, please let me know.
Sincerely,
T, H. BELL, .
. U.S. Commissioner of Education.
Enclosure. )
’ ADYLT EDUCATION STATE GRANT ALLOTMENTS
N
Under existing legislation

Change
in § 306
. 85 percent availability,
Fiscal {ear 15 percpnt remainde; fiscal year
974 Fiscal ygar reserved available 1974 to 1975
State grznt 1975 tdtal tor ¢ 309 for State  (col. 4 minus
State or territory allotment allotment projects programs col. 1)
() Q@) (€) “ (&)
Total .. ... .. ... $53,286,000 $67.500,000 $10,125 000 $57,375,000 34,089, 000
Alabama LN .. 1,353, 404 1,344,029 201, 604 1,142,425 —-210,979
Alaska el 177,747 190, 545 28, 582 161, 963 —15,784
Arizona. e e 449, 546 518, 744 77,812 440,932 -8 614
Arkansas 785, 866 827,612 124,142 703,470 82,397
Caidoama. ... ... ... .. .- 3,415,416 4,517,430 677,615 3,839,815 + 424, 399
Colorado. . 479, 804 601, 541 90,231 511,310 +31, 506
Connecticu 704, 766 951, 493 142,724 808, 769 +104,003
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ADULT EDUCATION STATE GRANT ALLOTMENTS

Under sxisting tegisiation

Chénge
n g 3&6
85 percent availability,
Fiscal {lav 15 psrcent remainder fiscal year
974 Fiscal year reservad available 1974 10 [975
’ State grant 1975 total for § 309 for State  (col. 4 minus
State or territory altotment allotment projects programs col. 1)
/

m () (©)] (O] (5)
Detawars ... ... e e e e 239, 449 274,483 41,172 233,311 —6,138
flonda. ... ...... PR Lo 1,561, 101 1, 786, 037 267, 906 1,518,131 —42,970
Georgia. . . ... ... ... L. 1,713.940 1,570. 391 235, 559 1,334,832 —379, 108
Mawall ... ... ... 272,771 312, 647 45, 897 265, 750 -7,021
fdaho..... ... .l . 260, 259 320, 48,013 272,077 +11,818
Whnois. .. _ ... . . ... .. ... 2,342,597 3,529, 037 529, 356 2,999, 681 4657, 084
indiana 1,154,189 1, 626, 206 253, 931 2, 275 +-228, 086
OWa. .. i 525 51,736 142, 760 808, 976 4162, 451
Kangas. . ........ooooiii e 528,113 763, 952 14, 593 649, 359 +121, 246
Kentucky. ...._. .. ..... e 1,148,538 1, 325, 422 198, 813 1, 126, 609 —21,929
Louisiana... .. ....... .. ...... 1,599, 212 1,439, 291 215,894 1,223, 397 < —375, 815
Maine. . ..ol s 328,729 . 47,145 67,072 380,073 +51. 348
Maryland. ... .. .. ... ... ... ... 908, 974 1,158, 714 173, 957 985, 757 +-76,783
Massachusetts .. ............... ... 1, 146, 761 1,706, 542 255, 981 1, 450, 561 +-303, 800
Michigan... ... .. ... . 1, 849, 308 2,625,728 393,859 2,21, 869 +382, 561
Minnesota ... .. ...... R 703, 837 1,153,991 173,099 980, 892 +187, 005
Mlssissuppl 1,054, 146 T 048,731 142, 310 06, 421 —247,725
Missouri. . ............... 1,139.299 1 674,712 2 1, §23.505 +284, 206
Montana. ... .......... 8 325, 781 43,367 76,914 419, 826
Nebraska. ... ....... 392, 945 542, 844 81,427 461,417 468, 472
R, 241,517 212,470 » 31,870 , 600 —30, 917
New Hampshire 268, 997 330,025 49, 504 280, 521 +11, 524
New Jorsey ... .. . 1,588 2,209,212 331, 382 1,877, 830 +289, 540
New Mexico...... .... e 344, 103 402, 261 60, 339 341, 922 —2,181
New York .................... P 3,851,674 5, 925, 791 888, 869 5,036,922  +1,185,248
North Carolina_....._................. 1,898,912 1, 780, 980 267, 148 1,513, 842 — 385, 070
North Dakota.  ................_. 257,945 334, 999 50, 250 284,749 +-26, 804
Ohio_... . 2,216, 061 3,248, 160 487,224 2, 760, 936 +-544, 875

910, 306 136, 546 773, 8
650, 442 97, 566 552, 876 +-80, 231
Rhode Istand..... ... ... 451, s 1 +35, 822
Sousn Carofina.... ......o............ 1,190,918 1,071, 826 160, 774 911, 052 —279, 866
South Dakota. 1 , 287 51, 643 292, 644 +28, 563
Tennesses 1, 403, 582 1, 491, 557 223,734 1,267,823 —135,759
3, 205, 110 3,281, 437 492,216 2,789, 221 —415, 889
282, 545 50 50, 722 , 428 +4, 883
215,763 257, 409 38,611 218, 798 +3,035
1,426,435 1, 489, 781 223, 467 1, 266, 314 —170,121
4, 134 916, 988 137,548 , +95, 306
613,710 835, 630 125, 352 710, 328 +96, 617
________ 954,079 1, 381, 265 207, 190" 1,174,075 +-219, 996

Wyoming .. ... . 190, 514 222,750 33,412 , 338 -1
District of Columbia 285, 764 374,932 56, 240 318, 692 +32,928
Guam... . ,. 78, 601 139, 762 20, 964 118, 798 +44, 196
Pusrto Rico_ .. . 820, 604 1,037, 200 155, 580 881,620 +61, 016
Virginlislands . .. .. ... .. ... 42,629 79, 863 11,979 67,884 +-25, 258
American Samoa e - 42,629 79,863 11,979 67,884 +25, 255
Trust Territory._ ... e e 85, 257 159, 727 q, 955 135,768 +50,511

Chairman Prrkins. Next we have a panel consisting of Mr 1W_ ¥,
Mellown, coordinator of Federal prograns, Montgomery, Ala.; Dr.
Ewald Nyquist, commissioner of education for New York: Commis-
sioner Ralph D). Turlington, Florida Department of Education; Mr.
James F. Costa, Federal Liaison #nd Program Administration, Ne-
vada Department of Edueation; and Mr. William Daley, Federal
Liaison Officer, State of Washington.

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

*Mr. Bucuanan. It is my pieasure to present to the committee Mr.
W. E. Meliown, who is coor£nator for Federal programns in the State
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Department of Education and comes from Montgomery. Ala. ITe has
a big job at ts point, and one that is important to all the people.

\ﬁ Mevrows, Thank you verv much. Mr. Chairman, and Mr,
Buchanan.

Chairman Perkins, Maybe the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Leh-
nan, woul[:ll like to say a few words at thistime,

Mr. Lenman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased to in-
troduce Commissioner Raph Turlington from Florida. )

Chairman Perkixs. Commissioner Turlington, if yon would intro-
duce your two aides? '

Mr. Tvreinaron. T would like to introduce Dr. Marshall Frinks, spe-
cial program director, and then Mr. Allen B. Lewis. who heads our
title I program for the State Department of Iducation in Florida.

STATEMENT BY W. E. MELLOWN, JR., COORDINATOR FOR FERERAL
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
Dleased to have this kind of representation, and we are, indeed, proud
of him. . ‘ :

Wo appreciate having the opportunity to appear before you to pre-
sent some of the concerns that we have with regard to the implementa-
tion of Public Law 93-380. . .
l We will work with the staff in implementing and carrying 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. ’

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

These problems are not problems that we feel are unsirmountable.
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 Perxins. Without objection, the prepared.statement will
be inserted in the hearing record.

[Prepared statement of W. E. Mellown, Jr., follows:]

/ PREPARED STATEMENT oF W. E. MELLOWY, Jr., COORDINATOR FOR
FEDERAL I’ROGRAMS, MONTGOMERY, ALA.

State Education Agencies are experiencing difficulties in nuplementing pro-
grams amended or created by Public Law 93-3R0. These problem areas include:

1. ESEA, TITLE 1V

A. Developing and utilizing a ‘slmple\ appliention f5: an entitlement program
and a discretionary program. :

B. Twenty-nine states will experience a cut in administrative funds in ESEA,
Title 1V while having an expanded administrative function, h )

Q . 3O
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C. The proposed rules appenr 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 basix of
speclal consfderatlon must be expended in spocific schools regardless of r«\lu(h‘lv
needs in the various schools, !

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

F. Otfice of Education ofticials have indicated that funds must be expended for
each of the purposes under Part ¢ resardless of State and loeal needs, :

(;. The use of the term substantinl funds” in relation to aHocating Part B
funds to LEA's needs clarification,

H. State and local edueation agencies need some flexibility In regard to wain-
talning effort. ' )

" L State and loeal education agencles should be nllowed to use Part B fundy to
continue operating statewide testing programs,

J. Due to a change in the method of alloenting funds, many states are loxing
econsiderable amounts of LEA funds under Part (.

? 2. EBEA, TITLE 1 .

4. Teacher training—section 116,42

(n) Which teachers may be inciuded ?

(b) To what extent ts such training allowed?
B. Comg.i ubilil y—scction 116a.26

(a) Delete paragrapin (b)17) If LEA will ultimately be required to satisfy
parygraphb (e) (1) or (2) of this section :

(b) Delete paragraph (8). Thix requires additionnl annecessary record keep-
Ing by LEA s

t¢) Paragraph (1) places greater restrictions on grouping for LIJA's

“(d) Paragraph (j)(3) should be deleted ax it tends to create additionnl re-
quirements for handicapped Cexceptionnl cducation) and lithited English speak-
ing children;

(¢) Paragraph (m) (1) shonid be chuanged to read ™, . | enci full time instrue-
tional staff . - " N
C. Public Law 89-3F3 programa for children in atate Institutions—seetion 121 (cy

(a) Iastitutions should have authority to allocate funds uu('ur(liug to need.

v

3. BIMPLIFIED BTATE APPLICATION

A. Annnal Program Plan, requires state and local eduention agencies to describw
certain activities rather than simply give assurances that certain activities wonld

be conducted. ¥
4. ADULT BARIC EDUCATION

Section 309 mandates 157 be used for apecial projects. We recoinmend that
this be changed to read “from 5% up to 15 . . :

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, | ain Billy Mellown, Assistant Di-
rector, Division of Administratton and Finance, Alabamn State Department of
Edueation in Charge of Federal Programs. [ am decl edly honorid to e aitorded
this opportnnity to testify in behalf of br, LeRoy Browyn, Alabama State Snperin
tendent of Education on the problems we are encountering in the implementation
of Puhlic Law 93-380. Other memnbers of this panel include Dr. Ewald B, Nyquist,
Chidf State School Offieer of New York: Dr. Ralph D. Turlington, Chief -State:
8chool Officer of Klorida : Mr. James Costa, Federal Liaison and Program Ad-
ministrator, Nevada Department of Edueatton: Dr. Marshnil Frinks, Asxpeinte
for Planning and Coordination, Florida Department of Education: and Mr. Al
M:cKinnon, Asslstant to the Commisgioner, New York Department of Education.

The problems which we shall attempt to present today fall into three categories :
(1) the Proposed Rules published In the Federal Regiater on Mareh 11 and o
March 12, 19753 (2) interpretations of the Law by the Offiee of Education :.and
(3) problems involving the Law itgelf.

hrr efforts will be directed toward the identification of speeific problems that
exist and to suggest alternative ways to eorrect the problems. We hope this will
strengthen the purposes this distinguished committee intended when it developed
this legisiation.

3
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We do not presume to speak for all the states, rather, we ure presenting the
bellefs and concerns we have individually. is our feeling that, many if not ali,
of the concerns expressed here are shured 0y all states. Our purpose is tg assist
in the implementuation of the Act and to ask for your assistance in the lnterpreta-
ton of certain Proposed Rules which we shall call to your attention.

We do not feel we ure in an adversary position with the .8, Office of Educa-
tion ; ruther, we feel that you, the members of this committee, have winely piaced
us in a position where we are purtners in tmplementing and operating a great
¥ederul program for education. Through the leadership of this committee and
the U.S8. Office of Education, State Departments of Edneation throughout this
great Nation bave been strengthened and have assumed a vital leadership role in
educating our boys and girls.

The Congress and the Office of Education are urged to coutinue to enhance
the educationai opportunities of the boys and girls of our great Country by in-
volving more state educational agencles and more local educational ggencies in
the process in developing legislation. We feel with this tnvolvement we can join
handg with the Congress and the Office of Edueation in providing gven greater
educational opportunities for all our children. )

There are a number of problems stutes have with the administration of ESEA\,
Title IV (created by Title IV of Public Luw 93-350.)

1. Section 403 (a) (7) of Public Law 93 350 requires locul educational agencies
to submit only one apptication for Part B and Part ¢ of Title IV, 'The problem
exlsts because P'art B Is un entitlement program where funds are atlocated to
each LEA and Part C 1s a discretionary prograim for which LEA's may or may
not apply. Historically, the application review and approval process for these
different types of programs has been entirely different in Alabuma. This man-
date for u single application actually complicates the application process rather
than allowing flexibility,

Section 403(a) (7) of Publlc Law 93-380.

~(7) provides that local edncational agencies appiying for funds under any
program under this title shall he requlred to submit only one application for
such funds for any one fiscal year; .
The requirement for a single LEA applieation should he removed from the L.aw -
and State educational agencies he required to reduce the paper work from local ¢
educutional agencies to the minimuin, -

) 2. The formula for determining administrative funds under Section 403(a)
(8) (A) of the Law leaves 20 states receiving less administrative funds than they
recelved in FY 1975 under the combined categorical programs, The loss of admin-
{strative funds means that many state departments of education will have to
terminate personnel and will| therefore, be hard pressed to administer the pro-
granms in the \\"{pﬁﬂmgress intended. The table in Appendix I, Column 8, reflects
that 29 states fire losing funds as a result of the reduction of the administrative
money. We would like to recommend that the commit{ee increase funds for ad-
ndnistration to seven and one-half percent ( (7Y% %% ). Title IV requires the states
to maintain an advisory conncil, provide technical assistance to local educational
agenvies, and insure the ,participation of non-public school children : these are
new or expnnded activities indicating that states will need additional money for
administration, when in fact, less money will bé avallable,

Qection 403(a) (%) (A) of Public Law 93-380. .

“(8) provides—

- “(A) that, of the funds the State receives nnder section 401 for the

first fiscal vear for which such funds are avallable, such agency will use

for administration of the State plin not to ex ced whichever is greater

(i) § per centum of the amount =0 received ($50,000 in the case of Guam,

American Samou. the Virgin Istands, and the lrust Territory of the

Pacific Islands). excluding n'ny part of su~l amount used for purposes

of section 431(a)(3), or (1i) the amount it received for the fiseal year

, -ending June 30, 1973, for administration of the programs referred to in
/ sectlons 421(h) and 431(b), and that the remainder of such funds shall

he made avallable to local educational agencies to be used for the pur-
poses of parts B and (', respectively ;: and that, of the funds the State
recelves under section 49)1 for fiscal years thereafter, it wiil use for

administration of the State plan not to exceed whichever is greater (1)

& per centum of the amount so received (850,000 in the case of Guam,

. ' American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of the

Pacific Isiands), excluding any par¢ of such amount used for purposes

,\) —
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of sectfon 431(a)18),ror (i) $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, .

8. Section 134a.8 of the Proposed-Rules indicate that the administrac. ve funds
will be avallable for the administration of the annual program plan. P'resumably,
this would be for both Part B and Part C and, therefore, would not require
separate accounting fos Part B and I'art C adipinistrative funds. However, the
weomment” in the Propoded Rules contains an example of how to compute the
amount of funds available to be used for administrative purposes. A siatement
in the comments rpads, “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 ls planning for State
eduecational agencies to maintain separate accounfing for Part B and Part C. -
Certaiuly, this will not be realistic in that: {a) funds for the State Advisory .
Council would have to be prorated among tive two parts on the basis of docu-
mented time spent 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 Yo cause the Office of Educatlon to allow States .
to maintain one account for the administration of the total Title 1V program.

A

Section 134.13—Use of Funds.
$134.13 USEOF FUNDB.

The annual program shall provide that :

(a) (1) “of the funds the State recelves under Section 401" of the Act “for the
first fiscal year for which such funds are avallable,” the State educational
“agenc; will use for admipistration of the’ annual program “plan not to exceed .
whichever is greater: (1) § per centum of the amount so received ($70,000 in the
cage of Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Tefritory of
the P'acific Islands), excluding any part of such amount used for purposes of
gection 431(a) (3)” of the Act “or (1) the-amount it recetved for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, fo administéation of the programs referred to in section
421(h) and 431(b)"” of the Act “and the remainder of such funds shall be made
available to local edueatd gencles to be used for the purposes of parts B and
C, respectively” of Title IV0f the Act, and, . .

(2) “of the funds the State receives under section 4017 of the Act “for fiscal
vears thereafter, it will use for administration of the” annual program ‘‘plan
not to exceed whichever is greater: (1) G per centum of. the amount so received
($5.000 in the case of Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Isinnds, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands), excluding any part of such amount used for
purposes of Section 431(n) (3)” of the Act “or’ (1) $225,000,” and “the remainder
of such funds shall he made available to local educationa)l agencies to be used for
purposes of parts B and' C, respectively” of Title IV of the Act;

“(h) not less than 15 per centum df the amount recelved pursuant to section
401(b)” of the Act “in any fiseal year (not including any amount used for pur-
poses of section 431(na)(3)” of the Act) “shall he used for special programs or
projects for the education of chlldren with specific learning disabilities and
handicapped children. and’*

“(¢) not more than the greater of (1) 15 per centum of the amount which such
Qtate receives pursuant to section 401 (h)” of the Act “in any fiscal year, or (2)
the amount availnble by appropriation to such State in the fiscal year ending
June 30. 1973, for purposes covered by section 441(a) (3)” of the Act “shall be
usedd for purposes of section 431(a)¥3)” of the Act “(relating to strengthenlny
State and local cducational dgéncies).”

(20 U.S.C. 1803(a) (8)) g

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 miltton for Part C. -

The set-aside for sectfon 431(a) (3) purposes should be calculated first since
this amount is deduciei from the base figure for caleulating the set-asides for
administeation and for the education of children with specific learning disa-
bilities and handicapped children. The State may use for the purpose of strength-
ening Ntate and local educatignal agencles an amount not to exceed the greater N
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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“he 15 percent figure is the larger and assuming the full 15 percent is ‘used for ¢ v
this purpose, the set-aside would be $150,000 in this example. . .

The next set-uside to be calculated Is the § percent maximum for administra--
tion. In the present example, this would be 5 percent of the $1 milifon for Part
B plus 5 percent of the remaining $860,000 for Part . (It should be noted that .
the statute provides that in the first year of consolidation a State can use up -
to the ameunt available tv that State in tiseal year 1973 for adwmintatratién of © - =
the eategorical programs if this amount is greater than the 5 percent figure. In ’
suhsequent years the State chin 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 § percent figure is used to calculate the amount available for State
administration.) Thus, in the example, administrative expenses cannot exceed o
450,000 for administration of Part B and $42,500 for administration of Part C. )

The last set-aside to be calculated tw 15 percent (as a minimum) of the Part to
C allotmént (after the set-nside for strengthening. Ntate and local educational
agencies Is taken out) for special programs or projects for the education of chil-
dren with specific learning disabiiities 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 milllon allotted for Part B. $50.000 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 aside for
strengthening State and local educational agencies and assuming $42,500 is wet
aside for administration of the annnal program plan for Title IV, $807,500 ($1
million—§15v,0004$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 P'roposed Rules mandate Title IV, Part B funds be
allocated on the basis of speclal conslderatlons (Section 403(a) (4) (A) (1) and
{ii) of the Act) shall be used in schools attended by such children.

Section 134a.3—Distribution of resources.

% 134a2.3 DISTRIBUTION OF RESOURCES.

(a) Local educational agencies receiving funds under § 134.14(a) (1) (i) (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 ig not the dominant lan-
guage”) shall use such funds (taking into account the requirements of section
408 of the Act) to provide services, materials, and equipment under Part B of
‘Title IV of tue Act (1) in schoois attended by such children (subject to
$ 134.90(b)) and (2) for the benefit of such children.

(%20 U.8.C. 1803(a) (4) (ii))

This is not required by the Act and would be a new requirement in that ESEA,
5 Title II and NDEA, Title 111 have always provided that funds he available on
the basis of need to all children in a given LEA. We strongly amirged this con)-
mittee to encourage the Office of Education to allow the utilization of funds
in schools that have the grentest need for these funds without. mandating timt
they be spent in specific sehools which may already be receiving adequate funds
for the programs included in Part B of Title IV.

5. A comment in Sectlon 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. .

Sectlon 134.53—Advisory Functions.

§134.53 Apvisory Funcrrons.

The State advisory council shall “advise the State educational agency on the
Preparation of, and policy matters arising in the adminiatration of, the” annual -
program “‘plan, including the development of criterin for the distribution of
funds and the approval of applications for assistce under” Title IV of the Act.

{20 U.8.C. 1803(b) (1) (B)) “~N

Comment, This section repeats the statutory language $f section 403(b) (1)
{B) of the Act. The State advisory council is required to advise ofyeach of the
matters set forth in that section : preparation of the annual program plan and
policy matters arising in the administration of the nnnual program plan. The

¢
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council shall advise regarding the dévelopment ut'f;;it'erln for the distributlon of

funds and shall advise regurding the npprovsﬁ ‘ut” nppllcuthms under Title 1V
of the Act. ‘

The law seems clear il is the intent of .Congresg: !hnt Advisory Council sim-
pl¥ advise on the establishment of ctiteria for the approval of applications. State
- educational agencies need this flexibility in order to facilitate the project
o approval process.

@ There is much confusion among the state and locai educational agencies and
in the Office of Education regarding the use of the term ‘“substantini funds”
in Bection 403(11)(4) (A) of the Act This term needs to be clarified by the
committee. )

Section 403 (a) (4) (A) of Pumk:rimv 03-380.
"*(4) provides assurances that (X) fundq such agency receives frtan appro-
printions made under section 401 (a) will be dlstributed among local educational
« agéncles according to the enroilments in public and nonpublic schools within the
ool districts of gsuch agencies, except that substantial funds will be provided
(1) lacal educational agencies whose tax effort for education is substantially
greater_than the State average tax effort for education, but whose per pupil
expenditure (exciuding payments made under title 1 of this Act) is no greater
than the average per pupil expenditure in the State, and (i) local educationai

cation imposes a higher than average cost per child, such as children from Jow-
income families; children living in sparsely populated areas, and children from
famiifes in which English is not the dominant '!angunge; and (B) funds such
agency recelvea from appropriations made under section 401 (b) wifl be distrb-
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
logpl educatlonal agencies which are iess able to compete due to small size or lack
of locai financial resolirees; 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 1V of Publie Law 93-880
is not realistic in that it does not allow states and locals any fiexibility. We urge
the committee to adopt the language included in ESEA, Title I regulations whieh
11ows local educgtional agencies a degree of flexibility in maintaining state and
ocal effort. We frecommend this concept be inclnded in the Generul Education
Provisions Act And =apply equally to all programs. All of us support the concept
t state and local educational agencies should not reduce state and local funds
result of receiving federal funds.

8. Many states operated state-wide Guidance, Counseling, and Testing pro-
grams \from these funds. These programs were, fu fact, instituted and operated
to assist LEA's. The Law elimninates the continned use of funds for this purpose.
We urge this committee to tnke appropriate actions to allow state and local edu-
cational agencies to use up to the amount of funds expended in FY 1974 for the
. , state-wide secvices. !
9. The ferme!z for distribution of Title IV funds causes a numnber of states
v to have n slzmn(e reduction in the amount of money that may be allocated to
. local educational agencies under Part C. We urge the cominittee to encourage the
Appropriations Comniittee to aggropriate approximately $4 million in FY 1976
and approximatelv %11.6 million FY 1977 to hold each state harmless at ( ©ir
FY 1074 level of funding. While Alabama {s not ineluded in this reduction, we
have alwags tined to take tl e position of supporting any formula which treats
all states fairly and equitably We do .ot feel a formula that takes funds away
from local educational £gencies and icaves states with little or no funds in
vertnln areas is fair and P%mltablp, We are committed to working with the other
states, the members of this committee and your respective staff to deveiop a
formula that may be employed in the distribution of all federai funds which
would be fair and equitable to all children throughout our fifty states.

TEACHER TRAINING

Title 1 of Public Law 93-380 provides that teacher training is, {dn fact, a
legitimate Title I activity. O. E. regulations make n similar provicion. States

El{l‘c_ , d1{) ’
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and loeals need further clarification and interpretation regarding which teach-
ers may, in fact, be training and to what extent such truining is all(n\ able using-
Title I funds.

Section 116.42—Training. . "o,
A Y ~
§116.42 TrAINING. : .
4 (a) Inservice training for Title I personncl. Payment of Title I Iundé may be * 14

3 _authorized for inservice training of staff members, parent couneil members, uud
volunteers who are engaged to perform specific services related to approved Title
I programs or projects, Such training must be directly related to the services in
which such persons will be engaged under Title 1-of the Act and to their needs -
for the development of competencieg required if the pro"rnm or projeet is to l»e
effective,

(b) Supplementary training Jor apecmhst& and classroom teach(’rs The serv-
\ fces provided under Title I of the Act may include supplementary training for

teachers who will be serving as specialists dealing solely with educationally de-

t prived children to be served by the Title 1 project or as regular classroom tegch-
\ ers of such children in public or private schools. All sueh training shall be tailored
i to enable the teachers to meet the special educational ueﬁds of the educationally
t deprived children to be served and may be provided o1 a preservice or on in-
‘\,‘ service basis.

.

y (20 U.8.C. 241e(a) (1), (12), and (14), 1231d; House Report 93-805, p. 17
(19(4) Senate Report 93-1026, p. 144 (19741) .

. ‘\ , L ’ COMPARABILITY

Jducators today believe in and support the concept of (ouumruhility of serv-
ic for all boys and girls., There are many problems involved in-the implementa-
tion, of comparability. O.E. regulstions mapdate comnparability be established on
-a gpecific date which the Cominissioner egtablished. By establishing a specitic
ddte rather than allowing local educatiofal a;..en( ies to report comparability
aia at the end of a reporting period, the of Education involves locals
in a tremendous amount of additional paper work when the information is

available routinely at another date.

O. E. regulations require comparifig the average of non-Title d ﬂohnol\ ith
each Title I school. Thus, the regulations the locals compare an indi#fdua)
school with the average of non-Title I school. This is not statistically sound
nor does it present a true picture of comparability.

Section 116a.2d(b) (7) This requirement is, in our opinior. punitive and
should be deleted if the LEA .will ultimately be required to satisfy the require-
ments of paragraph (e) ¢1) or (2) of this section.

Section 116a.26(b) (7). . .

(7) In the case of a local educatlonal 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 fextbooks, library re-
o 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 sueh
items), that have been or will be made available for use in the current fiscal

-

[ S

Year; and p
. Section 116a.26(8) This reqmres additional unneceqsnry record keeping by
* the LEA’s and should be deleted. ¢
Section 116a.26(8). ¢

¢t8) The number of children and otﬁnomhoru of instructional staff and ex-

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

\ The term “instructional staff memis” as used in this section means stafl

LY members who render direct and personal services which are in the nature of

R\ teaehlng or t '%mrovement of the teaching- Iearning situutioinhe term in-

R cludes teachers\principals, consulgznts or supervisors’of instruction, librarians.

\‘ n\nd guidance anti pSychological personnel ;, it also includes aides or other para-

W professional perso \c\\employed to nqslst such instructional staff members in

‘\ providing such sepvicgs.

\\

“Y, Section 116a.26(i).
{that loeal educational
. LEA's. The language of
part. A

e
P

L\‘Iangun"e of this paragraph helzmmn" “, . . exeet
. places greater restrietions on zmuping for
revious regulations should he substituted far this
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. Section 116a.26(1).

(1) Grouping of schools. (13-For the purposes of this section, a loc¢anl educa-
” tional agency shall group its schools by corresponding grade levels not to exceed
three sunch groups (generally designated as elementary, intermediate or junior
high sthool, and high school or sécondary) for all the xchools in the school
district of. such agencey, vxv'ept that local edueational agencles providing edu-
cation.at seven or fewer grade levels above kindergarten shall be lmited to one
group, and those agencies providing eduneation onlty at eight or nine grade levels
above kindergarten shall be limited to two groups. In the case of ngencies
providjng education at any level from 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 18 five or six and to one group if-the number of such grade

levels is four or less, .
»  Section 116a.26(j) (3) This paragraph creates additional comparability require-
ments for handicapped (exceptional education) aud lhl;:uglish speaking and

L7 ;
¢

© 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 loeal.
funds to such children of Hmlted Englishispeaking ablility or handicapped chil-
dren who reside in Title I project areas are comparable to such services provided
to shmilarly disadvantaged children iy nonproject arens.

Section 1162.26(m) (1) *. . . longZ\it_v for ench part-time instructional staff
"member:” should read “. . . each full time iustructional staff . . . The follow-
ing from previous regulations should be added for plarity” and the prnrme(l‘
totat salary less the amount thereof based solely on longevity for each part-time
instructional staf member.”

Section 116a.26(m) (1). .

(m) Maintenance of records, Local educational agencles required to report
under this section shall maintain, by individual schools (1) appropriate resource
records, including records of children’s e,nroubnent, the total expenditure for sal-
ary and the amount thereof based solely an longevity for each part-time instruc-
tional staff member;

We strongly urge the committee to recommend that O.F., allow stnfes and loeals
to develop criteria rirey would use to prove comparability. These plans may then
he approved hy the Commissioner. ’ ™

Public Law 80-313 programs for children in State institutions—=8ection 121(c)
stiates: . ' ‘ *

Nection 121(c) of Public Law 93-380. :

(¢} A State agency shall use the payments made under this section only tor
programs and projectg (including the acquisition of equipment and, where neces-
sary, the construction of school facilities) which are designed to meet the special
edueational needs of such children, and tle State ageney shall provide assurances’
to the Commissioner that each such child in average daily attendance counted

« under subsection (h) will be provided with such a program, commensurate with
hix special needs, during any fiscal year for which such payments are made,

0. E. proposed regnlations based on Section 121(¢) of P. L. 89-313 a8 amended
by P. L. 93-3%0 appears to mandate that money the state institutions receive as a
result of the formula be spent nn programs for those specific children. This man-
date creates a most untenable position for a state institution to condnet a prograin
in the first aud second grade to say nothing of pre-school programs since the count
in AveragesBaily Atténdance (ADA) is always two yeats behind. Your clarifica-
tion in this matter will help states and state institutions eliminate the problems
in this area. - ’

4 ) BIMPLIFIED STATE APPLICATION

The Simplified State Application required by Seetion 511 of Public Law 93-3%0
is a complete misnomer. Rather, than simplifying the application process it adds
additional paper work. Programs which previously did not require a State appl-

' cation must now develop and suhmit to the Office of Edueation 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 ih addition to thie general application which here-

;. tofare has not been required. We ask that this eominittee clarify to the Office of
Fdueatinn its intent in re%]nrd to the “Simplified State Application.” Certainly.
the Ntates would welcome n simplified application process. *

‘
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o {
Examples of excessive puper work cited from ESEA, Title IV Annual Program

Plan Format are as foliows
1. “A description of and cniendnr for annual emhmtlon activities must be

included.” v ,
¥ 2. “A description of and cnleﬁdnr for the dlssemluntlon activities must be
included.”
- 3. “A description of and calendar of this activity muast be included.” (This

refers to the adoption of innovative programs.)

4. "This section shall include a detuiled descripticn 01' activities (if any)
planned for this purpose. The description.-shall include: (1) measurable objec-
tives, (2) fhe specific activities planned to achieve each such objective, (3) the
results or benefits expected to be derived through the attainment of eaeh such

* objective, (4) the estunated amount of funds allocated to meet each objective,
and (5)° with respect to each objective, nn)ndlcntlon whether the State educa-
tional agency intengs to contract for servides or equipment.”

(The term “this section” applies to describing the program for Strengthening
Leadership Rcaqurccc of State Education Agencics. The same type information
is required for Strengthening Local Education Agencies and for describing the

k. Progrgm for Supplementary Educational Centers and Services; Nutrilion and

Health; and Dropout Prevention. This requirement is in addition to describing

the plgns and activities for the admjnistration of Title IV, describing the admin-
istrative proeedures and activities for accomplishing the purposes of Part B and
describing the adminlstrative procedures and activities for accomplishing the

purposés of Part C.)

ADULT 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 16%." This would allow states a greater flexibility by de-
leting the words “no less than 15%." It is probable that states wlll have to fund
programs that may uol meet the criteria established by the Office of Education and
the Congress simply to assure that 13% 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 ror the State educatlonnl agencies. .
Section 309. i’
- ‘S8zc. 802. Of the funds allotted to a State under section 305 for a fiscal year,
not less than 15 per centum shall he nsed for—
*“(1) special projects which will be carried put in furtherance of the
purposes of this title, and which—
“{A) involve the use of innovative methods. s8ystems, materials, or
programs which may have national significance or be of spednl value
in promoting effective programs under shis title, or
“(B) involve programs of adult education which are part of com-
munity school programs, carried ouf\n cooperation with other Federal, I
federally assisted, State, or local programs which have unusual promise
in promoting a comprehensive or coordinated approach to the problems
of persons with e‘ducntionnl deficiencies ; and
“(2) "training persons engaged or preparing to engage, as personnel in .
programs designed to earry out the purposes of this title.”
1 want to expreas to you my apprecjation for allowing us this opportunity to
appear before you anWsles which you and the members of your
staff have always exten 0 us ’ )

R .
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Mr. MeLLowy. With that, I will present Dr. Nyquist.

STATEMENT OF DR. EWALD NYQUIST, COMMISSIONER OF
EDUCATION, NEW YORK =

Dr. Nyquist. Mr. Chairman and members of the commniittee, T am
Ewald B. Nvquist, 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, o

Mr. Chairman aad members of the committee, I speak.not only for
my State of New York, but also for my distingnished coHeagues. the
chief of Stntewschools in Pennsylvania, Massachnsetts, New Jersey,
and Connecticut. '

Public Law ‘)r 380 is a comprehensive piece of legislation. The com-
“plexities in administering the law are ecoming cleargr as we see
greater and greater requirements placed on State and local education
agencies by administrative guidelines and regulations.

Wo 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 wonld like to briefly summarize some of these and file specific
amendments with more extensive docmmentation supporting them
with your permission. v

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

The eonsolidation of these programs brings several significant
changes that raise serions concerns in maintaining the effectivencss
of the programs and the proper administration of these programs.

Title IV, part B, requires that ‘all funds be allocated directly to
local education agencies, Previonsly, the States had flexibility in allo-
cating monevs to local education agencies for using funds for state-
wide leadership and service programs. :

For example, the State of Towa first nsed ESEA title IT funds
to develop regional educational media centers which serviced all school
districdts within the State. These centers will become area agency medin
centers nnder new State legistation beginning on July 1, 1975.

After many years of developing this significant program in the

State of Towa with the formal structure, a key part of the finnneing

’ f the program, the Federal financing. has been removed by the
emmgolidation program. .\ parallel gitnation exists n the State of
Permzylvania as well. . ) € ‘

On the other hand. some States have allocated thtir tétal funds
under ESEA IT directly to loeal edncdtion agencies. .

Most States have used part of ‘the ESEA IT money for special
emphasis and dergonstration projects around the State and allocated.
the balance of the monev to local edueation agencies. The total of
funds appropriated for ESEA title TI provide an avernge of £1.R0
per child, if distributed totally to the local level. - :

QO 5 ) - s ‘4 G ‘ ) -
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In some instandes, these funds can be used most effectively in state-
wide 6r regional/ programs, It is unportant that ihe Federnl legis-
lation permit thgt flexibility, and thercfore, I propose, on behalf of
myself and my cplleagues, an amendment which wounld provide flexi-
bility to the States in the most effective use of the funds, ,

Details are set forth in attachment A of the full statement.

In the use of funds under tile HI ESEA for gnidance, connseling,
and testing prqgrams, there was also variation on how the States
could meet their separate needs. Some funds were allocated to local
education agenfies and other funds used for statewide sertice pro-
grams ,}urh as inservice training and the Improvement and (levoaop-
ment of statewide assessinent and testing prograns.

The gunidange, codaseling, and testing program, which generally
has provided fon the average of 40 cents per child, has needed this
flexibility so that impact could be made within many of the States,

Statewide avaluation and measurements, a conctrn of the Congress
andthe Stat¢ and local education agencies, will be a setback across
the Nation with the loss of federally funded State leadership and
services, : ‘

Fhe U.S. Qffice of Edueation estiinates that slightly over $5 million
of the total moneys made available for guidance,” counseling, and
testing have heen ‘used for statewide testing and gervice programs
operated by the States,

By statute. ESEA title T establishes a $2.500 minimum size for a
project. If the same criteria were applied in-the guidance, counseling,
and testing area, more than 90 percdent of the school distriets in the
Nation wguld not have enough funds to mount g project of more
than $2.500 if all the guidance counseling and tesing funds were
allocated to local districts,

Morg/ than 50 percent of the local distriets would not have an
cligiblé project if all the title IV, part B, funds were allocated to
Toeal pducation agencies,

Sq, we are concerned deeply as to how the original objectives of
the /legislation ean be carried out for the several programs without
th¢ potential for some statewide or State-controlled projects,

Ve, therefore, propose that title IV be amended to allow eaclr State

1e option to continue its State leadership and service programs at the
same funding level used in fiscal year 1975, or 2 percent of the funds
the State received under section 401, whichever is greater,

Under the provisions of the cutegorical programs consolidated into
title TV, the States had available for administration an effective rate
af approximately 7.5 percent of local assistance money under NDEA
title ITT and a Statuiory rate of 7.5 percent under ESEA title I11. The
statutory rate of ESEA title I was 5 percent. -

The 5-percent administrative ceiling for administration of title TV
will damage effective administration of these programs. States musf
provide for an advisory council with broader responsibilities than the
former title ITT advisory council. o ‘

Under title IV, part™C, with regard to programs for innovation,
States are required now to provide technical assistance to those local
agencies requiring help in application. L

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 on our concern ?‘r
the requirements of maintenance of effort for title IV. T must make
special note of the issue and urge your early consideration of an
amendment to that provision, o )

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

Under title I, pertaining to education offered by State agencies,
there is a provision that %un(ls “follow the child” from the State
agency to the local education agenctes, if the child transfers.

The provision is commendable; however, given the general “hold
harmless” conditidn under which 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
Jfor an indefinite period. We propose that this period 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 Ednca-
tion as to the additional requirements to be imposed upon the Statgs
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 thése funds, The $8 million that New York State
receives is significant in thé expansion and development of new pro-
grams for the hnndicnp}[l)ed. ' :

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

We find ourselves faced with the requirement to submit an extremely

~detailed and lengthy State plan for t}m handicapped by Aungust 21 of
this year. The T.S. Office of Education has not yet decided on tlie
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 Jime, I do not
see how that requirement of the law can be miet. )

Other admimstrative requiremend=ameh us:

One. The establishiment of a quasi-judicial system with hearing
records and all the attendant costs. i

Two. The requnirements of the maidtenance of a State inventory of
all children with handicapping conditibns.

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

I register my concern in this area now because we do not have the
full set of requirements hefére us vet. I hope that the Congress wmd
the Administration will focns on providing services to children wha
may be unserved or underserved and that we do not have additional
amounts of our time and funds taken up with unnecessary administra-
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-
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taining to bilingual education, my attfchment E to the full statement,
reading improvement ; attachment ¥{ Public Law 874; attachment 1),
Emergency School Aid Act, attachment H, and the adult education
pro’&ram, attachment C.
We would like to have your pernyission to submit additional material
s on the problem of school districty which are located in more than one
scounty, as Mr. Mattheis testified.
Thank you for the opportuni t/omg,ppeur before you today. I would
be pleased to answer any questibns-dbout these proposed amendments.
Chairman Pergins. Thank you very much. It is good to see you, and
we appreciate your appearance here today.
[lPrepared statement of Ewald B. Nyquist follows 3]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF EwaLd B. NYQUIST, PRESIDENT, THE UNIVERSITY OF THE
- STATE o NEwW 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
Education. Thank you for this opportunity to review Public Law 93-380 and to
submit minor and technical amendments to that publiclaw..

Publie Law 93-380 is an extremely comprehenslve plece of leglslation. The
complexities in administering the law are becoming clearer as we sge 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.

1 would like to briefly summarize some of these and file specific amendments

with more extensive documentation supporting them.

TITLE IV-—CONSOLIDATION

The first aren is Title IV. The categorical programsg-that preceded Title 1v
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 ang the proper administration of these programs.

. Title IV, Part B, requires that all funds be allocated directly to Jocal educa-
tion agencles, Previously, the States had flexibility in allocating moneys to local

. educatlon agencies or using funds for statewidé leadership and service programs.
For example, the Stite 6f Iowa first used ESEA Title 11 funds to develop regional
educational media centers which serviced all school dlstricts within the state.
"These centers will become Area Educational Agency Media Centers under new
state legislation beginning on July 1, 1075. 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 hand, spue states have allocated their total funds under ESEA 11
directly to loeal edu '#on agencies.

Most States have Yised part of the ESEA 11 money for speclal 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 IT
provide an average of $1.80 per cilld 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 Federnl legislation permit that flexibility and.
therefore, I propose an nmendment 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 111 ESEA for guidance. counseling and
testing programs. there was also varlation 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 l‘hild, has necded this fiexibility so that impact
could he made within many ¢f the States. Statewlde evaluation and tneasure-
ment, a concern of the Congress and the state and local education agencies, will
be a sethack across the Nation with the loss of Federally funded state leadership
and services. The United States Office of Edueation estimates that slightty over
$5 million of the total monesys made availabie for guidance, coupseling and
testing have been used for ytatewide testing and service programs operated by
the Stotes,

By statute, KXFA Title /I establishes a $2500 minhimum gize for a project.
If the same criteria were gpplied in-the guidance, counseling and testing arey,
more than 90 percent of th¢ school districts in the Nation wonld not have enough
funds to mount a project ¢f more than $2500 if all the guidance counseling and
teating funds were allocat {d to loeal districts, More than 50 percent «of the local
districts would not have jan eligible project if all the Title IV, Purt B. funds
were allocated to local education agencies. We are concerned deeply as to how
the original ()bjectlvmg f the legislation ean be carried out for the several
programs without the Dytential for some statewide or state controtied projeets.

We, therefore. propose that ‘Title IV be amended to allow each State the
option to continue its stite leadership and service programs at the same funding
level used in Fiscal Yeqyr 1975 or 2 percent of the funds the state receives under
Section 401, whichever \y greater,

Under the provisiong of the categorical programs consolidated into Title IV,
the States had avnilaple for administration an effective rate of~approximately
7% percent of local gssistance money under NDEA Title 111 and a statutory
rate of 7% percent upder ESEA Titie 111 ‘The statutory rate of ESEA Title 11
was b percent, .

The 5 percent administrative ceiling for administration of Title IV will dam-
age effectlve admirjistration of these programs, States must provide for an
advisory council with broader responsibilities than the former Title III ad-
vigsory council. Under Title IV, Part (' with regurd to programs for innovation,
States are require iow to provide techuical assiztance to those local agencies

requiring needed helR in application.
It is imperativp that “for sound administration of these programs the law
be amended to provide 7Y% percent for administration, rather than 5 percent.
My colleagues/will be providing more elaboration on our concern for 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, ’

EDUCATION OF CHILDREN WITH HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS

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

Under Titl¢ I, pertaining to education offered by state ngencles, there is a,
provision that funds “follow the ¢hild* from the state agency to the local educa-
tion agencies, 1f the child transfers, The provision is commendable, However,
given the general “hold harmless” condition under which state agency programs
are operating becanse of the change in formula. there will he n considerable
burden on state and local educiition agencies as they attempt to “follow the child”
u(rl maintgin an accountability on the individual echiid for an indctinite period,
We propos¢ that this period he limited to two years, :
her major changes made in Public Law 93-380 pertaining to the handi-
capped, wp still awalt word from the U.8, Office nf Education as to the additional
requirem¢gnts to he imposed upon the States and localities. The increase in appro-
prilitfons/ from less than $10 per handicapped child to approximately $20 per
sed child is of soni- a~sistance and we npprecfiite these funds. The $X

(fongress must, however, recognize that $20 per pupil is a very small part
nf the fotal enst of educating a handicapped child and the Congress and Admin-

ofefunding.

We/find nurselves faced with the requirement to submit an extremely detailed
aund léngthy state plan for the handicapped hy August 21 of this year. The U.8,
of Education has hot yvet decided on the format or forms that will he used
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for the submission of the state piun. 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 establishwent of’a quasi judicial
system with hearing records and ali 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 aren now because we do not have the full set
of requirements before us yet. I hope that the Congress and the Administration
wiil focus on providing services to children who may be unserved or underserved
and that we do not have additional amounts of our time and funds u;ken up
with unnecessary administrative procedures.

I have commented on two areas of concern. In addition, we propose technical
admendments to those provisions of Iublic Law 93-380 pertaining to Bilingual
Education (Attachment E), Reading ImB ovement (Attachment F), P.L. 874
(Attachment D), Emergency School Aid Act (Attachment H), and ‘the Adult
Education Program (Attachinent ). .

“Thank you for the opportunity to appear hefore you todays I would Le pleased
to answer any questions about these proposed amendiments. / .

ATTACHMENT A—~TiTLE IV AMENDMENTS

1. PART B—GUIDANCE COUNSELING AND TESTING .
It is proposed to exclnde the cost of state leadership and service nctlvltles
in guidance, counseling and testing from the iimitation on udmlnlstmuon
expenditures under Tltle IV-B.

Proposed Amendment

Sec. 403(a) (8) (A) should be amended by either adding after Sec. 431(4) (3)
wherever it appears “and Sec. 421(a) (3)” or the following phrase at the end
. of '(A): *. .. except that the State may retain an amount to support State
leadership activities in guldance, counseling and testing not to exceed the amount
used for those purposes in fiscal year 1975 under the portion of Title I11 which "
r relates to testing, counseling and guidance, or an amount not to exceed 2 per
centum of the funds the Btate recelves under section 401, whichever is greater™.

Supporting Statement

7 Congress clearly intended the leadership activities to continue. Under ‘“Pro-
grams Authdrized” by Title IV-B, the foliowing statemnent appears, . . . pro-
grams, projects nnd leadership activities designed to expand and strengthen
counseling and guidance services in elementary and secondary schools” (Nec¢.
421(a) (3) (('). This ianguage has appeared with but iittle change since it first
became national pulicy in NDEA Title V-A in 1959.

The New \ork 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 6 percent llmit. The Act requires that the
program lie continued, bhut its fiscai language renders this impassible.

The Act requires the state education agency to provide expanded attention
to districts with pupils ‘with special educational needs, especiaily 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 in the current leadership program.

. " The complete local discretion in the use of the bulk of the Title IV-B funds,
coupied with state education agency responsibilities for evaluation and disksemi-

) nation, becomes a powerful drgument 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 m\or}ts of local education agency discretion,

if the state edueation agency is responsible for the effectivenéss of local educa-

tion agency programs, even in a general way, the state education agency should
not have its capacity to inflience local programs virtually eliminated. -

We have surveyed and consulted with our colleague: in otlier state education
departments concerning this serious situation. The refercnce 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.
1970 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 centu'm

i
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option us an ullé'rnull\'q, We'offer the following very brief, review of the impact
on the leadership activities of ‘certain state education agencies if the technleal
amendment is not passed. ' ’

Neiwe York -
Very subxtantial reduction in the professlonal staff of the Bureau of Guidance,
the Divisjop of Educational Testing, and the Task Force on Student Affatrs. In
»addltion, loss of “cutting-edge” supports for tietd activities of professionals in
workshops, publicativns, nod ¢ongultant advice.

Minnesota K

Jooss of one professional staff member, but’ the other two will now “sit in the
- offive” with %o mongy for travel; publications, workshops or even support l’ux”q
office expenses. Urges 2 per centum alternative, '
Penngylvania - : . .
The Chairman of the State Advisory Council for Title 1V-B, Dr. Kdward
Herr, Pennsy lvania State University, strongly supports the 2 per centum option.
yWithout it. the state education agency cannot perform num(lulﬂwﬂ\:’:‘—l!
evabumtlon and dissemination activities, The state cangot continue the guidunce
positions supported under ESKA Title 111, Guidance, It will be Impossible to
monitor local educational agenecy Title 1V-13 guidance and counseling _pro-
grams, Withont the proposed amendment, expecet the demise of guidanee in the
stute education agency. a

, Cualifornia .

Loss of tive professional (one-half of total) and all clerieal state education
agency gnidance staff. State master plan for improvement of guidance delayed,
I not demolished. Development of & guidance currienlim  (enreer guidance.
decision nnking) deferred. Behavioral objective program evaluation mojuentum
lost. (California has been a leader.) Loss of capacity to respond to special needs.
Inservice for local edneation ageney counselors, particularly in relation to com-
petency-based certifteation, lost, Urges FY 1975 save harmless, but first proposes
2 per centum option. Reports Oregon and other western States strongly agree
with option of 2 per centum, .

f

Ohio - T .

. The entire gnidance section will be lost (six professionals). Instend of visiting
locul. education ngencies, state education ageney will be restricted to regional

- meetings, Publication program will he abandoned, All inservice education for.
local education ageney counselors lost. All research and development capacity
tost, !

Additional letters and telegrams are included tn Attuchment G.

2 TITLE IV-—MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT, 8EC, 403 (MY (1D

Praoposed Amendment

The legislation should be amended to read: “give satisfactory assurance that
the [aggregate] per, pupil nmount to be expended by the State and its local
education ngencies from funds derived from non-Federal sourcex Lror programs
deseribed in Neetion §21a] for o fisenl vear will not be less than the amount Ko
expended for the preceding tiscal year:,

3
»

Supparting Stalement

The legislatjon provides that the State “shall submit to the Commissioner a
State plan ... which gives satisfactory assurance that the aggregate amount to
be expended by the State and its local education agencies from funds derived from
non-Federal <ources for prograing deseribed in 421(a) for a" fiscal year will not
he less than the amonnt so expended for the preceding fiscal year,”

New York Rtate is anticipating a considerable decline in enrollment in the
elementary and secondary schools in the next few years, und maintaining effort on
an aggregate basis is unreaiistic in terms of edneating the students in the schools,

In addition, it would be desirable to include n waiver clause for meeting the
maintenanece of effort requirement in cases such as exceptional, one-time. non-
recurring expenditures"and unusuai economic contraints (defeated school bud-
gets). If the change from “nggregate” to “per pupil™ is not made, yuch a walver
should also extend to declining enroilment, i

) i
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3. TITRLE IV—ADMINISTRATION COSTS

Proposed Amenquu

It is recomrmended that Sec. 403 (a) (R) be revised as follows :
“. . . ; and that, of the funds the State recelves under Section 401 for fiscal

yénrs thereafter. it will use for the administration of the State I’lan not to
exceed whichever is greater (1) [53 7% per centum of the amount so received.”

Supporting Statement

Before Public Law 93-380 was enacted, the administrative allocation under
ESEA Title 111 was 7% per centum of the amount of funds received to operate
the program and the effective rate for NDEA Title HI was 7% per centum.
Under Title 1V, the percentage has been dropped to 5 percent. It is recommended
that the cuts be restored to the 7% per centum for the following reasons:

a. Under the Education Amendments of 1074, the statute specifically requires
that state education agencies assist “in formulating proposals and in operating
the programs to local educational agencies which are less able to compete, due
to smali size or lack of local financial resources.” In New York, approximately
200 school districts would nced 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 schooi participants, considerably more 4administrative work is in-
volved in making lntgmretutlons, collecting data, monitoring and evaluating
projeets involving nonpuhlic participation. This is an additional burden upon the
small staff presently available to administer the program.

c. U.8. Office 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 deseribed in its annual program plans intentions of offering a variety
of smailer grants in dollar amounts for purposes of validation, demonstration and
adoption. The process of validation and adoption will gccupy-over 50 percent of the

staff time and is considered to be our priority program thrust in keeping with the -

USOER desires. It cannot be done with reduced staff.

d. 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 digsemination and adoption.

ATTACHMENT B.—THE EDUGATION oF CHILDREN WITH HANDICAPPING
: ConprTiONs ' b

-

1. PUBLIC LAW 89—313, EBEA TITLE 1, S8ECTION 121 (D)
\

Proposed Amendment: ,Sectldn 121(d) -

*(d) In the case where such a child leaves an-edudational 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 be

. .eounted under subgection (b) for a period not to exceed two years, commencing

with the school year of such initial public school placement, if (1) he continues -
to recelve an appropriately designed educational program and (2) the State
agency transfers to the local educational ageney in whose program such child
participates 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 fqorth in subsection (c).”

Supporting Statement

This Seciion provides that, where a handicapped 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 be
counted for ald, 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 schooi. The money generated by that child within the ADA count
i to follow him into the public school program to which he is transferred.

The present wording of Section 121(d) establishes no cut-off date at which
Public Law 89-313 moneys cease to foilow particular children when they are
being educated In the public schools, This count becomes continually cumulative.
with this aid following the children as puplls continue to leavé the State-sup-
ported and State-operated scpools for pubiic school placement. Within the hold-

A
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Larmless provisions of the Law, providing for a constant level of federal nl\d to R
State agencies through July 1, 1978, the ADA count of such children will raise
the number of c¢hildren to be aided within the public schools and will diminigh
the ability of the state-supported and state-operated schools to serve their o
populations. It 1s therefore imperative that a cut-off date be established in tv;:\%
Law mnot to exceed two years commencing with the school year of such initial
public school placement. This will provide the necessary “geed”’ money for a
period of two years to initiate appropriate programming for these children with-
in the public sector. This should be un ndequate period of uid for such children
prior to the assumption of fiséal responsibilities by the public schools.

2. TITLE Vi~-8, EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT, SBECTION 613(a) PROPOBED:
AMENDMENT: SBECTION: 6titia)

“(13) provlde?[procedures-for-lnsurinu] assurances that handicapped children

and their parents or gnardians are guaranteed procedural safeguards in deci-

;,(’@m regarding identification, evaluation and edncational placement of handi-
i

v ped chlldren including but not Hmited to (A) (i) prior notice to parents
A wuardians of the child when the local or State educational ageticy proposes
to change the educationni placement of the child, (il) an opportunity for the
purents or gnardians to obtain an impartial due process hearing, examine all
relevant- records with respect to the classification or educational placement of
the child, and obtnin an independent educational evalpation of the child, (iii)
[procedures] assurances to protect the rights of the child when th& parents or
gnardians are not known, unavailabie, 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 involved-in the education or care of c¢hildren) 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 nll parties subject oniy_to appropriate administrative
“or judicial appeal; and (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 edncated with children who dre
not handicapped, and that special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of
handicapped children from the fegular education environment occurs only when *
the nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes
with the use of supplementary alds and services cannot he achieved satisfactor-
ily ; and (C) [procedures-to-insure) assurances that testlng and evaluation mate-
rials and procednres utilized for the purposes of classification and plagement of
. handicapped chiidren will be selected and administered so as not to beTaclally or
culturnlly discriminatory.”.

Supporting Statement .
This Section reqnires the $tates to suhmit a State Plan providing procedureca
! for insuring the gnmiantee of procedural safeguards for handicapped children
and their parents and ;~ardians concerning identificatlon, evaluatioh. and eduea-
tional plicement ,0f handicapped children In the areas of prior notice of change
of the child's edncatlonal placement, opportunity for impartial due process hear-
/im:ﬂ. appointment of surrogate parents, mainstrenming, and use of non-diserim-
inatory testlng procedures.

The philosophy and henefitr of such safeguards are not disputed: however. the
requirement for a precise delineation of State procedures within the State I’lan
to Implement the hasic Lhilosophy is questloned. The full faith in the States in
fulfilling the federal mandate for procedural safeguards conld effectifely be ex~
pressed through hasic assurances rather than throngh a precise (afid limiting)
xtatement of procedures. The ntilization of appropriate procedures to he nnder-
taken in fulfilling these assurances should be within the province of the States
and shonld not be subject to federal mandate.

Ve ~ ATTACHMENT C.—Aburt EbvcaTioN

1. 8PECTIAL PROJECTS, BECTION 300

Proposed Amendment: Section 309

The suggested language should read: “Of_funds allotted to a State under
Rection 305 for a fiscal year, not less than J p and not more than 135 per-
centum shall be used for—"" ‘
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. Supporting Statement <« _ )

The proposed amendment would strengthen the legislation and maintain tile
intent of Congress for the following reasons : . . !

. (1) The establishm f of a range would give the States the flexibility neces-
Sary to manage the prderam and yet maintain the intent of Congress, It is admin-
istratively extremely cult to spend an exact sum, particuiarly when other

Yinstitutions would be iAyolved in spending plans. Yet, under the suggested 13
percent mandate, shouldy a State not expend an exact amount, even though
. through o fauit of its oWa, that amount would be deducted from fhe. followirig ,

year’s appropriation.. Perngttin ble range would remove this penalty.

(2) The original purpose Of the Act in 1986, which is still relevant today, was
to provide employment opportunities for undereducated aduits. While speeinl
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

. from 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.

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

[

ATTACHMENT/D.—SCHOOL ASSISTANCE !N FEDERALLY AFPEGTED ARFAS
. . 1. CARRY OVER PROVISION

Proposed Amendment ) ,

Authorizafion should be included in the legislation to allow any funds intended
to carry out thee purpose of section H(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.

§upporﬁnﬂ 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.
~ Because final entitlements otﬂ%ﬂmonal 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 N\ <

.

. Proposed Amendment
It should be authorized to pay to each siai- as necessitated by the activities
described in section 5(e)(3) aund section G(f) during any fiscal year an
amount equal to not more than § percent of the total payments made to local
educational agencies within the State for the purposes of these sactions of the

~ legislation. d .

Supporting Statcment
There i3 a need for admjnistrative funds to enable the State, Education De-
partment to fulfull its responsibilities in relation to the new eatégorical aress.
1 « It will be required that expenditure of these categorical funds be made in proj- °
- ects approfed by the State Education Department and whieh are coordinated
with other projects Leing conducted in these two areas of need. In the past, the
" New York State Kducation 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
-and documents, and assisted U.8: Office of Education personnel én fleld visits
and field audits. The additional requirements of the P.I,. 83-380 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 coordinatton.

. w

ATTACHMENT B.—BILINGUAL EpyucATION SrcTioN 703 (a) (4) (E)

. 1. ADVISQRY COUNCIL

Proposed Amendments -

1. .To allow for participation of parents of program particinants, the majority
of which should represent the non-English speaking students. '
2. That continuation programg be allowed to use the ad¥isory comtmittee which
are already operative nccording-to-the 1968 legislation.
. “(E) An application for a program of bilingual educatidh 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 .o
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, and selected by parents of children in
the program, and, in the case"of secondary ‘schools, representatives of secondary
school students tv be served.

Supporting Statement : . :
Title VII programs have, since the enactment of the 1968 legislation, included .

English dominant children on a volunfary enrollment basls. The bilingual ad-

visory committees were composed of parents of program perticipants, teachers,
community members and students_where applicable, The new statute would
dismantle the advisory committees that have been working throughout the state.

« Englixh dominant pgrents will be asked to enroll their children voluntarily, but -

will be excluded from participating as advisory committee urembers. Such a move

18 diyisive*and may, causé rerious problemns throughout the states, Furthermork

to igclude only parents of x'xon-Eng]ish speaking children and to exclude teachers

and administrators stifies cooperdtive efforts and meaningful planning at the

district level: A T . '

. .

v

ATTACHMENT F—NATIONAL READING IMPROVEMEXT PRO(‘-IIAM—TITLE; VII
. ~ 1. BTATE PROGRAMS o ' .
. z .. " 1

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

f .

SBupporting Statement « PEIVE )

At the present time, the U.S. Office of Educat{on interprets the Title VII, Na-
tional Reading Improvemeht Program, such that it provides no staté role in
Part A—Reading Improvement "Programs. Sincal existing: state Right-to-Read -
Programs have demonstrated their ability to impact on reading instruction in .

. 1200 school districts serving 8.7 million sttdents with thé current level of fund-

- . Ing-ranging from $115,000 to $325,000 per state, the contintiation of Federal .
support for state programs wouldbe a t effective means for influencing justruc- e
tighal quality and, as a result, student evement., o . :

On May 13, 1975, Minfierefa Commissioner of Education Casmey sent a letter

) U.8. Commissioner .9f Education -Bell which explains our commnien problem

““with'this program and is illustrative of the problemns we have with other pro- [
grams. The following is, the body of Commissioner Casmey's letter. ' :

“Thank you for prour letter regadiing the National Reading Improvement .-,
Program as enacted by Title VII of the Education Amendinents of 1974, DL,
03-380. I must hhgteh-to add that I do not agree with your interpretation of the

. legislation. . “ ™ o
' “The second.paragraph of your letter states, ‘A yéu recall, Part A of Title VII
proyides for. Reading Improvement Projects in schools and sets our 14 specific *
“requirements which must be* contained in each funded program and which relate o
*. . on their-face primarily to the direct provision- of reading instructional and
- rélated services to tenchers and children in schools. Part B of Title VII provides
.+ for State Reading Improvement Programs and would alldw cont{nuation of many
K activities eurrently supported by grants to states from Right to, Read, ns well

» . - B -
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as authorizing subgrants from the stu{e educntional agencles to local educational
agencies.’ i
“Firstly, your emphasis on the terin ‘in achoold’ Is taken out of context. The

“law states in Section 705(a) (1) that ‘the Commissioner is authorized to enter

into agreements with either State or local agencies, or both, for the purpose of
carrying out by these agencies, in schoois [NO COMMA] having large numbers
or a high percentage of children with reading deficiencies . . )’

“I'nder your interpretation, no lurge school distriet could be funded sinee
the same criteria would apply to local education agencies as to State education
agencies. You would only be permitted to fund individual school bulldings which,
in niost instances, have no authority to accept funds. It s my contention that
either a State or a local education agency would be eligible for funding if their
propect et the 14 criteria stated in Section 705(b) (1)-(14).

“Your Interpretation that Part A was Intended for school, districts end Part B
was destgned for States is totully ‘srrenegus, Part B did not exist until the Con-
térence Commnittee sessions, while Part "A was introduced independently more
than a year befure that time.

“Secondly, 1 strongly question your statement regarding ‘the direct provision
of reading instructional and related services to teachers and children in srhools.’
This language is not found in the Act, the Conference Report, nor the Committee
Reports, /Nelther s this concept implied in any of these dernments, It appears
this lungnage was used simply to support your thesis that State agencies are not
eligibie for funding under this Section. Again, such ‘direct services’ woild elimi-
nate th¢ funding of a Chicago or Minneapolis school district because the grantee
(the logral education agency) may not be teaching cbiidren themselves, but pro-
viding instructors to work with teachers or children. :

W1 agree with vour statement in‘paragraph four of your letter which says, ‘The

/SI-‘.A enn receive grant funds, but only to carry out an appropriate ’art A project
ad =

in schools which would meet the 14 program requirements.’

“But 1 disagree with vour following qualifying statement which speaks of
direct andininistration of a reading program in the schools. Again. these terms
are not found in the Congressional documents, but seem to originate in the U.S.
Office: of Fducation,

T strongly urge you to reconsider your preliminary analysis of this legislation.
and in turn, produce regulations that eucounrnge state agencies to become full
and complete partners without Office of Fdueation engendered restrictions, and
as intended by Congress.” 4 .

I do understand that the U'.S, Office of Kdueation has asked OMB for clearance
of some technleal amendments which purport to elear up this matter. If no carly
solution can be found, I would recommend a repenl of Sec. 712,

9. PART C—OTHFR READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMA .
r ]
Proposed Amendment

Seetion 723 (a) should he nmended by inserting “school-age as well as out-of-

schonl” before the word “‘youth”,

Nupporting Statement

No part of the Reading Improvement Act provides assistanee to secondary
school-nged youth. Amendment of Seeti.i 7230a) to include sehool-age as well
n+ ont-of-schaol ¥outh would permit services to be provided for this group which
ts now excluded from the Act,

2. PART (—SECTION 732(0)

Proposed Amendment

Qeotion 72344 shonid be amended by ndding after “fiz al year ending June 30,
1975, “$5.000,000 for each of t‘(h(- fiscal vears ending June 30, 1976, 1977 and
1978",

'S'upparffng Statement ?

Theur secfinns relating to Rection 722, Reading Training on Television, pro-
vide authorization for only one venr of funding, .

It iz unlikelv that any earefully designed and developed project coutd bhe com-
pleted from planhing to production in a one-year period nuder-eirrent restrie-
tions imposed by Federal and State finance regulations. The period of titne and
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v . \ . “n

funding for such a project to be carrled out effectively should be extended over
the three-year life of the legislation. “\

.

ATTACHMENT G

[Telegram]
Dr. EwaLp B, NYQUIST, :

© Commissioner of Education State Eduration Ageney,

Albany, N.Y, } ‘ . .
Reference is made to yol'h‘ telegram of October 22. The consolidation seems

" to eliminate the state testing progrum funded from guldunce, counseling and

testing (ESEA) Title III) at a cost of approximately $150,000 and specinl
incentive progrunms for libraries (ESEA. Title I1I) 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,
. Saoramento, Calif., November 6, 197}.
Hon. EwaLp B. NyqQuisr, '
Commirsioner gf Educatigh, -
State Education Departient,
Albany, N.Y.

Dear oz In response to your telegram of Oetoher 22, 1074, I am pleased to
make the followlng comments:

The Education Amendments of 1074, .L. 93-380 IIR 69, do present a problem
to spme California programs. We have particular concern about the possible
loss of Leadershdp and Supervision monles to strengthen guidance and counseling
programs. These funds in the past have enapled the Department to provide
strong leadership, develop models, and materinls 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 guidnnce. counsel-
ing and testing will suffer. “

NDEA Title III programs will also suffer under the present interpretation
of the law. Unless the gtate matching funds are included In the base for the
6 percent administration, 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 conrrently preparing recommendations for a
trailer bill and regulations. They will be forwarded to you as soon as possible.

Sincerely,
WiLsoN Riles.

STATE OF TXDIANA,
DEPARTMENT oF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION.
Indianapolia, Ind., October 25. 1974,
Dr. Epwarp B. NYQUIsT, .
Conimissioner of Education. Slate of New York, Atbany. N V
DeAR DR. NYQUIST: At present guidance, counseling and testing program nionies

are used in Indiana to fund services to lacal Schools from the state level in the
following areas.

1. Three consultants in counseling___.____ e — e $50.128

2. Two consultants In testing_ .. _____________________________. 31, 902
3. Year long In-service program in 16 school corporations servicing one- ,

third of the counselors—one third of the students_____.___________ 40, 000

4. Aren conferences aind workshops_ .. __________.__________ 27. 500

6. Preparation, publicatjon, and dissemination of materials_________._. 10,000

7 159. 530

’
/

As we understand present guldelines there would be no maney to nnppr{rt these
programs. In addition, it would he Impossible tgcarry out Part B, Libraries and

: ‘ £
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« 4 '
Learning Programs, Sec. 421, I'art C, programs, projects and 1ender§hlp activ-

itles designed to expand nnd str ngthen counsellng and guldance services in
elementary and secondary schools. .

1 strongly support all appropriate actiops to insure that leadership and sup-

ervision of guidance ynd cgunseling and testing activities be continued at the
state level.

It We can be of further assistance, please contact Mr. Ray Slaby, Assoclate

Superintendent or Mrs, Sparkle (. Crowe, Director, I'upil PPersonnel Service.

Yours truly, i

IHarorn II. NesLEY,
+ State Superintendent
of fublic Instruction,

. ; STATE oFflowA,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIO INSTRUCTION,

Des Moines, lowa, October 23, 1975.
DR. EwaLd B. NyquisT, .

Commissioner of Bducation,
Ntate of New York, "

_Albany, N.Y.

7

LY
" ~DEar Dr. NYQUIST: The consolidatlon of certain programs as proposed by tle

Officé of Education unde® Title 1V, Part A, Section 403 (a) and (s) state plans
for Pa (b) libraries and learning resources. will materially handicap the
ability of/lowa to provide statewide programs as follows ; L

L. Deacription of Program—ESEA Title II—Elementary Secondary Education
Act Title II—S8chool Library Resources,

Funding Source—ESEA Title 11.

Amount of Funds—$1,255,562 FY 74.

Importance to lowa—The Jowa State Plan for ESEA Title H since the imple-
mentatlon of themct in 1966 has provided all’ KSEA Title 11 funds-to sixteen sub-
agency chairmen (County Superintendents) and their boards to purchase school
library resources for the sixteen regional educational media centers.

Our regional educationai medla centers would baslically be without funds for
the purchase of materials if it were not for ESBA Title II.

No ESEA Title II funds In Iowa have gone to local school districts

Interest in Continuing Such Programs—Iowa has a verY definite Interest and
flesire in continuing to use Title IV Part B funds under I*.L. 93-380 as a continua-
tion of the program and as a replacement for ESEA Title 11 funds. Our regional
educational media centers will become Area Education Agency Media Centers
under new state leglsiation on July 1, 1975. Funding provided at the state level
by this new legixlation for the Aren Education Agency Media Centers provides
finances primarily for operation. This leaves our state with a heavy reliance on
the necessity and continned availability ef IXSEA Title II funds or Title IV
I’art B funds of I".1.. 03-380.

I1. Description of Program—Guidance, Counseling and “Pesting, Leadership and
Supervision,

Funding Source—Title 111. ESEA.

Amount of Funds—$52,000. .

Importance to Inwa—There still remains a great need for implementation of
guidance programs at the“elementary school level and to further develop existing
programs at both the elementary and secondary level. These can be developed only
with appropriate state leadership and guidance.

Interest in Continuing Such Programa—Under NDEA we utilized 50% federal
and 30% state matching to provide leadership and guidatice. Under Title 111,
ESEA we were still dependent upon the Leadership and Super_'vlslon monies,
althongh to a lesser degree.

We have utilized the project approaeh for the further establishment and devel-
opment of programs of guidance services to Towa's LEA's. It I8 our understand-
ing that it is enrrently the contention of USOE personnel that under consolida-
tlon (Title IV, I'art B., P.L. 93-380) the states have lost (FY-77) the potential
for utilizatlon of. Guidance, Counseling and Tesfing monles for leadership and
supervislon activities, ag 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.

Ronerr ). BENTON,
State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

-
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¢ : KANsAS 8TATE DEPARTMENT oF KDUCATION, .
' : Topcka, Kanas., October 25, 1974.
Hon. EwaALp B, NyQuisT, | ~
. Commission of Kducation, State Education Depurturent, Albany, N.Y.

Deag CosMMI8sto¥kr NyQuisT: This Is in response to your recent request fora g
list of state-wide programs which t be elinfinated under consolldation pro- .
visions of P.L. 93-380, ’art A, -Section 803 (1) uu\l (3). We do not.have'any state
sponsored programs under NDEA I11.\However, under Title 11, BSRA we have
had a Demonstration Library Prograw funded by 15% of our| flow-through
fungs\.;zlch we feel has been quite suctessful. The amount Involved in this pro-

wi

gra approximately 8150,000 annually. We alsdp funded a few Right-to-Read

programs from thls sogree. It would se: that tle new legislation would also

curtnll‘ partieipation in®onsortium efforts\such as tlhose involving the Agency for
¢ Instruétional Television (AIT) which welconsider\to/be quite worthwhile and,
under llmitations of the (‘onsolidated Title 1T program, funds coyld not be used
by the A‘%nte for this pul?,mso, There would seem tobe\n possibllity also that qual-
ity eontfol on regular project activities might suffeddue to lmitgtlon of state
administrative funds. : v,

Under the Guidance, Counseling and Testing section of Title 111, ESEA, we
have been funding Elementary Guidance Programs which met criteria set ap
at the 8KA level. Such programs wonld still be possible if LEA’s deslred, but -
state direction and assistance would be limited or non-existent. The amount of
this program was $246,000 annually. . .

Also under Guldance, Counseling and Testing we conducted a statewide testing
program in the amount of $20, and a Guidance In-8ervice Training Program
involving some $25,000 of Guldat)ke, Counseling and ‘Testing (Title I11) funds.

We believe that it is important f\at there is provision for directlon and egordi-
nation at the state level in order that funds mnag be used to achleve state-wide
© educational goals and we see a possibillty lzhn.'_:ém consolidatlon plan may not

© serve to achieve the purposes originally envisionéd.

Perhaps the State I’lan might he]p to bring about progress toward state-wide -
educatiompl improvement. but with a probabie curtallment of available adminis-
trative and program funds for use at the state level it would appear that a
coordinated effort toward state-wide goals wonid be difficult to achieve.

Sincerely, - .
+ ) . C. Tavr.oa WHITTIER,
) Commissioner of Education.
. —_—
! . . -
\ STATE DEPARTMENT oP EDUCATION, - -

. Jefferson City; Mo., October 28, 197}.
Dr. EwaLp B. NYQUIST,
Commission df Education, State of New York,

Albany, N.Y.

Dear De. Nyquist: I am pleased to respond to your telegram of October 22,
1974, in which you request information about the effect of Title IV, Part B,
PJ4.. 93-380 on state-wide progratas in Missourl.

The following state-wide programs would be affected In this State:

3

Program budget Sourcs of Funds .

S

fiscal yoar j .
' 1375 Lo )

Statewide loaccrsnip activities in guruance coumsounrg and §110.000 Titie 111, ESEA Program Funds.
tin

esting.
j £ 11 12,500 Title t11, ESEA Administrative funds.
g:::ng: :.sss.::s .p.ro r-ms .............. I, 76.000 Title 111, ESEA Administrative funds.
U

As we Intarpret P.L. 93-380, costs such as these would have to be borne from
the five per ceiit of the state’'s allocation reserved for adminlstration of the
state p¥an, hd/or froin the funds set aside for Title V types of activities If
our inte tiomr is correct, this requirement would severely restrict the levei
of servicés and actlvities in thgse areas; . /

60
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1 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,
" ARTHUR,
: Commissioner. .
tA [Telegram]’ .
EwaLp B. NyqQuisrT, o
New York State Commwatoncr of Education, N .
Albany, N.Y. -

It title IV of the education amendments of 1874 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 availabllity of these funds for the followlug
existing programs.

From ESEA, title I1. ’

(1) Purchase of ﬂlms for five regional ceuter film llbrnﬂehnpproxlmnlely
$75,000 per year.

(2) State’ ‘purchnae of televinivu" tapes for brpadcast thronghout the Btate—
approximately $25,000 per year.

From ESEA, titie III-—guidance and counselng.

(1) State consiltants {n social work, guidance.and C phychology who work
.with their local counterparts—approximately $80,000 per year.

(2) Gnldnuce Workshops for local guidance couuselors—npproxlmntely $5 000
per year.

These programs are éxtremely fmportant to North Carolina. We are interested

.

- in having new regulationg which. will make it possible to continue them. We

.

-
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',‘Dr. ?Jw.;m'B. Nyquisr, - *

suggest that up o but not more than ten percent of the part B monies be avail-
able for State purchiase or speclal LEA projects
’I'hn ks for your efforts.
incerely yours,
. o A. Cnarg PHiLLIPS,
M . North Carolina anerintendcm
. : ‘agf Public Instruction.
. ————
S STATE oF OHIO, |
‘ . DERPARTMENT oF EpUcaTION, °
‘ Columbua, Ohio, October 28, 197}.

Commissioner of Education, ' .
Albany, N.Y. \

Dear DRr. NYQUisT: The possible loss in. funds for State leadership purposes
through program consolidation cutbacks included in 13-380 are significant in the
area of Guidance and Testing. For the last féw years, we have supperted staff
in the Division of Guidance and Testing, edueational models for elementary
guidance to conform to State standards, provided guidance and counseling pro-
gram models for thé child with special needs and provided demonstration pro-
eedures for the effective use of stagdardized and other tests. Contracts Bave been
let with 20 urban centers to estnbf%h career guidance, counseling and placement.
and follow-up. We have provided reimhursement to schools for the purchage of
tests with a goal of morc c&2ctive uiiiizntion.

In addition, we have developed, implemented .and dlﬂused ml early identifica-
tion process.for preschool children that is the basis for individnalizing a child's
inatruetion. 8tif wimbers of the Divigsion of Guidance and Testing have pro- .
vided intensive on-site assistance to school counselors, their principals and have
wponsored many regional, statewide inservice conferenqges. Costs for these efforts
nre $730,000 per year. They would be lost under the prdvision of 93-380.

Slncerely,
FRAN)LIN. B. WALTER, N
. . puty Superintendent,
: of Public Instruction.
[Telegram]) e

Fwarn B. NyquisT,
New York State Commisaioner of Education, Alban NY. -

Response to your telegram relative to educntlonal nmendments of 1974 Puhllc

\




\ Law 03-880. State w{de program expenditures budgeted for flscal year 1975 trom
\,' former NDEA five funds Incorporated into Title IIl ESBA program funds
o amounts to $102,120. South Carolina reduced funding of State wide program
funds which u fiscal year 1974 amounted to $292,000 the indications that are
under Pubtic Law 93-380 consolidation th te will be unable to continue the

guidance and testing program at the same level as has been possible under pres-
ent tunding

| CyriL Buspree,
/4 . South Carolina State Superintendent

of Education.

UraH 8rate BoARp oy EpucaTiON,
L Salt Lake City, Utah, Ootoder 28, 197}.
EwaLp B. NYqQuisT, ..

New York State Commissioner of Educatign,
AlbanyN.Y.

/ Dmn Dn. Nyquist : In response to your telegram of October 22, 1974 regarding

. the educational amendments of 1974, our state would be ndversely affected if
the n(nendments were to be passed as they are now stated. We have two pro-
grams which we have bheen encournglng utilizing Title II BSBA funds that would
be entirely eliminated They are :
., 1. Model Media Program—109% 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 Instructionai Media Centers—109 of our Title II hamA funds
have also been earmarked for the purchase of instructional materials to be used

-~  on a regionat-basts: We have found-that not-att-mmtertats-can-be purchased o ————
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 thc schools of gur state and
- especialiy those in the remote areas. Therefore, we established regional centers
and utilized a portion of the Title IT 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 marking-a portion of the funds for this purpose, we are quite certain
that many of the collections these centerg 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,

ERXARE 8. Funsre,
Administrative Assistant
and Federal Programas.

STATE or WEST VIRGINIA,
DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION,
. Charleston, W. Va., October 30, 1974.
Dr. EwarLp-B. NYQUIsT,
Commiasioner of Education,
State FRducation Department,
Aldany, N.Y.

Dear Da. NYqQuisT: 'Reference Is made to your telegram of October 22, 1074,
concerning the possible loss of certain state-wide programs under the educntlonnl
amendments of 1974—P.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 prividte 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

a
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under ESEA II1. Twenty thourand dollars is used tp support the current expenses
N of our Dyjsion of Guidnnee, Counseling and Testing from adininistrative funds

under ESEBA TII. Under the complete discretion provision of the above cited

Htatute, both of these state-wide programs will be lost. Needless to say onr Gubd-

ance, Counseling and Testing programs have provided a much needed xervice in

West Virginia and need to be continued.

I hope this information will be of some help to you.
Very truly yours,
DaxienL 13 Tavior,
State Superintendent of Schoola.,

ATTACHRMENT H
PUBLIC LAW 92-118, TITLE VII-—EMERGENCY BCHLOOL AID ACT
1. Authority to Approve Applications, Sce, 706(a) (1)

Proposcd Amendment

“The Asgistant Secretary [is authorized] shall allucate to state education
agencies all funds apportioned to the states pursuant 1o Rootion 705, State cqu-
catiom dgencles are authorized to make a grant to, or a contract with, a local
educational agency—" .~

Supporting Rtatcment

Pesegregation and/or the reduction or preventjon of minority group ixolution
are complcated and xenxitive undertakings andfrequire the closest tooperation
among levels of government, State education gigency officinls, who are in the
hest position to be knowledgeable nbout desegrefation-related problems in school
districts, are in a better position to make declfions concerning funding of ESAN

FESAA applications, which are reviewed afd approved currently at USOFE re-
glonal level, should be handled by the States/ Thix would necessitate nn allocation
of funds to state education agencles. The Wtillzation of funds by local edneation
agencies to achleve the purposes of the Act would be enhanced by a s§stem of
state alloeation.

The Act reserves certain funds for funding decisions made by the Assistant
Secretary. These programs are as followWs:

Pereent
Rilingual/blcultural ________________________ P, 4
Educattonal televislon___ ___ __ __ o .. 3
Special programs__ _______________ e e [P 5
National evaluation___________ Ll e __ 1

The amendment would provide for state education agencies making funding
decisions on the following programs : ‘

I'ercent
Basie and pllot grants to school distrieta__ . ____  ____________________ T
Grants to nonprofit organizations ________ . ______ . __ . _.____.___.. R

Chairman Perxins. Commissioner Turlington.
L]

x

TATEMENT BY COMMISSIONER RALPH D. TURLINGTON, FLORIDA
STATE DEPAR']QIIENT OF EDUCATION .

Ir. Tereaxaron. Mr. Chairman and members of the commirtee, T
am Ralph D). Turlington, eommissioner of education for the State of
Florida. '

I aru here today to discuss the proposed title T “Comparability of
Services” regulations that were promulgated by the U.S. Office of
Education on March 11 of this year. -

We recognize these regulations as a sincere effort on the part of the
U.S. Office of Education to insure that educationally disadvantaged
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youngsters attending title I schools in low-income areas reccive an
‘equal educational opportunity” from State and local funds before
Federal title T funds are placed in those schools. We share this same
concern with the U.S. Office of Eduecation,

In section 801 of pdrt A of title VII], the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act. the Members of Congress, in their collective wis-
dom, placed into law a national policy with respect to equal edueation
opportunity, and conceptually I would like to suy that we do not dis-
agree with this policy as stated.

I'would like to read that policy to you:

Recognizing that the Nation's-economie, political, and soclal sccurity require o
well-educated citizenry, the Congress (1) reaflirms, as a0 matter of high priority.
the Nation's gonl of equal educational opportunity, and (2) declares it to he
the policy of the United States of America that every ¢itizen ig entitled to an
education to meet his or her fuli 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 a State can ucf):i('\'c
“equal educational opportunity™ for all the children described in title
VIII is by utilizing the U.S. (%’fﬁce of Education formula as described
‘in title I *Comparability of Services” regulation,

We think that wc/gﬁ\'o a better means of achieving this national
goal, certainly within the State of Florida, -

Since these rigid regulations do not make provisions for States to

“explore alternative approaches to meetintg the same goanl, we are
forced to take issue with the provisions of this pro osoﬁ regulation.
"~ As 1 discuss our concerns with the proposed U.S. Office of Education
regulations, I will discuss them in light of our own State's approach
for achieving the same goal. I will also attempt to point out tﬁo areas
of conflict between our approach and the nppron(‘K proposed by the
U.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
edueational opportunities down to the individual child Jevel for every
child in every public school in our State. )

Under this law, each school system will receive a base amount, or
does receive a base amount, for cach child in the system. This coming
year, this figure is estimated at $745 per child.

Further, each distfiet is mandated by State law to contribute 7 milly
of local tax dollags' into the State equalization formula. Since local
schoal districts are also limited by law to an © w11 cap for local school
taxes, and since 7 of their 8 mills must go intw i}1e State o ualization
formula, local school districts in Florida have only 1 mile of local
cducational taxes over which they have complete discretion, or is
unequalized.

There i also recognition on our part, as there is in the Congress.
that mnnff\timos you have to give unequal funds to children with
handicaps and learning problens in order to equalize their educational
opportunities. ) ' . ]

e provide different weighted units for different categories of pro-
gémms. For those of you who are following my statement, you will

nd on page 3 these different categories that we use; There are 26 of
them. :

El{lC . 61 . '
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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-
}llng handicap, to provide a proper education program for him or

er. : .
We also have different weights by different grade levels. For exam-
Ele, in kindergarten through the third grade, we have a rate of 1.234;

ut 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 c:t 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 $1,713.50.

We ﬁnve adopted also an approach of “preventative” educdtion, or
“early intervention,” in the early grades in recognition of the fact that
many learning }(;;roblems 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 1976-77. The State law also requires that each school must
have a parent advisory committee to help in the decisionmaking
process. N .

As you can see, we have taken a giant step in nssurin% equal edu-
cational opportunities for all children in the State-of Florida.

Now, there are some conflicts between States’ equalization efforts
and the proppsed title I comparability regulations. As you know, the
.S, Oﬂ’Hve 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 comgnrison 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. However, 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.

n 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 &chool or secondary) for all the schools 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 elght or

nine grade .levels above kindergarten sball be limited to two groups. In the
case of agencles providing education at any level from grades six through twelve
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but oniy at those levels, the number of such groups shall be limited to two if the
number of such grade levels grade levels {s five or six and to one group if the
number of such grade levéls Is four or less. “

(2) A school serving grades in two or three such groups shall be inciuded in
that group 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 ageney might have the following grade span organization: K-8
(elementary), 7-9 (Junlor High School), and 10-12 (senfor high school). In
addition. the local educational agency might have an intermediate school serv-
ing grades 5-8. Since this intermediate school has two grades in common with
the elementary division (grades 5 and ¢) and two grades in common with the
junior higlr division (grades 7 and 8). and it would be l@(luded in the lower

grade division (elementary) for determining comparability. However, schools
serving nine or more, grade levels above kindergarten may be cgnsidered as a
separate group which may, {f necessary, constitute a fourth group.

You can see, with our procedure, that we have a great number of
roupings of schools, and we think that this is for.a good reason. In
he case of education agencies {yroviding education at any level from

frrude 6 to 12 and only at those levels, the number of such groups shall
e hmited to two.

‘ By the time we go through these straightjackets, there is no way for
us to bring ourselves into coordination with them, or them in coordi-
nation with us, uniYss there 1s 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. A <

et me give you an illustration: Under this provision Florida could
not compare grades kindergarten through three (K-3) in title T schools
with comparable grnde groupings in non-title T schools, but would
have to compure title I elementary gchools, whatever their grade group-
ings, with tllm average of other eleméftiity schools. This does not allow
us to recognize our ﬁoavier emphasig on grades kindergarten through
three. - ' .

For example, we have some school centers that only have the sixth
crade, and t{mt has a weight of 1. We also have school centers that are
kindergarten through first grade. You might say: “How did 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 you
went. from first through sixth. We have centers out there that have .
fourth grade centers, sixth grade centers, fifth and sixth grade cen-
ters that are K through three, all of these kinds of configurations.

We are saying that we want to put a greater emphasis on those
earlier grades. We think that this is where we are going to get the
best long-range educational results. |

When we (ﬁ) this and we start moving in comparability, where you
have the sixth grade center with a weight of one, and a Kmdér arten
through third grade center with a weight of 1.234, it is impossible for
us to follow that kind ef pglicy in the comparability. We think that
some type of flexibility ought to be provided lf)or us. | 1

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. : :
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Wqu know,\\it is one thing to say: “Here is a center and it has—we
‘are talking about staffing—300 students and it has a staff of 50. [Here
is another school and it has 500 students and it has a staff of 5.7

You may well have, in one of those schools, a high propartion of
special education students. For example, if you hnve, in one center, a
school for the havd of hearing, if you have a center Tor trainable men-
tally retarded. You look ut the way those regulations are set, there
are all kinds of ways that you can begin using your imagination about
how these ninipulations could be done. )

You car really say that just because ou have 50 in one and 50 in
another, yu': have compm'ng)ility from the standpoint of the spirit of
what we would ljke to accomplish. We are trying to accomplish com-
parability, and ‘we think rightly so, with the comparability of
programs.

\f’hen we-say that a prograin should have a weight of 1.234, or a |
weight of 2.3, and mu}tiplyinf that by a basic fnctf,\r, that gives us
a greater elemeit of comparability than it does the way you have school
programs that are vastly different from school to school, dependjng
on where your specinlity activitieg are going on. "

We would like to be able to work ont on a negotiation basis with
the U.S. Department of Educntion, an arrangement whereby we clearly -
would be in support of the national policy that I read to you earlier in *
niy statement, and at the same time give extra comparability and
excellent protection for those boys and girls that are living or going to
school’ nnger title I projeat schools, )

We think that this can he accomplished, frankly, within the existing
law. We think that the existing law would allow the U.S. Department
o}f‘ Education’to work out such an arrangement with us to accomplish
this. ) ‘

" We think also that this is sofething that has mass innovation in it,
where we should be encou aged and supported in seeking to follow
this type of an mnngemen{ instead of saying: ;

No; you have to follow a 0 'mparnblllty base, based on dollars, from school
to school, exact dollars regardleks of the programs that you are offering from one

- &chonl to another, regardless of grade level, Almost regardliess of grade level,
within the standard get up within the regulations,

Then, In additign, 5ou have th have your staffing patterns really in the same
straightjacket as between title I and nontitle I schools.
We think that this actually defeats our operation.

T will give you another clue as to how it does defeat our operation.
We. of course. have been ha ing a struggle with our own districts as to
how far a district should have to £0 in assigning the dollars to schools
in which the dollars are earned. and into programs in which the dollars
are earned. - ' .

Our districts, in arguing that thisg percentage should be kept as low
as possible, point out that in order to compete successfully for title I
funds, they need considerable flexibility. In other words. what is hap-

“pening is that when we try to meet the one test, we defeat ourselves
on the other, o

I will say that if you will give us the authority to negotiate with
the Department, we think that we can work out an arrangement that
will fully protect the policies deseribed by your committee and by

o 8?
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Congress in carrying out the national polisw which I read in the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Now, there are certain requirements that might be used in setting
up a standard sueh ag this, ﬂmt the States have a statewide equaliza-
tion program. If you want to require a statewide equalization pro-
gram of, let us say, 80 percent of t\w funds of the State. or State and

local, and 90 pereent. cither of those tigures wonld be satisfactory to
. | E .

us. and that would inelude all State and local operating funds.

Next weswould providé that this could be done only in the cases
where the equalization program would be applicable to the ihdividual
-school level,

Let me make a point here about our program. where we are moving
to put m effeet our manacement— :

Chairman Perkins. T am going-to have to leave, but I do want
toask a questionortwo of you.. . . :

Commussioner Nyquist, vou refer in vour statement to 3 probhlemn
with the new requiremenis in the Federal law. It is my hope that the
commiittee, next wepk, will be marking up a new piece of L';_:is]ntion.

Do you have any partienlar advice that you wonld like to give -
us now so far as that legislation is concerned? You referred to the
handicapped in your testimony this morning ?

Dr. Nyquist. Yes: I have two or three points, I just happen to
have them rewdy here: One is. we are very unhappy with the direct
flow of funds, with the hypassing of States. We understand that vou
would give all the funds direcgly to the local education agencies.

In the first place it is not cost effective. You are contributing 20
per handieapped child. and it is not very much, Tt is not cost effoc-
tive. You are not allowing for a concegtration of funds where it
wonld doa lot of goord. ‘)

You are not permitting the States to coordinate other State pro
grams for the handicapped with Federal funds. .

We are also unhappy with the provision where the advisory coun-
eil has compliance and planhing funetionsAVe think that to make
1t advisory is one thing, but to give it certain other functions is going
to'complicate onr lives in the States,

Finally. your bill does not have an emphasis on priorities as to
those who ave serwed and those who nre not served at all,

Chairman Perkins. That is what worries me nbout the hill.

Dr. Nyouisr, Tt is very important. until we get over the hump.

Chairman Perxixs. We are only saving those that are enyrently
being served, and we are omitting those who are not now being
served. .

Dr. Nyquist. In conelusion. may I say that we would much prefer,
and T know there are other States who wonld join. to have a simple
explanation of the present law.

Chairman Pereins. Let me think about this. We are not going to cut
you short by any means in the world. T have to go to another meet ing
now, but T wanted to ask that question of Dr. Nyquist. )

« I am concerned about only servicing those w?m' are presently being*
served. This is a great concern at this point. Thank you.
* Mr. Lehman is now going to chair the committee.




64 ¢ :

Mr. TurLingTON. ‘Our finance program is seeking to pgit 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 efficiént
and effective school service. When this is done, we-will have to have
comparability. The way the present regulations are, we are just about
out of business trying to follow that type of an arrangerment.

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 uSe({)t,o help us
effect these things rather than Ee 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, thé gpaintenance of
expenditure from non-Federal sources. I think th am going to

summarize by simply saying that when the econom 1ls upon hard .
times, we need a little different approach to majntenance of effort.
‘We have made some surveys, of our. districts, and we find that we do

net have maintenance of effort in some of our programs. We believe

that if we-are 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 6f federally supported programs, equally
with our own State’ supported programs, or at least in proportion.
1 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 f@stronger 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 -

overnments today. The sophistication and increased capabilities of

%tate 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 greatesy
1mpact on the growth of education in America. .

Igext is the flexibility for Staté 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 tonsolida-

_tion, in the final analysis, is superior to more stringent categorization.

Mr. Lerrman. Do you think that you could wrap it up? -
Mr. TurLiNaTon. I would like to say one thing about advisory coun-
cils. We .believe that we have.enough advisory councils. We think.
that we-have an ample amount of advice. N .

We need to take what we have already received, and mull that over.
I think that this would be better than adding on any rore advisory .
councils. . : . .

Another word dbout advisory councils. Advisory councilsshould not
be set np, spéaking 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
ig\’wrest of a particular group. - )
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I would say this in dealing with handicapped ('hlldren, or gifted
children, or any other type of children served.
Mr, LenymaN. Does that complete your stntement“
Mr. TurLiNGgTON, Yes. v
Mr. LEaman. Thank yo Commissioner.
1P gpmed statmnent ()?Rulph . Turlington fn‘llmxs 1

.
PurrARED STATP..\!ENT or RarLrn D¥T'vnLiseron, Frorma S'r.-\'ru DEPARTMENT
4 oF EDLCATION ¥ \

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commniitee, I 2am Ralph D, Turlington, Conunis-
sioner of Education for the State of Florida, I appreciate tHe opportunity to rep-
regent our state educational g¥xtem to present our views on Public Law 93-350.
Although we have concerns about several areas of this law, dbout which we have
providedd the committee with written comments, I am here todpy to discuss the .
proposed Title I - (,nmparubilixy of Services” Regulations that were promulgated
by the U.K. Office o} Education, on March 11, 1975. We recognize these regula-
tions as a sincere effort on the part of the U.S. Offjce of Educution to insure that
educationally disadvantaged youngsters nttondlng Title I schools in low income
areas receive hn “equal edupational oppartunity’ from state and focal funds be-
fore federal Title I funds are placed Il those qchnqlﬂ We share this same con-
cern with the U.8. Office of Education. R

In Section 801 of Part A of Title VIII of the Flompmnry and Secondary, Eda-
cation Act the members of Congress, in their colléctive wisdom, placed irifo taw.
a national policy with respect to equal educational opportunity. Conceptually,
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-
gress (1) reaffirms, as a matter of high priority,-the Nation's goal of cqual edu-
cational opportunity. and (2) declares it to he the ;mlicy of the United States of
America that every ritizen ia entitled to an cduration to meet his or her full po-
tential without financlal barriers.”

Our dilemmna revolves around tho fact that the prupnsod ’I‘itlp | (nmpnrnl)llitv
of Services” regulation is so rigid -that apparently the only way the U.8. Office
of Educatjon feels that a state gun achieve “equal educational opportunity”
for) children ns described in Tifle VIII is by utilizing the U.8. Office of I"duca-
tion formula as described in the Title I "Comparabillty of Services” regulation.

Since these rigid regulations do not make provisions for States. to -explore
alternative approaches to meeting the same goal, we are forced to take issue
with the provisions of this proposed regulation.

As T discuss our concerns with the proposed U.8. Office of Education regula- .
tions, I will discuss them in light of our own State's approach for achieving
the same goal. I will also attempt to point out the areas of conflict hetween
our approuch m)d%\\e approach proposed by the U.S. Office of Education.

BRIEF BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON F'I.ORII)A'S SCIIOOL LAW ’

In Florida, our school systems are funded under the anthnrity,{)f the Florida
Edueational Finance Act. This act is an attempt to equalize educational oppor-
tunities down to the individual child level for every child in eyery public school
in our state. I'nder our law, each school system receives a base amount for each
child in their system, This base figure is estimated at $743.00. per child for the
1975-76 school year. Further, each district is mandated by State law to contribute

. 7 mills of lor‘i tax dollars into the State equaljzation formula. Since local school

districts are hlso limited by law to an 8 mill cap for local school* taxes, and
since 7 of their 8 mills must go into the State equalization formula, local schaol
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 Cnngress that many
times you have to give unequal funds to children with handicaps and learning
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/ .
problems in order to equalize their educational opportunitles. Therefore Florida
provides the following weighted unlts for the following eategories of programs:
1. Basic programs: ' Coat facter
a. Kindergarten and grades ¥, 2. and 3______________.____________ 1. 234
b, Grades 4,5, 6, 7.8 0, and 10-______ . ____.____ 1. 00
. Grades 11 und I.’-,_ . PR . ... L1o
2. Npecial programs for exc q-plhnml Nlll(ltlllN a '
u. Edueable mentally retarded . _ o ___________ 2,30
b. Trainable mentally retarded_.__________________________________ 3.00
¢. Physfcally handieapped_ _______ . __ ___________________________ 350
d. Physleal and occupationnl therapy oo _____.____. 8. 00
e. Npeech and hearing therapy 1. ______ . ______ 10. 00
' £ el o e . 00
g. Visually handicapped I_._ . 00
h. Visnally handleapped .- . . /e .60
{. Ilmeotionally dMdturbed I .30
J. Emotjonally disturbed 70
k. Socially maladjusted _ . 30
1. Speclfic learnlng disability 1. ________ \ ___ . . . B0
m. Npeclfic learnlng disabllity_________\_________________________ .30
n. Gifted T N\ . 00
v o. Hospital apd homebound T.__ . N\ .o e . 00
3. 8pecial vocational-techinleal programs:
a. Vocational edueatlon T________‘/ ___ ______ >~ _____ e ______ .26
4 b. Vocatlonal edueation I'l_______________ 2,50
: e. Vocatlonal educatlon IIT__.___ . ____________ o ____. . 00
. Vocational educatlon IV_____ o o e e 1. 70
e. Vocational eduneatlon \________________‘ __________________
f. Vocatlonal edueation VI____._
\ 4, ‘&pe('inl adult educatlon programs :
Adult basic edueation and adult high school

b Commaunity service_______ . .__

In other words, an edueable mentally retarded child needing special assistance
wounld generate 2,3 times $745.00 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 proh-
lems can be prevented In later years by giving extra help to a child in hix
fnrmydw years, Therefore, we fund grades Kindergarten through,three (K- 3)
at o Hevaler weig . ting of 1.234 times $745.00 or $019.33 per child.

Further, to insure that the funds get to the child, the state law mandates that
by I0TH-76 at least 70% of the funds must he traeenhble not only to the school,
’ but also to the bgsie |)rugrnm-u“-tr entegories within each school. It is further

mandatesl that this [N‘l((lllﬂ[.'!" be increased to 809 by 1076 77. The stute law
nlso requiressghnt each school®must have a parent ud\i%ur.\ committee to help
in the decision making process.

As yvoun cifn see, we have tnken a giant step in assuring equal educationnl
opportunities for all ehildren in the State of Florida.

CONFLICTS BETWEEN THE STATES EQUALIZATION EFFORTS AND THE PROPONED TITIF |
COMPARABILITY REGULATIONS
’ .

As yon know, Ahe U.N. Office of Education proposes to determine equality with
essentially two medasurex: (1) n comparison of average per pupil expenditures
and (2) a comparison of pupil/instructionnl staff ratios on a strietly individunl
school by wchool basis, At first glance, these two mensures sounmd reasonable
enongh, However, I would like to share with you some eximples of how Florida's
approach to equalization comes into direct conflict with the approach proposed
by the UK. Office of Eduention.

In \wtl(m 1162.26(i) 1 and 2 of the proposed Federal Regulations the foliow-

Ing ix xtated

\\ “tiy Grouping of schools: (1) For the purposes of this section, a loeal eduea-
tionnl agency sball group its schools by corresponding grade levels not to exceed
three sitch groups (generally designated as elementary. intermediate or junior
high srln’ml, and high school or secondary) for nll the schools in the school dis-
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trict of such agency, except that Pecal educational agencies providing educention

at seven or fewer grade levels above kindergnrten shall be iimited to one group,

and those agencies prividing education-onty at eight or nine grade level above .
Kindergarten shall be limited to two groups. In the case of agencies providing
edueation any level from grades six through twelve but only at those levels,

the nmaber of such groups shall be limjted to two {f the number of such grade

levels is five or six and to one group if the nuwber of such grade levels is four

oF less, ’ Y

(2) A school serving grades in two or three such groups shall be inefuded in
that group with which it has the greatest number of grades in common. Where
the mumher 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-
tlonal agency might have the followlng grade spyn organization: K-8 tele-
mentary), 7-9 (Junjor highy, and 10-12° (senior high). In addition, the local
eduentlonat agency night have an intermedtate school serving grades 5-8. Since
this intermwediate school has two grades in connnon with the elementary divislon
(grades 3 and 6) and two grades in common with the junior lligli division
tgrudes 7 and 8), it would be included in the lower grade division (elementary)
for determining comparability. Ilowever, schools serving nine or more grade
levels above kindergarten may be considered as a sepurate group which may,
if necessary, constitute a_fourth group.”

°In other words, under this provision Florlda could not compare grades kinder-
garten through three (K-3) in Title I schools with comparable grade groupings
in non-Title t schools, but wonld have to compare Title 1 elementary schools,
Wwhatever their grnde groupings, with the average of other elementary schools,

This does not aliow us to recognize our heavler emphasis on grades kinder- .
garten—;3.

For example, if there were only two elementary schools in a district; one t
Title 1 school, and one 0 non-Title 1 school, and if the non-Title I school had a°
greater preponderance of students in kindergurten through third grade, that
school would receive niore money becnuse of the heavigr weighting we glte K-
grade students, Unfortunately, on the Federal Compirability report it would
shinply show a non-Title I school .receiving more funds than the”Title 1 school
and demand immediate correction. There 18 no place for explanation. In my
example. it would iean that efther the non-Title I school would have to de-

. equalize its K-3 program. or the Title I schools’ expenditures in grades 46

: would have to be heavily sabsidized hy 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 school. 8ince loeal school districts have very few funds. they would
probably be forced to de-equalize their K-3 progrmm in the non-Title I school,
This. of course, would place them In confitct witly the State equalization law,
Elther way, it places Jocal school districts In Florida in an awkward position.
» 1 would now like toshare with you some gonfiicts that will be foreed upon local
schoot districts in Florida, and it is iy unflerstanding in other states, in trying
to nse the seiond measure proposed by the U8 Office of Education —pupil/
staff ratios, \

Since our state laws provide for funds to be equitably allocated to the individ-

© o ual schools and traceable fo specific programs within a school, we feel that the
best judges of the stafing pattern for that indlvidial school would be the parents,
teachers, and the principnl of that school. 1lowever, the proposed regunlations
require that,.the pupil-instrugtional staff ratio of ench Title I school not be more
than 1057 of the avernge fumber of children per instructional staff member in
the non-Title I xchools. For example, if a non-Title I school wanted to hire six (6)
tenchers and four (4) teacher aides rather than elght (8) tenchers, but the Title [
schgol of the same xlze wanted to spend ali of {ts funds on the services of
teachers, the toeal school district conld find itself out of compliance. Therefore,
It might have to ask the non-Title I school to hire eight (R)-teachers and no (0)
aidex, or it might have to ask the Title {’xchnnl to hire six (6) teachers and four
(4) aides. Fither way, it runs contrary to true “school based management” m'nl

3

‘true “parental involvemeht.” - .
In suinmary, let me say that it is our opinion that the proposed Title 1 “Com-
parability of Services” regulations are based on the assmnption that the only .

true commitment to the concept of equal edueational opportunity for ali children

rests with inflexible regulatlons, .
That assumption Is simply no# frue. Many States probabiy have gone heyond
proposals promoted by the U.8. Offige of Edncation. Therefore, I think provistons
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shonld be written into the™Litle I reguintions for States thut meet the following !
basie criterin to negotiate dmparability requirements that wiii it within the
context of their own Statéd’s commitnients to this goal.

The basie requiremens which we propose are:

1. That the State adopit a statewide equallzation progrum for at least 85045
(or Y0% ) of all state and local operatisg funds,

2. That thix pquullznllnn program must -be applicabie at the individunl school
level,

3. That dollars t"(p('nd(-d for eaeh ehild’'s educational program become the
measure of “Comparability i of Services” provided parents are realisticaliy in-
volved in the decixion mukin;.i PrOCess,

We do not feel that the proposed fexibility based upon predetermined criteria
for negotintions on an lxl(l‘l\l%ul state basix I8 unreasonnbie, Therefore, if the
proposed Title I *Comparability of Services” guldes remain so rigid that o State
ean not use an alternative approsch to reach the desired goul of equalization, then
we will be forced to go to the courtx to ask for relief,

Let me assnre you, that we do not want to do that, but we hnm-xtly do need
your help to nvold the necessity of taking this step.

I would like to state in closing that we do net wish to Jeopardize our Title 1
funding that goes to help our educationally disadvantaged boys and glrls learn
to read und to work muth. I fully reeognize the importunce of reading and
mathematics, und T have made the mastery of these hasice skiils the firat priority
for our publie schools in Florida. We very much appreciate the nearly seventy
miilion dollars that the Congress has appropriated for o#fr State to help us nssist
chitdren in the Title I program. It is simp}y our hope that the implementatlon of
equal educationnl opportunities for all ehildren in Florida can be recognized

‘ a8 a current part of our overall state funding program. ‘This wiil permit our
Title T staff stutewide to devote~thelr energles to the primary purpose of Title
I -helping educationally disandvantaged children master the busle skills— rather
than spending an undue amount of time, energy nnd funds in trying to meet the
“Comparability of Services” regulations that do not take-into consideration the
unfqueness of our schooi tunding plan.

The ohjective of our proposed change ix simply to seek relief from the restrie-
tive regulntions that penaiize those state and local schost districts that wish to

. fuitii] the prineiple of equni educational opportunity by adhering to the law as
prnssed by Congress and our own State legislative body. This ix a much needed
recogiition and we urge its favorable consideration by Congress.

OTIIFER ARFEAS OF CONCERN

1. Maintenance of effort

There nre speeific problems nrising from the existing unguage of the proposel
regulation 134.21 Maintenance of Erpenditure from non-Federal Sourees, These
problems arise from the lnck of specificity and from the possibility of more than
ane interpretation being given to certnin wogpds. These problems could he allevi-
ated by redraftine the regulation to specifienlly ineiude the foliowing :

1. Federnl funds must be used to supplement and not supplant State and loenl
funds,

2. The amount expended by nm States, loeal school distriets, and participating
private schools derived from non-Federal sourees for programs deseribed in see-
tion 421(a) of the Act for a fiscnl vear will not be less than the amount Ko ex-
pen(lpd from the preceding fixenl year.

8. “Aggregate” amount is the sum of State and local expenditures” for indi-
vlﬂnnl Program purposes.

In addition to the problems arixing from the existing Innguag® of the regula-

tions, State, local school districts, and participating private sehools faee the
erucial problem of maintaining ioenl support in time of serions economie erisis.
Congressional action will he required to change or amend the loenl effort require-
ment. HHowever, an exception to the maintenanee of effort requirement should be
made,
3 The exception should provide that maintenanee of effort conid be interpreted as
having been met when States. loeal school distriets, and participating private
sehools have heen forced to reduce nil expenditures due to generai econoniie con-
ditions and program area resourees are proportionately reduced.
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2. A new look in State Bducational Leaderghip -

Ehl:.)cntlon,huu come a long way since the one-room school house. Millions of
+ chil

en i#nd adults daily recelve instruction through the most comprehensive
educational syktems in the world. State education agencles (SEA) have played
a major role in the educational transition. Education is the singié, most-important
function of state government today. The sophisticatlon and increased capahili-
ties of state education ngencies reflect the importance of that responsibllity. The
tedernl 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 agencles, The Congress, however, must recognize
that SEAs have grown and developed dramatically during the past ten years.
For SEA's to nchieve their full potential in promoting growth and initinting
needed change, Copgress must accept the primary role of the state in education.
The most important federal function in education has been to stimulate Innova-

_tion and promnote equal educational opportunity. Programs that have ontlived

their purpose or utility should he phased out. There are possibly several federnl
programs which have reached thelr maximum lmpact and effectiveness. Funds for
these programs should be redireqted into other, more critical, priotity areas. New
progrums, more responsive and velevant to the edncational needs of the public,
should be developed and implemented. The day-to-day functioning of schools is 2
state and local responsibility. Congress must periodicaily review its own role ax
expressed In the principle of equality of educational opportunity to realize its
greatest fmpact on the growth of education in America.

3. Pleribility for State Education Agencies |

State and loeal leadership in education has grown considerably in recent years.
State education agencies have assnmed dynamie, complex roles in meeting the
needs of 1ts eitizens 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 nllocated for state or locally administered federal educa-
tion programs must revert back to the federal government because of inflexible
federal requirements. Comparability proyisions as expressed in Title I of P.1.. 93~
380 may result in arbitrary staffink patterns or limited funding hecausc of their
stringent requirenients. Bloc grants, perhaps utilizing equalizatlon ns a hasie
criterin, arg o possible alternativesto the current system of federnl grant-ln-nids.
Ntates must be given the freedom to exercise discretion within the limits of hroad
nationn] objectives while integrating fedetal programs into unique state educa-
tional systems.

}. “Quantitative Mcasurcs”

’

While attemping to initiate change in the educational processes at the state
and local level. Congress has developed narrowly-defined, categorical prograins.
The very nature of these categorical programs necessitated that empirical or
quantitative criteria be ued to evaluate the success of affected educational pro-
grams. Quantitative mensha% however, do not assure t quallty edncation
is heing mnde nvailable. Most federal educntion programs aye*~people orfented.”
Pupil/staff ratios. per-pupil expenditures, ete.. do not hecgessarily reflect the
adequacy or inadequacy of a given educational program becnuse of thelr “people
oriented” impact. The true “measure” of educntional success or failure mnust be
hoth quantitative and qualitative. Although qualitative evaluations are' often
suhjective. they are a necessary and integral component of educational evaluation.

5. Evaluation requirements

Accompanying the proliferation of categorical Erants have been an equally
large number of evaluation requirements. These requirements are often needless
and dupllcative. Often these evaluation requirements are mandated with little
visible support or flexibility necessary to facilitate Congressional intent. In Com-
mittee Report No. 98-805. the Committee on Education and Labor asserts that
the “chaotic reporting situation [presently existing] s largely dne to [the] Of-
fice of Education's own failure to describe to the states exactly what kinds of

b ]
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dntn it neede from them, and why and to provide detniled timely feedback to
the states on the quallty and utilization of their evaluation and fiscal reports’’
The Committee further cites Title I, ESEA as a primary example of USO’s
faiture “to obtaln useful and current [evaluation] information from the States.”
Congress must Insure that grant condltlons and evaluation retjuirements nre
made more relevant, flexible and general to meet the current and future hesds

of education and the people that it serves, N

6. Principle of State {nvolrement

Congress must recognlze the context of federal, state and local roles In edu-
cation. Where federai and state roles meet. ench level of government must nssume
a “partnershlp” perspective. Both state and locai educatlon agencies should be
viewed 1n terms of cooperation by Congress and responsible executive ngencies.
Le. the USOE, NIE, etc. Too often {u the past, an adversary relationship has
been the rule, rather than the exception. The concept of state-federai-local
partnershlp should be emphasized and enforced by Congress at every oppor-
tunity. State eduention agencles, as the primary respousible agency foriedu-
ention, should be involved and partlcipate In aii levels and phases of the feders!
government, Including: (1) ail phases of the legislative process: (2) the develop-
ment and promulgatlon of rules, regulations and guidelines: and (3) the ongoing
and continuous administration of federal education programs, Only when the
“partnership”™ concept pervades nll nspects of the federal-state relationship cun
the true impacet of their combined effort be felt and appreciated.

Y,
* 7. Adrisory eouncila

Congress, a8 well as state education agencies, has long realized the fmportance
of parental and lay involvement in the educational process. Both state and loeal
education agencies have accepted and emphasized the concept of parent/commu-
nity /professional Involvement, However, advisory committee requirements have
Prolifernted as one condition for the approval of categorical grants, To cope with
the growing profusion of ndvisory councll requirements, Florida has specifieally
assigned an executive assistant to coprdinate our federal advisory eouncil ae-
tivities, Just keeping track of the appointments requires close to 15 percent of his
time, Notwithstanding their value and function, advisory conncils and committees
are often duplicative or exist In relative ignorfinee of other fmportant facets of
their educational environment. Opportunities to biend or integrate programs jnto
state or loeal ongoing programs are sometimes missed shimply because advisory
counefls exhibit a limited perspective or concept of the total educationa! system.
Congress can and should assume the responsibility for keeping track of the large
uumber of advisory ecouneils and committees which it-nuthorizes, nnd reviewing
their effectiveness on an perindic basis, Althongh advisory connctls perform an
fnvaluable role in promaoting parental participation. it s entirely possible to have
“too much of @ good thing.” Congress must be reasonnhle n Hmiting the number
of advisory conneils, as well as reporting r«qu}rmuonm.

8 “Hold harmlceax’

. 4
The principle, intent, and equity of the “hold-harmless” caoncept Rhould be re-
evaluated in light of the rapidly changing demands of a technological and mobjle
soclety,

The equity of the hnld-hnrmlzasa concept must be mensured in terme of the
“cHents served. Ineligible purticipants «dne to changes in grant formulax shontd
be phased out through decreasing allocatlon floors, The concept of “hold-harmless™
has serious hmplications for raptdly growing states such as Florida. When fijnd-
fug levels nre held-harinless, states with eligible elients receive consider bly
lower “per-client” allgtments than states without the necessary nutnber of eli-
&ihle ‘clients, For example. congressional policy dexigned to ajd disadvantaged
children may suffer because funds are not alloeated entirely on the basis of need,
a8 demonstrated by the actnal number of eligible cdients for each state, The hold-
harmless concept shonld be a factor to facilitate, not obstruet or delay. change
in eongressional intent.

9. The impaot of Federal involrement

+ It is diffienit to minhinize the impact of fedéral involvement. But from n state
perspective the impact of federal authority has far exceeded their relative share




-7

of the total educational expenditures. Federal aid hps prompted fnnovative 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 education, but equally important there must be n more

- equitable bulance between the avajiable funds and the regulatory nauthority

fmposed on state and local educutignal swystems, The malntenance of existing
educational programs is necessarily n state and local function, Therefore, fod-
eral programsmust reflect the unique conditions of ench state and loculity, nx
well as eontinue to addresg national eoncerns and objectives and provide new
avenues of educatlonal development. Most importantly, federal regulation should
and must not supersede the authority legilly vested to the states to administer

_and operate educatlon prograns.

We are taking the libbrty of attaching more detailed information to support
zevernl of the concerns stated nbove. :

Mr. Lenvan. Mr. Costa, Nevada Department of Fducation. 1 you
would limit yonr presentation to 10 ninutes. then we would have time
for the questions. Your statement will be made part of the record.

STATEMENT OF JAMES P. COSTA, FEDERAL LIAISON AND PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATION, NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mr. Costa Thank yon. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcom-
mittee. I thank vou for this opportunity to appenr before vou today,
and present our comments.

On behnlf of the State of Nevada and all the States experiencing
difficulty implementing Public Law 93-380. T express appreciation
for the opportunity to present our problems for yonr information and
consideration,

My mujor task today is to thoronghly acquaint you with the prob-
lems ereated 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 House bill (ILR. 69). and the Senate hill (8. 1539). con-
tained provisions for consolidating certain: edueation programs in
the interest of simphifying and making more efficient their admainistra-
tion and management. .

The eonsolidation agreed upon infeonference was that proposed by
the House. It was conditioned on a guarantee thB 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 fiseal year prior to the fiscal year of nse.

There was never any expression of intent on the part of the Con-
gress to use the consolidation to eause a redistribution of funds among
the States. ’

Becanse each of the five aid-to-States programs had different pur-
pgses. approaches. and allocation formulas. and because, even with
consqlidation, the Copgress- wanted to retain the uniqueness of cach,
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 T with the
formula i section 402(a) (2) of title TV.

It is obvious that none of them is exactly like the consolidation
formula, and to make matters worse. the “floors” have been removed
fpom the two programs consolidated in part C.

ERIC 706
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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
dged 5 to 17, inclusive, and te o lesser degree for the 15 States between
1 percent and 2 percent.

he effect of applying the 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-
eause the 50 percent consolidation permits half the dollars to be al-
lotted on 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 tables the first column represents the allotment per
formula in title IV, Public Law 93-380, The second column, the fiscal
vear 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 thev-are
not limited to the same States each time. Due to the uniqueness of the
categorical formulas nsed in fiscal year 1974, 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 fiscal year 1974.

Tables attached as appendix IT and appendix TII are from the
17.S. Officel of Education and provide an analysis and comparson with
fiscal year 1975 allotments. Fivecal vear 1975 is congidered an inade-
quate comparison because the appropriation for ESEA title ITT was
$26 million less than that in fiscal year 1974, These tables are attached
as supportive documents to my complete testimony. \

The tables in appendixes IT and ITT have been translated into an
action plan for Nevada in table 5. The fiscal year 1976 part B allot-
ment. is larger mainly becanse of moving in the guidance and testing.
title TIT 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 projects.

Overall. the fizures show Nevada actually gains in fiscal vear 1976,
but onlv if the Commissioner’s share of title*ITI, section 306, is not
inclnded in the State receipts for prior years.

In fiscal vear 1977, the State has taken the maximum allowed for
administration out of p because part C is actually $20,000 short’

_ of meeting the-allowed get-aside for title V at fiscal year 1973 levels.
The losses to progrAim are obvions and dramatic. The ultimate
effect will be to terminate innovative programs and reduce support.

ki
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for libraries and materials, equipment, and guidance and testing at
the local levels. :

This will create lnyofl conditions for some teachers and aides at the
local level, and consultants and clerical staff at the State level. It 18
difficult to surmise how other States in similar conditions will react,
but it would be logical to assume some comparnble action.

The following are several alternatives:

(1) The Congress can do nothing, in which case 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, hut insert language in either the substantive
or the npproerimi(m legislation raising those States falling below the
fiscal year 1974 level (the base year) in any fiscal yenr after fiscal year
1975 to the fiscal year 1974 leve] 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 Cin 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 apprépriation to assure the 1974 level
for all States, This would cost an estimated $364.297,692 for part C
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 apportione(r on
the ratio of ghildren aged 5 through 17, inclusive. In this case, the
aHotments would be listed as in table 6, and would require no addi-
tional funding for part C.' Part B cannot be calculated inthis manner < -
without additional funding. . ) 3

(5) The Congress can permit a “hold harmless” at fiscal year 1974 5
levels with a pro rata share of remainders, in which case the amounts %
wonld be as listed in table7 and require no additional funding. -5-'7'»..\‘;«

(6) The Congress can delay appropriations for fiseal year 1977, \
thereby causing the “trigger” to fail and throwing programs back into
a categorical mode. This also would require no additional funding,
but it would hot help those States experiencing lossés in fiscal year
1976. o

(7) The Congress can appropriate $1 less than the amount required
‘to “trigger” the consolidation, again revérting 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 ﬁ};(‘n]

* year 1977, but gaining iff part B expressed support for the fiscal year
1974 level as a minimum for all States.
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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 osition, two indi-
cated a lack of desire to give up the increased funding (béth urging
a supplemental appropriation). and another was agreeable to any
action that would preveit any State from receiving less than the fiscal
year 1974 level. t ‘

Of all the alternatives presented, alternative 2 appeared to have
overwhelming support, nn(! weiare inforuned that a great majority of
Congressmen have been so advised by the respective States.

r. Leaman. Do you think that you can conclude within a few
minutes, so that we can get to every '
Mr. Cosra. The administrative
been lessened in spite of the spirit, of
application. The act demands that annual program plans be developed
for each separate program and that the Jocal 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 IT was 5 percent or
$50,000, and for ESEA title IT, 7.5 percent or $150,000. The new title
IV permits 5 percent or $225,000, wﬁidh proyision will cause losses to
sorme of the larger States as indicated in tablé A4, appendix II1. 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,
whighever is greater. e

This statement does not directly address the specific problems and
recommendations contained in the testimony of my distinguished 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. Leaman. Thank you very much for your testimony. '

[Prepared statement of James P. Costa follow$:]

irements on the States have not
consolidation and the single

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES P. CosTA, FENFRAL LIATSON AND PROGRA M .
ADMINISTRATION, NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mr. Chalrman and members of the Subcommittee, on hehalf of the State of
Nevada and all the states experiencing difficulty implementing P.L. 93-380, T
express appreciation for the opportunity to present our problems for your infor-
mation and consideration. .

My major task today’is to thoroughly acquaint you with the problems created
by the allocation fermula in Title IV, P.L. 93-880, Consolidation of Certain
Education Programs, and to propose alternatives of extant conditions.

Both the Houge (HR 69) and the Senate (8.B. 1539) bills contained provi-
sions for consolidating certain education brograms in the interest of simplifying.
and making more efficient their administration and managem&nt. The consolida-
tion agreedupon in Conference was that proposed by the House. It was condi-
tloned on/a guarantee that the same aggregate amount of funds would be pro-
vided fof the consolidation as would be provided for the separate categorical
programs and that appropriations be made in the t{égxl year prior to the fiscal

year-/of use. There was never any expression of an ingént on the part of the Con-
gress to use the consolidation to cause a redisiributitch of funds among the states.

& -
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' PROBLEM

Becuuse each of the five aid-to-states progrums had différent purposes, ap-
proaches and allocation formulas, and because, even with consolidation, the
Congress wanted to retain the uniqueness of ench, the task of consolidation was -
compounded. ,

When the alloeatlon formaula was developed it was based solely on the nomber
of clilldrens aged tive to seventeen, inclusive, in each of the states, The extant
cetegorical formulan are compared in Appendix T with the formula in Section
402(0n) (2) of Titie 1V, 1t is obvious that none of them is exactly like the con-
solidation fornanla, and to make matters worse, the “tloorg’ have been removed
JSrom the two programs consolidated in 1'art ¢, “Floors” are used to guarantee
that there will be adequate funding to give rensonable assurance of success for a
minimumn prograin in every state. When the “Hoors™ are removed and uum-w{;;:
are made solely on a ratio of populatlon the smaller stntes can not he assur
of even 1 minlmum program. The state of Nevada, for example, with 209 of the
Jnation’s populntion, receives $2,600 of cach $1,000,000 of appropriation. 1t would
take a $100,000,000 appropriantion to assure Nevada of $260,000. In Fiscai Year
1974, the base year for FY 78 consolidation appropriantions, onlty one of the seven
consolidated programs was $100,000,000 or greater. The example works similarly
for the 18 states and the District of Columbia which have less than 1% of the
nation's population aged 5-17, inclusive, and to a lesser degree for the 13 states
between 1% and 20,

The effect of applying the formulas in Section 401(¢) (1) and Section 402
ta) 2y is illustrated for Fiseal Year 1076 in 1'nbles 1 and 2 and in Section 402
ta) 2y for Fiseal Yenr 1977 in Tables 3 and 4. The dramntie shifts of dolinrs
do not occur in Fiseal 1976 because the 500% consolidation permits half the dollars
to be aliotted on the basis of the categorical formulas. The allotments per Title IV
are compared with the entegorical allotments for Fiseal Year 1974 since that is
the base year for “triggering” the consotidation,

In each of the tablex the first column represents the allotment per formula in
Title 1V, 1%L 9323580 ; the second column, the FY T4 allotment; and the third
colnmn, the negative difference, or loss to given states. A review of the losses
in ench of the tables*indicates fhat they are not limited to the saume states ench
time. Due to the uniqueness of the categorieal formulax used in FY 74, the move
oft them will affect stutes differently. Nevertheless, these are real dollar losses
even though the aggregnte amount of funding ix eqnal to that of FY 74,

Tubles attached as Appendix [T and- Appendix 1T are from the U8, Office of
Fdueation and provide an analysisy and comparison with Fiseal Year 1975 allot-
ments, Fiseal Year 1975 is considered an inadequate comparison because the
appropriation for ESEA Title TIT was $26,000,000 less than that in FY 71 Thesxe
tubles nre attnched ax supportive documents.

The tables in Appendix IT and 111 have been transtated into an action plan
for Nevada In Table 5, The FY 76 Part 13 allotment is larger mainly because of

¢ moving in the guidanee and testing, Title TH nmonnt from Part €. The Part ¢
allotment Ix only sHghtly smaller, but obviously Title Vo activities will need to tap
some of the consolidation to sustain programs and projects. Overall, the figures
show Nevada actually gaing in FY 76 but only if the Commissioner’s share of
Title T, Section 306 is not included in state receipts for prior years.

In FY 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
tor Title V' ut FY 73 levels. The losses to programs are obvions and dramatie.
The ultimate effect will be to terminate innovative programs and reduee support
tor libraries and materials. equipment, and guldance and testing at the loeal
jevels, This will create lay-off conditions for some teachers and aldes at the local
level and consultants and cterfeal staff at the state level, It ix difficult to surmise
how other states In similar conditions will react, but it would be logical to as-
sume some comparabte action. ‘

’ ALTERNATIVES

(1) The Congress ean do nothing, in which case the ultimate effect of program
reductions and terminations ond staff lay-offs will undoubtedly prevail.

“(2) The Congress ean allow the forniula to work ax deseribed in Section 401"
and Seetion 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)

v
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in any fiscal year after FY 70 to the FY 74 leve! and appropriating the funds
therefor. ‘T'he amount of Nupplvnwnml funding required tn uumnpll h thix cun

be determined from the third column in each of tables 1, 3 and 4 as follows:
Tuble 1, part.B, fisenl year 1976 _____ e e . . $1,.079, 020
Table 2, part C, fiscal year 1076_ . _______ o . . 2,013, KR8
Table 3, part B, fiscal year 1077_. ____ e el B CL 206G, 002
Table f, part O, ixcal year 1977 _ . . 0360, 900
T e 14, 627, 708

{3) The Congress can allow ' the formula to work as it exists and increase
the authorizations and appropriations to assure the FY T4 level for all states,
This would cost an estimated $364,207.892 for Part C nlone. Besides all the other
shorteomings of this ultvrnuti\(- the cost alone makes it highly undesirable.

(4) The Congress ciin amend the Part C allotment formula to provide an equal
base distribution with the remainder apportioned on the ratio of cHildren aged
517, inclusive. In this caxe the allotnients would be as listed in Table 6, and

‘would require no additional funding for Part C, Part B cannot be calculated in

this manner without additional funding.

(5) The Congress can permit a “hold harmless” at J°Y 74 levels with a pro-rata
share of remainders, in which case the amounts w ould be as listed in Table 7 and
require no additional funding. .

(6) The Congreas can delay npproprin&l(mq for FY 77 thereby causing the
“trigger” to fail and throwing programs bavk into i categorical mode. This also
would require no additional funding, but it would not help those states expe-
riencing losses in FY 76,

(7) The Congress can appropriate $1 less tlmn the nmonnt required to “trigger”

‘the consolidation, again reverting to the eategorienl mode, This would require

no additional funding, .and again, would not help those states losing in F'Y 76

A survey has been conducted of all the states soliciting their comments with
respect to this problem. As of May 30, 1975, responses had been received from
41 of the chief state school officers, The seventeen major logs states nnturulh
favor retaining the FY 74 levels. Eight states experiencing minor losses in Pa
for FY 77 but gaining in Part B expressed support for the FY 74 level as a
minimum for all states, Twelve states experiencing losses in Part B for FY 77
but gaining In Part O expressed support for the FY 74 level as a minimum for
all states, Of the remaining states, one expredsed a neutral position, two in-
dicated a lack of desire to give up the increased funding (both urging a supples
mental appropriation), and anhother was agreeable to any action that would
prevenit any state from receiving less than the FY 74 level.

Of all the alternatives presented, alternntlve 2 appeared to have overwhelming
support, and we are informed that a great majority of Congressmen have heen
so advised by the respeetive states.

PROBLEM

The administrotive requirements on the states have not heen lessened in spite
of the spirit of the consolidation and the single application. The Act demands
thnt gnnual program plans be developed for each separate program and that the.
local education agency applications be permitted to address the separate pro-
grams. Advixory councils gre still required ; technieal assistance, evaluation and
reporting requirements are increased.

Administrative support under categorical Fitle 1T was 59 or $£50,000, and for
ESEA Title I, 7%4% or $150,000. The new Title IV permits 5% or $2235,000,
which provision will cause losses to some of the larger states as indicated in
Table. A—4, Appendix I1I. The losses expressed are; in the aggregate, actually
$£1,000,000 less than administrative losses in Fiscal Year 1974, ,

ALTEKN ATIVE

(1) The Congress can amend the gubstantive languape to [)Prmlt ndminictrntlve ’
costs at 714 9% or $225,000, whichever'is greater.
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This statement does not directly address the specific problems and recomimenda-
tions contained in the testimony of my distinguished panel colleagues T have
complete knowledge of the statements magde by themn, the statements have been
eonsidered by the state of Nevada, and the state concurs with the positions
presented to you today.

TABLE 1.--DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDRRUNDER PUBLIC LAW 8910 AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93 380, TITLE IV
PT. B, LIBRARJES AND LEARNING RESOURCES FISCAL YEAR 1976

/ Fiscal year 1974 Negative
Slate amounts ! aliotments ? ditterence

United States and outlying areas .. ... .. .. $137.330,000 $137.330,™9

50 States. District of Columbia, and Pusrto Rico. . T 43S 8177 136,726,231 $1.979,020

\\\Alabama_ S

. 2,339, 205 2,371,922 32,17
Alaska . . 2450. 818 234120 0
Arizons.. . 1,424,113 1,290, 522 0
Arkansas. __ 1,301, 669 1.302, 466 19
California. . 12, 556, 971 12,523,335 0
Colorado o 1,608, 365 1, 546,555 2 0
Connecticut. . - .. . . . 1,949.787 1. 890, 468 0
Pelaware. ... ... . 396, 667 390,173 0
Florida... el 4,403,497 4,156, 907 0
Georgia. . . . 3. 144, 830 3,099,193 0
Hawair_ .. 547,061 S41, 501 0
Idaho ... e 543,278 528, 603 0
HWinois .. A 1,112, 491 7,152,179 44,688
Indiana . . 3,485,011 3,534, 622 50, 611
lowa ... . . - 1,863 613 1,907, 360 43,747
Kansas . 1, 365, 042 1,424, 644 59, 602
Kentucky . 2,150, 299 2,179,836 29,537
Loulsiana ... .. 2,686,649 2,721,652 35,063
Masne_ . .. . . 702,713 713,576 6,403
Maryland. . o ’ 2,676, 362 2, 665, 5‘% 0
Massachiusetts . 3, 606, 859 3,557, 68 0
Michigan 6,186, 270 6. 294, 069 107,799
Minnesota .. 2, €49, 822 2,728,758 68. 936
Mississippr . . ... .. 1. 642, 403 1,971, 316 0
Missouri. . . .o . e e ee e ) 2,973,213 3,078 474 105, 261
Montana . .. $12. 209 518, 496 6, 291
Nebraska ... . ... 986, 873 984, 402 0
Nevada . " 369, 743 340, 495 0
New Hampshire__. . 532. 849 511.762 0
New Jersey ... - . 4,521, 454 4,497,992 0
New Meuico oo 828, 19§ 828, 044 0
New York R . . 10, 823, 688 10, 659, 486 0
North Carolina.. . . . 3,345,702 . 3,335.80 0
North Dakota. ... 436,953 448, 469 11, 516
Ohio__... . . . 7,044, 168 7,234,947 190, 779
. Oktahoma. . . . . 1,642,470 1.675, 504 33,034
Oregon. .. 1,360,213 1, 334, 065
Pennsylvama. . - 7.313,595 7,509, 828 196, 233
Rhode island . . 591, 999 591, 795 0
South Carolina_. 1, 849, 041 1, 862, 652 13,611
South Dakota. - . N 475,743 489, 721 13,978
Tennessee ... . 2,572,743 2. 580, 440 7,697
Texas.... . . . 1,801,883 7,815,722 13, 844
Utah..... . 843, 256 837,796 0
Vermont.. . " . . 326, 157 323,852 0
Virgma ., . L 3,081,125 3,038,673 0
Washingtpd. ... . . 2,179, 843 2,203,983 24,140
West Virfginia e, . . 1,129, 343 1,139,707 10, 364
Wisconsin. . ey, .. ! . . 3,090, 423 3,175,375 84,952
Wyoming... ... ...oo - . 247,648 246, 842 v}
District of Columbia_. ...~ .. . .. . . 410, 468 406, 489 0
PuertoRico........... ..... -« - - e 1,934,871 2,722, 351 787, 480
Outlying areas ... e Y e e Lagses §03. 769

1 Distribution of funds undgr Provisions of sec. 401(c)1), as in State listing (budget office diwvision), Feb, 5, 1975.
1 Grant allotment totals for fiscal yeas 1974,
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> TABLE2—DISTRIBUTIDON DF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 83-10, AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93-380, TITLE v,
- PT. C, EDUCATIDNAL INNDVATION AND SUPPDRT: FISCAL YEAR 1976 °
Fiscal year 1974 .- Negative
° State amounts ! al\otmonts 1 . difference
United States and outlying areas . . _ . . . . ... . . - $168, 952, 375 8165, 029,250, . . . .. .
50 States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.. . . . .. 167 271 410 163, 527, 468 $2,014, 885
labama_._ ... ... ... . “2,903, 412 2, 805, 134 0
. aska. .. . e 733,014 T 840,537 107, 523
Arizona . . 1,925, 516 1,780, 688 0
Arkansas . 1,830,010 1,829,993 -0,
Catifornia. . 78 13, 369, 828 0 .
- Colorado. . 2,038, 058 0
Connecticut. . 2, 475 893 0
Delaware . ... . ... ... ... 6, 657 108, 401
s Florida. ___._ _... ... ... 4, 750 87% 0
o 3, 555 592 0
Hawaiji 1. 120, 125 12,452
- Idaho., 1,101,332 74, 492 :
1lfinois. . e 7,672,786 0
tndiana (7.0 3,955, 258 \ 0"
lowa._ ... 2, 389,570 0
. Kansas. e 2, 006, 697 67,271
Kentucky |10 TI T T 2,621,900 0
‘Loutslana e b mmmamn e 2,991, 487 0
Maine . _ 11, 260, 015 72, 099
Maryland... ... . . .. 0. .. ... ... 3,099, 007 0
Massachusefts - _ 01111 T 4,102,189 - 0 -~
- Michigan. ... .. ol 8,533, 286 0
Minnesota, . 07T 8, 074, 900 0
MMsissnpp ......... 2,070, 803 0
SS0UN e e 3,507,874
Montana. ... _ . L.l . 1,080, 050 92, 845 .
Nobraska.__. ... ... ... .. .. ...l 1,551,741 49, 184
Nevada. .. .. . .0 .l 947,174 89,239
New Hampshire 2 " _ (11111 T I ' 088, 720 T 72,491
Newldersey ... ... .. ... , 062, 725
1,331 560 26, 849
11,739, 991
3, 35, 2 - ° 0 .-
1,034,898 107, 501- “
7,522,814 0
2,207, 641 11,958
1,918,024 2,303
Pennsylvania_. 7,929, 630 0
@‘ Rhode Island. - 1,190, 463 99, 080
3 ! South Carolina. 2, 303, 685 0. .
o South Dakota. ... 1,067,905 110, 251
Lo Tennessee. ... . ... ... ... 3,050, 981 0
| Texad ... ..l . 8,027,890 0
Uah ... ... ..., 1, 354, 337 30, 605
Vermont.._ ... . .. __.. .. 15, 881 117,332
Virginia_. - 3,537,542 , 0
- Washington - . 2,743,230 0
West Virginia. ... ____ ... 1,740, 292 © 63,075
Wisconsin IO 3,444 918 o
Wyoming._._. ... ... 253,161 . 129,408
District of Colymbia_ _ ~ 1,060,411 - 147,863
. Pusrto. Rico 3 072 183 362, 759 ‘
1, 680, 965 1, 501 /2 L

+ Distributior of funds under provisions o' sec. 401(:)(2) as in State listing (budgot office/ division), Feb. 5, 1975.

- 1 Grant al|otm|nt totals for fiscal year 197 .

TABLE 3.—DISTRIBUTIDN DF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE |V, PT B, LIBRARIES AND LEARNING [
ERESDURCES FISCAL YEAR 1977 .

-, 0 " -

v

. . Fiscal year 1974 Negative
. ' State amounts ! aliotments 1 difference
United States and outlying areas $137,330,000  $137,330,000 ............. -~
~ 50 States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico..._....._.... 135, 970, 297 == 136, 726, 231 $2,268,952
. ) 2,340,573 . 2,371,922 N, 349
246,786 24120 . - 0
1,382, 003 1,290, 532 0
(288434 1302466 13, 982
A L4 *
Ll ? . a‘ - ’ ’ > . a )
8 R ' ’ -
-9 ) T 'y )
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+ TABLE 2. —OIS‘TRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE 1Y, PT. B, (IBRARIES AND LEARNING
\4 RESOURCES FISCAL YEAR 1977—Continued
3
e A Fiscal year 1974 . . Negative
State amounts ! allotmaents ? difterence
Cahtormsa .. ... ... .. ... 12,697, 802 12,523,335 0
Colorado. . ... . " 1,600,214 1.5‘6,555 N 0 "
Connecticut ... 1, 956, 106 1, 390, 468 0
Delaware o 381, 869 390, 173 8,304
Flonda.. 4,455, 141 4, 156, 907 . 0
Georgia .. 3,179, 646 3,099,193 0
Hawaii. ... . .. . ’ . 845, 521 541, 501
idaho ... .. .. U A . 524, 745 528, 603 3,858
Hlingis . . ... e e e . S 7, 149,007 7,157,179 " 8,172
indiana 3, 480, 985 3,535,622 54,637
lowa.... . . e e 1.859. 983 1,907, 360 47,371
Kansas _._.. e e e e e P 1,392, 394 1,424 644 - 32,250
Kentucky. ... .. ... ... .. ... . P 2, 145,741 2,179, 83 34,095
Louisiana. e e s RN 2,647,107 2,721, 65 74,545
Meine. ¢ 675, 415 713,576 38,161
Mtryltnd 2,693, 867 2, 665, 542
Massachusef 3,613,470 3,557, 682 "
: Michigen. . 6,143,673 6 294,069 150, 391
o Minnesota . 2,634,118 2,728,758 © 94,640
. MississippL. - 1,615, 800 1,671,316
. Missoust. . 2,971,826 3,078,474 . 106, 648
MOMANE. oo e e , 768 518, 496 19,728
Nebraska.. ........... . R R, R 981, 949 984, 402 22,453
“Nevada.. . ... ... . e . .ol 358,489 340, 495 0 ~
New Hampsl‘uu... A e I, 514, 354 511,762, 0
New Jersey ... . _ . N J e T 4,623,995 4,497,995 0
New Mexico. ... ... . . el s 802, 705 828, 044 ' 25,339
New York ....... ........ .. ..., P - 11, 004, 068° 10,659, 486 .0
* North Carolina._.... . S o 3,364, 086 *3,,335 850 0
North Dakota. ... ... ... . A L 433,824 448, 469 14, 645
Oho............. ... e e e et 6,977,556 7 7,234,947 257, 391
Okizhoma. . ..._............ ISR S 1,618,398 %\ 1,675,504 57,106 .
Oregon ..., ...... .... . F O 1,363,819 % 1,334,065 0
Ptnnsy!vu(a T - 7,258,113 7,509,828 251,715
Rhode island . e 581, 896 591, 795 X
Sooth Carolina. ... > 1, 836, 609 1,862,652 + 26,043
Soyth Dakota_. ... FUN A 459, 302 489,721 29,919
Tennessfe. . ............... 2,561, 381 2,580, 440 19,059
Texas................. e ST 7,710,121 7,815,727 105, 606
Utah.. e e e e I 813, 096 837,796 24,700
Vgrmont e e e S 303,937 323,852 19,915
Virgima [ . A 3,091,322 . 3,038,673 0
Washington.a, .. ... _.o........ .. ... . . ° 2,174,317 2203 983 29, 666
Wesp Virgima . ... ... ... P .. 1,096, 250 1,139,707 43,457 £
Wiscgnsin. ... ... ... o v ... . . 3, 060 149 3,175,375 115, 226 -
Wyoming . .. ... ... . ... e el 23\, 200 246, 842 15, 642
District ot Columbia. . . e 402, 651 - 406, 489 3,838
Puerto RICQ........ .. ... ... . el oo .ot T 2225 149 2722 351 497 ?02
Outlying areas.._.. PPN o l 359 03 603 769 ce el .
S I e =™
t Distribution of funds under pmvlslons of sec. l02h)(2) as in State listing (budget ofﬁct request Jan 31 1975)
* Grant atiotment totals for tscal year 1974. -

TABLE 4. —DISTRIBUTIQN OF FUNDS.UNDER PUBLIC LAW 83-10, TITLE IV, PT. C, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION +
AND SUPPORT: FISCAL YEAR 1977

.

- = . e e = -
t o Fisgl sear 1974 Negative
, . State amounts ! allounents 2 difference .
United States and outlying-areas...................... < $172:888,000  $165, 029,250 . .
50 States, District ot Columbia and Puerto Rico. ___..___.. 171,176, 238 163, 527 468
-\ 5
2,946, 602 2 805, 134
310, 685 840, 537 529, 852
1,739, 836 1,780, 688 40, 852
1,622,103 1,829,993 207, 830
15, 985 562 13, 369,828
. 2,014,547 1038, 058 23,511
, 462, 588 2,475,893 13, 305
- , 744 * 986,657 505, 913
5, 608, 683 4,750, 879
+ 4,002,932 3,555,592 0
86, 777 1,120,125 -~ 433,348
660 615 1,101, 332 440,717

2 . -
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TASBLE 4. —-DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE IV, PT. C, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION

AND SUPPONT: iISCAL YEAR 1977--Continued » .
= —_———— —
Fiscal ysar 1974 Negative
State |mounu ! |Ilotmonh ¢ dlmmnco
Hinots. ... 9,000, 055 7,672,786 ‘o
Indiana . . 4, 182,294 3,955,528 0
lowa. .. 2,341,584 2, 389,570 47.936 -
Kansas . .. 1,752 918 2,006, 697 233, W9
Kentucky . . . 2,101, 325 2, 621,900 0
Loutstana. . . 3.332.5C6 2,991, 487 0
Maine ... 850, 296 1, 260. 105 409, 809
ryland _ 3, 391.373 3, 099, 007 0
assachusetts. . 4,549,083 4,102, 189 0
Michigan. AP e .- B 7,734,423 6,533, 286 0
Minnesota. . . * e 3,316, 154 3,074, 900
Mississippt . . . 2,034, 169 2,070, 803 , 36,634
Missourl . : 4 3,714,302 3,507. 874
Montana. .. . . . 627,911 1,090, 050 462, 139
Nebraska .. . L 1236. 199 1. 551, 741 315. 542
Nevada e L : ﬁl. 3t 947,174 495 863
New Hampshire - 7.533 1,088, 720 4] 187
New Jersey S, 821,257 5,862.725 R
New Mexico 1. 010. 544 1.331.560 321,016
New York . . 13.853. 283 11,739, 991 0
Noarth Carolina: : . 4235128 3,833, 042 )
Narth Bakota . -4 546, 152 1,034, 899 488. 747
Ohio ’ 8,784 211 7,522,814 0
OkIleomn , o . 2.037. 440 2,207,641 - 170, 201% :
Oregon SO 1,716,944 1,918,024 . 201. 080
Pennsylvana L 9,137.411 7,929,630
Rhode Island . . R 732.563 1,190, 463 457.900
South Carolina . . \ “ 2.312.151 2,303, 685 0
South Dakota. - ' . 578. 855 1. 067. 905 489, 050 ‘
Tennessee. .- R s .. 3.224.584 3,050. 981 - 0
Texas.. - . A s 9.706, 455 8. 027, 890 0
Utah ./ . 1.023.625 1. 354,337 330,712
Vermont . « L 382.633 915, 881 533, 248
Virgima_ 3,891,739 3,537,542 0
Washington 2,.737.299 2,743.230 . 931
Wast Virginia =~ - 1.380. 036 1.704, 292 324,196
Wisconsin . 3. 852, 495 3,444,918 0
Wyoming. . 291.063 ° 853, 161 562. 098
District of Lolumbia. . L 506. 907 1,060, 411 553. 504
Pusrto Rigo .. . .. P 2 801 293 3 072 183 270. 890
Outlyingareas. ... . .. - .. ... .. l nt, 762 l 501 782 R
A Distribution of funds under provisions of sec. 402(aX(2) as in State listing (budget office) Jan 31, 1975: -,

? Grant allotment totals for fiscal year 1974 .

TABLE 5.—NEVADA DEPARTMENT OFf EDUCATION, ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976-77 ALLOCATIONS COMPARED
WITH FISCAL YEAR 1974—TITLE Iv, PTS. B ANB C, PUBLIC LAW 93 380

P

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - N
’

- Fiscal ysar—
’ . 1974 1975 " 1976 (astimate) 1977 (estimate)
. Staloﬁ State State State
adminis-  Programs/ adminis- Programs/ adminis.  Programs/ adminis- Programs/
Program trations projects  lrations projects  trations projects  tfations projects
wESEA M . 30,000 - 200, 488‘ 30,000 225,119 15, 000 108,078 NA NA
NDEA 111, 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 16l us® 225,000 "133,489
To!a; pt. B type o . - R i
programs. . ... . 43,333 254, 3 43,333 A 267, 005 43,333 326,410 225,000 133,489 B
28256 310, 338 369, 743 358, 489
414,867 150,006 379,768 150,000  307,0 NA NA
351,334 0 351,334 0. 175, 271 NA NA
0 NA NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA 75,000 225, 655 R g 451,311
Total pt. C type . . .
programs...__. 150, 000 766,201 150,000 731,102 _ 150,000 707, 935 0 451, 311
- 916, 201 881, 102 857, 935 451,311
N
., To(t:a{ pts. B and R . a
ype . N
programs. ... 193,333 1,021,124 193,333’ 9987107 193,333 1,034,345 225,000° 584,000
! 1,214,457 -~ 1,191, 440 1,227,678 ‘809, 800
. - L ) . - '
Qo - ’ s
IC 8o
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, TABLE 6.—EQUAL BASE DISTRIBUTION
. Percentages
L 5:t0 17 Pt. C, title
« Mabama_ . 172 3, 006, 261
. Alashka_ . . 18 845, (80
JArigona .. L0 Lo 1.01 2,009, 872
Arkansas..... . .. .. ... ....... . . .95 1,925,671
' Califormia...... ... . . ....... .. .. 9.4 13, 699, 896
Colorado. .. ... . . 1.18 2,248, 444
Connecticut. ... .. [P 1. 44 2,613,
Delaware..... . . ... ....... .28 985,
. .- .28 5, 195, 509
2 3,876, 46
.40 , 1,153, 820
N .39 1,139,78
‘ 5.26 7,974,1
“ . A 2.56 4, 185, 08]
1.36 2, 501, 050
AAAAA 1.02 2, 023, 906
..... . 1.58 2, 808, 790
e e 1.95 3, 329,034
. s . e e .50 1,294, 156
Maryland_ ... ... . ... L R 1.98 3,371,135
Massachusetts .. ... .. . R 2.66 4,325, 424
Michigan. .. .. s R - 4.5 6,935, 681
Minnesots....... ....... ~ : I . 1.94 3,318,001
Mississippt. ...... ... e [, 1.19 2,262,478
Missowrs ........ ... . . . . . .. 2.19 3, 665, 842
Montana. . . Y * 1, 111,19
" Mebraska. T .n 1, 602, 896
Nevada. .. .. S .26 957, 348
New Hampshire, . ... ... .38 1, 125, 753
New Jarsey....... ... ... . . . ... Lol .40 5,363, 913
NewMexico............. . .. .. .59 1, 420, 459
New Yorl. .......... .. . ... .. . e 8 09 11, 845, 680
North Carobina. ... ....... ..... . ... .. . ... 2.47 4,058 784
North Dakota. .. ............. . ......... . .. . .. ... R 1, 041, 551
OhIO_ . .. . el e . 5.13 7,791,734
Oklshoma........... ... ... . . . . .. . 1.19 2,262, 478
Oregon. . . ... 1.00 , 995, 839
Pennsylvania. . 5.34 8,086, 440
Rhode Istand. . .. e e e .43 , 195,
South Carobina... ... ... ... L i el 135 2,487,015
outh Dakota. - ] 1,089,618
Tennessea. . . e 1.88 3, 230, 199
" Texas. . 5.67 8, 549, 549
Utah. . L el .60 1, 434,993
Vermont . .22 901, 214
Virginia... ... . .27 3,778,111
Washington ... e ” 1.60 2,837,857
West Virginia. .. ... .. e e e o .81 1,729, 199
Wisconsin. .. ... ......... . ... 2.25 3,750, 044
Wyoming. . ... _ ........ A7 831,
District of Columbia. .30 1,013,483
Puerto Rico......... [ AU, 1.64 2,893,992
Subtotal. ... ... ... ... ... L . 171, 159, 120
OUtlYING-ar®as. ... . ... il iiie e e e el 1,728, 830
Total. . e 100.01 172, 888, 000
° —_ -
Note: Basis for calculations—1 percent (31,728, 880) reserved for outlying areas: 18 percent of remainder (330,808,642)
gividﬁd equally among States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico; zalnncl ($140,350,478) per ratio of children aged
tol?. .
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TABLE 7.—WORKSHEET ON PROPOSAL FOR A HOLD HARMLESS AT FISCAL YEAR 1974 LEVELS

’ i Pt C
Pt 8 . Nesdtomaich J
- - - - < hscal year
Need to match Share of G 1974 1ess G, Share of
fiscal year 1974 C.and ! Total pt BE C.ang 7 distribution Total pt C
Alabama 2.051.730 320 192 2,371 922 2,805 134 133 818 2 938,952
Alaska . 206 083 28.037 . 234 1207 840 437 14, 004 854, 541
Arizona 1.135 191 155 341 1.290 532 1 780 688 78. 513 1 859 267
Arkansas 1.138 836 163.630 1.302 466 1 829 993 73.91 1 903, 904
California 10 735.821 1,787 474 12 523 33% 13 369 828 726 667 14 096. 495
Colorado 1 356. 060 190. 495 1 546,555 2 038058 91 806 2129, 864
Connecticut s 1 635. 585 254883 | 890.468 2 415 893 112 634 2 5¢7.9¢1
Delaware 341 766 48407 - 390173 986. 657 21 (94 1 004 441
Flonda 3 564,119 592 748 4 156 907 4 750.819. 255. 189 5 086 060
Georgra . 2 674 284 424 909 3.099. 193 3 555,592 182, 055 3 737.647
Hawau,, - 474 673 66 828 $4i 501 1.120 125 31.120 1151245
tdaho © 464,907 63. 696 528 603 1 101332 - 30342 1131 674
Mhnois , b 147, 508 1,009, 671 7,157.179 7612 186 409, 236 8 082 022
" Indiana . 3 054,713 480, 909 3,535 622 3955, 258 199,172 4 154.430 .
lowa . 1 665 494 241. 866 1,907 360 2 389.570 105. 810 2 495, 380
Kansas 1 235 059 1883, 589 1,424 644 2 006 697 19,357 2.086 054
Kantucky 1 896 451 283, 38% 2.179.836 2 621.900 122.926 2.744. 826
Lowisiana + 2 372 023 349 627 2,121,652 2 991 487 151.713 3 143. 200
Naine 628. 20. 45. 368 713. 576 1.260. 105 38, 900 1 299 005
Marytand 2 303. 606 361. 936 2,665, 542 3.099. 007 154, 047 3.253 054
Massachusetls 3 050 525 507.157 3.557. 682 4102,189 . -206.952 4.309. 14]
Michigan 5 458 713 835, ;36 6, 294. 069 6 533 286 351,633 6 B84.919
Minnesota 7. 369 960 358, 198 2.728.758 3.074, 900 150. 935 3 224 835
Mississippi * 1.372.794 198. 522 1.571.316 2.070. 803 92. 583 2 163 336
Missouri - 2.6%6. 749 421,725 3.078.474 3.507 874 170. 385 1 978,25 i
_Montana -~ | 456. 131 62 365 518, 496 1.090,0%0 — 28 7 1.118. 836
Nebraska . 857.329 127 073 984,402 1 551,741 56. 017 1.607 758
Nevada. . £ 298, 256 42,239 340, 495 947,174 20, 228 967, 402 B
New Hampshire . . | 448, 748 63,014 511, 762 1,088, 720 29, 564 1,116, 284 ]
New jersey . . 3, 854, 929 643, 066 4. 437,995 5,062, 72% 264, 525 5, 327,250
New Mexico . 733, 488 94, 556 2% naa 1, 331, 560 45, 902 1, 317,462
New York 9, 064,619 1,594, 867 10, 659, 486 11,739,991 629, 415 12, 369, 406
North Carolina, 2,871,058 464,792 3,335,850 , 3,835 042 192,170 4,027,212
Morth Dakota. 392, 795 95, 674 448, 469 1,034,899 , 896 1, 059, 79%
Ohio b, 253,575 981, 372 7,234, 947 7,522,814 399, 122 7,921,936
Oklahoma_ . . 1,461,629 213,875 - 1,675,504 2,207, 641 2, 583 2,300, 224
Oregon 1157, 319 176,786 1,334, 065 1.918, 024 = 77,801 1, 995, 825
Pennsylvama ) 6, 458, 100 1,051, 728 7,509, 828 7,929,630 415,460 8, 345,090
Rhode island. | 514,055 7% 740 591, 795 1,190, 463 33,454 1,223,917
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 1,067, 90% 26, 452 1,094, 357
Tennessee 2,224,803 355, 637 2,580, 440 3,050, 981 146, 267 3,197, 248
Texss . . 6.277,532 " 1,038, 194 7,815,727 B 027. 890 441,135 8, 469, 025
Utah. . 741, 001 96, 795 837,796 1, 354,337 46, 681 1,401,018
Vermont. . | . 284, 982 38,870 323, 852 915, 881 17,116 932, 997
Virginia. . oo 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 7 867, 712
West Virginta. . 992, 654 147,053 1, 119,707 1.704,292 ° €3,019 1,767,311
Wisconsin 2, 761, 998 413,317 3,175,375 3, 4449 175,053 3,619,671
Wyoming. . 216, 832 29, 950 246,842 #5341 13, 276 866, 387 \
Dustrict of Columbia 346, 687 59, 802 406, 489 1,060, 411 23,340 1,083 751 X
* .Pusrto Rico .. ... N 2, 245,050 477,301 2,722, 351 3,092,183 127,594 3,199,777 [
Outlying areas . 516,170 ~ 87’, 599 603, 769 1,501,782 . 78,587 1, 580, 369 RN
- T ;
Tohl.’.J .. . 137,330,000 . - 172, 888, 000 ,
\ Areexpix ‘o
. ALLOCATION PORMULAS - -FITLE IV, PARTN B & ¢, P.L. D iKo
. )
P, 93-380 b .
17 to extra dtate jurisdictions. .
From amounts appropriated for Part B or Part C, or both . . allot to each

state frivn each sxueh amount an amount which bemrs the same ratio to such
amonunt a8 the numlewr of children nged five to seventeen, inclusive, in the state
bears to the number of such children’ in ali the states, :

EMC . : . 8 ' { p‘

T ‘ - -
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ESEA Title 11

3% to extra state jurisdictions.

. ullnt to bach stute au nmount which lu-nru the same ratio to the amonnt
punther of children enrolled in the public aml private elementory and seqondary
schocis of that stule bears to llu tatd muber of childien sosenrolled” in such
schools in ali the states .

NDEA Title 111

167% reserved. C

~allot to ench stte an amount which bears the same ratio to the samount
approprinted at the product of 0 (ny the school-uge popilation of the stute, und
(1) the states allotment ratio,

“Allotment ratio”™ - 1004 of less than the product of cay 500 and (hy the
quotient obtained by dividiag the incone per child of school nge for the state by
the income per child of school age for the UNS, except that the allotment ratio
shall not be tess than 33% ¢ or more than 662,06 :

Administration 297 for extrn state jurisdictions,

a

PRIOW TO P.L. 970 580 PART ¢ TYI'R l'l!l)()llx\‘.\lﬂ

T RNE, Title 111
3% to t,x“frn »t.ujt- Jurludlt tions.
. 2200000 to eadt stateund the renminder as follows:
Hn SAn wmonnt which benrs The- e ratin to S0 nf wuch remninder axthe
number of ¢hlldren aged 5 17, ine lusivie, Th the. Htate hears to the mpuber ot such

children in alt the wtates.and 7 R

- 4b) An amoaut which bears the e’ ratio to 500, of sieh- ruumhuh roax the
population-sf the state bears to the population of all the states T
ESEA Title V - \ T

2% 0f Y3% to exira Nluh'JurlﬂtH( Ttoms.,

() 40 percentunl among the states ll\mﬁ‘h'munml&'

th)y An amowit which beors the sane rull'\\ to 680 per centom of the remainder
‘nx the nnmber of public schog) pupity M the Sate hears to the nomber of pablic
rxehool pupiie in all of the states,

.

.
]

. ' APPENDIX H/
ANALYSIN OF ESTIMATED DESTRIBUTION OF FUNDR IV FINCAL YEAR 1974 Fou

ESEA CTITIE IV, EDUCATION AMENTMENTS OF 1070

1. 7‘:1':/(\' B 1 xhoex the estinmnted distribution of 137.330,000.apprigrmted for
Libraries nnd Lenrning Resources with 5000 allocated nuder the formuln for
FIREA Tltle IV and the other 50 distributed on the basis of the categorical

-~ fofmnlas for EXEA Titte 11 and NDEX Thle L One-halt the £15 million
formerly expended under FEREA 111 for Guidance, Counseling, and Testing is
also distributed on 8 categorieal basis, but this will be administered in con-
Junietion with the ESEA Title 11 entegorieal program under Port (*) The dis-
tribution for the ontlyving sreas ( Amerfean Samon, Goam, Trust Territorles,
Virgin Islands) the Department of lwfn'nw and the Burenn of ludinn Affairs
hive not been enlentated.

11. Table B-2 shows the estimated dl,ulrlhuliun of 314,2_&“_(“0 uppropriated
for Innovation and Suppert, with 509 altoeated under the formnla for FESEA
Title IV and the other 50% distribited on the basis of the ecategorical
programs formulas for EXEA Title V, and I'ZHI'I,\ Title TTT, Tess $15.K30,000 for

t Note. -Tahles B 3 thr(nlxzh B R were computed thrmu:h a hand tubulation process,
While the data have been re-heckead, errors niny exist,
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Gulidauce, Counxeling, and Testing which §s included fn I'nrt B Alsyg, fncluded
in the Part ¢ consolidation are one-half of the FY 1974 nmounts approprinted
for Dropout IPrevention ($4.000,000) and Nutrition and Health ($1,900000). The
uther half of these funds, and $O83.625 for KSEA V. Section 500 projects, will
be nllocated to the Commissioner for discretionary grants, fudividunl mmounts
for the outlying arens, DOD, and BIA have not been ealeulated ‘

L. Table B3 compares the estimnted aggregate amonat each Ntate will re-
ceive in scal year 19768 with the total State distribation for cntegorieal progarms
(ESEKA 1L NDEA T, ESEA T ESEA V) dn fisenl yenr 1975, Funds for Nu-
tritlon and Iealth, and Dropout Prevention were not ineluded since thedw cate-
gorleal diseretionnry programs do not have State distributions.

Althongh the nggregnte {ucreases Iy approximately 25 million, 7 States and
D.C loxe funds. The losses range from $11,731 to $80,14K.

Alaska - . oo L ... e e el {806, O%1)
Delnware - ______ ... et e . Lo UBAR T
Nevadn - 0 L L ... . o U820, 0700
North Dakota. . . _____ __ . ___..__._ e e (14, 473)
South Dakota. ..o __ . .. __ ... . _._._.. e e .o. 1%11,731),
Vermont __ .l ... e e C_ ($5T,980)
Wyoming ... _ .. I LENO, O4N)
District of Columbla. oo . e ($49, OKT)

Ten Stntes receive increases of $1,000,000 or more,

IV, Table B-} compares flscal year 1976 amouuts availuble for LEA programs
for the nequisition of school library and learning resources ; and guildance, coun-
seling and testing ; and adininlstration allowances, with the amounts available in
fiscal year 1975 for ESEA I and NDEA 111 For purposes of this Table. the ad-
minixtration atlowances are the maximums authorized by, statute (5% of the
alloeation or the nmount ullowed in fiseal year 1973, whichever greater, for the
conoxolidated DO ;5% or $50,000 for KSEA 11 categorical 50% ).

The Table shows that § States would recelve less if the maximum set asldes
for -administration are exercised. The losses are modest, ranging from $3928
(Nevada) to $2K,:201 (Wyoming). AIl Stutes gnin in administration aliowances,

V. Table B-5 compnres fiscal year 1976 amounts avallable for LEA programs
for innovation. and administeation allownnces (PPart C of ESNEA IV) with the
wmmounts avallable in flseal year 1975 for ESEA 111, For purposes of this Table,
the set aside for strengthening leaddérship capabilities of State and local educa-
tionnl ngenclies is the maximum anuthorized by statue (159 of the Part ¢ allo-
cation or the amount allocated for these activitiex in flseal year 1973, whichever
{s grenater). The administration allowances are also the maximums (5% of the

C allocation, or the amount recefved in fiseal year 1973, whichever is
greater) T

With the excéption_of Texas. all States lose funds, ranging from $8.164

(Flortda) to $307.927 (Distrtet-ag Columbln). .
——

TARLES FOR F.mmiﬁ‘\‘m‘wm.\

1. Table B-1. Distribution of ru& under I.1. 80-10, fm,mn?w
380, et B, Libraries and Learnin esonrces: FY 1976,

< Table B-20 Distribution of funds under .1 89-10, as amended by 'L, 03-
3%0. P'nrt ¢, Edueational Innovation and Support: FY 1974,

3. Table B-3. Compnrison of total estlmated distributlon of funds under L,
%0 10, as amended by PL83-3%0, Part B and € for FY 1076 with total funds
avatlable in FY 1975 for corresponding to entegorieal programs.

4. Tuble B-§. Comparison of estimnted distrlbution of funds under 1.1, 80-10,
us mmmended by L. 93-3%0, Part B for adininisteation and programs with cor-
responding FY 1975 amounts. :

3. Table B 5. Comparison of estimated dlstribution of funds under P.L. K- 10,
ns amended by P.I. 93-380, PPart ¢ for administration and programs with cor-
responding FY 1975 amounts,

ERIC " - &

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TaprLe B-1—Distribution of funds un@cr public law 89+10, titid 1V, as amended
by public law Y3-380, part B, librariecs andy learning regsources: fiscal year 1976

“Total State

., 4 . , distribution?
United States and outlying areas__ ... _______ S ——— e ‘\ _ $137, 330, OV
50 States, Distrigt of Columbia, and Puerto Rico . < -_'T 135, 814, 172
AMDRIA oo oo oo oo e el 2,33B,200
Alnskn¥__ .o . N RO 250, K1N
Arizona _. . _ - oo - gmmmm e e mmmmm i mmm——e o 1,424,113
Arkansas 1, 301, G6Y

Cglifornia 12, 5564, 971
Colurado . : . 1, 8ux, 365
Connectieul _ oo aeao. .22 1, 949, 787

DelaWare - o o e e e L. o398, 667
Florida ---.___. - 4, 403, 487
1T o 1 SR USRI P, VR NEE P . 3, 144, 880
Hawall oo e e me e ciccmeel oSN ==-D 547, 061
1daho oo M o N 5433, 278
¥ ) IS oo oo oo - 7,112,491
Indlanag - ___--.___ 3, 485, 011
JOWN oo e e 1, 863, 613
KOANRKK o oo imm oo ool 3 1, 365, 042
Kentucky -- .o---- [, . \150, 200
Louislana -_ __-.-__ .- ..___ } 6. 040
Maine ..o o _.__-___. 173
Maryland - ... _—--___ . L 676, 3R
Muassachusetts . ... ¢ 3, 600, K5
Michigan - .. ._----__ ‘, ______________ fi. 1?_%(3. 2_‘9 .
Minnesotit e M iae amae- 2,650, K22
Mississippt _- - . bmmecmmm oo 1, 642, 403
! Missouri ... .. .. .. [ e mmmeeeen Y- mm - 2,973, 213
MODTADA . .ol o oo e hememmmemmmme e —mesth Lo 512, 205
.\:vlnrusku _______ mmmmmm - %""""'"”"”' S !')Hli.?:'T-'l .
Nevada - .- .- e mem e - A s R 369, 743
New Hampshire______ s VO e 1;:32, K49
New Jeniey oo R —— Seoeech AL
ew exteco__ o e __-. . . 2 .
Ny 3 R 10, 823
New York-ooooo 5 0 @19 423, 088
North Carolinf. oo T2 . oo 3,345, 102
North Dakota_. . __ U 436, 933
. Ohlo oDl 7. 04, 168
\ Oklaboma . .o o e aeee- e 1,842,450 '
Oregon .. . __.___.___ NI 1. 360, 213
Pennsylvanin ... ¥ . 7,313, 595,
Rhode Island. ... ... e e el 001, 009
South Carolina_______ . o .- e 1, 840, 041
South Dakota . . ool e i e 476, 743 .,
CTeNNeRSCC o o e e m e e = 2,072,743
TPOXAE  — - o e oo e e e e e = 7. 801, 8K3 5,
Utah _.____ e et e e 843, 206 N
VOrMONt o o o o e e e e 326, 167
Vieginia - .o oo L. oo o M. o . 3. 0K1, 125 \
. ashington _ . . e e 20170, 843 -
West Virginia_ o e 1. 129, 343
Wiseconsin - - e e 3. 090, 423
See Tootnota-atend of table. .

T
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) Tantk B-1—-Dintribution of funds under public laie 8% 14, (1t IV, us winended
: by public taw 93 480, part B, librarics and e arning resources: fiscal year
.- 1976 Continued

i Total State
'

NN . distribution
Wyoming ____ _ " ______ e e 247, B4R
. District of Columbia. _ R .. 410, 465

Puerto Rico_ ... __ [ 1, 934, 871

JOutlving aveas_ . _____ .

e 1, 495, 82K

tTotal " shown s total of page 2, colwnn 1 through 5. The total appropriation |
$137.330.000 with 1 percent of the 50 States, District of Colinbia, and Puerto Rlea
amount reserved for the outlying arens. Are amount shown I8 more than this because in
the NDEA programs, Puerto Rico iy lUsted as an aren. Distribution of funds under provy
Mons of wectlons 401¢¢) (1) with 50 percent distributed on the X117 population, July 1,
1973 und Apr. 1. 1970 350 orcent dlatributed under the formulaw for Puhlic Law K9 10,

» title IL title T1[ (estimatec guidance nmount only), NDFEA title IIf. grants and admin
iutratlon In the snme ratio as the nmount approprinted for encl program in tisenl yenr
974 or fiscul year 1975, whichever 18 higher, 's to the total of such approprinted nmounts,
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TABLE Bil.—DIS‘TRIBUTIDN OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89 10, TITLE IV, AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93 380,

PT. B, LIBRARIES AND LEARNING RESOURCES. FISCAL YEAR 1976

Public Law NOEA, title
50 percent Pubhic Law 89 10, title NDEA, utie 111 amount
consalidation 89 10, ttle I 111 amount 111 amount - (admimis-
amount ! amount 3 (guidance)+ (grants) 32 tration) ¢ 2
United States and outlying areas . $68.665, 100  $45, 951 951 39,084,255  §$12, 663, 924 $964, 870

.50 States, Oistrict of Columbia, : X
. and Puerto Rico .. . . 67,985,148 45,496,981 8,993, 412 12, 410. 646 947, 985
Alabama... . ... .. ... ... .. ... 1,170, 286 732.773 147,854 274,959 13,333
Alaska. . 123,393 74,008 17.123 22,961 13,333
Arizona . e 691, 001 489, 567 87,988 142, 224 13,333
Atkansas _ . e - 644,242, AlL 176 84,278 148, 640 13333
Califorma.. . .. .. . 6, 348, 900 4,258,150 $30. 061 1,002, 852 67, 008
Colorgdo. . . 107 540, 518 102. 819 151. 588 13,333
Connecticut . . R 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.%3)2 23,510
Georgia 1. 589,823 995, 164 199, 3,2 16,779
Hawaii. ; 272, 764 177,584 36,824 45, 5% 13,333
Idaho. . . 262,373 173, 685 3, 861 59, 026 13.333
Whinors. .. ... . . ... ... 3,574,504 2,404,157 486, 977 569,127 37,726
Indiana e e . 1. 740, 492 166. 219, 187 340, 602 18, 369
fowa. .. ... . .. 929, 622, 785 118,958 178, 543 13,333
Kansas .. .. . 696, 197 440, 102 92,163 123, 247 13.333
Kentucky. ... ... ... .. / . 1,072,871 685. 685 137. 326 241, 084 13,333
Louisiana . . 1,323,554 870, 284 161,537 317.305 13,969
Maine. . . 337,702 235,519 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, 136 556, 799 32,821
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 .. e 249,384 162, 564 33,115 53, 809 13,333
Nebraska. . .. S - 490,975 326; 037 64, 510 92,018 13,333
, Nevada.. - 179, 245 123,078 25, 096 28,991 13,333
New Hampshire. . ... . ol 257,177 176. 34, 896 51,043 13,333
New Jersey. ..... . . .. . . . 2,311,997 1, 541,711 298, 481 344, 864 24, 401
New Mexico ..... . ... 401, 352 264,179 50,1 99,212 13,333
New York . . . L 5 502,034 3.707. 264 769,918 786. 402 58, 070
North Carohina.. . 1,682, 043 1, 069, 193 215, 464 361, 244 17.753
North Dakota. 216,912 133, 494 29, 156 44,058 + 13,333
Ohio... . . ..... . 3,488,773 2,390, 971 471,795 655, 803 36. 821
Qkishoma.. . . . . . 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 2,493,817 505,528 646, 892 38, 302
Rhode Island .. . . . . 290, 948 195, 941 40, 508 51, 269 13,333
South Carohina. *. . . . 918, 305 584, 386 115 421 217, 5% 13,333
South Dakota. . . . 229. 901 150,610 30.921 50,978 13,333
. 1, 280, 691 433,818 165. 868" 278,849 13,547
3,855, 061 2, 581, 994 + 520, 09 804, 044 40,688
406, 548 276,335 51,476 95, 564 13,333
151, 968 105. 294 21,661 33,901 13,333
Virginia. . 1. 545, 661 1,022,872 197. 647 298,632 16,313
Washington . ... . . .. 1,087,158 741, 309 140. 300 197,743 13,333
Waest Virgima. 548, 125 374, 459 73,247 120,179 13.333
Wisconsin . Lo 1, 530, 075 1,040,173 190. 521 313,505 16, 149
Wygming. . . e 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 .. ._. . . . L. 1,112,575 694, 879 127,417 (7'3 2

Outlying areas .. . . . . . . _ 679, 852 454,970 ° 90, 843 253.2 16. 8
1 Distribution of $67,985,148 on the basis of the May 17 popuiation, July T; " -Puerto-Rico).-S0. percent

of area amount reserved.

3 Distnibution of $45,951,951 under pvovisioy'uf Public Law 89-10, title 11: 1 gncont (3454 970) of the 50 States. District

N of Columbia and Puerto Rico amount reserved for the areas; $45,496 981 distri
public elementary and secondary school enroliment, fall 1973.

uted on the basis of total public and non-

3 Amount determined as follows " fiscat {nv 1974 or fiscal year 1975 whichever larger, ESEA 11—95,250,000; Guidance—

13,830,000, NDEA 111 26,250,000; NDEA

11 (admnistration)—2,000,000; these divided by, 142,330,000 times 68,665,000

equals ESEA—45,951 951 'éguldlnCQ—Q,OB‘,ZSS; NDEA 111—12,663,924; NDEA 1) (administration)— 964,870,

¢ Estimated by NCES, REP,

§ Distribution of $12,663,924 with 2 percent s
the ﬁsulgoav 1976 NDEA State products of ( ? fiscal year 1976 and fiscal
0.33%4 and 0.663¢ and gMny 17 population July 1, 1973,

3 Distribution of ,870 with 1,75 percent (
the May 17 poputation, July 1, 1973, with a minimum of

ERIC ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

$253,278) reserved for the areas, and the balance distributed on the basis of
r 1977 NOEA allotment ratios, with limits of
Pusrto Rico is included in the autlying areas. R
16,885; reserved for the 8reas and the balance distributed on the basis of
13,333, Puerto Rico is included in the outlying areas.

- \
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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, EDUCATIDNAL INNOVATION AND SUPPORT: fISCAL YEAR 1976

Public Law Public Law

50 percent 89 10, 89 10,

Total State consalidation titte Itt, title V,

distributions amout ¢ amount ¢ amount ¢

. Umited States and outlying areas . ... .. $168, 952. 37, $86, 444000 $63, 781, 500 318,726.187

S0 States, District of Columbia and )

“ Puerto Rico . . . . 167,271, 410 85,588.119 63. 143, 685 - 18.539. 606
Alabams. ... . .. ... ... . ..l . 2,903, 412 1.473, 301 1,101,608 ° 328, 503
Alaska . ... .. .. . P 733,014 155: 343 415,160 162, 511
Arizona... ... el . 1,925,516 . 869,918 787,271 268. 327
Arkansas . .. .. . . N . 1,830,010 811,051 767,786 251,173
California .. . PN . 14, 020, 376 7.992, 783 4, 809, 463 1,218,130
Colosado. .... Tl Lo 2,153,263 1,007,274 865, 141 280, 848
Connecticut. .. . L. e - 2,523,532 1,231,294 988, 734 303, 504
Delaware . .. L. A 878, 251 240, 372 463, 204 174,675
Flonda ...... oy . 5,213,364 2,804, 341 1, 895, 480 513,543
Georgia.......... . ... ... Lo 3,780, 898 2,001, 466 1,374,922 404,510
Hawaii 1,047,673 343, 389 518,618 185, 666
idaho 1,026, 840 330, 307 508, 305 188, 228
Hhinois 7,947,805 4,500,028 2,745, 454 702. 323
indiana .. e eeiiee 4,101, 135 2,191, 147 1,476,165 433,823
fows...... .. ... 2, 415, 507 1,170,792 P 949, 884 294,83
Kansss ....... . &, . .. 1,939, 426 876,459 809, 194 253,773
Kentucky. ... . ... ... ... ... 2,710, 786 « 1, 350, 662 1,046, 328 213,796
Loutsiana. ... 3,185,435 1, 666, 253 1,173,456 345, 726,
Maine. .. .. . 1,188,006 425, 148 561,043 201, 815
Maryland __ . 3,273,927 1, 695, 686 1,215, 886 362, 355
Massachusetts .. . 4,258, 254 , 2,274,542 1, 550, 438 433, 274
Michigan. . __ .. . . 6, 848,227 3,867,211 2,326,221 654, 795
Minnesota ... ... . ... . ... 3, 204, 387 1, 658,077 1, 186, 541 339. 769
Mississippl ... ... ... . 2, 136, 8G7 1,017,085 851 745 267,977
Missouri .. ... e . 3,594,490 1, 870, 651 1, 335, 266 388,573
Montana 997, 205 313,955 499, 143 184,107
Nebraska . . . 1,502, 657 618, 100 633,991 - 220, 566
Nevada . 857,935 225. 655 457,010 175. 210
New Hampshir 1,016, 2 323,767 508, 491 183.971
New Jersey. . . . . e o e a 5, 289, 554 2,910,628 1,873,973 499,943
New Mexico . - . e - 1,304,711 505, 272 588,439 211,060
New York . ... B I 12,137 324 6,926, 641 4,231,121 974, 562
North Carolin¥® . AP . R 3.999. 8u3 2,117,564 1, 446, 623 425, 622
North Dakota. . . L. o 927, 398 273,076 478,354 175, 968
Chip . . . 7,774,074 4,392,105 2,665,735 716,234

. Oklahoma. .. . P 2,195,683 1. 018, 720 889, 411 287, 552
Dregon . . . . .. . . 1,915,72) 858,472 799, 708 257, 541
Pennsylvama. . . P . 8,114,073 4,568, 708 2,842, 861 702. 507
Rhode Isiand _ . - . . . L 091, 383 366, 281 537, 961 187, 141
South Carolina.. . = . . R . 2.38], 203 1,156, 075 931, 314 293,814
South Oakota. . .. . F - 957, 654 289, 328 © 487,622 - 180, 604
Tennessee .. ... .. - . R R 3,168, 822 1,612, 292 1. 196, 199 360, 331
Texss... . .. .. e 8, 586, 199 4.853 227 2,919,347 - 813,925
Utah. .. . . . R S 1,323 732 511,813 599, 553 216, 366
Vermon{ -~ ... R R P R 798, 549 191, 317 438.997 168. 235
Virginia . ........0 0 . . L 3,713,306 1,945. 870 1, 363, 067 404, 369
Washington . __ 2,763, 343 1, 368. 649 1,061, 950 332, 744
West Virginia e . 1,641 217 650, 048 709, 868 241, 301
Wisconsin . .. ... .o L 3,632, 561 1,926, 247 1,325, 647 380, 667
Wyoming. . . .. . .. . L. .~ 123,753 145, 531 415,015 . 163,207
Oistrict of Columbia. . RO t 912, 548 753, 454 483,672 . 175. 422
Puerto Rico. . ...... e 2,709, 424 1,400, 647 994, 300 314,477
Dktlymg areas...... . .. e 1. 680, 965 855. 881 637,815 187, 269

' ?‘o(al appropriation, $172,888,000 with 1 percent ($1,711,762) of the 50 States, District of Columbia,‘snd Puerts Rico

amount reserved {or the oullgmg areas, Bureau of Indian Affairs and Department of Defense. Disthybution of funds under

rovisions of sec. 401(c)(2): 50 percent amount, $86,444,000; Pubiic Law 83-10, titie 11 amount, $63,781,500, Public Law

9 -10, title V amount, $19,712,500; dropout prevention, sec. 807, $2,000,000 and nutrition and heaith sec. 808, $950.000
3 Total of cols. 2, 3, and 4 :

1 Distribution of $85,588,119 on the basis of 5 to 17 population, July 1, 1973 (Apr. 1, 1970 for P_erto Rico). 50 percent :

of area amaunt reserved, N -

¢ Distribution of $63,731,500 under provisions of Public Law 89-10, title 111 1 percent (%37,8153 reserved for the out-
lying sreas; balance distributed with & basic ameunt of $200,000 and 50 psrcent of the remainder distributed on the basis
of Stol7 ?opula(ion, July 1, 1973 and Apr. 1, 1970; 50 percent on the basis of total residant population, July 1, 1973 and
Apr._ 1, 1970, with 734 eorun( of State allotment or $150,000, whichever u_hrgn amount, reserved for sec. 303(c).

s Distribution of title V amnunt under provisions ef title V, pt. A: 5 percent ($985,625) of $19,712;500 reserved for special
projects; 1 percent (3187,269) of the balance reserved for the outlying areas; remainder distributed with 40 percent in
equal amounts and 60 percent on the basis of the public school elementary and secondary enroiiment, fall 1973,
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TABLE B 3 —COMPARISON OF TOTAL ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 83-10, AS
AMENDED BY PUBLIC®LAW 93-380, PTS. B AND C FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976, WITH TDTAL F UNDS AVAILABLE IN
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONDING TO CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS ﬁ\

—_ — S - o -

‘ Fiscal
- year 1975, fiscal
Total Stats  Distrsbutions Total State total State year 1976 1975
distributions, categotical distribution distribution diferences
pts. Band C programs (coi. ! +col 2) « Programs (col."3—col 3)
) @ - (3) %) )]
']
Alabama....... .. .,..... .. . 32,643,587 $2, 599,030 35,242,617 $4, 669,011 $573, 606
N Alaska..... . o 278,736 705, 096 983, 832 1,040,916 (56, 084)

Anzona ... .. e 1, 560, 919 1,788,710 3,349,629 3,047,434 302, 195

Arkansas ... . 1,455,293 1,676, 386 3,131,679 2,890,866 =~ 240,813

Cafornta. . .. . o 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, 685 372,943

Connacticut. ... ..... ... 2, 209, 347 2,263,972 4 473,319 4,027,259 446, 060

Delaware_. .. 431,307 843, 611 1,274,918 1,313,711 §—38, 793)

florida. .. . A L $, 031,911 4, 584,950 9,616, 861 8, 424,233 , 192,628

Georgia. .. ............ Lo 3,591, 289 3,334,489 6,925,778 6,061 914 863, 864

Hawa . " 616,153 978, 581 1,594,734 1,563.387 30, 947

Idaho.. -, - 92, 680 977,438 1,570,118 1,550, 141 19,977

Iinois . e s . 8,074,532 6, 985, 764 15, 060, 296 13, 266,759 1,793,537

Indiana ... e . . 3,931,639 3, 654, 507 7,586, 146 6,734,080 852, OtE

lows.. . e L 2,100,7 2,478,334 4,279,120 3,893,314 385, 806

Kansas. .. R 1,572,656 1,731,812 3,304, 468 3, 038,622 265,846 ¢

Kentucky . . . e 2,423,533 2,437,952 4,861,085 4, 351, 009 510,076

- Louisiena.._........ .. . . 2,989, 807 2,882,277 5,872,084 5,203,725 668, 359
) Maine. . ... ...... . .o 762, 855 1,132,324 1,895,179 1,846,915 48, 264

Maryland .. ... ... .. . . . 3,042,619 2,907,670 5, 950, 289 5,271,334 - 678,95

Massachusetts ... ... . .. .. . 4,081,277 3,783, 836 7,865,113 6, 978, 885 886,228

Michigan._. ....... e 6,939, 050 6, 095, 447 13,034, 497 11,507, 668 ‘1,526, 829

Minnesota. ... . 2,975,136 2,889,073 5, 864, 209 5,236, 880 627, 329

Mississippi........ . - 1, 824, 985 1,954, 225 3,779,210 3,387,673 391,537

Missouri.. . ... . 3,356, 564 3,211,139 6,567,703 5,881,243 - 686, 460

Montans . e, ... . 563, 339 46, 07 1,509, 410 1, 498, 841 10, 569

Nebraska._...... : T 1,108,075 1, 380, 455 2,489,530 2, 341,326 148, 20; ’

Nevada. e e 404, 900 822,718 1,227,678 1,256,748 £-29 xﬁ;\

New Hampshn §80, 944 1 1,549,078 1,530,572 . W06

Neéw Jersey .. 5,222,625 4,588, 383 9,811,008 8,637,924 , 173,084

. New Mexico,........ ...... 906, 624 1,226, 285 2, 132909 2,020,182 . of 112 727

. " New York ....._.... ... ... ... 12,428,675 10,527, 337 22, 9564012 20,032,503 , 923, 509
North Carolina [, 3,799, 607 3, 545, 904 7,345,811 6, 497, 411 848, 100 .
North Dakota. .. .. e 489, 988 874,363 1, 364, 351 1,378,824 X (—14,473)

Ohio. .. e e 6,937, 359

Oklahoma. ... ....ooo el 3,838,153 3,532,581 305,572
Oregon. .. ..cooiii i e 3,275,934 2,999, 366 276, 568
Pennisylvania. . 15, 427, 668 13,716,534 1,711,134
Rhodse Island . . 1,683,382 1, 656, 309 21,073
South Carefind.. .. . ... ... ... . 4,230,204 3, 800, 665 429,579
South Dakota. .. ... ... .ficiceeoann 1,433,397 1,445,128 (—=11,731)
Tennesses .. e 2, 5, 741, 565 5,153, 929 588,036
Texas_. .. . PP 16, 388, 082 14, 364, 820 2,023,262, ~
Utah_ .. 2,166, 988 2, 066, 581 J00, 407
Vermont e , 1,124,706 1,182,686 (—57,980)
Virginia... .. el e , 491, , 302, 6,794, 431 6,027,932 X
Washington. . e s . 455, 4,943,186 4, 455,877 487, 309
West Vieginta___ .. ... ............ ' . . . 2,770, 560 2,638,910 131,650
Wisconsin.., I, , 456, , 266, 6,722,984 5, 964, 049 758, 935
Wyoming. .. ... ... aieeaioaeeion X 971, 401 1,052, ,B49 (80, 948)
Distmn ol Cotymbia. .. ... ... X 1,323,016 L372103 . (—49.087)
Puerto Rico ..--.. , 513, 4,644, 295 1,724,358 2,919,937
American Samoa.

Y Canal Zone. ...
Guam._. .._.
Puerto Rico.

" Virgirt Islands. ..

ERIC | - | | .
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1 Individual agsounts of the $1,359,703 ¢
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N Appexnix 111

ANALYSI8 OF ESTIMATED DISTRI|BUTION OF FUNDS IN FISC AL YEAR 1077 FOB TITLE 1V,
EDUCATIORN AMENDMEVTS OF 1974}

v

1 NOTE.- - Tables A-3 through A-6 wers computed through a hbmd tabulation process.
While the data have been re-checked, errors inay exist.

H

\Tabl(' A-1 shows the eq/timnted distribution of $137, 330000 (the FY 78
appropeiation level) for Part B, Libraries and Learning Resources. Included in
Part B.are funds formerly expend¢d under ESEA 11, NDEA I1I, and $18 million
former‘y expended under ESEA 111 Guidance, Counseling, and Testing.
-outlying areas (Guam, Virgin Islands,
and Americdn Somoa), Department off Defense, and Bureau of Indian Affairs,
have not been calculated. The distribufion shown in Table A-1 is based on latest
data available for 5-17 aged populagtion and will be updated in FY 76, thus
vome minor shifts of funds will occurpf that time.

11. Table A-2 shows the estimatpd distribufion of $172,888,000 (the FY 76
appropriation level) for Part C, Iynovation and Support.Services. Included in
Part B are funds formerly expefided under ESEA III (less $I8 million of
Guidance, Counselfug. and Testing funds), ESEA V, Section 807, and Section
808, Indlvidual amounts for the outlying areas, I)()I) and BIA have not heen
determined. The distributiod shown in Table A-1 is based on latest data avail-
uable for 5-17 aged population and -will be updated in FY 76, thus some minor
shifts of funds will occur at that time. .

111. Table A-8 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 undér the categorical programs (ESEA 11, NDEA III, ESEA’
111, ESEA V) for FY 1975 without regard for any appropriation regislon. 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 millian (or
approximately a net increase of $30 million after allowing for the inclusion
of $3,800,000 for Nutritlon 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
($488,445), Delaware ($451,008), Hawaii ($331.483), Idaho ($364,781), Maine
($321,204), Montana ($372,162), Nebraska ($123.178), Nevada ($446,948), New
Ilampshire ($368,683), New Mexico ($206.933), North Dakota (§398,848), Rhode .
Island ($341,850), South Dakota ($338,471), Utah ($229,860), Vermont ($496,-
118), West Virginia ($162,564), Wyonfing ($530,086), and D.C. «($462.545).

As best as can be determined, these Joges occur becanse of a shift in the formnla
base. The formula for distributing funds under Title IV is strictly on a 5-17 aged
population in contrast to: -

(a) ESEA III being distributed on the basis of a flat $200,000 per %tnte with
the remainder being distributed 1/2 on the basis of H-17 aged population and
1/2 on the basis of general population. -

(b) 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 pudblc sachool enroliment. .

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 admini tive funds, the problem‘is not confined to just those
18 jurisdictions shown with a loss in Table A-3. Serious problems also exists for
States that have relatively qmnll gains, These problems are revealed in the fol-
lowing tables.

1V. Table A-} compares the ndministrnthe funds available to SEAs in fiscal
vear 1977 arfd 1975. The calculations are made of the basis of the SEAs exercis-
ing maximum options as provided by law. An explnnntion of each coluinn 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 159, of the amount in column 1 or
the amount allotted in fiscal year 1978. In every case, the latter was the highest
amount. However, please note the seriousness of the situation: four States have

\
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allotmients for all of ’art ¢ which are less than their Title V maximum set
axide ; nine States have iéss than $200,000 remaining after the Title V set uxide,

If, when it iy possible, a State does not reserve the highest amaunt as shown
in column 2, then that wonld providé additional funds fof other program pur-
poses under I’art . In most cases, that would have no effect on the amount of
administrutive funds available: ITow realistic it wouidfbe to assmme thut an g
NEA will not exercige its full option is not known, Becgfuse of inflation whd the
muking of ESEA Title V, I'urt B (Grants to Strepgtheyf Local School Districts)
eligible for funding under Title IV, ’art ', SEAs will4gp beyond the amount of
ESEA Title V funds available in tiseal year 1975, :

Additionully, some SEAg retained a part of the State's allocation under EXIA
I for Guidance, ('ouns(:ﬁnu., and Testing for expenditure ut the Ntate level
Since that is impessible under Title IV, Y'art B, it is expected that a portion
of Title ¥V will go to xupport that aetivity, . .

Column 3 shows the umount of Part C fupds available after deducting the
maximum amount of funds for ESEA Title V purposes from the Part ¢ distribu-
tion (Column 1).

Colummn 4 shows the I'urt B distribution,

Colmnn 5 iy the apgregate amount available to a State under Parts B and ¢
on whiech to caleulate its administrative funds, .

. Column 6 shows the maximum anmount available to an SEA for administrative
purposes for Title IV, The amount shown is, as specitied by law, either 57, of
the amounts in column 5 (the aggregate of Parts B and C) or $225,000, whichever
is 'the greater. As may be noted, 29 States, I'uerto Rico, and D.C. are at the
$225.000 level. .

Colwmn 7 eontains the amonnts received by each State in fiscal year 1975 for
the adminixtration of the categorical-programs involved in consolidation. N

Ax miny be.noted, 28 SEAs have less ndniinistrative funds in fiscal year 1977,
These are refatively small, but never.the less, they are losses. During the eal-
culation, it was noted that Ktates which received the flnor amount for admin-
istration for ESEA IT (§£30,000) NDEA I11 ($13.333) and ESEA 111 '($130,000)
guined $11.667 for the administration of Title IV,

V. Table 4-5 contains a comparison of the estimated distribution of I’'art B
funds for fiscal year 1977 with that received for the eategorical programs in-
volved in Part I3, An explanation of each column is as follows ;

Colump 1 containg the prorated ghare of administrative funds from Table A4,
column 6. That ratio was calculated, State by State, on the ratio of I'art B pro-
gram funds to total program funds for Parts B and ¢ (See Table A4, column
4,'5, and 6.). Thus, for States without Part C program funds (See Table A-4,
column 3) the entire amount of adminlstrative funds available was charged
against Part B. Should States exercise options different than those shown in
the tables, the prorated amonnts for administrdtion will be different. (Note:
This procesg for caleculating the amounts of administrative funds to-be charged
against cach program does not in any way imply that SEAs are required to
maintain separate accounting records for the administration of each Part in

- Title TV.) ) .

Column 2 eontains a distribution of Part B funds, less the administrative fund
charge shown in column 1.

Column, 3 shows a disteibution of funds reeelved in fiseal Year 1975 for the
categorienl programs involved in Part B. It does not include the $IS million of
Guidance, Cannseling, and Testing fands received under IBSEA Title T that
wias inelnded in Part B in fiseal year 1977, - .

Column 4 contains the differences between the PPart B fiseal year 1977 funds
{column 2) and the fiseal year 1977 eategorical funds. As may be noted, 14 SEAL
have less thnds in fiseal vear 1977 than in 1075, ITowever, the losses shown do
not reveal the complete picture, As previously indicated, $18 million for Guidance,
Counseling, and Testing activities formerly funded under FREA 111 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 18
million on a 5-17 age population. Likewise, the gnins shown for SEAg in column 4
must he considered in light of the $18 mlllion distribution. For example, Alabamn
has §2.220.209 to spend on Library and Learning Resources:; equipment: and
guidqnce, counseling, and testing in fiscal year 1977 in, fircal year 1975, it had
$1.R87.3685 to spend on libraries and learning resources and equipment, Of the
$332.844 increase, $2968.644 was due to the additional distribution of $18 million.

- thws n net gain of $36,000. e

.
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VI. Table A-6 contains a comparison of the estimated distribution of Part C
funds for fiscal year 1477 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 Tabie A4,
column 8. An explanation of how each prorated share was ujlculnted was de-
scribed in Section V of this paper. Piease note that 4 States (Alaska, Nevada.
Vermont, and Wyoming) do not have any administrative funds charged against
P’art C. These SKAs do not have any Part C program funds availabie to LikKAs ™

Column 2 shows a distribution of the I’art C program funds.

Column 3 contains a distribution of ESEA Title III program funds (including
Section 306 funds) available in fiscal year 1970,

Column 4 cogtalns a comparison of funds available in fiscal year 1977 and 1975.
‘Note that 29°8EAs have less funds in fiscal year 1977 than in 1975. Of course.
a8 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 111. However, that 1s 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 818 million ineluded under Part B was $81,544. Thus a deduction of that
- amount from the $477,743 lenves Rhode Island with a net loss of $396,199—and
- Rhode Island has a $12,624 1oss under Part B.

Perhaps the smituation can be brought sharply into focus by reviewing what
happens in Wyoming :

TOTAL FUNDS / .
1. Total distribution—title LV-—fiscal year 1977___ _________________ $522. 263
2. Total distribution—categorical programs—fiscal year 1975______ 1, 052, 349
Net loss __ el 530, 086
ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS T .
/ o
8 1. Administrative funds —title I1V—fiscal year 1977________________ 225, 000
2. Administrative funds—categorical programs—fiscal year 1975.___ 213, 833
Net increase. ____________________ e T ——— 11, 667
. . > PABRT C FUNDS
1. Part C.alloeaticn _________ P . 201, 083
2. ESEA V purpose se. nside from part C_________________ NN 443, 931
3 Pat"t C funds available to LEKA=® - _____________._____ e (154, 86R)
. ) N —_
) PART B FUNDS .
1. Part B allocation (after administrative deduction)__..________ 5. 200
2. ESEA II and NDEA 1JI aliocation—fiscal year 1973__ . _________ 149,183 . °
Net loss . —--- ($143,983).

TABLES FOR FI8CAL YEAR 1977

1. Table A-1. Bstimated distribution of funds under P.L. 89-40, Title IV, as
amended ‘by P.I. 93-380, Part B, Libraries and Learning 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.L.
80-10, as amended by P.L. 93-380, ’arts B and C for FY 1977 with total funds
available in FY 1975 for eorresponding categorical programs.

4, Table A-}. Comparison of estimated administrative fands under P.L. 89-10,
Tltle 1V, as amended by P.I.. 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.I. #3-380, for Part C. Innovation and
Support Services for FY 1977 with funds available in FY 1975 for corresponding
categorical programs. - )

> . ~
%

e 10

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TABLE A-1.—Estimated distrihut
as amended, by Public Laiwe 93

Fiscal year 1977

o

Puerto Rico

Outlying areas

97

@n of funda under Public Law 89-10, tith v,
-380, Purt B, libraries and learning resources:

Estimated State |,

1 Distribution of $137,300,000 with 1
and DOD and the remaindef distribute

LRIC

g

ercent ($1,330.701) reserved for

amounis !
. U.Sfand outlylngareas______________________________ ___ I $137, 330,
50 States, D.C. and-Puerto Rlco  _______.____________ ___ e 135, .070.~21_3—7
. [ S ——
Alabnl}m‘ ______________________________ mmmem o 2, 340, D73
/ ‘ Alaska _______________ A o ___. 246, 786
. Arizona ___.____.________ I I 1.582: 003
Arkansas ___________________________ | ________ . ___ ____ . 1,288 484 -
gn:fﬁn'(;lln G D AT 12, 897, 802
Colorado ________ 1 ___ o _____ 1, 600, 214
Connecticut _________________________ |\ . ______________.._ 1, 956, 106
.%elnivgn e o _____ 381, 869
orida _______ J . e _ V4,455, 141
Georgia ______ e __ 3,179, 646
}‘f’nvgnﬂ _________________________________________ [, 545, 027
aho e 324, 745
Minols ____________._____ Mmoo e e e e 7, 149, 007
Indiana ___________ o e e e e e 3. 480, 983
}{own e e 1, 859, 989
ANSAS e 1, 892, 394
Kentucky ______ et e e e e e 2, 145, 741
1I;loulsmnn ________________________________________________ 2,647, 107
alne _o_ e 675, 415
o Maryland ___ " _____________. [, e e 2, 693, 867
Massachusetts ________________~ ___ T ___ . ______ 3,613, 470
Michigan _____ e mmmmmmeem o 6, 143, 678
Minnesota ____ - ___ ______ e __ 2,034,118
ﬁlssissippﬂ _____________________ N m m e e 1, 615, 800
fssourl _____________ L _______ oo e 2,971, 826
Montana el %513 ?68
Nebraska _____ . ____ e eeeem 081, 949
Neveda __________________ o~ 358, 489
New Hampshire __________________________________________ 514, 354
Neéw Jersey o e 4, 623, 995
New MexiCo _ e 802, 705
New York ___ e 11, 004, 068
North Carolina ___ ___ e . 3, 364, 086
North Dakota __ . _____ . ___ e 433, 824
OO e 6, 977, 550
Oklahoma ______________________ e e 1, 618; 308
Oregon e 1, 363, 819
Pennsylvania _________ L owo . 7,258,113
Rhode Island _____ . __ ol 4 - 581, 806
South Carelina _ . _______ ___________ .. 1, 836, 600
South Dakota . ______ . e 459, 802
Tennessee ______. A = e e m e e 2, 5681, 381 -
TeXA8 o o e N 7, 710, 121
Utah e 813, 086
. Vermont ____________________ 303, 937 '
! Virginda . _____ £ 3,001, 322
Washington ___________________ e e 2, 174, 317
West Virginia __________ . e 1, 096, 250
' Wiseonsin _ . e 3, 060, 149
Wyoming __ et 231. 200
- Distriet of Columbia_____________ __________________________ 402, 651

© 2,225,149 |\

'+ 1,859, 703
the areax, Bid,

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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v TansLe A-2—Eastimated distribution of funds under Public Laar 89-10, title 11, ax
amended by Publio Law 93-380, Part C, educ atiopal innovation and nup/mrt
Fixcal Year 1977 .
' Estimated State
. . amounts i
L.8. and outiying areas___ e .. $172, KR, 000
50-States, District of Columbla and P'uerto Rico_.._._ 1 _____. 171 176, 238
Alabama __.__ ___________________ e e e 2 94(5 602
Alaska e e 310, 885 .
] Arfzona ___ i imoioo- 1,739, 83¢
: Arkansas .. oo 1,622, 108",
Lalifornle __________________ o 15, 985, 562
Colorado __ o PO 2, 014, 547
Connecticut _ - ___ . _____________ Fmmmmmmmmn oo oo - 2, 442, 8K
Delaware _____ g e e 480, 744
Florida - I L 5, 608, 683
Georgla ______ . ____ PR 4, 002, 932
. Hawall __ e 686, 777
Idaho __ e . 660,615
Diinods __ e 0, 000, 055
Indiana ______ . ... - 4,382,204
ToWa o e - 2, 341, HR4
Kansas el eeme el INTD2, DI
Kentueky - el 2,701, 325
» Qoulslana o e 3, 332, Ho6
Madne ____ e P, 850, 296
Maryland __ e 3,391,373
. Massachusetts __________.______ ___________.___ U S 4, 549, 083
Michigan ____.______ e 7,734, 423
Minnesota- ___ __ e 3,316, 154
Mississippl .- e .__ 2, 034, 169
- Missouri . ___________ e e e e e 3, 741, 302
Montana _._____ o e 627, 911
Nebraska_ _______ e 1, 236, 199
Nevada «_ e 451, 311
New Hampshire._________-_________ ______________ demeeee 047, 533
New Jersey - oo e b, 821, 357
New Mexicoo e _____- . ___ g m e mm e - 1, 010, 544
New York____ . ___ - gmm e mmm s 18, 853, 283
North Carolina______________ . 4, 235,128
North Dakota____________ 546, 152
Ohi0 e ], 784, 211
Oklahoma _______ e 2,037, 440
Oregon _ .. e [ 1, 716, 944
Pennsylvania ___________ . _ ____ o ____ N 9, 137, 411
Rhode Island _________________ e e e 732, 563
South Carolina____ ______ 2,312,151 '
South Dakota____________________ e e B8, 855
’ Tennessee ___._____________._______ e 3, 224, 584
Texas e 9, 708, 4565
Utah S LS S 1, 023, 625
Vermont e 382, 633
Yirginia ____ e e 3, 891, 739
Washington __________________ L ________ 2, 787, 209
est Virginia__________ e et 1, 380, 096
fsconsin ____________.______ e 3, 852, 495
WyomNDg oo e 291, 063
District of Columbia_______________________________________ 508, 907
Puerto RicO_ e - 2, 801, 293 .
Outlying areas_______ = e e 1, 711, 762

1 Distribution of $172,888.000 with 1 percent ($1,.711,762) reserved for the areas, BIA ‘
and DOD and the remainder distributed on the baxix of the Mav 17 ponulation July 1,
1973 for 50 States, District of Columbig, and April 1, 1970 for Puerto Rico.
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TABLE A-3.—~COMPARISON OF TOTAL ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDOS UROER PUBLIC LAW 83-10, AS
AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93-380, PTS. B AND C FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 WITH TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE IN

FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONOING CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

<Q -
Total N
consolidated
- distribution— Total
‘ ' Pts. Band C categoncal
1 including * funds—
administration Fiscal gnr Oifferences
. funds ! 19753 (cols. 1 and 2)
R [€)) @ 3)
United States and outlying sreas..... ..... . ............ $310,218,000  $274,216,250 (+3$36, 001, 750)
50 States, District of Columbia, axd Puerto Rico........... 307, 146, 535 311,273,519 (44,126,984)
LY Y 5,287,178 4,669,011 + 618, 164
............ 557,471 1, 040, 916 (—483, M5)
........... 3,121,839 3,047, 434 74, 405
2,910, 587 2,890,866 , 19,721
........ 28,683, 364 23,133, 829 5, 550, 535
.......... 3,614,761 3, 388,685 226,076
................ 4,418,694 4,027,259 391, 435
......................... 862, 613 I, 313, 711 (—451,098)
............. 10, 063, 824 8,424,233 1,639,591
......... 7,182,578 6,061, 914 1, 120, 664
1,232,304 1,563, 787 2—331, 483)
1,185, 1, 550, 141 —364,781)
16, 149, (62 13, 266, 759 2,382 303
7,863,279 6,734,080 1,129,199
. 4,201, 573 3,893,314 308, 259
............. 3,145,312 3,038, 622 106, 690
................. 4, 847, 066 4, 351, 009 496, 057
...................... 5,979, 613 5,208, 725y, 775,888
1,525,711 1, 848,915 (—321,208)
6. 085, 240 5,271,334 813, 906
......... 8,162, 553 6, 978, 885 1,183,668
.................. 13, 878, 101 11,507, 668 2,370,433
..... 5,950,272 5, 236, 880 713,392
3, 649, 969 3,387,673 262, 296
6,713,128 5, 881, 243. 831, 885
1,126,679 1, 498, 841 —312,162
2,218,148 2,341, 326 ~123,178
Nevada. ...... ... .\l , 800 1,256, 148 —446, 948
New Hampshire_ . - 1, 161, 887 1,530,572 —368, 685)
Neow Jorsay_a... 10, 445, 252 8,637,924 1,807, 328
1,813, 249 2,020,182 (—206,
24, 857, 351 20,032, 503 4,824, 848
, 999, 214 6,497,411 . 1,101, 803
979, 976 1,378, 824 (—398, 848)
........ 15,761, 767 13,109,574 2,652,193
3, 655, 838 3,532, 581 123,257
* Dregon..... 3,080, 763 2,999, 366 4 81,397
............ 16, 395, 524 13,716, 534 2,678,990
o HBhodelstand..... ... 1, 314,459 1, 658, (—341,850)
............. 4,148,760 3, 800, 665 348,0
.......... 1,086, 657 1, 445,128 (—358,471)
Tennesses. - , 185, 965 5, 153, 529 532, 436
L T 17, 416,576 14, 364, 820 3,051, 756
1,836,721 2, 066, 581 5—229. 860)
686, 570 1,182,686 . (—496,116)
virginia, 6, 983, 061 6,027,932 955,129
Washingfon. 4,911, 616 4,455, 877 455,739
Waest virgini L 2,476, 346 2,638,910 (—162, 564)
Wiscons 6,912, 644 5, 964, 04 938 598
Wyoming. e 22, 1,052, 349 —530, 086)
Oistrictof Columbia. ........ ... . ... .. .. ... .. 909, 558 1,372,103 —462, 545)
............................ . 5, 026, 442 1,724, 358 3,302, 0834
«Outlying Bress. . ...oooooemiaes e IR 3071465 . ... . s
.

1 Based on estimated distributions shown in tables A-1 and A-2.

E
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TABLE. A-S—COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED OISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM FUNOS UNOER PUBLZC LAW 89 10, TITLE

IV, AS AMENOEO BY PUBLIC LAW 93-389 FOR PT. B, LIBRARIES AND LEARNING RESOURC
1977 WITH FUNOS AVAILABLE IN FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONOING CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

B GE  E—

S FOR FISCAL YEAR

. e . ﬁ' Estimated
~“distribution of
o Fiscal year $18,000,000 of
Administra- 1975 guidance and
tion funds programs Difterence counsaling
" (prorata Program  funds (ESEA (cols. 2 funds in
share)!  distribution * {1, NDEA 1I1) and 3)  cols. 1 and 2
() @) [&)] “) )
—_— - - -
Alabama_.. . ... . . 3120364 $2,220,209  $1, 887, 365 s332.804 5206, 644
Aaska..... . L, \ 21,786 138,5%3  (=116,777) 34, 00€
Arizona . I 126,934 1,255, 069 1,182,837 72,232 .- 168,408
Arkansas. . . C 130, 493 1,157, 891 1,041,305 116,686 = . 167 642
California. . ... . . 638,890 12,058, 912 9,878,779 2,180,133 1,754,276
Calorado \ 125, 356 1,474,858 1,298,638 176,220 198,
Connecticut. .. A . 122,474 1,833,632 1, 555, 093 278, 539 253,948
R RN . 222,336 159, 533 279 (~120,157) 52,908
222,757 4,237,384 3,497 *7 7 573,036
. 158,983 3,020, 663 2, 497, 696 522, 967 396, 088
169, 383 , 144 , 282 (—18,138 12,576
174,020 350, 725 402, 755 (—52,0 68, 640
357, 451 6,792, 556 5, 680, 264 1,111,292 968, 772
174, 056 3, 306, 929 2,814, 404 \ 492,525 440, 2%4
123, 686 1,736, 303 1,511, 343 224, 960 41, 290
129, 388 63, 1,070,715 192, 291 86, 464
121, 068 2,024,673 1,729,718 294, 955 275, 438
. 132,356 2,514,751 2,210,737 ,01 325. 060
P . 155,374 520, 041 3 (—130,927) 89,204
Maryland. . | A . 118, 852 2,575,015 2, 149, 969 425, 046 339,430
Massachusetts . . .. . 180,673 3,432,797 2,874 64} 558, 1;6 468, 902
Michigan.. ... R 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
Mmisslpp:.. e < - 124,704 1, 491, 096 1. 329,951 161, 145 197,318
Missour!_ e o 150, 171 2, 821,655 2, 403, 387 418, 268 386, 448
Montana. ... ... . .. . ... 180, 055 318,713 372,115 (—53, 402) 65, 598
Nebraska. . . s 844, 903 774, 369 70.534 129, 680
Nevada..... . . C. 225, 000 133, 489 247, 005 (—113,516) 48 934
Now Hampshire . 173, 606 340, 748 391,054 (=50, 306) 68, 440
Newjersey.. .. . ... . ... 231,200 4,392,795 3, 560, 756 832,039 603, 894
New Mexico. .. ... . 144,978 657,727 €50, 294 7,433 99,

B New York . = .. . . e 550, 204 10, 453 864 8, 404, 291 2,049,573 1, 559, 850
North Cm)lma . 168, 204 3,195, 882 2, 688 426 507, 456 428, 380
North Dakota. . e 197, 462 236, 362 306, 941 (-70,579) 58, 868
Ohio.... .. . .. 348,878 6,628,678 5,719,902 908, 776 949, 530
Okiahoma .. . 127,194 1,491, 204 1,336,379 1544825 214, 248
Oregon . Lo S 129,015 1,234, 804 1,073, 487 N7 179, 692
Pennsylvania . . @ . 362, 905 6, 995, 208 5, 907, 388 987, 1,022, 246
Rhoda Island C e e 164, 129 417,767 430, 391 (-12,67) 81, 544
South Carolina. . . . 123, 384 1,713,225 17500, 346 212.879 229,928
South Oakota... . .. .. S 191, 051 268, 751 344 830 (-76.129 62,192
Tannessee.. .. L. oL ..Y 128,089 2,433,312 2,092,363 340, 949 333,116
Texas..... . .. ... . . 385, 506 7,324,615 6,342,253 982, 362 1,030. 188
Utah... . . . ... P, 145, 641 667, 455 672. 662 (—5,207) ,102. 054
Vermont. .. e [ 225, 000 78,937 217, 111 (—138.174) 43,214
Virginia. . . . . 154, 566 2,936, 756 2,494,188 442, 568 392. 202
Washington. . P . 122,482 2,051,835 1,757.923 293,912 281,930
West Vuglnll PP Lo 135,083 961, 167 924,572 “36, 595 148,622
Wisconsin_. ... . . LT 153, 008 2.807. 141 2.520, 348 386,793 382,820
Wyoming. .. J 225, 000 6, 200 149, 183 (—142, 983) 34,048
District of Columbla . Lo 215, 410 187, 241 281, 243 (—94,002) 62,038
Pusrlo Rico_ = ... e e 113,516 2,111,633 11, ‘40 358 671,275 254, 396
Total increase. . . . e .. e L A 18 764 283
Totaldecrease . . .. . ... ... 1. 094, 951

L T 17,669, 332

! Ratio of B to sum of*B and C times administration funds for titie 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 tabla.
3 NOEA 111 tunds not included for Pusrto Rico.
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IMATEO OISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAMS FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89 10,
AW 93-380, FOR PT. C, INNOVATION ANO SUPPORT SERVICES FOR FISCAL
IN_FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONDING CATKGORIQAL PRDGR?MS

t

& Fiscal year /
. Admsmistration 1975 pro um

) . ~ tunds (pro rata Program Dnﬂtrmct
share) ! tunds®  (ESEA lll)l (cols. 2 and 3)

- ! ()} (2) »"' (U]

. $104,636  $1,930,109  $1,858 462 71,247

~ 0 0 301/694  (—301, 698

........ 104, 434 963, 272 1, 127, 850 (—164,578)

94, 507 838 650 1,123,489 (284, 839)

629, 644 ,ll ‘.‘»63 230 9, 470, 378 2,492,852

99, 644 172, 35} 1,301, 951 129, 600

.......... 102, 525 - l 534 956 1,615, 468 (~80,512)

\z' 7,665 1,811 469, (—467, 525)

13, 709 4, 060, 472 3,434 44} 626, 031

185,212 2,759,034 2, 4‘%3, 735 335,299

....... 55,617 123,509 . 1, 565 (—458,056)

..... 50, 979 102,747 559, 132 (- 456, 385)

352, 721 6,701, 702 5, 400, 513 1,301,189

159, 831 3,036,932 2,677, 506 359, 426

101, 314 1,422,257 1,543, 313 (=121, 056)

95,612 933,298 1,230,778 (—R97, 480,

103, 932 1,738,091 1,737,976 115

119,772 2,275,613 2,020,849 254,824

69, 626 233,040 676, 356 (—443 316

106, 220 2,301,353 2,102, 768 198, 585

, 169, 128 3,213 440 2,840,818 372,622

Michigan.. : 97, 282 5, 648,364 4, 497,089 1,511,275
Minnasots. 16, 667 2,216,678 2, 046, 560 170,116
Mississippi 100,296 +« 1,199,239 1,292,652 (—93,413

Missourt . ... . ... 134,978 2,536,191 2,370,789 165, &

. Montana. . 44,945 79,5% 541,792 (—462, 236)
Nebraska_.... _..... - 87,954 542, 246 907,087 (- 364, 841)
Nevada . oM6, 7186 (446, 786)
an H.mmhn AAAAAAAA 51, 100, 873 557,989 (—457, 116}
New Jersoy. . ... 222,374+ 4,225,110 3,568, 827 656, 283
New Mexico. . ....... .. 80, 022 383, 041 735,034 (-1371,993)
New York ... . . ... 555, 830 10, 560, 763 8,439,371 2,121,383
North Carolina_ . .. 7. . . 153,669 919,706 2,609,815 09, 891
North Oakota. ... .. ... 27,538 ,9%63 485, 415 (—452, 452)
Ohio. ... . .. 340,792 6, 475, 046 5,203, 022 1,272,024
Oklahoms,. . . 0.0 ... .. 97,806 1,146,658  1,389/157  (—242,499)
Oregon__. .. e 95, 985 18, 668 1,192, 169 (—1273,501)
Pennsyivania_ ... 358, 567 6, 813,769 5,588, 620 1,224,149
Rhode Island .. . . _ . . o 60, 871 154, 940 632, (~477,743)
South Carolina. . .. . . - 101,616 1,410, 980 1,478, 547 (~67,%7)
South Oakots. . Lo h'S 33,949 47,757 522,13 (—474,619)
Tennessea.__. .. . . ... . 112, 465 2,136,827 2,066, 762 70, 065
Texas_ ... . . .. .. . 375,278 7,130,272 , 630, 700 1,499,572
Utah_. __.. . . 79, 359 363, 890 , (—-1385,921)
Vermont_.. . ... .. . 0 N (—414,186)
Virginia. e .. e e e 140, 094 €61, 79 t—11,790)
Washmgtolr ...... 10Z, 518 7l7 3 (—57,993)
West Virginia ... . .. 89,917 "639, 794 (315,219
Wisconsin ... 140, 690 2.673,H6 323, 006
Wyoming ‘0 (—361,937)
Doslrlclotcolumbn L . 9, 590 8,336 (—513,158)
Puerte Rico . . e e e .. . 111,484 2,073, 734 l6l8025 455, 809
Outlying ar€as. ... ... e e e e [ .

Total increasas 7,932,192
Total decreases 9, 379, 671

1 Ratie of C to sum of B plus C times total administration (u.nds for title IV. Ses table A4, cols. 3, 5, and 6.
7 Based on Pt. C distribution in table A-2 1ess col. 1 of this tabla.
¥ Includes sec. 306 funds. Nu!n!lon,w and drapout funds notincluded.
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. - ’ APPENDIX 1

LETTERS SUPPORTING A HOLD HARMLESS OR SIMILAR SOLUTION

Lo '

STATE OF ALARAMA, “ .
‘ . DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, .
Montgomery, Ala., April 8, 1975.
‘Dr. KenxeTH H. HANSEN, ’
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Dep(rtmem of Public Inatru‘ction,
. Carson City, Nev.
- Dear Dg. HANSEN : Thank yoy for your letter of March 10 regardlng the fund -
distribution ‘problems created by Title IV of Public Law 93-380. Our position
concerning all formulas has always been that we will suppprt 'any formuia that
. treats all states fdir and equitable. We feel that the *hold harmless” provision
you propose meets this criteria. We lend our support to your, proposal.
If we can be of asslstance pleuse let us know. —_
N ancerely yours, C

-~

i Leror BrowN,
State Superintendent of Education.

L . T ' - ' STATE OF ALASKA,
reo . . DEPARTMENT OF KEbUCATION,,

. . ) * Juneau, April 8, 1975. .
Kexvera H. Hansex, M . .
Superintendent of Public Instruction,

Offtce of the Buperintendent, Carson City, Ner.
DEAR MR. HanNsEN ;'] was pieaded 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-73. We are in full support of the concept abd will do every thing we can
to -assist in its’ passage. I have enclosed f copy of a jetter whith was sent to our
congressional delegation in February regdrding this very item. _
I appreciate your keeping me inforimed of your efforts.
Sincerely, .
A . MarsHaLr I. Linbp, :
~ ) 4 Commisgioner of Education.
L Enclosure, .t .
. : ‘FeprUARY 21, 1075.
. Hon. Tep STEVENS, ) . . .
It U.8. Senate, .
Washington, D.C. '

Dear SENATOR STEVENS: Enclosed are various tables and correspondence
relating to the implementation of the Education Amendinents of 1974 (P.L. 93—
380). All of the enclosures point out that Alaska will receife a considerable cut
in funding under Title 1V, 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-
solidhted+ various programs of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act
of 1965, including education innovation and support, strengthening of state
departments of education, support for librawies, and minor remodeling and
equipment. The fiscal picture for F\liﬂ? 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 consowion

measures incorporated in P.L. 93-380. But we were under the impressi hat
the “hold harmless” provisions described in the Conference Report indicated a
desire by the Congress to make certain no state would be cut from 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
whichi would also establish what we belie\e was the lntent of .Congress in the

, consolidation process. .

A
'

v -
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This particular cut nt this time would severély cripple many programs in
local school districts. Through Title V, ESEA, we have been able to employ
speclalists to engage in long-range plﬁnnlng for Alaska'’s future education policies.
Through Title II1, ESEA, we have been able¢ to fund and supervise various
education lnnovntive programs that fvould have been simply Impossible otherwise.

The figure quoted for Fiscal 1977 would amount to a 30 percent reductigm in
our federal assistance for programs included in the consolidation, over wh
are presently ‘allocated. This would be a big step‘backward in federal aid to
education, and Alaska would suffer more than other states.

It our office ch be of assistance to you_in drafting remedlnl leglslntlon to
overcome this serlous errour in intent, please contuct us.

Siu®erely,
¢ MggsHALL L. LIND,
- - < - - Commissioner of Education.

Amzoxu DepatTMENT OF EDUCATION, -
) Phoenie, Ariz., June 2, 1975.
Hon. KENNETH H. HANSER,
Superintendent of Pubdlic Inatruction, State Department of Educgtion,
Carson City, Nev. -~

DEear MR. HANsSEN © T 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 difficult enough, recognizing both state stafing and local project funding
implications, without having the additional burden of greatly reduced funding.
- Let us hope that Congress recognizes its responsibilities in helping the states
fmnplemeiit the changes it has mandated. Many more requirements have been
-extended to the states through P.L.;98-380, and these requirements apply
egually to all stntes, thogse who are getting more and those who are getting less
money. It is hardly "tair for Congress to ask for more programs for less money.
pnrtlculnrl) in today’s inoney market.
I hope you are successful in bringing nbout the justifiable changes ln
legislation.
Sincerely,
[ Mns RONALDH ‘WARNER,
. B Superintendent

- : . STATE oF CALIFORNIA,
‘ DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Sacramento, Calif., March 29, 1975.

<

'

Dr. KeNneTH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Nevada Statc Department of Education,
Carson Nev. .

. Dean Kej : A number of persons from other states have mentioned the funding
problems for states under the new ESEA, Title IV consolidation. I have asked
my staff to review the matter and they have reported that for 1977 the problem
is mrugh greater than for next year. It is my undergtanding 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 belleve the climqt’é 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 F'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.

1 want to thank you for your letter and material and look forward to seeing you
again in the near future.

Sincerely,
» _— WiLsoN,RILEs.
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o« CoLoBapo DEPARTMENT oF EIDUCATION,
‘ . ., Denver, Colo., June.6, 1975.
Mr. Joux C. PITTINGER, ¥
Chairman, Council of Chief State School Oﬂlcera Legisiative Committee, Wash-
ington, DsO.

Dear Joun: We concur 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. 93-380. Thus, we support the contention that oversigh

* hearings should be eonducted by the Congress and that positive amendmejis
should be prepared in order to address the probiems of those states whichdre
not receiving fair treatment under the provisions of pP.L. 93-380.

.* +° We will communicate our concern on this issue to the members of the Colorado

congressional delegation and urge th€ir support of iegisiation which hopefuily
will be introduced to adjust these’inequities.

Slncerely, i " N -
. SALVIN M. FRAZIER, ¢
. Commissioncr of Education.
L STATE or DELAWARE,
DEePARTMENT OF PugrLIC INSTRUCTION,
. Dover, Del., Mgrch 18, 1975.

Hon. Kensera H. HANSER,
; Superintendent of Public Inatrucnon, Stale D artment of Public Instruction,
< Carson City, Nev.

Dear Ken: The fund dlqtrlbutlon problems created by Title IV, P.L. 93 380,
are troublesome to us, and we have already communciated our concerns to our
Congressional delegntion. We have suggested the “hold harmlegs” procedure to
thém. I am willing to expend whatever effort is necessary to support a “hoid
harmless” move and will foliow your suggestions in this regard. Please feel free
to use this letter in any ivay you decide as support for a change in the law to
bring about a more equitabie dlstrlbutlon of funds.

1 will awalt your call. : B .

Very truly yours, ' . ) N
) ¢ Ke~xNETH C. MADDEN,
State Superintendent.

o~

STATE 'oF FLORIDA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
~ Tallahassee, Fla., March 26, 1975.

Dr. KENNeTH H. HANSEN
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Carson City, Nev.

Dean KeN : Thank yé ! for your recent letter concerning thé fund distribution
problems created by Title IV, P.L. 93-380. We ace 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 distribition of benefits to eligible recipients.

I can assure you that I will give this matter the appropriate atténtion.

Sincerely} .
¢ RavrpH D. TUBRLINGTON.

[Telegi-nni]

‘. KenneTH H. HANSEN,
Superinténdent of Public Instruction,
State of Nevada, Carson City. .
Deae KEn: Regret that due to press of developing policy role tor new State
Board of Edueation 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.

o .l, . ¥
s . N
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STATE oF INDIANA,
DEePARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,
Indianapolis, Ind., June 2, 1975.
Hon. KexNeTH H. HANSEN, /

Buperintendent of Public Instruction, State Department of Education, Carson

City, Nev. '

IDEAR SUPERINTENDENT HANSEN : This letter is %rebly to your correspondence.
of May 22, dealing with the formnia program crelted in Title 1V, P.I.. 93-380. -
1 agree with you on the congressional intent envisioned for Title 1V. Congress,
in my opinion, did not desire to severely cut the funding for any state in the &

, consolidated programs. Also, I agree with you that the Congress must find an
acceptable solution to tij 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

acceptahle solution ndiana. The state of Indiana gained some additional
funds by the new provision. This gain .reflects a real need in our state for N
Increased support in these program gareas.:It is my understanding that a hold-
harmless provision at the ¥Y 1974 level would negate the gains IThdiana made
under the new Title 1V. - .

. Some questions have arisen as to the hold-hnrmless?r‘oMr TY 1975.
How much financial assistance would Indiana lose by such a prowision? Would
this FY 1975 hold-harmless provision allow “losing’” states an adeguate level
of appropriations? Again, Indiana educational needs in theSe areas have risen
and any increasge in Kederal 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 fawor, would e a supplemental appro-
v 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 tifese states.
Yours, truly,
* Harorp H. NEGLEY,
State Superintendent
of Public Instruction.

CoMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Frankfort, Ky., May 80, 1975.
Hon. Kex~NETH H. HANSBN, N
Buperintendent of Public Instruction,
State Department of Education,
. Carson City, Nev.

Dear KeNKETH: We in Kentucky are very eoncerned ahout the problem °
created by the Title 1V, P.I. 93-380 formula for the less populous states.

As you participate in'the oversight hearings on I.L. 93-380 regarding the
formula probiem on consolidation, we hope that a more satisfactory arrange- ’
ment can be worked out. Kentucky wouid hearitly support-a proposai for allowing
the Title IV, P.L. 93-380 formuia to operate as legislated and providing an addi-
tional annropriation be made assuring the “losing’ states a 90% level of FY 1973
appropriation under categorical programs.

ﬁ)'I‘hnnk you for your attention nnd efforts on this matter. c

“

Sincerely yours,

LyMaAN V. GINGER,
Superintendent of Public Instruction.

ERIC - SR Y |
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STATE o¥ LOUISIANA,
DEPARTMENT oF ELUCATION,

. . Baton Rouge, La., April 1}, 1975. .
.+ Hon. Kexxere H. HANSER,

Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Nevada State Department of Education,
Carson City, Nev.

Dear KEN: This is in response to your letter of March 10, 1973, concerning
the fund distribtition problems created by Title IV of Public Law 98-380, Con-
solidation of Certain Education Programs. Proposed in your letter s a “hold
?nrgxless" at FY 1974 level with per caplta, ages 5-17) distribution of “new”

unds.* - .

This proposal would appear to be an equitable alternative for the distribution
of Title IV funds. However, with the hesitancy of Congress to amend P’.L. 93-3&
and since the official allocation tahles have already been distributed by the U.S.

i Office ot Educatiofi, dur most viable appreach at this time might be to secure a
\_— supplemental appropriation for those states suffering financial decreases under
the 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. o
{We' are appreciative and tsgpportlve of your present situation and will do all
within our capacity to s at none of .the states are unjustly treated by the
new legisiation. <. . “ .

Sincerely yours,

N
-

¥ Louls J. MioHor,
State Superintendent
of Publio Education.

MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT oF EDUOATION,
Baltimore, Md., April 3, 1975.

Hon, KeNNETH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Carson City, Nev.

Deae KexX: I recognize the problem created for the states with small popula-
tions as a resuit 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. .SgNSENBAUGH,
» « e Statc Superintendent of Schools.

THE COMMONWEALTH oF MASSACHUSETTS, .
DEPARTMENT or EpUCATION,
Boaton, Mass., April 28, 1975.
Dr. KexxerH H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Office of tie Superintendent of Public
Inatruction, 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 arh well aware of the problems for the several states regarding the distribu-
tion of funds unfer:Title 1V, P.L. 93-380. I will be meeting this month with
members of the CCSSO at which time I will surface your concerns and will assist
in the tdentification of strategies that will provide for a more equitable distribu-
tion of funds. ,

Sincerely,

" GreaorY R. ANRIG,
Commissioner of Education.
hY

ERI
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\ ) STATE oF MICHIGAN,
-, . DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
y . Lansing, Mich., March 18, 1973.

Hon. KExNETH H. Iiansex® .
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Ofice of the NSuperintendent of Public
Instruction, Carson City, Nev. K ,

Dear KEX: I have reviewed your letter -and memo of March 10 and presented

it to the Board of Directors of the Chief State School Otficers on Sunday and
s Monday aour quarterly meeting.

The consSensus of the Board was to support the “hold harmless” procedure. As
you undoubtediy know, this means that Michigan would not receive $699.113
. under this provision. However, I'think it is the appropriate action to take, and 1
" am pleased to support my sister State of Nevada,

S.lmen 1y,

Joux W. PorTER.

- . STATE oF MINNESOTA,
\ DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
St Paul, Minn., May 27, 1975,
KENNETH H. HANSEN,
Nuperintendent, Office of the Supcintendent of Public Instruction, Carson City,
Nev.

Dear KEX: Thank you for your correspondence in regard to the effect vf 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) ({1) and 8ec. 401(b) (2) (A)-
(1) 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 he-
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.

1t 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.

If T can be of further assistance to vou in this matter, please-do not hesitate
to call on me.

Sincerely,
¢ Howarp B, CARMEY,
- " Commissioner of Education.

DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION.
« . dJefferson City, Mo., March 31, 1975.
Hon. Kex~xern H. HANSBEN,
Superintendent of Public Inatruction, State Department of Public Instruction.

Carson City, Nev. @
Dear Kex: In your letter of March 10 you mention the “hold harmless” clause
in the new P.L. 93-380 legisiation. -

What\woyuld it be possible-for us to do regarding Wge distribution problem?
If there is something that we in Missourl can dd to see to it that there is
eqnitable treatment for all. T will be pleased to take a swing at it.
How are things going for you? Best persona‘l wishes to you, Ken.

Are\the formulas already a matter of law. and%the money been allocated?

§incerely yours, ~ R .
! RTHUB L. MaLLOY
Cmr:minmner,
A i .
-~
59-352-— 75—-F ,
o O 14
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S'TATIC OF MONTANA,
. BUPERINTENDENT OF PuBLIC INBTRUCTION,
Helena, Mont., May 80, 1975.
Hon, Kexxern H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State of Nevada,
Carson City, Nev.

DeAR SUPERINTENDENT HANSEN: In response to your letter of May 22 con-
cerning the formula problem pertaining to Titie 1V, P.L. 95-380, enclosed is a
copy of a letter I forwarded to Representative Carl ), Perkins on this subjeet.
As you will note, copies of the letter were sent to Dr. Byron Hansford and mem-
bers of Montana's congressional delegation. The letter is self-explanatory.

I trust the letter to Representative Perking may be helpful to you in connec-
tion with the oversight hearings.

If I can be of additional assistance, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Dorores CoLsura.
State Superintendent. -
Enclosure. . ~
; N ‘ . ArmL 10, 1975,
Hon, CARL D, PERKINS, .
House of Representative,
Waashington, D.C.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE PERKINS: Since | 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 suppoxt an amendment to the present law, Public Law 93-380,
which would assure the gllocation of funds for all states at levels least equal
to thoze 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. A

The problem arlses from the fact that the floor provisions contained in the
apportionment formula for Title III, ESEA 20 U.8.C.A. 842(a) (2) and in the
apportionment formula for Title V, ESEA 20 U.K.C A, 862(a) (1) are omitted
from the apportionment formulae for Parts B and C of Iublic Law 93-380 20
U.S8.(.A. 1802(a) (2). Thus, when the apportionment formulae for Parts B and
C of Public Law 93-380 are fully applled 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 yedr represents approxi-
mately 36 percent of the funds Montana eXpects t¢o receive in the current fiscal
vear for the operationi of the present KSEA IIl and ESEA V pragrams. T under-
stand that the other I7 states may expect losses ranging from $120,000 to

! $500,000.

In view of the fact that most of the pofential losses occur in states which, like
Montana, are sparsely populated and have large numbers of school 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 indi¢ated their support for the resto-
ration of floor provisions in Public 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 initinte 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,

»

0LORES COLBURG,
tate Superintendent. .

El{llC o 11{; | . ’ M
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StATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE,
. DEPARTMENT o¥ EbpUcaTION,

Concord, N.H., March 2§, 1975.
Mr. KenxerH H. HANSEX,

Nuperintendent 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 logse an amount upproxlmutely $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.
Jooking forward to seeing you in New Hampshire this summer
Sincerely,
Dr. Nzwm J. PAIRE,
. Commissioner of Education.

o . : STATE OF NEw JEBSEY,
DEPARTMENT OF EpUCATION,

Trcnton, N.J., March 21, 1975,
Hon. KENNETH H. HANSEN,

Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Ktate Department of Ed{wauon
Caraon (City, Nev,

Dean Kex: Unfortunately, I didn't recelve 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,

Fgep G. BURKE,
Commissioner.

STATE oF NEwW MEXICo,
DEPARTMENT oF EpuUcATION,
' Santa Fe, N.M., April 15, 1975.
stvzrn H. JYIANSEN,

Superintendent of Public Instruction, Ncvada Statc Department of Education,
Carson City, Nev.

‘DeAf KEN:-I nppreclnte the leadership you are taking in our mutual prohlem
concerning the funding of Title IV. 1 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 is a response from Chris Cross
to Representative Manual Lujan's staff. Another alternative was suggested to
Letitia Chambers hy Al Alford. He thinks a hold harmless at FY 7 might have
a better chance. Of course, that is less money I'm not sure that would be any
easier to secure than the '74 figure.

I'll saend you the tables as-soon as they are m'nllable I appreclate your sending-
the tables and materials yon have developed

Sincerely,
<~ Leoxarp J. Di Lavo,
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Enclosure, . »
[Telefax] .
May 30, 1975.°
Mr. JamEs P. Cosra,

Federal Liaison, State Departmcnt of Education.
Carson City, Nev. :

In response to Dr. Hansen's letter of May 22, suggest amendment to Title IV
formula similar to that in Publlc Law 93-380, Sec. 101(a) (10), so-called Bayh
Amendment, which would read similar to the following‘ “There is authorized to
be appropriuted for each flscal year a sum not to exceed $———— to be allocated

ERIC . 16
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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 Elementary and Secondary
Education Act is 90 percentum or less than such allocation under such Part ¢
» during the preceding fiscal year." This separate authorization should not affeet
. the estimated allocations available at the present ‘lme, except for those States
eligible under this amendment. R .
EwaLp B. NyqQuisT, g
NYN Commissioner of Education,

M . TuHE UNIVERSITY oF THE STATE or NEW YORK,
: THE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT,
. Albany, N.Y., April 7, 1975.
Hon. KPNxETH H. HANSEN, : P
" Buperintendent of Public Instruction, - )
State Department of Edudation, Carson City, Nev. ’

Dear Kex: Thank you for your letter, note and tables of, March 11. Not to he
“out tabled,” 1 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 are 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. . :

1 wish that New York were “being done in” as Nevada is by P.L. 93-380. In.
terms of Federal cash flow to our local districts for educational purposes of vari,
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 1. Maybe 1t means that those who lost under Titie IV will have

‘- to be more innovative with their Title I monies. . v

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.

1 do think that beyond the question of formulas we all should have strong
concerns about how the regulations and guidelines that are being promujgated—
particularly on Title IV consolidation and the handfcapped—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,

EwarLdp B. NYQUIST.

Enclosure.
PART A—LEA MONEYS ONLY (PERCENTAGE INCREASE—FISCAL YEAR 1974 TOTAL .
VERSUS FISCAL YEAR 1975 TOTAL: 9 PERCENT) \
Losers checklist Fisca! year—
State ¢ Titte!  Title IV 1974 1975 Difference .. Percent
* Foar-

$40,339,739 35,790,573 e

3,225, 765 321, 687 10

13, 383, 262 §, 161, 631 39

22,990, 111 2,026, 493 9

128, 062, 203 6, 714, 055

13,504, 183 2,570,673 19

13,831,739 ~265,7718 =2

3, 995, 756 1,672, 008 42

47,884,074 22,591, 227 47

44,014,035 3, 440, 8

4, 652, 480 585, 12

3,693, 052 973, 832 26

84,060, 765 6, 695, 962 8

21,072, 822 2,299, 1n

14, 661, 224 39, 563

11,747,773 2,115, 800 18

, 939, 341 =273, -1

7,145, 448 15,822,999 k1

, 127,207 85, 938 2
26, 786, 951 4,105, 439 15,
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PART A—LEA MONEYS ONLY (PERCENTAGE INCREASE—FISCAL YEAR 1974 TOTAL
VERSUS FISCAL YEAR 1973 TOTAL: 9 PERCENT)—Continued
. Losers chacklist Fiseal yoar— ' .
State - Tite | Titte IV 1974 _ W15 Oifference Percont *
25,106,284 30,292,790 2, 186,506 7.
SEE28N  BuSN 4 632,090 .
20,897,155 25155 468 4,258 313 LY
35 927,628 a5 2620217 7
2,%7,302 28643310 5 276 087 18
;.nssmz 4500975  1.635433 38
190,530 8,337,485 1,149,935 U
1,108,678 1,913,315 804,63 ¢ 42
: SHIRE GULIE s 08 10
g 1.393.332 12,028,757 4,735,572 39
i gg%ga 439 181,858,701 —26, 157,738 ~12
\ 1,558,653 47,984,045 3,592,618 -7
, 4,101,267  4377,310 278, 043 6 N
¢ 45,280,413 50,025, 141 4,744,728 9
16,640,248 18,588,708 1, 9 48 10
8,709,633 13,065,339 4,335,708 33
. 63,645,002 78,521,519 8. 478,437 1
5032,119 5 852 170’ 20,051 4
s 29,853,231 30,882,029 1,028 708 "3
5, 470, 551 5,677,625 207,074 4
31,273,191 38,592,586 5,319,395 15
67,875,754 94,397,530 28,721,778 an
442,107 @089,5%0 627,803 it
2,093,957 2,793,655 699, 698 25
31,522,692 35,346,213 3,823,521 11
15,134,927 18,740,912 3,605,985 19
17,319,813 )8, 348,525  —q7i, 288 -8
- 18,709, & 24,647,752 5,938,2% 2
1,186, . 2,009,328 862, 914 42
11,194,811 9,670,073 —1,52, 738 =T

THE STATE oF NOoBTH DAKOTA,
DePARTMENT OF PunLIc INSTRUOCTION,
' Bismarck, N, Dak., March 25, 1975.
L KenneTH H. HANSEN, , '

Supecr::nte%lent of Public Instruction, State Department of Education, C’ars\o&
. ty, Nev. . v

Dear Ma. HANSEN ; 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. 83-380.

In the case of North Dakota we have compared the total amount of funds
for which we were eligible in I'Y 1975 under the categorical programs with our
estimated allocation for FY 1977 under the’ consolidation in P.L. 93-380. There

< 1is a reduction of $308,848 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 “hold harmlesy’ provision at the F'Y 1973 or 1974 level, which-
ever is higher, with per capita (ages 5-17) distribution of ‘*new” funds aceruing
to the separate consgolidated parts. This would assure continuance of all pro.
grams in this and all other st:épes and, at the same time, provide funds for
expansion of programs in the larfer 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 funds should occur,
‘ Sincerely yours. . Wt
LowerL L. JENSBER,
Assistant Superintendent for Instsuction.

.
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
> 7™ Oklahoma City, Okla., March 21, 1975,
Hon. Kennern H. Haxsey, .
SBuperintendent of Public atru‘qlion., State Department of Edutation, Carson
City, Nev. - , .

Deag KENNETH : This is in reply fo your letter of March 10 regarding potential .
variances in funding patterns of consolidated mpograms as compared with cate-
gorical programs. I agree with you in believing that the Congress intended that-
no state should be penallzed financially under the new program.

It geems to me that a "hold harmless” provision at the FY 1874 level would
be a satisfactory alternative until other steps can be taken to correct this seem-
ingly unintentional, discriminatory legisihition. Although {t 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, . \

LesLIE F18HER, M
" . ' i State Supu‘vinlcm‘lcn_tk

COMAMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Harrisburg, Pa., April 15, 1975.
' KENXETH H. IIANBEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Department of Education, .
Carson City, Nev. .

DEAR SUPERINTENDENT HANSEN: HR 59801, the Apptopriations Committee Bill
now befure the House, is intended to deal with the seriousproblem of inequities
in financial assistance to'the smaller states under Title'IV, Part C, of PI, 93-88(.
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
availabie federal funds. Under the current®allocation 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 thg Pennsylvania Department of ueation wéfild support a comprehen-
sive revisitn of the funding formulas by dwendment to 93380, Unfortunately, -
such legislation does not appear imminent. As a result, an alternate route s being
advocated to deal with this prablem ; this is the section in [IR 5801, which states :
“Provided further that the amount made available to each state from the sum
heretofore appropriated for FY 1978 or from the sum appropriated herein for
the FY 1977 for Title IV, part C of the ESEA shall not be less than the amount
made available for comparahle purpoges for FY 1970.” (p. 3, lines 1-6)

»_While it is true that adoptipon of this language will mean a financial loss to
Pennsylivania and several of the largé dustrial states. nevertheless we support
the provision because it remedies BHM and unfortunate unfairness
to the smaller states. :

Sincerely,

Joun C. PITTENGER.

STATE of RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDEXCE PLANTATIONS,
' ’ Providence, R.I., March ° . 1975.
Hon. KenxkETH H. Ha®
Superintendent- of Public Inatruction, Statc Department of Education,
Carson City, Nev. * .

DreAR CoxMissiOoNER ITANSEN: I received your reecnt letter relating to the
problems created by Title IV, P.1. 93-380. Enclosed with your letter werce 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 yvour 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 tose

. the funds under the present allocation formula.

We concur that a hold-harmless provision is probably the least effective method
of saving our allocation. Should we have our preference, we would prefer to see
the allocation formula changed completely to protect us in all future years: how-
ever, we recognize the difficulty in convincing some of our (alleagues to relinquish
the monies under the new formula that they have received.

e

-4
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Be(ent couversntions with the Senate staff of the Subcommittee of Fduca. °*
tion indicated that they felt changes in the formula xhould be Initlated in the
House. My Federal liaieon, Bob Berlam, has talked to Jack Jennings of Cof o -
"gressman Perkin’s staff nnd Chris Cross of (Congressman Quie’s staff. Although ‘e
both were sympathetic, It appears that neither of them is extremely anxious to
sponsor legislation to change the formula, With these realities in mind, 1 agree
that we should move toward the hold-harmless sglution. I intend to forwird the:

., tables, which you have provided, to our Congressional delegation in the next week
or two and encourage their suppurt Perhaps, as you suggest, if we jork tol-

1 lectively we can salvage the pmgruzp whlch iy needed so desperately in our
educational system.

Lastly, we are planning onmoldlng a Region I W nrhshop for all the stnteq
in New Lnglnnd to establish ‘some method or strategy to effect a correction in
the allocation formula. 'As the results of this meeting become available,- I will
fof ward the information t&pou and to our colleagues. -

Ince again may I thank ¥on for your efforts in this particular matter, 1 hope to
meet with yon in the near fmur"

. Mucerely, .

. &+ Tuomas C. Scuinr,
£ bl
DO Commissioner.
3.
) .
> * . STATE oF R0UTH CAROLINA, .

. DEPARTMENT oF EDUCATION: :
.o . Columbig, 8., June §, 1975,
Dr. Kexxern H, FIaANSEN, :
State Superintendent of Pudlic Instruction,
Ntate Department of Education,
Carson City, Nev.

Dear KeS: I am sorry that you hnd to follow up your letter of March 10
With another on May 22 asking u# to respond to one of earlier date I had
assumed thgt a response had been given to your March 1¢ letter.

However, my notes indicate that Dr. Don Pearce. our Coordinator of Fed-
eral Funding, called your Jim Costa in Marchr and expressed support of ‘the
following pnqltmn‘i {1) An_ increased appropriation in the supplemental suf-
ficient to glve the’l“loser” states eithér 100% or 905 of what they had been
getting—or (2) A “hold harmless” at the 1974 level which would cost the big
states money and which they wifl defeat—or (3) A chnnge in the formula which
would provide more equftable’fundlng.

Dr. Pearce tells me that thése positions were fec ently reiterated. Incidonmllv
we have made some contacts in behnlf of these positions. 3

_ Sincerely yours,: i oL .
. ;! . CyriL B. Busagk,
’ « U Stat(' Superintendent of Education.

TExAs EpUCATION Aorsty,
' Austin, Teras, March 21, 1975,
Hon. KeEx~etit H. HANREN,
Nuperintendent of Publie lnslru('lmn, .
OMee of Education,. ‘

Carson City, Nev.

DFAR SUPERINTENDEXT HANSEN ; : Your letter of March 10, 1975 to Dr. Brockette
has been referred to.me for reply.

The concerns about funding under Title IV of P.L. 93-380 and the need of
“Hold-Harmless" leg{slation has been .previously discusked with Dr. Brockette by
Pr. 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 suh-
stantial fund reductions as the result of the consolidation. In fact. he has already
communicated through Dr. Kirby to Mr. Ray Peterson of the Council of Chief
State School Officerd, that he wwould be happy to support efforts to protect the
interests of Rmauer‘ states.

o i‘ y ’ 1, .
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We cennln}y sympathize with the problems discusged in your letter and will
support “Hold-Harmiess” legisldtion with the provision that "new” funds be
distributed on a per capita basis. : -

Please kegP us informed as to how we can best be of service.

Sincerely, . .
. - ALTox O. BowEN.
‘ . - : K Députy Commiasioner for Administrative Services.
e, T . ] UTAH STATE Boann o EnucyTiox.
LI - . . ' Salt Lake City, Utah, March 17, 1975. '.

Hoy, KEXxNETH H. HARgEN, - .
Ruperintendent opPublic Instruction, .
‘Carson City, Nev. . -

Dear KX : Thanks for the materials you sent and for sour initiative on the
mr‘tter of funding under Title I'V as opposed to indlvidual programs approach.
s I certainly snpport your efforts in bringing about equity in this matter.

As a result of the recent meeting in Santa Fe, I ltave already written our
vongressional delegation asking for a “Hold Harmless” provision to enable small
state: to remain alive white nore equitable formulae. are developed. We are
pursuing the identical course you outlined and hope“tor success through concerted
and individual effort. .

I shall be in Washington. D. C. this week and will have the opportnnity to
discuss this matter with my congressmen, Ted Bell, and the officers of CCSS0.

Right will prevail. >,

Sincerely yours, - PR
. a1 WaLTER D. TALBOT.

- ', .State Superintendent-of Public Inatruction.

i s : STATE OF VERMORT,
’ DepPARTMENT oF EDUCATION,
™ Montpelier, Vt., March 19, 1975.
" Mr. Kexyere H. HANSES, :
Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Nevada Statc Department of Public Instruction,
Carson City. Nev. '
Dear Kex: Thank youw for your letter of March 10 regarding the problems
created by P.L. 93-380. - ’
} We have been in touch with our Cangressionat Delegation and other states
regarding the problems created by the'provisions of that bill. In addition., we
have been in contact .with the Council of Chief State School Officers and the U.8,
Office of Education'in regard to this situation. .

We were represented by proxy at the meeting in Albuquerque, New Mexico.
It is onr position that because of the situatioty the small states should he protected
by a “hold harmless” provision to allow for alternative planning and funding
procedures. . -

Sincepbly yours. -

\) RoserT A. WITHEY.
} ‘ Commissioner of Education.

L " SUPERINTERDENT OF PuB INSTRUCTION.
Olympia, h., June 11, 1975.

Hon.\ Kexsern H. HANSEN,
Superintendent of Public Instruction.
Carson City. Nev. . . .

Drar KEv: Your March 10. 1975, letter requesting a statement of our position
on the. fafmula 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. ’

Ag it turns but, the State of Washington's position on this matter will be to
anpport any increase in funding that wi]l allow the “loser” states to ‘maintain
their FY 1974 level of activity. I undersfand that an effort will be madg to get

N gome funds in a supplemental budget to effeét an increase for this purpose in
/ FY 1877. My office will certainy support.that effoit. . . .
’ - ., ' s,
‘. . .
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I trust you can understand our Position on this issue. We are concentrating
our efforts on getting some legislative rellef on the maintenance of effort langnage
in Title IV at this time. .

Our State Legislature did sine die on Monday after 148 dags of consecutive .
session, the longest period in the state's history. It has been an interesting experi-

_ence with education funding und special levy relief being major issues. If we are

successful in our effort to get the maintenance of effort language modified in PL

. 98-880 and the State Legislature moves quickly on state funding inatters, we

may be able to successtully implement PL 93-380.
Sincerely,
FraNk B. BrourLrer,
State Superintendent of Public Instruction,

StaTE oF WISBCONSIN,
DePARTMENT OF PraLio INSTRUCIION,
4 Madison, Wis., May 30, 1975.
Kex~xern i, HANAEN,
Nuperintendent, Department of Education,
Carson City, Nev.

Dean KEN: I believe the formula for allocating funds to the states under
Title 1V, P,L. 93-380, should remain as presently constituted. If the formula is
fair and valid, then penallging so states In order to hold other states harm-
less creates its own inequities, Thedfore, I*believe 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 otfice out of consideration to all of the states.
. _ Sincerely, -~
Bagsana THOMPSON,

State Superintendent.

. _

THE STATE o WYOMING,
DEPARTMENT oF EDUCATION,
Cheyenne, Wyo., May 28, 1975.
Mr. Jaxes P, CosTER,
Federal Liatson, Nevada State Department of Education,
Office of the Supcrintendent, .
Carson City, Nev.

Dear 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 bhelp you in the upcoming oversight hearings on P.L.

Enclosed is a copy of a lette‘r and an attachment (# 1) that was mailed to our
entire congressional delegation setting for the problems Wyoming has as a resuilt
of the P.L, 93-880 distribution formula,

I hope this Information will be helpful to you as you meet with the appropriate
House membhers,

Cordially, "
L . DaLE D, Lucas,
E Deputy State Superintendent of Public Instruction. _
nc.
THE STATE oF WYOMING,
. DEPARTMENRT or EDUGCATION,
., Cheyenne, Wyo., February 27, 1975,
Hon. GaLe W, McGEE,
17,8. Senator for Wyoming,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR GALE: A very close examination of the Education Amendments of 1974
¢93-380) and its relationship to the Supplemental Appropriations Bill P.L. 93— -
554 as 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 in P.L. 93-380.

RIC . 18R
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Supplemental Approprintions Bill for forward funding of Parts B and C of Title
1V. Tlis attachment also shows the resulting impacts of this légisiation on
Wyoming when the distribution formula ts applied. In the svay of explanation,
,the Qata on Wyoming fncludes grant amounts or anticipated grant gmounts for
the Fiscal Yeafs 74-73-76 and 77. The data on 1936 is most interesting and is
g - of immediate concern because of the pravision for 50 percent consolidation of
L s the various titles fncluded In Parts B and C. Projecting a constant level of ap-
. propriation into Fiscal Year. 1977, when full consolidatien oceurs, only ampli-
fles the deteriorating effects of funding tinder this grant formula.

This data indleates a suceessive drop from the 1974 funding level of $1,080,918
to the anticipated receipt of only $522,096 in Fiscal 1977. This results in a cumu-
litive loss of $588,822. . ' -

It seems that twenty states arednvolvéd.in a loss situation in the implemen- .

. tation of P.L. 93-8&0), while thirty sta show projected gains. Our data and
data from the USOE indicates that Wyoming suffers the greatest loss while
California can project an incréase of $5,5650,535; New York would increase by
$4.824,848; Texas would gain $3,051,758 and other states recelving lesser in- .
eréases down to a break-even point. ? . -

Information from the Congressmen responsible for the compromise achieved
in resolving the ‘differences between H.R. 69 and 8-1530 have assured us that
it was never the intent to force states into a diminished funding level. We have
algo had indication from the states standing to gain In this legislation that they
‘‘vould not' desire to achieve those gnim\rlt_they were to result in losses to the

cther/sinyes. . . o
* ) | ﬁf' ¥ilse including gycopy of a resolution developed by representatives of
sevetal-¥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
mayg 'ﬂx;d 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 thraugh which some action may occur.

. Tt seems to us that’if the needed changés 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 ¥Y '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, pleade do not hesitate to contact me.

Best regards, -
. RosErT G. SCHRADER,
v State Superintendent of Public Instruction.
-
= . APPENDIX 2—IMPACT STATEMENTS
® . STATE oF ALASKA, ‘

DEPARTMENT OF EpUOATION,
- ' - Juneau, Aiaska, June 9, 1975.
James P. CosTa,
Liaison and Federal Program Administrator, Gfiice of the Suberintendent of
Public Instruction, Carson City, Nev.

DEAR MRe. CosTA: In reference to your request of Jume 5, 1975 relative to
3 Alaska’s projected activities under P.L. 93-380 Title IV Part C for FY-77, it
appeard that circumstances will recessitate a total curtailment of LEA programs.
Whereas in flscal year 1975 Alaska, under the same activities authorized and
consolidated in Title IV, will operate a total of 34 programs in 12 LEA’s direectl
involving 21,483 students at a cost sltghtly in excess of $335,000;"the same activi-
ties i FY-T7 will consist of a SHA maintenance effort 259 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, . :
- ~ MAaRILou MADDEN,
+ - i Special Assistant to the Commissioner.

PAruntext provided oy enic [1S

The first attachment shows the tetierql npprobﬂntlons level cdntnlned in the *
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(From part C, title IV, Public Law 93-380]

S’i‘ATEMENTkQF IMPACT oN ABRANSAS or Repuckp Funpine IN FiscaL Yean
. 1977

Local school dlatricts with opernting projects have been alerted to the possi-
bility of reduced funding in FY77, They have been advised to consider moving
staff off Title III projects during the interim period. -

No new projects will be funded ‘and abont 18 of the current 40 projects will
be continued Priorities for cantinuation are being established by the Department,

STATE oF DELAWAAE,
DEePARTMENT OF Puavric INsTaucTioN,
: I)over. Del., June 9, 1975.
Mr. JaMEs P. C(g'n\
L.aison and Federal Program Administrator, Ofiice oft the Superintendent a.(
Public Instruction, Carson City, Nev.

Dear Ma. Costa: Your memorandunt of June 5, 1975 was referred to me for
a reply from Dr."Heward E. Row, Assistant Superintendent for Auxiliary Serv-
ices. Therefore, any further inquiries concerning P.L. 93-380 should be sent to
this office nnder whose ﬁ(uection the Title IV program will be administered. - -

Under the old ESEA Title 111, Delaware is currently maintaining twelve (12)

sprojects, serving 8.215,children, and employing 38 teachers. Yon know, of course,
that the ESEA Title Y11 programs were intended to be three (3) year programs
with a gradual shift of budget to loeal responsibility. OQur present programs are
about to enter the third year and would not, therefore, be renewable for the
school year ending 1976. .

Beginning in September 1975 for FY '76. we had intended to introduce nine (9)
new programs but with the present allocation under Part C. TitledV P.L. 93-38&0,
they cannot be approved. This represents 3,626 students being deprived of the
type of education we feel is necessary in ofder to try out new ideas and provide

) an atmosphere in which creativity can flourish. These nine (9)_programs Would

also provide employmest for approximately 43 teachers.
- Daring FY ’77 under Part G, Innovative Programs, Delaware’s allmntion is
only $4,573 which will only allow one small program to operate in the entire
state. Algo, 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 childrer of the more populous states to a greater extent
than now exists. -
Thank you for your interest in Delaware and if youn have n}iy further questions -
please call my office at 302-678—4625, . -
Sincerely, . ,
, . Ervin C. MARsH,
Administrative Assistant,

+ ¢+ |From part C, title IV, Public Law 93-180]

STATEMENT OF IMPacT oXx Hawan oF RepvcEp FuspiNe 1N FiscAr YEear,
1977 ‘

‘As one of the twenty small states most severely affected by the new funding
formula, Hawail suffers the same proportlonate loss as the others, but the impact
is perhaps the most severe on Hawali, which has chosen to concentrate its
former Title IT1, and now Title IV, Part C, funds on state-wide enrrienlum and
instructional improvement and development hetivities. Most states, ineluding
Hawaii, are not able to budget substantial amounts of money for major under-
takings of this nature. This decision has been an effective one for Hawail becanse
of its nniquie single state-wide system of education. All projects under Title ITT.
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 prineiples of curricnlum change and innovation on a planned.
systematic and large scale basis. The effectiveness of this approach is evident
in that the Hawali English Program developed under Title III funding is now
servicing approximately 56,280 children or 9% of the pupils in grades K-6. It
has been selected deveral times at national levels as an ¢xemplary progrum. and
preparations are now underway for wider dissemination as a result of its
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selection as one of tRe President’s Right to Read programs. This comprehegsive
approdch .te 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 consoHdation dilutes considerably the fm-
pact of the federal fumds.-Title I1I tands in Hawaii are now concentrated on oniy
two projects: The Hawaii English Program—Secondary; and Mainstreamihg
Mildly Handicapped Students in English Classes. Both projects are being devel-
oped as systematic continuations of the statewide elementary HEP (Hawalii
English Program). :

The secondary English project, the major undertaking, would feel most
strongly the effects of reduced levels 6f funding, particularly since earlier cut-
backs have taken their toll in staff reductions, time extensions and decreased

product outputs. The most serious impacts on the project would be:

1. Diclocation of plans already lyfid for wide fleld testing of the first levels
of the secondary package. Schools/have made plans, teachers are presently in
trafning, materials are in productign, and expectations are at a high key. How-
ever, without adequate gtaff to energize and coordinate the tests, plans would
have to be drastically altered. The effects of cut-backs at this most critical stage
of wid- school fnvolvement would be most difficult to recover from.

2. Further expansion of established target dates. The completion date has
already been extended to six yedrs from the original five. The longer the period
the more difficult it becomes to sustain the effort. The cut-back would result in
another extension, casting serious doubts on the stated ability to lead and sustain
a major development effort. :

8. Fuilure 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 thc next higher level of HEP. The effects of this deprivation
on children’s ledrning are difficult to contemplate.

The second project, Mainstreaming the Mildly Handicapped, covers the critical
fleld testing stage of a four year redevelopment of the HEP for mildly handi-
capped elementary.children, and also the creation of new materials for mildly
handicapped secofidary students to enable them to function in mainstream Eng-
Hish 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 becguse of limited funding. A further cut
would reduce the small staff, the number of classes to recelve the maferials, the
rumber 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
haadicapped.

STATEMENT OF STATE OF IDABO, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

r Boise, IpaHo, 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 wiil be forced to make some hard decisions on
what programs or gervices will be reduced or terminated. i

Since both programs and services require staff, it only follows that ﬁ:ere
will be staff reductions. The number of persons employed in programs funded
from Titles III and V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in Idako
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 509%. 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 affectedis almost impossible to estimate,
since many schools and districts adopt programs or portions of programs that
are tried and proven. .




AN - ST -

N | 121

" Equally important {s the fact that worthwhile ldeas 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 under one f
teacher, even if not adopted by anyone €lse, 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 109% of the FY74 level. This 1s 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 plnns to honor .
existing commitments.
Roy TruUBY,
—_— State Superintendent of Public Instruction.
STATEMEN‘I‘ oF DEPARTMENT or EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL SERVICES,
AUGUSTA, MAINE

Negative Effect. of 93-380 Approprlntion on the M.ine Department of Educa-
tional and Cultural Services,
. The sum of $850,208 projected for Part C of Title IV under P.L. 93-380 is only
o $60,840 over the Title 111, 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 111, E.8.E.A. Coordinator that the best that
he will be able to do is to refund exlstlng projects: in FY 77 and/or tund a
limjted amount of the Minj Grants.
1 also anticipate that some of the current projects funded under Title V,
E.£.E.A. will be eliminated for lack of funds. .

STATE oF MONTANA, .
O¥FICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT, -
Helena, Mont., June 12, 1975.
Mr. James P. CosTA, y
Ligison end Federal Program Administrator, On!ce of the Superintendent of
‘ Publio Instruction, Carson Oity, Nev.

DEeas Jim : In response to your letter of June 5, I want to provide the following
information conceriing the potentlal losses of Part C, P.L. 93-880 fands.

The amount of funds available for ESEA Title IV, Part C during fiscal year
1977 will resutt in the virtual elimination of federally funded innovative and
exemplary school programs in Montana. In fact, the amount remaining after
the strengthening state and local ageuncies set aside has been taken, the grand
sum of $79,56566 will remain for all of the other Part C program activities, includ-
ing Health and’ Nutritlon and Dropout Prevention progrims. That amount
compares &ith the current $540,000 available for innovation and with an average .
of $620,000 which has been avallable in prior flscal years. Translated into per- &
centages, Montana will receive 15 percent of what it received in fiscd] year 1975 !
for innovation and 18 percent of the average of previous filscal 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 1976 and 1977.

Recently implemented programs such as Innovation Incentive Grants to

> classroom teachers will be terminated even though the ¢oncept has been en-

' dorsedhby 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 cut will also prevent-the development of any health and nutrition and
dropout prevention programs as were expected under the consolidation legisla-

» tion. In addition, the comprehensive statewiae 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

A that funds would be available to support the development of solutions te identi-
fled needs, The budget cut will result in an unexpected, unwanted and constder-_
able delay in the R and D efforts necessary to meet identifled needs.

The flseal year 1977 appropriation will result {n the elimination of 50 profes-
sional and support positions in Montana schuols. 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 111 and Titlc IV represent the only sources of funds for program develop-
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* ment avaflable to most Montana ools. Such monies have supported programs
in environinental education, legal ZWwareness, preschool, health education and
cultaral awareness which would nof have been possible under other categorical
programs. If the budget picture fgr fiscal year 1977 remains the same, ir is
practically a certainty that-such worthwhile serviees for students will become -«
extinct. -

I trust that tlw Information I am providing may be useful to you. llmnk you
for your inquiry.
Sincereiy, \
) Rarpmir G. Hay,
Ezecutive Assistant,

STATEMENT OF IMPACT on NEBRASKA oF RED\CED FUxpINo 1N FISCAL YEaR 1977
‘ :

The funding level for Nebraska in FY 1977 gnder Part C, Title IV, P.L. 93 350,
will be upproximately one-third of FY 1974. Tnls will most likely result in u pro-
portionate cut-back in supplementary program services for schools. Most yffected
will be the mlnl-g‘rnnt‘ 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
avallable in FY77 the state of Nebraska will honor existing commitments to the
extent permitted. No new projects will be accepted.

[From part C, title IV, Publlc an 93-380}

STATEMENT OF IMPACT oN NrvADA oF REDUCED FUNDING IN FI1ScAL 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 529,
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 inservice cducation, but many
times it is done by request on a person-to-perstn basis. The Department provides
the people with expertise who can promote innovation, encourage change, and in-
splre improvements in the classrooms which can lead to better learning oppor-
tunities for children. There Is relative certainty that the Department-ang the
State Board of Education will want to continue this commitment nnd to do so
with funds formerly available under ESEA Title V.

If this is the choice, then all of the program effort nnder innovation nnd supple-
mentary services (ESEA Title 1II) will be 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
and 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 t¥o full time professional
staff and two secretaries would need to be released. Six other staff members per-
forming specialized services for KSEA Title III 0. 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 08 NEw ITAMPSHIRE oF REDUCED FrxpINg 18 FISCAL YEAR
1977

Dear MR. CosTa: In response to your recent inquiry as {o 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 3507,422 during FY77. This is approxi-
mately n 30% reduction from that received in 1975. Although the impact is felt
in both Parts B end C of the Act. the greatest impact Will be In Part C, whére we
anticipate a reductlon of $457,116.
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In our state we are fortunate in that a large portion of our 1973 Title 111

" funds are unexpended: otherwise it would be impossible for us to meet the

obligation which we hd--e to currently approved three-year model grant programs

__Wwith the anticipated iunds 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. 4
At this time it appears that New Hampshire will utilize its full authorizatioh
of funds under Purt C for strengthening state department and loca! educational

- agencles, Increased operating expenses and an Incréased effort to strengthen

lendership 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 geriously curtail our %fforts to develop Innovative and
exemplary programs at the local level to meet critical student needs. Qur efforts
in this Jirectlon will be cut to about 20% of the former level of support. In view
of the fact that New Humpshire had 1.5% of all validated Title I1I ‘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 wtich will act to restore the former level of funding. ‘

Sincerely, - o
| . RosERT BRUNELLE, .
Deputy Commissioner.

——

{Froms part C, title IV, Public Law 83-380]

~
STATEMENT OF IMPACT oN NEW MEx100 oF REPUCED FPFUNDING IN F1sCAL YEAR 191'7

Services offered by the New Mexico Department of Educatlon to lecal school
districts are generally in the form of technical assistance. The lack of adequate
funding under Title IV of Publie 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 Ney Mexico. The loss will be felt in FX77 when
staff positions at the State Department of Education will be deleted of necessity
dne to the lack of funding. & ¢ g

The most serious loss faced by New Mexico as a result of the funding formula
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. | i
» The loss of funding will thus 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 guality of education will be signifi-
cantly reduced. ‘ ‘

N THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA,
DEPARTMENT or PusLIc INSTRUCTION,
Bismarck, NrDak., June 10, 19785,
Mr. Jaxmes P, CosTa, . -
Liatson and Federal Program Administrator, Ofice o/f Ahe Superintendent of
Publio-Instruction Carson Cit;, N~v. ‘

DeAR J13 : This I8 in response to your memorandum: of June 5.

Unless a remedy is found to replace the loss North Dukota will experience
in the amount of $488,452 from the formula providefiin P.L. 03-380, Title IV,
Section 402(a) (2), programs and services funded totily or in part from funds
provided through Title V ESEA and Title IIT ESEA avill have to be severely
reduced or eliminated. : :

A resume of the types of programs designed toéissist the districts and cooperat-

' ing non-public schools to better meet the needs of the students is attached.

FS
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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 BSEA, is‘con-
tfnulty. Without consistency in funding, there is no opportunity to apply the
findings or to encournge the adoption of innovative and exploratory projects
which give evidence of improving the learning-teaching process.

At the level of funding provided when consolidation is fully operational in
Y 77 with the maintenance of staff at the current level, whick will be the poliey
©of this Department, the amount of funds to support projects and programs will
Ve such as to, for all intent and purposes, eliminate such activities. Based upon
the information at hand, there will be approximately $32,863 for this purpose,

- compared té $334,000 in FY 73. We hope that the charts projecting Program

Consolidation Funds—Purposes and Sources, Plans for Funding LEA Projects,
number of childrgn served and not served is the luformation the commitiee

needs.

Sincerely, K. D
L. DooLry,

Director, State and Federal Relations.

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
’ Oklahoma City, Okla., June 10, 1975.
Dr. Jia CosTa, ° * .
Liaison ond Federal Program Administrator, Office of the Supecrintendent of
Public Instruotion, Carson City, Nev. .

Drar DR Costa: This will reply to your memorandum of June & 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 nllocation 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, - .

EanL Cross,
Assistant State Superintendent,
Federal Programs Division.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
STATE oF OREGON,
* Salem, Oreg., June 11, 1974.
Mr. James P. CosTa,
Ligison and Federal Program Administrator, Office of Supcrintendent of Pudlic
Instruotion, Carson City, Nev. : :

Drar Mn 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 vour survey Is only an estimation of whot may occur.

(a) Programs to be terminated or rediuced.—4 te 6 programs will be terminated..

(b) Stafl reduct ~—Project personnel will be reduced. There will ‘be a
reduction of 1 to 4 pegple per project.

(c) Number of chidren that will nod be aerved.—The number of students not
being served multipljes grently when the eliminated project {s concerned with
a statewide priority.

We are not able tdigive a true estimate as to the number of children involved
because the projects to be reduced have not been determined. ’

It 1 can be of further assistance plense contact me.

Sincerely,
AL ELKINS,

Government Relations Specialist,
Communications and Government Relationa.
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STATE oF RuobE IsLAND AND ProvisExte Punnﬁons,
- DEPARTMERT OF EDUCATION, .
Providence, R.1., June 9, 1975.
Mr. James CosTa, ’ .

. Federal Liaison and Program Administrator, Ntate Dgpartment of Hduoation,
' Carson City, Nev.

Deag Jia: May I first express Commissioner Schmidt's appreciation for the
excellent testimony you gave before the Jubcommittee on Kleméntary and Sec-
' ondary Education on Tuesday, June 3, in behalf of all the states losing funds
under Title IV of P.L. 93-380. We apprecinted the thorough and complete data
which you provided and the professlonal manner in which you attempted to show
the plight of the smaller states. o
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 loss of our funds, I would like to indicate
our (Mrection for the next three years. As you are aware, the loss that Rhode
Island wlll incur becnuse of the new formula in Title IV is approximately
$406,000. This is almost equal to our FY 1975 appropriation for the entire Title
111, ESEA programs. Therefore, it is certain that we will not open a funding
period for F'Y 1976 for Title III programs’und the phase out of all progrums
presently In existence over the next two-year period |s expected. .
This year, in Rhode Island, we have in existence 26 lndlv:tgl Title III'pro-

ra

grams operating in our 40 school districts. These programs service approximately
5,868 students in both elementary and secondary grades. Whes this is compared
to the number of students in our elementary and secondary schools, it is easy to
see that @ huge percentage of our school population wiil lose their eduecational
fnnovation projects because of the loss of these funds. Additionally, there are
over Program” Directors and teachers who will have to find employment in
educatidn other than the ones in whieh they are presently involved. Overall, it
is obvlous 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 suhstantiate at great length the effectiveness of many of the innovative
programs which-have been operational In Rhode Island and which have even-
tnally been funded hy the local school districts’ resources because of thetr 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 Rhade
Ilsllan‘(il' education since 1969 will no longer be available to the students of Rhode
sland. . *
"Again, I appreclate your efforts. in our behalf; and if I can be of any further
assistance to you, please inform me ai your earllest convenience. .

Sincerely,
: RoBERT A. BERLAM,
Coordinator of Federal ‘Program-v. .

SouTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENRT oF EDUCATION AND
\ Currunarn Arrams, DIvIsioN OF ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION.

June 6. 975.
Hon. Larry PRFSSLER, ’

- Longworth House Oflce Building.
Washington, D.C.

-+ DEAR CONGRESSMAN PRESSLER : Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1065 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 programs have been highly successtul 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 in Brookings that is being #
copied by civic groups outgide the school and a K-12 environment program in
Chester that has had over 100 outside requests for their curriculum.

.
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For the past few years Title I11 has had the following funding : 1973, $634.682
with $150,000 for administration; 1974, $067,852 with $150,000 administration ;
1976, $672,376 administration $150,000; 1976, $487,622 administretion $150,000;
1977, $81,708 with $33,949 for administration. .

Pleage note that in 197F this would be only $47.7537 for programs of which
$12,256 {8 earmarked by Federai 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 edueantion agency. This will not provide sufficient funds for either
of these new progrums to say nothing of the innovative programsy formerly
being carried on. -

In all the dlscussions prior to the enactment of the law everyone was assured
that the states would be protected at the 1874 or some similar iev nything
that can be done to reestubiish this level \)'ould help saivage this use activity
for the State.

Tunank sou for your assistance.

Sincerely,

UTAn STATE Boawp or Ebntvcatidy,
Salt Lake City, Utah, June 18 1975.
Mr. JamEs P. CosTa,
Administrator, Liatson and Federal Programs, Office of the Buperintenllent of
Public Instruction, Curson City, Nev.

Deag Jrm : I am happy to respond to your request for information with respect
to potential lesses 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 Séetion 308 funds have funded in FY 1975 a statewide
facilltator project. The success of thls project prompted the State Advisory
Council for Title III to recommend that Title IT1 5unds which- flow through to
the local districts be used fo fund “adoptables.” “Adoptables” 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 “udoptables” totaling over $300,000.

The new Title IV State Advisory Councili was so imipressed by the positive
feedback relative to the “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
tlre 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 ®ngaged
in exemplary programs. One-thousand children will not receive the benefits of the
adoption of the proven practices. 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 l0ss of $300.000
must be measured in terms of potential impaét upon a similar number of chii-
dren in Utah Schools.

Sincerely, ¢ B

' Brrnarr S. FURSE,
Addministrative Assistant and Federal Programs.

YTATE OF VERMONT.
DePARTMENT oF EDUCATION,
Montpelier, V't.. June 12, 1975.

IMHA%OF Losses UNpER TiTLE IV Parr C, PusrLic Law 93-380

Severe redfctions In educational programs and erosion of the State leadership,
role would be the impact on Vermou if Federal funds under the RHlementary and
Secondary Education Act are not restored.

S - rai '
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The major negative impact wonld be felt in curtailment of Vermont's only
avenue for rese;'l.lggh and development in education. The funds for innovative and
exemplary programs on the local edueational agency level currently support
projects to:
Develop ways of teaching the metric system. -
Experiment with alternative methods of wotivating students.. /
Provide a more effgctive syxtem of accountability and assessment of
students’ progress. .
" Develop affective education prograins, .
Provide an experimenta! program for training autistic children. -
Provide opportunities for students to develop educationul programs for .
student operated radio and television shows. C
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 termiunated. 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
supporing personnel in critical and essential service areas; i.e., deputy commis-
sioner, legal counsel, data information services (which includes computing state
aid to local agencles), 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 Vermoun finds itself, reinstate-
ment of these programs would be impossible through State funds. There is n
alternative source to this support in a rural state such as Vermont. .

Dean Jrv: In reviewing your - ,aest of June 5, 1975, I find that as a result
of the I'Y77 distribution of fund, under P.L. 88-10; Title 1V, Part C, Educational
Innovation and Support, West " irginia will lose approximately $324.106. If this °
loss becomes a reality some rograms will have to be terminated at the local *
level. As you know, innova.ion projects are generully funded -for a three year
pertod. Taking into account the above loss, those projects recciving their initial
funding in FY78 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. It-is impossible to identify the number of projects and the students in-
. volved since the projeets will not have started until after July 1, 1975, However,
1 can assure you at least four projects in the areas of dropout prevention, health
,and nutrition, and strengthering LBA leadership activiies will be terminated.
The three areas will utilize about $164,000 in ¥Y76.

_No doubt there will also be a curtailment of some programs designed to
. strengthen the SBEA 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.

1 sincerely solicit your support in any effort to provide for an, FY74 hold
harmless for the iosing states, yet not penalizing those states tha are the gainers.

A v

Da. Daviern B. TaYLOR.
PR—

QDEAR Jiy: Thank you for your efforts on behalf of the less populous states
which lose funding under Public Law 93-380,

The situation for Wyoming in Fiscal 1977 leaves us few alternatives and the
result will be a closing-out of all Title 111 funded Drojects 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 Prejects and Dropout Prevention
Projects. In addition, our Title V, Strengthening State Departments of Educa-
tion, actlvities will necessarily be curtailed. Since the law provides for the con-
Hinuation of Title V type activities as a major set aside in the funding, it will
be necessary for the Department to reserve the full $201,063 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 $350,440. As
. yot can see, our share of Part C will not even allow that set aside activity in

entirety.

18]
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I regret that this action seems necessary nn% will result in the edmination of
approximately thirty Title II1 ESHA funded projects im that many locations
involving a sizeable portion of our gtudent population in the state.

I trust that this information will be ugeful and will receive fair constderation
in Washington, D.C.

Respecttully yours,
Mrivin H. GILLISPIE,
Director of Federal Programs.
WasuiNaroN, D.C.
L Title I11-type activities—Innovation.

4. The following objectives will be reduced :

1. Individualized Instruction ¢

2. Elementary Environmenta] Educatfon
- 3. Elementary Art .
B. Special Bducation will be cut from two projects to one.
C. Guidance, Counseling and Testing will have a very low priority.
‘D. Dropout Prevention will be unfundable. :
K. Nutrition and Health will be unfundable,
. PF. Community Participation activities will be reduced. -
In summary, seven of fourteen projects will be eliminated and the remainder
will be cut back. . >

Fifteen to twenty currently occupled positions will be threatened.

IT. Title V-Type Activities—State Support,

Support will be reduced for the stat¥ board of edueation, for the superin-
tendent, and the state administrative staff; and we anticipate a 40-509,
reduction {n the number of children served. .

-

(Signed) Bammara SrzEMORE,
Superintendent of Schools. ¢

: P i
Mr. Lenyax. Mr. Daléy, Federal Liaison Officer. State of Washing-

ton. ¢ . .

STATEMENT BY WILLIAM DALEY, FEDERAL LIAISON OFFICER,
. STATE OF WASHINGTON

‘Mr. Dacer. Thank you very much for the opportunity to appear
here gnd represent the interest of the State of ashington Depart-
m‘ﬁfg of Education. In the interest of conserving time, I will onl
elaborate a bit on the concern that we have in our state about
maintenance of effort. =

We rely heavily on property taxes for school support, and our con-
stitution limits those taxes. The only way that we can exceed their
limitation is:;)ktho local school district to yubmit an annual proposi-

tion to the voters. and that proposition has to be approved by a simple
majority of . percent turn-out, and a 60 percent affirmative vote.

. f the levy fails, there will be no levy for that school district. The
constitution framework intends for these to b special levies, and we
are trying to limit taxes. However, the cost of education has caused
those levies to become a substantial part of the ¥chool support in the
State of Washington.

In many instances, 30 percent or more of maintenance and operation
funds 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 bpgun to disapprove those levies in substantial
amount, . .

P

”
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‘Forty-geven districts in our state have double-heavy losses this year,
involving over 40 percent of the students. This is particularlya state
. problem, but it has a side effect in that the maintenance ‘of effort-re-
-~ quirements that we adligre to via Federal statute are now being
" applied in the instance of these heavy losses. i

t year, the U.S. Office of Education; title I auditors told us
that if the levies failed in these particular school districts, the title I
funds would be restricted or eliminated. 'The same thing i§ now being
said about title IV in general, ) .

We think that the Federal government does not intend that\disad-
vantaged students, in particular, should suffer additional edycational
harm 1n such circumstances. Very briefly, we are asking that yon re-
examine those maintenance of effort requirements in the context of

-+ a ' general examination of Public Law 95-380.

ther States 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
* " T will submit additional comments in writing, Mr. Chairman.
- Mr. Leaman. Thank you.
{Prepared statement of William Daley follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF WiILLIAM DaLrY, Fepesar Liasox OFFiceR
. STATE OF WASHINGTON

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, Ladies, and Gentlemen. At the onut-
. get, may I thank you and.youy staff for giving me the opportnnity to represent
~- Superintendent Broutillet here today.
+Cutrently, the school system in Washington is facing an unprecedented

o

. fihancial crisis to which the maintenance of effort requirements in federal law

* year, 47 school districts in Washington suffered double levy losses,

add a special dimension. In order to explain why “we have this problem, I must
‘t%g:h ?n?;ltto of my time to outline for yon how we finance schools in the State of
n

Idke most states, ours relies heavily on property taxes as a sonrce 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
: (gl?:t?ﬂ beyond this mgxltntlon reqnires special approval by the voters in the taxing

ct. . .

" To gain such approval, an'annnal proposition must be submitted. It mnst he
approved in a special election dnring which thiere is a voter turnout of more than
40 percent and an affirmative vote of more than 60 percent. If the proposltfon
tafls the first, it may be submitted again, bnt if it falls on a second try, there will
be no special levy for that year. b oo '
- Clearly, it was the intent of those who wrote these constitntional provisions that

Ievies that exceeded the millage limitation should be special and should be diffi-
cult to obtain. Bnt, because of a tremendons rise in the cost of education in the
last two decades, annnal levies have become a basic part of school funding in
\Vashington. In many school districts, they represent 30 percent or more of the
- maintenance and operation moneys available. They now amount to approxi-
mately $600 milllon a biennjum., This has grown from a high of aronnd $15
million in the 1850’s, - i

They would represent figures in those amounts, that is, if voters in school
districts were to continue approving them, bnt they are not. In the sﬁﬂng of this

ven though-

we have over 800 school districts, those 47 districts edncate 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 snbnrban school districts. Over 40 percent of oyr itate’s
students will reside next year in districts with double levy failnres.

o
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1 do not niean to lmply through these statistics tlm; the loss ?;i these levies
poses a responsibility for the federal government. We have, andwill continue
to maintain, that the levy system is antiquated, inadequate, and in need of *
change hy the state. Indeed, in 1970 and in 1972, our Legislature ﬂphxylttvd con-
stitutional amendments to the people which provided for an incolne tax for
school support and substantiai reductions in the reliance on these Bpecjai levics.
In both instanees, the propositions were defeated at the polls, by a 2.0 1 margin
in 1970 aud by more than a 3 to 1 margin ig 1972, We antidipate that additjonal
constitutional changes will he submitted to the voters either this Novemhéror the
following November in an attempt to solve that problem. It ie somethibe that onr
state must do byitself. . : N S

But, the federal government does have responsibility for a side effect thnt,\\fe“ .

were unable to anticipate and that relates specifically to my eoneern before,you
here today, maintenance of effort.

As you are aware, almost a]l programg that supply federal dellars to %ocal and_ -

state goveriments contain requiremeiltb prohibiting the supplanting of loeal dol-
lars with the federal dollars. For exaniple, 45 CFR § 116.5, governing Title I pro- -
grams, states in its pertinent part : ',

“. .. Any such rednction 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 agency is able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the state
educational agency that such a reduction was occasioned by an unusual
event. . ... that cguld not have been fully antieipated 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—(11) gives satisfactory assurance that the
aggregate amount to be expended by the state and its local educational agencies
from funds derived from non-Federal sourees for programs described in section
421 (z) for a fiscal year will not be less than the amount so expended for the pre-
ceding flscal year. . . .”

Similar language governs virtually all programs providing federal nioney for
schools. ¢

Even though we have had sporadic double levy failures throughout the 1980's,
in some instances some rather large failures (in Spokane, and in Rremerton, and
in northern King County), we interpreted those failures to be unusual events
which excepted them from the meaning of the maintenanee of effort requirements.
We did 80 because of the tenuous nature of the levy sgstem and because of the
super majority requirements. No one objected.

In May of 1974, however, the Title I anditors from the U.S. Offiec of dueation

~..told our state that such an interpretation, whieh they hefore had aecepted, no
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longer was acceptable and that a distriet that lost a levy and thereby fell helow
the 5 percent maintenanee of effort requirement also would lose the federal dollars
being provided to help educate thelr disadvantaged students. More recently. the
questlon has been raised about the new Title IV. We antieipate that this question
1s applicable across the spectrum of federal programs, and we fear what will
happen if it stands.

If that interpretation is applied for the Titl¢ I program alone, we would lose
approximately $7 million in basic Title T funds. Sueh an aetion would involve
over 80 percent of the state’'s basic Title I entitlement and would affeet approxi-
mately 40 to 50 percent of the state’s eligible Title I stndents. We do not believe
that the occprrence of an unusual event sueh as the loss of a special levy should
result in inflicting a double penalty on Washington's public sehool students, os-
peclally the disadvantaged students served in Title I. We further helieve that if
this is the only interpretation possible undcr the requirements of federal law,
then those requirements should be altered.

In talking about changing the maintenanee of cffort requirement, we are
well aware of Congress’ concern that should maintenance of effort requirements
not be made strict, supplanting with oeceur on the loeal level. Indeed, we have
experienced pressures for supplanting in our own state. Only beeause of those
requirements, have we heen le 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 réduce the need for budgeting additional support for the
state’'s schools. If you were not maintaining thoseéequirements at the federal

PN
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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 nceds to be changed and there
+ are those who will argue that if we do not adhere to the U.8. 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 eptire 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 sach 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
way as to permit federal funds to contlnue ot flow to students in thosé distrigts
-which suffered these losses without letting our Legislature off the hook in gengfal
for maintaining their own effort in this arena. )
Thank you very much for your time. I will provide turﬂ# documentation of
our problem to you through your counsel.

Mr. Lenaman. I will ask Mr. Miller to eome 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 CHAIRMAR,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR PUBLIC CONTINUING AND ADULT

t

EDUCATION - .
Mr-Miuzrer—Thank 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 remayks.

+ Mr. Lenma~. (ou may have 10 minutes for the whole thing.

Mr. Micrer. 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 Ohi epartment of Education and have the re-
sponsibility for the adMnistration of the adult basic education pro-
gram in Ohio. '

I am accompanied by Mrs. Mary Turner, chairperson of the Na-
tional Coouncil of Urban Administrators of Adult Education, and by
John Ryan. chairperson of the National Council of State Directors
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

& shift of the adult education discretionary money for special
experimental demonstration projects and teacher training—most com-
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mo&lly known as section 309 fupds—from the U.S.'Commissioner of
Education to the State educational agencies. This change was sup-
. ported by NAPCAE and by the States. Such forward thinking on tﬁe
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,
1t is proposed that the language in section 309 of the Adult Education
Act be amended to read that.a State education agency must spend “not
less than 3 percent” for special experimental demonstration projects
and teacher training activities. - L
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 country, and this has created unprecedented demands on the °
services of the adult basic education programn. 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 egsential if they are to remain in the ranks of the
employed. . ’ .
order to determine the impact of massive unemqloyment on the
adult education program,-on May 4, the NAPCAE legislative com-
mittee implempented a national survey to assess the effect in the States
and to determine the éxtent to which State and local ABE directors
across the country support lowcring the mandated set-aside from 15
percent to 5 percent. . ' 2
The survey instrument was mailed to all 50 State glirectors of adult
education, to the regional program officers of the Ug. Office of Educa-
tion, to the regional representatives of the Nationgl Council of Urban
Administrators of Adult Education, and to a sampling of local pro-
gram directors. The results show that 92.5 percent of the respondents
support the need for the suggested changes.
Respondents were also as%(ed to report the impact of unemployment
on the program and the manner by which local adult education pro-
ntgps are being affected. Following is a swmmarization of the
ings:
T I)gls\lmost' all States are showing major growth in enrollment due
primarily to the ynemployment situation and also due to thé fact that
undereducated adults who are currently emplcyed realize they will
probably be the next Work? to be laid off and are, therefore, return-
Ing toschool té improve théir skills. )
(2) Many States report that due to inadequate funding and the
- effects of inflationf classes are being terminated much earlier than -
lannied, students are being placed on waiting lists, needed &m&fruc-
ional materials a@ not being purchased, supportive services such as
recruitment and counseling are being reduced, and schools wanting to
participate in the p.xrgfmm 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.

- . \—
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(8) The costs of teachers’ salaries, fringe benefits, and instrugfional
materials are going up in most areas of the Nation, therefore, making
less money availlz?'lﬁe ¥or\progmm ex;mnsidn. 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 undefreducated 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 mauggted set-aside would give the
States the flexibility necessary to mag§g8 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
3 find 4t impossxb{e to maintain the programs they have operated: in-
previous years. By shifting some of the experimental funds, more
. money could be made avuilaﬁle for local program operation. .
. 3. Special projects for staff development activities have heen con-

- dueted since 1967. Probably a higher proportion of ABE funds have

gone for demonstration purposes than in almost any other Federal

;' program. Adult educators believe in the need for special projects, but
: net to the degree that services to students must be seriously curtailed.
Congress_has maintained the emphasis on direct services to children
in title.I, 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 propossal, ﬁ%@ can still spend as much for special
projects as they wish. Further, 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 minimam of 5 percent places special projects on a merit
basis, which is altogether proper. In a timé of scarce resources it makes
little sense to have to spend money for experimental programs at the
expense of direct services to students. - ) ,

t 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 n%ar been: a reality. From my ex-

‘perience as an administrator of a®tate program, I can report She

~tremendous impact that ABE has made on the lives of thousands and
" * thousands of Ohioans. Some of the most importarit results cannot be.
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quantified, Hut they can be seen and felt. How does one measure the
emotion an adult, feels when leavingi]the public assistance rolls and
gaining meaningful employment for the first time? ‘

How does ong 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 the 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 Congress 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 ybur considération. _

At this time, we hope that Mr. Ryan and Mrs. Turner would be al-
lowed to make a brief statement. :

Mr. LEsmax. 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. Ryax. Mr. Chairman, and subcommittee members, as you well
. know, 54 million Americans have not completed secondary education
in this great land. Under the adult education act, States are bein
asked to assume new responsibilities in addition to eler:entary nng
‘secondary education. Namely, bilingual education, education of the
elderly, linkages with CETA and manpower progranis, all of this with

no significant increase in. fundir:f. . '
Program demands far exceed our ability to fgnd adequatcly.
Although the strategy of forward funding do®s not increase the
amount of money granted to the States, it will result in a more stable
fiscal base and should make it possible to bring an adult education
progiam to the people on time.

It is simply a matter of good management fiscally and program-

" matically.

Public Law 93-380 requires that States expend not less than 15 per--
cent of State grant mongy on teacher training and special projects.
The States should not be)put in a position of losing money, should,
the 15-percent level not be achieved. .

For instance, if the States 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 fund 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 ig of fosing money, then, from the State back to the Federal
Government. .

The law should allow States a margin of flexibility and encour
them to meet the needs of people rather than spend money to meet %E:
letter of°the law. ’ ,

»
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i * There are times when States might exceed an expenditure of 15
.« percent for teacher training, and special projects, that wonld 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 prograim. The decidin
factor would be the nceds of people. They are the ones we are uﬁ
' here to serve.
. I respectfully submit that changing the law, Public Law §3-380,
to read “not less thah 5 percent will be expended on speciil projects
1 and teacher training” would give the States the needed flexibility.
g{[oney would not be lost by’the States and the needs of people would
e met.

As with forward funding, althou}h’ no additional money is added
to- the program, it would seem that the roposed 5-percent rule is
“‘Sin'l{p]y a matter of good management, ﬁscal])ly ‘and programmatically.

eacher training and special projects are important to the future
of the adult education program and should l?e implemented in g
. . 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 subcommittep for this opportunity to speak in support
* of this proposed change in section 309 of Public Law 93-380.
Mr. Leaman. Thank you very much, Mr. Ryan.
Mrs. Turner, if you would like to make a few'ré?arks.

STATEMENT OF MARY TURNER, CHAIRPERSON OF THE NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF URBAN ADMINISTRATORS OF ADULT EDUCATION ' -

: Mrs. TurNEr, 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 administiators. 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 incregse being in
adults, ages 16 to 18, who require a whole different type of service,
a8 we attempt to rescue them for an improved job. market, and to
upgrade their skills. A

The. impact of the niandated 15 percent poses a great problem for
urban administrators who already are stretching out bodies in terms
of staff, and stretching funds. We respectfuﬁy 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 beeause of tge mandate of up to 15 percent
we will have to fund them, or, as Mr. Ryan has pointed ‘out, we will
lose -money, ‘ - o

' These: funds could be expended far more effectively to improve ‘the
program and to meet the needs of the population, and the gréat’
inerease that we have-had.
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Thank you ve|¥ much.

Mr. Leaman. Thank you.

I.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 * * ¥ 7 This is the comparability provision.

In the State of Florida where have an educational funding
program, what can we do to simplify~Klorida’s answer to this par-
ticular 'Frovision without being under thg guns for possible violation.

Mr. Tuonuineron. I think the languige in the law is quite broad,
and the Office of Education could very readily, on a State-by-State
basis, take into account the different aspects.

Mr. Leaman. 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. TurLingTON., 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. Leuman. 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 cover,
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 4 reexamination
sometime in December. ‘

During that time, they are without, or even after that time, they -
are without title -I funds on a month-to-month basis, which hurts
that school system 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

Bystem.

Mr. TourLiNgToN. 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 sung’l have to have every single project school must be
above the average'of all the no;sroject schools, and that is at any given
pointlil?time.lthastobenot y on a dollar basis, but on a staff basis
a3 we.

pAi
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. A person leaving the school and not being replaced, for example,

« could throw yoi out of comparability. It is that precise.

- What I am trying to do is to find & way to unburden us from this
problem. either by the kind of language which we sugfest for the Office

- of ];ﬁ)duca.tlon to write, or whether the committee could deal with that «

3 problem. . ¢

. Mrs. Lewis’ opinion is, that it be left as it 1s, and it could all be

. - treated by regulation.

M- Leaman. You are saying that this committee should make its
opinion known, ]gerha , to the U.S. Office of Education? That in a
system, such as Dade County, they should not be unduly penalized if
v one school hit below in one category, at one point in time, below the
- corﬁp rability ¢ :

e r, TonLiNgroN. Yes, obviously. » : '

The districts where we are having the greatest difficulty are not our
.. smallidistricts, but our large districts that are sincerely trying to do an
i .,excell nt job on comparability. Where you havp that large number of
- schoeols, it is not going to be in comparability every day of the school

year. There is no way. : : :

_Mr. Leniuan. You cannot have a five hand poker game, and five win-
ninghandsall thetime.

Mr. TurrineToN. You can offer them hope, but it is impossible.

Mr. Leanman. Anotherquick item, and this is the effect of impact aid
.on this kind of a situgtion. 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. TorrinaroN. The impact aid goes to the district, and would be
simply included as district funds. I don’t thirik in that regard it would,
affect comparability. :

' Mr. Leaman. Impact aid into a small county of a counle 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. - L

. It does not apply where it can throw a school system out of propor-

tion on the comparability factor. Is that true?

Mr. TorraxeroN. That would be true. We don’t take it into account
in our program funds:We do”not take into account programs that I
deseribed earlier this morning, any of the Federal funds.

W¢ take into account only the State and local funds under our
syMr.‘: Leaman. Does the Office of Education take into account the
impact aid money as a factor in determining whether schopls are
comparable? - .

r. TorLiNgroN. Yes; they do, but it has nothing to do with com-
parability. Impact funds really is something that needs to be reworked,

.and I think are grossly misunderstood. I think that is one of the least

éffective programs for which yqu are spending “bur tax dollars, and

your tax dollars. * T
Mr. Darey. May I respondralso to onig of your questions? :
I wanted to say—part ef<your question 1s what we do, or what we
~ * ean do, particularly in terms of the.question that I raised about main-
tenance of effort. The law and regulations governing title I'say that

»
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‘mzintenance of effor to be kept, unless there is an unusual event.
We suffered some very heavy 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 Edueation to reinterpret that so that
we can, when we have that sort of circunstance 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. Lerman. These are all the questions I have.

Mr. Buchanan, do you have any questions? » :

Mr. Bucranaw. I want to thank nll the members of the panel for
your statements. I am sure that the committee and the committee
stag' 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 administrativedaw. 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 discretionarv program, and you pointed out
in that connection the problem of the requirement for the siugle
" apvolication.

This. of course, would entail 2 change in the law. Is that correct ?

Mr. MEerLowN. That is correct. The States, as it is now. are required
to ask the LEA A for one application for all of part IV, altqf title IV.
This presents a problem in that part B funds are purely categorical
programs. In nart C it is discretionary funding.

Tt 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
sinele applications, . . .

T think in many cases—In Alabama, we are having one application,
and we are going to have a part B and a part C in that application. to
‘simplv try to overcome this problem. It is a problem that is passed on to
the States, and it is a problem that the States have to, in turn, pass on
to the education agencies. :

Mr. Bucnanan. You indicatéd that 29 States are experiencing cut
in administrative funds under title IV. They want more money. There
are several things thut you mention that appear to be much more under
the 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'propose that the State advisory councils recommend projects for
funding, and:point_up the need for flexibility with regard to the main-
tenance of effort. %bq‘gg'mt out that these agencies should he allowed
to use part B funds td'eontinue operating statewide testing programs.

Yo(\; speak of the change in the method of allocating funds under

art C. N
P All these things appear to be in relaticnship to recommendations
to the Office of l%ducution rather than necessarily entailing a change
in'the law itself. Would that be correct ?

~Mr. Meuows. I would assume that the law would have to be
‘changed. )

Mr. Bucnanan. This would require some amendments to the law.

Mr. MeLLown. 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 proposed 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 tgem, and we would hope—I 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. Bucnanan. We can object. . ‘ : .

Mr. MerLown. 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 tKe entire package. v

Mr. Bocuanan. Have you expressed your concerns to the Office of
Educatign itself?

Mr. MeLLowN. Yes; we have within the 30 days-period provided
in the rulemaking policy.

Mr. Buénanan. Has there been any response?

Mr. MeLLowN. Yes; they have acknowledged having received our

statement. but that is the extent of it.

Mr. Bucnanan. You think that an indication of interest on the part
of the committee at this point might help. ‘

One 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. BucnaNaN. Are you asking us to spell that out in the law?

Mr. MeLLown. Qur 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

ﬁi:
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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 the,stabilit{. .

There is a definition by the Office of Education, and they hava every
right to make that interpretation, but we are saying that the interpre- -
tation fails to meet the interpretation that we would make of tge same
law, the same section of the law. L

Mr. Bucuanan. Now in ESEA title I, you ask questions about
.tealchsr training, and this pertains to regulations, what these might
include, o

lelgnin it-appears to me that this is an OE matter. .

T. 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,
8o we would like this clearly defined so that we don’t have to argue with
HEW Audit Agency, or the Office of Education at & 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.

r. Bucranaw. T appreciate so much the testimony and response
to the questions. It is going to be of great value to us.

+ Mr. MeLroww. Thank you. .

Mr. BucaNaN. One thing more, Mr. Millet, could you give me
some ijdea of what effect the 15 percent set aside for the special

- programs would have on the funding of other educational programs? -

Mr. Mrirer. In the survey that we took in 50 states, 34 states re-,
sponded. Out of the 34 States: the smallest increase in enrollment las
year was 11 percent, and the highest was 46 percent. This is due pri- =
marily to the unemployment factor. ° v

Some States have had an increase of a lesser degree but all States
have been reporting increases. Our plea, essentially, is that the pro- -
grar +—$67.5 million nationally, which is not a huge sum, but the ABE
1 70g."m is one that is able to operate efficiently, and we can provide -
a lot 0.' services for the dollars. :

Our piea is that we have to make decisions, and the decisions should
be made services to adults rather than mandating, or absorbing the
exgenditures for special projects. 4 . '

would further add that the propasal we suggest does not eliminate
special Fro]ects. ‘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. '
A I plead for service to the adults. It is awfully difficult to say “no” to
y an adult at this point in time. o

] Mr. BucaanaN. Thank you very much.
- Mr. Lemman, Mr. Simon. '

Mr. Srvown. 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.

Q . D:le,‘:)




141

.My concern is that sometimes we get so wrapped up in all these
details that we don’t really sense where we are going, or where we
oughttogo. ' ,
T. M%tmowx Does your question go to adult education?

Mr. Simox. I assums that Mr. Miller will address that specifically.
I want to know beyond that. ' -

Mr. MecLown. 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 Fublic education to the extent that we further
defina the leadership that I mentioned earlier, so that we see the States
and the Federal Government and the locals working togéther for the
girls and boys in our States. )

There would be more and more involvement on the part of all three
levels 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 things 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 work. s

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. B ‘
 Mr. MeLLoww. That is true, yes. We have had a2 number of problems
%Vmg to really get involved in the development of the regulations.

e have had problems in the development of regulations.
“We are on the outside looking in, and this has been a problem to us.
Mr. Miier, If I may answer your question. I would stiggest that

.. this committes may want to look, from a futuristic point of view, at

the future of the ABE program in the education scheme of things.

" T think that it is fair 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 thet the expenditure of moneys for ABEisan investment, it is a
wige investment of the tax dollar. -

I talk about our State alone, because I-can talk abgut 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
cu‘rrently & $7 return. - - )

That 1s based on the number of adults 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 o 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 a major role to play as a partner with many of the pro-:
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grams you are fundinp}. The premise being that if we are going to help
children, we ought at the same time to (ﬁrec; services to the parents,

This is a very complgx problem in this society, 'The family oriented
education program is d%?e 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 has
been said that education is a nationa) concern and a State function, and

. it 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 serviees directly to the
door of the people who are going to use it, therefore, bypassing those

State agencies that are responsible for these functions which are to

provide education, the States and the departments of education, -

The Congress, then, places itself in g position of being the providers
with the Office of Education of programs within the States, which are

“outside 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 to
set aside to spe.ial interest groups, you build up another hierarchy
bureaucracy in the education program, and this causes hardships at the
State and local level, v

It canses hardships in reporting back to the Congress the ultn, to
effect of all these prdgfams that have been'evolving. We think that the

) Congress concern for education ought to seck to be a partner in’the
enterprise of education, and not be the funder, the producer and direc-
tor, and everything else.

I don’t mean any of this to he derogatory to Congress,

N Mr, SiaoN. Thank you,

Mrs, Terner, I would sav that schools are probably a State responsi-
bility, and I hope that they always will be, T think that there is some
security to a nation that has its educational program divided among

> many entities as opposed to a single entity. R

It may well be that having a single fountainhead for education
because we believe that our system may very well be far superior to it.
- 'I think that it is very easy to take a very sinall percéntage of funds

" hnd seek, in effect, to renlly operate n 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 handicapped children. This represents
-a very small pereentage of what we actua ly spend on these prograins,

Yet, when yon consider the regulatory aspeets and conditions under
which the $3"million come, vour operating efficiency might be better
if you did not have 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, ¥ wonld 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 gcollectors
than our local governments, . . .

Money has to be collected where money is, and it should he sent
where the needs are. I am not anxious, for example, to see additional

E}{fc‘ a4y
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funding come from the Federal Government if it has with it a dis-

“

Ny »

ptﬂ)oman“ate amount of restraints and regulations to go with it.

r. Darey. I I'may expand 4 little bit on the political dangers of
decentralizing 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, taat
the States should share a third, and the localities share a third of the
responsibility. -

« 1f that responsibility werz divided in such a way, it would be
generally within the kinds of restraints that I have seen in gther kinds
of programs thét come from the Federal Government. . .
.We have had some concern about that..At least, we think that th
categorical program, or the kinds of specific controls that the Federal
Government now provides are probably the best approach.

The authorizing le%islation that you have l):e@}(r:;s substantial
amounts, far-beyond what the actual appropria¥ionshave been from
Congress. We hope that you would proceed with deliberate speed in
the direction of funding the programs 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
Governiment 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 more 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. e
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.

inally, 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 bnild-
ing very strong individual programs for support of other things such
as health and families, so that the political (fx)mgers that I alluded do
not come to fruition,
Mr. Smron. Thank you very much.
Mr. HaLL. Mr. Jeffords?
Mr. Jerrorps. I want to commend the members of the panel for theé
very fine statements that they have made today, and also the state-
ments of philosophy which I totally agree with. I would like to get us
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 com;)ared to the pres-
ent r%gmm levels of fiscal year 1975. Is that correct

r. Costa. That is correct. ,

»
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M. Jeprorps. 1 see increases of up to 25 percent for some States, but
‘more importantly I sce a decrease of niore than 50 percent for some of
the small States. In other words, they will be etting, as I understand
your ony, about half of the money that t ey are getting in fiscal
© Yyear 1975, -
~ Wyoming, for example, will be getting cven less than 50 percent in
1977 as compared to what they are.getting in 1975. Amn I reading your
table correctly ¢ ' :

Mr. Costa: That ig correct. , °

Mr. Jerrorps. Many of the other small States are oing to have very
large decreases in the program funding for fiscal 1977. Is that correct?

Mr. Cosra. Yes. ' ‘

Mr. Jerrorbs. Your State will be getting around 40 percent,

Mr. Cosra. Very close.

Mr. Jerrorps. I have some interest, being from Vernont, that we
will have between a 40- and a 50-percent reduction. '

Just two more questions. You have mentioned sone -problem, of -
course, with the lpl'ogmm funding, and the difticulties that this drastic -
cut in funds will create. I wonder if you could elaborate a little bit on
the program funding, and whether or not You can give us any specifics
a8 to what your State will have to do to face that drastic cut 1) funding.

Mr. CosTa. I have two answers to that question, and then I will come
back with another answer.

On table 5, immediately following page 5 of the text, there is a
workup 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 &0 percent ¢ategorization.

Everybody is going to be able to have some programs in 1976, but
in-1977, the equipment, guidance and counseling for the State of Ne-
vada will be $358,000, that should be flowed through the school districts
for 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 moncey in the consolidation
to take the administration out because of the set-aside for title ¥ 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 monev
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. A . .

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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145 .
made the décision for 1977, so I cannot specifically st
as to wh‘ut is going to be cut, those are th('I y)<)ssil)ilf‘t ia;:'swer the question

Our State de artment of education witl 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 is—it seems to me that what hap-
pens here is a new question because the ('ongress 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 thin;,;
and say: “We never intended for this to happen. Therefore, let s
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 apd setlice
;}l]::) lﬁuiltc.lmg. Let everybody else know about it, before you dokﬁln;tflr:ing

Mr. Jerrorns. With respect tofyqur 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 greatest amount of support.

Mr. Jerrorps. 1 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 leve ,‘aﬁ we would nced to ap-
propriate would be the initial $14 'million, so that they-would not re-

- ceive a loss. ,
. Mr. Cosra. That is partially correct. ‘

In order to keep any State at the 1974 level, it would take $40 mil.
lion. You sed on the table, when we are talking about part I3 for 1076.
Puerto Rico is the'biggest loser in that particular area. .

In table 2, part ', for 1976, the smallest States become the losers
because the funds have been wiped out. In part BB for 1977, the biggest
losers are the outlying areas, and the biggest loser is Ohio and also
Pennsylvania and Nebrasks are the largest losers urider part B. These
are the library resources, the equipment, counseling activities.

In part C, again the small States become the losers. Part B, it secems,
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 Jerrorps. 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. Jerrorps. Mr. Chairman, this is all T have, except that I would
ask permission fer other States to be affected by this funding formula
¢hange lﬁo have time to insert in the rerord what possible action they
may take. )

Mr. HaL. The record will be open until June 20.

I have no questions, so an behalf of Chairman Perkins, I want to
thank everyone for their presentation.

Mr. ToruineTon. 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

%
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~ adjust tonew situations. You say that something will have'to be cut, if
Congress dees 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 be. I don’t like to leave testimony witﬁ the impres-
sion that States are not perfectly capable of handling these poﬁcies
very adeduately. | .

We have taxing authority. We have decisionmaking authority. We
should expect to exercise that authority. I cannet help but make that
statement to be consistent with the other position that we have, that
vév,& etzhould be responsible overall for the education program within our

es. . :
I think that we have constitutional mandate to do that. We have the
responslb}lxgy to do that. There is nothing about State goveNaments
now that is different than used to be the case. - y t

-Florida was the worst apportioned State in the country, taking bo
the Senate and the House, and we really were not reflecting the peoplet:'li
needs and the people’s desires within the State. '

N(;?,.every single State has an spportioned legislafires. We are
respoiisive to people as we hdve never been before. I think the States

should be given and provided far more flexibility and far more discre-

tion jn utﬁization of Federal funds than they Kave been in the past.

. « Mr. Hawvr. Is there anyone clse who would like to make a conclud-*

» Ing statement ? ' -

hank you very much for coming. We do dppreciate your fine
testimony. o : T '

C};I‘l_le subcommittee will adjourn at this time subject to call of-the

alr. ‘
Whereupon, at 11:45 a:m., the subcommittee adjourned subject to

call of the (ghair.] o

[Material submitted fér inclusion in the recard follows:]

»

+ PREPARED MENT oF HoN. VJRGINIA SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
‘ FroM THE STATE oF NEBRASKA

]

. Mr. Chairman, and members of the snheommittce, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to present this statement during your important oversight hearings on the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. S
It is essential for me to point out at this time that my gtate of Nebraska is one
of the 17 states which stand to lose because 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 Congress
to put any of the states at a disadvantage as far as the funding of these pro-
grams is concerngd. The intent was to simplify procedures and to improve the
. administration anfl 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 consolidatiofl takes place. This results
from basing the allocations solely on the number of children in the 6-17 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
‘gtates under this formula change, Nebraska suffers the least. The $123,178 which
* wvould not be available to us in Fiscal Year 1977 is just & small percentage of the
-overall total, but any reduction of funds for these programs, no matter what
amoutt, will be keenly felt. I have discussed this prospect with officials in the
‘Nebraska Department of Education and have ‘been told that “this amoﬁnE of
s funds would allow for several projects in the local school districts.”

.~ T s .
A oo e . . o
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Permit me to quote from a letter I have received from Mrs. A.4Esther 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 3-17, without a floor as in previous legislation, less populous states suftfered
a decrease in their allotment. I feel the intent of Congress was not to have states
suffer a financial loss ander program consolidation and that the elimination of a
fioor for each state was unintentional. The Nebraska State rtment of Edu-
cation geeks your support of a technical amendment to reinstate a floor in 1'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 8econdary 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 miniwum program when other
criterin canuot be met.

Thank'you for permitting me to represent the interest of .my state in emphasiz-
ing the need for an amendment which will prevent serious damnge before it can
ocenr, [

, ©  CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs,
HoUsEe'or REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C.,J une 2, 1975.
Hon>CarL D. PERKINS,
Chairman, Educaetion and Labor Commmc-, U.S. House of Represcntatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. CHARMAN: 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 1874 (P.L. 93-380). There are two specific_

issues, which though small, are of great concern to me and the constituency I

represent.

As you well know through your past efforts, the ‘Commofiwealth of Puerto
Rico was removed from the former set aside basis And a new allocation formula
was devised almed 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 Aggncy 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 hold harmless provision was grim. The
T.S. Office of Education informed me that unless the Commonwealth received a

- hold harmless provision with the rest of the jurisdictions, the state agency

programs would be decimated and virtually destroyed.
The programs affected are as follows :

v

} - ‘ v Chitdren Fiscal year Fiscal {nr
Program . ADA 1974 975

Titte I—Hendicapped. ... .. SN P 1,370 . $561,573 $262, 821
Neglected and delinquent. ... .. ... ... ... .. ... . ... 380 432, 000 168, 819
Adult carrectional . . ... .. ... iiilaicii..ooo 286 211, 169 54, 866

Migran's (1st year of participation under (Pubtic Law 93-380)__....... e e —m e e

-

. P

Initially the situation was oven worse because for FY 735, Puerto Rico was
limited to 509 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 H.R. 16800, the appropriations bill, last November, by which Puerto Rico would
be assured the same level in FY 75 that it received in FY 74. You actively sup-
ported this measure in the House, for which I am Ythankful.

But the amendment to the appropriations bill left the basic flaw in the author-
izing legislation unrectified. I have recently introduced a bill, HR. 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

ERI
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this oversight so as to carry out the Intent of the law, which in all cases was to
amellorate the critical education realities in Puerto Rico.
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A A gecond and relatiéd problem which I am concerned about dénls with the new
-~ Title IV consolldation. I have béen informed by HEW officials that some type
-+ ¢f technieal amendment s needed to assure the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico's |
participation in these programs. Apparently the technical and conforming amend-
“pents did not reflect the fact that Puerto Rico was included in the-Title IV
provistous, though such was obviously implied. Since applications are now being.
recelved from state and local education agencies, this places a special burden
on our system, eince our state educational agency has been cautioned that they .
may not be able to recelve funds-until such rectifications-are made in the law. I |
hope that this gituation can be laid to rest so that the Title IV programs can
be emoothly implemented in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.
Th%nklng you for your understanding and hssistance. in these matters I
remain, : ' v
Oﬂrﬂlﬂu& AU ) -t e
D T - Jatur BENITEZ R

N

IupACTED AREA ScHOOLS INFGRMATION SERVIOE,
‘ . National City, Calif., June 2, 1076.
~ Mr. Chatrman and Meombers of the Committee:

We understand the Committee will consider techmical amendmeénts to P.L.
03-380 and would like to direct attention to two areas for your consideration.
Both of these 1teris have to do' with the amendments of P.L, 93-380 as relates
to P.L. 874 of the 81st Congress and commonly referrred to as Impact Ald

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
Ald program. Clarification as to which of the new sub-groups these children
will be included with for payment purposes seems to be required. It is thought .
the intent was to count these*children for inclusion in the “Military B” category

mistinderstanding. '

The second ftem would deal with section No. 2 of P.L. 874—those school
districts that have lost at least 10 percent of their assessed value by ar act of
the Federal government. Prior to the amendments of P.L. 93-880,: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 (25
percent of entitlement) amd omitted them not only from Tier II of funding but
left them out of any of the so-called “hold-harmless provisions” of the Law.

The Committee is alrendy 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 districts in question. We would hope the Committee would
restore section No. 2 to its previous 100 percent funding statns. :

I wish to thank the Committee for this opportunity to comment on these
adjustments.

2 D—

~ ’ . - LaxTsor C: ELDRED,
° President.

. SEC. 2, PUBLIC LAW 81-874 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1973
{information taken from: Public Law 81-874 SAFA maintensnce and opsration uranch control record Aug. 3, 1974]

Number of Number of Sec.2end 3
students  students  entitlement
State end eppilcant No.  Sec. 2 epplicant - ' 3A (ADA) 3B (ADA) prorated

254 57, }48
50 29,409

9 1u
23{097“ :

Ariansas; -
3 18004 . ooeeeenee
2)0015. .. Greenwood Sc!
] 3) 1306... Mineral S
) - (4 vee Magazine
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SEC. 2, PUBLIC LAW 81-874 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1973—Continued

[tnformallon taken from: Pubifc Law B1-874 SAFA maintenance and operation branch controf record Aug. 3, 1974]
) . \

’ ’ e ghutaney  eniiemant

. uden uden! entitieme:
Stato and epplicant No.  Sec. Zapplicant IA(ADAD 3B (ADA) - " proratsd

Californis: B )

0002. .. .......... Husneme School District. .. ... .. ........___. 681 1,838 667, 667
y0032. - - - .. Fallbrook Union High School . __ . 129 274 537, 650
$)0039. oo Fallbroak Unlon Dist. .. -. - 413 © 498 938, 023
C) 1) ) . Atwater Schoo! District_ ... 1,077 g61 . 616,962

5) 01 --.- Valie Linda School Dist. .. 0 0 105, 0!

Elwood Com. Cons. S. D. No. 203 - 16 14, 373

. Glant Clty Com. COns. S. D. No. 130 w2 10 4,821
Cass School Dist. No:63...... .. 0 19 27,306
08. ... Mumh“sbom 00mn\. Unit No. 186________ 0 34 1,027

Ewing No. Comm. Cons. Sch. Dl:trlct No. 1 0 0 28
Maconsquah School Corp._ .. _______. . 1,315 386 803,504
Nineveh-Hensley chkmn Union School Corp.__.__ 1 19 22 160
Loogootee Comm. Sch. Corp_ ... 105 558 180 932
Graater Clerk Co. Comm. Schnol Curp ] 1,883 352, 055
. Pleasantvills Comm, Sch. . . 0 Al 21, 40
Soton Comm. Sch. Dist__._... ] 33 , 306

_. Claar Cresk Comm_ .. ... . 7 45 , 37
11} S, Morevie Comm. Schools__........../. ... 0 [1] 23,201
_____________ Independence Unif. S. D. No. 0 37 29,216
1713. Unifjed School Dist. No. 260 1,017° 1, 46! 936, 363
1720 _ Unified Sthool Dist. No. 475 2,719 1,804 1,519,772
1723 . . ] 104 43,450
1731 . Unjl ? 0 2 9, 887
1319 _ East. Higts Unif. S. D. No. 324. .. 0 0 6, 637
1820 - Wawnda Unlfed S. D, No. 272_. 0 0 20,295
827.. ___ DeSoto Unified S. D. No. 232. .. 6 17 51,534
1830 - - Unified School Dist. No. 473 .- 0 301 56, 953
3. < S, - Unified School Dist. No. 343____ 3 46 15,719
0 0 10, 025
0 42 14, 343
0 0 53, 022
0 Nt
0 24,207
31 55 13,021
0 11,997
0 30 16, 784
[ 0 3778
] ] 9,357
¥)01| ............. Tviu Co. Schoot Dist. .. ... ... 0 118 80, 269
ools._ .. --. Wayne Co. School Dist 0 13,608
0019. - .- Russell Co. Bd. of Ed. ] ] 39,772

........... do.
...... .-do.
...... do...
... Algona Comm. Schools__ ... ... ... 6 162 32,751
2) 1403. . Watersmest Twp. Sch. Dist - 16 51 83,7
asenisco Schoof Dlst.____ . 0 0 12,158
4) 2001 /. ~ Batdwin Comm. Schools. . - 2 59 18,87
5) 200 . Ewan Trout Creek Cons. S. D. . ? 3 31,529
Mississippi- (1) Tio1. . - mnc&';{bb"liﬁit'é’b'.'.‘.'.ﬁ..-......-...-..-.-. """""" I T S 33,428
- Pl
59-852—750——11 ¢
! ¢ \ [ wllA . . N
Q N -1 ‘) ‘i “ ' .
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SEC. 2, PUBLIC LAW 81-874 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1973—Continued
{information taken from: Public Law 81-874 SAFA maintenance end operation branch control record Aus. 3, 1974}

"

Number of HNumber of Sec. 2end3

- studants students  entitiement

Stite end eppilcant No.  Sec. 2 applicant 3A (ADA) 3B (ADA) prorated

0 -0 2,952

0 76 42, 803

0 538 454,073

0 236 45,174

.. 2 26 12,039

. 7 76 16, 620

........ . i A 22,383

. p 4 9 15, 600

Populer Biufis S. D. R1. . 5 17 26,404

Eminance Schogl Dist. R 14 41 18, 760

... Fradericktown S_ D, R __ 4 n 24, 304

.. Dadaville Scheol Dist, 82 0 5, 522

... East Caster Co. S.D_R2... 38 9,743

.- Ripley Co.S.D RA. ____ ... . 15 4583

--- Clearwater Schwt Dist. RY..._....._______ 136 34,749

.. taesville Schoc' Dist. R9. . e 27 4,430
--- Richard Schoo! dist. RS . _ - 4,

... Fairview Schoo! Dist. R11__
... Marquard-Zion R6 School.. ..
Ou,on Co. School Dist. RIV_.__........
. Dord School District R3_.. ... .......
... Gresnville R11 Schoot Dist. ... .. ... -
4. Crawford County R-100N__.. .. ...
... Bradioyville R1___.____. et

............. Yaak t. Schoo! Dist. No. 24 .
............. Sylvanite School Dist. No. 23.... ... ..

ves-x...- Drimans Pub. Schoo) Dist. R-3... . ... ...
...~ . Republican Cif .
0030_. __........ Alme Pub. S.

..... Sandy Creel Pub.
....... Central Pub, Sch. Dist

n~
COoOONOOe oo ooocoodmoo
-
—
rs
~

COONODOO 00 CoOOCWOoOO-Woo

.-..... Burlington City Bd. of Ed...
....... Sandyston Walpack Cons. S.

New Mexico. . . .__.______. None.... ... ey
New York: (1) 0503..._... C S.D. No. 1--Town of Highland Falls. .
olina Nome. ... ... ...,

e Exempled VItAge S. Do
........ ... Mad River Twp.S.D__._.......

0227........ ... Southeast Local S.D......... . . n 51 83, 396
________ .. Maplawood 10! S.D. .. .. ... 0 0 15,439
06 -. Rocky River Cily 8d. of Ed 0 0 5, 391
Haywood 1, S. D. No. 38 0 - 51 8113
Canadien 1. S. D. No. 2 0 17 6,378
Fenshewe D. S. D. 0 0 4,196
.. Taflora{. S. D. No. 0 n 9,015
=~ ..« Eufauia 1. S, D. No. 1 124 154 73, M6
.. Hodgen D. 8. D, No. 0 38 5771
.. Sand Springs 1. S. D. 0 0 1,
Locust Grové 1. S. D. 32 38 28,208
Foyil 1.S. D. No.7_._ 0 1 3,875
Londale Dep. S. D. No. 70. . 19 11,730
.. Braggs 1.S. D. No. 46 8 28 11, 143
- Clavaland L. S. D: No. 0 102 13,94
Little Axe D. S. D, 59 43 31,6
fen ). S. D. No. 2 36 57 23,

~. Kingston 1, S, D. No, 3 40 17,899
-. Reydon 1;'S. D. No. 0 0 4,185
Chalsea 1. S. D. No. 0 1] 8,051
---- Crawford De% S.D. 0 914
Cotbest I S. D. No. 0 14 3,939
oo Wister 1. S. D. No. 49._ R 16 8,995
Allswa 1. S./D, No. 50.. 0 0 11,823
Prus Dep. S. D, No. 50. ‘0 [1] 1,577
Butier 1.S. D. No. 46 __ 0 0 5,089
Keystone Dep. 8. D. Ho. 15. 0 0 4131
Fall . D. Burkett 6 21 6,295

¥}

)
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SEC, 2, PUBLIC LAW 81-874 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1973—Cantinusd

{information taken from: Public Law 81-874 SAFA meintenence end owatl’oq!:brnficfrmntrprawrd Aug. 3, 1974)
4
) - Number of Numberof Sec. 2nd 3
i . students students  entitlement
State end epplicant No.  Sec. 2 epplicant . 3A(ADA) 3B (ADA) prarsted
3 k1] 6,153
0 0 2,523
0 0 . 1,09
0 0 5,138 °
0 0 1,942
0 0 4,426
0 0 3,032
17 5 10, 038
[ 0 2,870
0 4l 15.23¢
)] 8 2,175
0 0 , 187
(] 0 2,809
c ] 4,213
23 1803 32 m 520, 001
1828 ... H e e [} ¢ ., 31,466
gh th.ém(:llid -------------------------------- e e ma e ann
outh Cerotina:
Mcormick Scho. Dist. No~4_ .. 8 173 47,199
S. 0. No. 4 of Andmon Co 0 16, 862
South Dake ) 0204._ Dougles 1. S. D. No. 3 2,421 303 1,873,709
Tennesses: (1) 0002. Su it Co. Bd_ of €d_ ... . g [} 284 66, 879
Texas:
190120, .. ....... Gotefi\lle 1.S. D .. ...l - 0 , 467 63,979
................. 0 0 76, 269
g 3 g 526
0 0 B.%g
stoc! 3 - e [ 0 6,91

roaddys 1. 8. 0. .. ... 3 57 11, 3§
Etoile Common S. 0. No. 10 __ ... 0 0 , 512
... Bosqueville).S. D ........... 0 18 ,335
....... - Lake Dhllul s D.... 0 33 21,232
_______ Sen Perlita ). e [ [} 14,930
. Texline I. S hool nm.. 0 AR 2,17
| None._ } .........................................
........ Sunderand Town Sch. 0 ] 10, 843
........ .-~ Sch. Bd. ofcmﬂo LI 64 18, 358
230 . Bath Co. Sch. e - - 4 56 23,213

System_.........---

Pumn Rico. - .
4 Virgin Istends_ .. ... d

Arkansas - —————————oocoeecoee B Nebraska -________ . . .. ki
. California - eeeee PP 10 New Jersey___ __ . ______.__ 2
Colorado —-—-—comemme $2B___ 1 New York - 1
Georgla" - 1 Ohlo ool .l B
IMHNOIS oo 5 Oklahoma . _________* . __ 80
Indiang - oo 4 Pennsylvania —--aceee . ____. 2
lowvd . ————eecmmee-—2-— 4 South Carolina__.___._ 2
KANSAS — oo e mmm e 21 South Dakota__ . eaem 1
Kéntucky 8 Tennessee ——— —— 1
Michigan H TEXAS —mcmmmmm—mmm e emmmmme e 12
‘Mississippi .___ 1 Vermont ——-—— e~ 1
Missourl ... : Virglnln — .2
Montana - oo 2 —_—
: Total - e 161
R 3,
: A /
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Total Section 2, P.L. 874 Applicants, 161: States re " 5;
. g 8 ; presented, 25; Section 2
Applicants do not qualify for Section 8, 62; Section 2 '
3 connection, 6 poaiity , 62; on Appllcants have no Section
All have lost at least 10 percent of assessed value due to federal acquisition of

» property.

The theory of Section 2(hmery little connection with the federall
¥ connected
student but a positive caflnection with loss of local revenue due to massive acqui-
sition of. real estate within a schopl district by the, federal government.

CONFERLNCE REPORT (ILp. 69)
Payments 4 : \
(Level 1) Sectfon 2 is not mentioned. However, if s possible that 25
of evlitlement eould h;; recefved. .. po £hat 2 percent
(Level 2) Section 2 is still not mentioned. However, 35 percent might be

possible, "

Hold harmiess clauses - T
1. Reductlons in federal actlvities Section 3E. - . ‘ .
2. Reductions in entitlements caused by changes in law does not relaté to Sec- o

tion 2, onl .
! 2, g y Section 8. e :
STATE OF HAawan,
N - DEpARTMENT oF EIDUCATION,
’ ) Honolulu, Hawali, June 2, 1975.
. Hon, Carr D. PERKINS,
Olairmap, Commiitee on Education and Labor, General Subcommittece on Edu-

cation, Raydburn House Ofice Building, Washington, D.C.
. ' Dear Mg. Peakins: We have received word from Mrs. Patsy Mink that you
- will be conductin® oversizht hearings for the Adult Educatfon Act. It is also our
S that your Committee will-hear testimonies from the-Adult Bdu-

. cation Associatlon and the Nptlonal Association for Public Continuing and Adult :
Education (NAPCAE). We have already submitted our concerns to NAPCAE
regarding thedimpgct of the Adult Education Act, as amended. :

Two areas of specfal concern to Hawall atre the 15 percent requirement for
speclal projects and staff development and the J percent limitation on state ad- .
“ minlstrative costs. We hope that additional appropriations and/or amendments
can be made to alleviate these problems. .
.. Your continued support for adult education is greatly appreciated. -
With best wishes, . R
b T Sincerely yaurs,
* Nosoru Ihiga,
* Program Specialist, Adult Basic Education.

AMERICAN PERSONNEL AND GUIDANCE ASSOCIATION,
Junc 5, 1975.

Hon. Carr D. PERKINS,
Chuirman, Bubeommittee on Elementary, Secondary gnd Vocational Education,
Rayburn House O fice Building, Washington, D.C. .

Lear CrammMaN PERKINS : The paseage of P.L.-93-380 bas created a critical
problem threatening the continued growth of thls nation’'s school .counseling and
guldance 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
arlsen becnuse of conflicting language resulting from the consolidation of the

> guidance, counseling and testing provisions of ESEA II1 with ESEA"II and
NDEA III. This is the very unfortunate result 6f merging programs with dliﬂerlpg.

rposes. oo, ¢
pu’l‘he conflicting language ls found between Sections 421(a) (3)(c) and 403(a)

, (B) (A) (1i). It is obvious that the intent of thgCongress was to continue the State
Pducation Agency (SEA) level leadershin/ supervision, and service mctivities
historically provided for in guidance, counseling and testing legislation and subse-

~. quent rules and regulatiéns. Further, Section 421(b).contains the statement

that, “ . . funds appropriated to carry out this pdrt must be used only for the

’ same purposes and for funding of the same types of programs authorized under
those provisjons.” This provision is djametrically opposed by the pass-through
requirement set forth in Section 403(a) (8) (A) which serves to effectively ellmi-
nate any ﬂscal‘cap,abillty of SEAs to carry out state-directed programs #nd lead-

\‘l: . : ) -y
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ership activities using Part B funds as previously provided for under NDEA, V-A,
- and BSEA 111—Guidance, Counseling and Testing. Under these latter laws,
- SRAs are able to provide leaderaliip services and state-directed activities, projects
and programs to directly service local education agencies (LIJAs). 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 natlon's school counseling and guidance programs
and personnel could be remedied by an amendment to F.L. 93-880. Specifically,
we r.commend the followlrg amendment to Section 403(a) (8) (A) (1) : *. . . and
that the remalnder of such tunds, except for funds not te exceed 2% of the annual’
apvropriations for Part B} or the amount eopended in Fisoal Year 1975 whichever
18 greater to be used for purposes of Beotion 421(a) (3) (0) dy 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 TitleRl1V and Part B of same. These are offered as
suggestions : )
» 1. Title 1V—Dibraries, Learning Resources, Counscling and Guidance,
Educational Innovation and Support:
2. Part B—Libraries, Learning Resources, and Counseling and Guidanoce.
: As documented in much of this Association’s previous testimony before the
Committee, the need for Federal support for achool 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 améndments to the legisla-
tion have brondened the needs to be served, increased the expectations placed on

support for counseling and guidance as a necessary, visible forcé to enhance the

learning and career opportunities of our youth. )
) amendment would surely decimate SEA leader-

SEA personnel to serve LEAs without increased appropriation, and eroded the

0
ship and service roles and the personnel working for strengthenéd and expanded
elementary and secondary school guldance and counseling. Included in these
losxes would be such as the following: .

1. Direct, unigue consultative services to LEAa to plan, develop and implement
projects and activities to improve guidance programs (required under Sec. 408
(a) (4)(B) of P.L. 93-380). This leadership service function nsually 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
protuising practices In the profession, professional growth issues, and research
' and evaluation findings. The format used includes jourmals, monographs,
pamphlets, and newsletters.
2. Direct service for the in-service and continuing education needs of pruc-
ticing school counselors. As an average, at least 30 to 859% of each state's school
counselors annually participate in at least one in-service edueation activity
directed at strengthening their skills and abilities to better serve young people.
Included are workshops, conferences, demonstrations, and exhibiis,

4. Leadership activity in working with cotleges and universities to improve
certification and preparation standards for schpol counselors as well as invalve-
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 _ expariment and

evaluate various aspects of counseling and gnidance. This involves both direct

and indirect assistance to LEA personnel.

These activities include : .

5.1. Pllot programs in elementary school gutdance and counseling

5.2. The use of mobile vans to bring service into small school districts—
P in rural or depressed areas )

5.8. State-wide occupational and educational information systems

5.4. Models for the use of para-professionals in guidance -~

5.6 Models for accountibility 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

-
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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, categoricai education programs. Your Committee has
a4 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.

Sincereiy,
CHaBLES L, Lewis,
Egxeoutive Vice President.

STATE oF SOoUTH DAKOTA,
ExecUTive OFFICE,
Pierre, 8. Dak., June 10, 1975.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
Longiworth Houze Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR LARRY : As you may know, Title 111 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1485 has provided valuable assistance to South Dakota Schools
for the development and testing of experimentai new programs.

Proposed funding of this titie for 1977 would provide only $81,708 for South
Dakota, with $33,949 set aside for administration. This wouid provide only
$47.757 for program operation of which $12.256 is designated for the handicapped.
Thve 1974 Education Amendment provided for programming in Dropout Pre-
vention and Nutrition and Health for the $35.501 which remains. These latter
programs were formerly funded directly by Washington to local agencies.

These levels of fundivg 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 $150.000 for administration) or 1975
(3672376 ; $150,000) would provide a vaiuahle service to our state’s schools.

Sincerely,
RicHArD ¥, KREIP, Governor.

SOUTH DAKOTA DEFARTMENT OF EDUCATION axp CULTURAL AFFAIRS,
" OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
June 9, 1975,
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C. ’

DeAR CONGRESSMAN PressLER : This Ictter is to cail to your attention the sharp
reduction in federal support for 1077 for Title 111, the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act of 1965. Proposed funding is being reduced from $487.622
und with $150,000 for administration in 1976 to a proposed ievei of $81,706 and
$33.949 for administration.

Title IIT has provided valuable support for new and experimental rogran.s
in South Dakota’s schools. Given the requirements of the 1974 I..ucation
Amendment for the use of these funds and the proposed new level of funding,
it is difficult te »rovide much in the way of services even of those mandated.

May I urge that you give support to efforts to seek n restoration of these
funds to former levels to continue to provide help and encouragement to our
local schools. Many valuable programs have been developed which have heen
replicated in other Tocations in the state.

Thank you for your interest and help.

Sincerely, s
Tox KiLian, Recrctary.
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SoUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT oF EDUCATION AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS,
DivisioN o ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION,
Pierre, Bouth Dak., June 6, 1975.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER, ‘
Longworth House omce Building, Washington, D.C.

DeEAR CoNGRESBSMAN PRESSLER: Title III of the Elementary and Secondary
ktueation Act of 1965 was designed to test new concepts in elementary and
secundary education and to disseminate the information gaingd by such activi-
ties to other schools. Several of these programs have been highly successful in
South 1'akota. Just to name a few: we have a reading program in Sjoux Fallg
that showv a 2.5 year gain in one year, a team approach to Guidance in Brook-
ings that is L~ing copled by civic groups outside the school and a K-12 environ-
ment program Chester that has had over 100 outside requests for their
curriculum.

For the past few years Titl» T1I has had the following funding : 1973, $634.682
with $150,000 for administration; 1974 $667,862 with $150,000 administration;
1978, $672,376 administration $150,0007; 1976, $487,622 administration $150,000;
1977, $81,708 with $33,849 for administration.

Please note that in 1977 this would bhe only $47.7057 for a program of which
$12,256 18 earmarked by Federal Legislation for the handicapped. Of the $33.501
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
béing carried on.

In all the discussions prior to the enactment of the law everyone was nssured
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 nssistnnee. .

Sincerely,

- F. R. WANEK,
Acting State »Yuﬂcrinlc-ndrnl.

Sovrit DAROTA DEPARTMENT oF EDU(‘A‘HON AND CTLTYRAT. AWCAIRS,
D1visioX oF ELI:.MENTABY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION.
Pierre, 8. Dak., June 13, 107;
Hon. LArrY PRESSLER,
House of I»cprmc'ntatwen, Longworth House Office Building, Waahlngton D.C.
DEAR CoNGRESSMAN PRESSLER: A couple of days ago We sent you some material
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 hy the Title 11T office indicating the number
of students involved, schools involved, and the people affected by Title ITI funds
in our State. .
Trust this additional information will be usefui to you.
Sincerely,
Norris M. PaULsoN.
- Aassistant Ruperintendent,
Finance Management.
Enclosures.

The funds that were available to South Dekota through the Elementary and
Secondary Act of 1865, Titfe 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 ;

ioux 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 Lake, McLaughlin and McIntosch. The Webster multi-district included
Roslyn, Sisseton, New Effington, Wilmont, Corona, Milbank and Summit,

ERIC '
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The eleven projects employed fifteen full-time equivalent professional staff-
members, seven para-professionals, and £ix secretaries, In addition, approxi-
mately two hundred ffty teachers received some sort of inservice training that
'was relative (o the particular project of their school. -

During the 1974~ 15 school year all of the projects were continued except the one
at Wessington Spriags. Therefore, two hundred elghty less students were touched
a part-time professional and part-time secretary were not funded, and ‘elghteen
fewer teachers received inservice. However, this was more than offset with the
fmplementation of 2 mini-grent program. Twentyfive teachers were awarded
grants of up to $1,000.00 each to develop and implement en iden that they had
in mind, While very lttle of this money was used for salaries, opportunities
.were mads available to approximately 2,000 students that would not have been
possible withgut the grants. . ’

Areas in which innovrtive programs have been deéveloped include: Reading,
Career Education .4 Realization (hoth for entire student bodies and for the
handicapped), Gifted and Talented programs, Peer Guidance, Motivation, Learn-
ing Disabilities, Fine Arts, School Alternatives, Speech Correction, Drug Educa-
tion, Environmental Education, Group Process, Photography in the Classroom,
Industrial Arts in the Elementary School, and Economics and Everyday Living,

. With the near elimination of ESEA Title 11I to South Daliota, the develop-
ment of programs such as these will cease and education in South Dakota will
suffer a severe blow.

T

STATE oF VERMONT, N
DEPARTMENT oF EDUCATION,
Montpelier, Vt., June 4, 1975,
Representative JAMES JEFVORDS, ‘ i
U.8. House of Répresentatives, Cannon House Oflce Building, Washington, D.C.

Dran M. Jerromns: Information fs being submitted with respect to our
previous discussions on the negative impact of the disteibution formula in P.L.
03-380. Programs subsumed under Title IV of the Act, for which Vermont
received an aiincation, are NDEA Title 111, ESEA Titles 11, IIT and V.

Allocationr Vermont received in flsenl year 1978, fiseal year 1974 and fiscal
year 1975 as well as anticipated alloeations for fiscal years 1876 and 1077 are
‘as follows: 1973—$1,461,818; 1074—81,214,807; 1975—3$1,188,219; 1976—
$1,124,708 ; and 1977—$688,570. . .

Comparing the fiscal year 1975 allocation with fisenl years 1976 and 1977
anticipated allocations results in a net loss to Vermont of $58,513 and $496,649
respectively. ™ * .

Sincerely yours, °

* - Lron H. Baono, -
* Director of Federal Programs.

STATE or VERMONT,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Montpeller, Vt., June 12, 1975.
Mr. JaxES JEFFORDS,

U.8. House of Representatives, Cannon House Oftoe Building, Washington, D.C.
Dear MR, Jesvorns: In addition to the previously submitted data concerning
the impact of 4 rednction in Federal funds for education, the attached statement
is provided for your information. '
I trust that this will be helpful to you in your efforts to restore funding. If
further assistance is needed, please advise.
Sincerely yours, '

LreoN H. BruUNo,
Director of-Federal Programa.

Enclosure, R
June 12, 19765,

. Iupacr or Losses UNoxs TITLE IV Parr €, Pumirc Law 93-880

Severe reductions in educational programs and erosion of the §tate lendership
role would be the impact on Vermont if Federal funds under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act are not restored.

E?:V'Emc;
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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 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 televisfon 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, oberating successfully since 1971, would be com-
pletely eliminated in terms of initinting new projects.

At the present time the program for strengthening the state department 1s'
supporting personnel in critical and essential service areas; l.e., deputy commis-
sloner, legal counsel, data information services (which includes computing state
_ald to local agencies), public information services, subject matter specialists,
planning services, superintendents’ lialson, school facilitlies planning services,
teacher certification, and teacher education services. ‘

As a result of the economic situation in which Vermont finds itself. reinstate-
ment of these programi would be impossible through State funds. There is no
alternative source to this support in a rural state*such 88 Vermont. »

[Telegram]
STATE oF MAINE.
. DepARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL RERVICES.
Auguata, Mainc, June 19. 1975.
Hon. CanL PERKINS.

Chairman, Education and Labor Committec,
Rayburn Building. Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNoreesMAN PERKINS: This is to advise you fhat unless a 200.000
dollar floor is restored to Part C Title 4 P.L. 93-380 or a8 hold harmless clanse I8
passed for Part C there will he a serious reduction in the Farmer ESEA Title 3
(innovated programs) and Title 5 (strengthening state edncationﬂl agencies)
programs for fiscal year 77.

Part C for example in FY 77 is scheduled to receive 850.000 which iz 204,000
less than the same programs will receive in FY 768. The 840.000 dollars for

« Part C FY 77 is enly 61,000 dollars over the Title 3 ESEA allocation for fiscal
yvear 75 let alone the 335.000 allocated for Title 5 in firecal year 75..This level of
funding for fiscal year 77 will certainly force this department to ent hack on
fnnovated projects as well as the dropout prevention program. I urge that vou

~ take every possible action to increase these consolidated funds for FY 77 either
by estahlishing a progmm floor a hold hurmleqa provision or hy increasing the
appropriation.

Thank you.

H. Sawix MiLerT, Jr.
Commiasioner.

Cot'ncrr oF CHIRF STATE Scnootl OFFICERA,
Wanhtngl(m']).(‘,. June 17, 1975.

Hon. CaArr D. PERKINS. A
Chairman. Houae Committee on Education and I.abor,
Rayburn House Office Building. Waashington, D.C. N

DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN : A8 you know, a prohlem has arisen in the allocation of
fands under PT, 98-830. The Education Amendments of 1974, Title TV. Consoli-
dated Programs. The minimtim allocations in these programs which had previ-
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©ously been guaranteed to the less populous states were dropped. Thig has resulted
in projected losses in F'Y 1077 of from 20 to 40% of these important educational
program funds to 16 less populous states. The Committee reports on PL 98-880
- make no mention of any Congressjonal intention to repeal these minimums.

As you may be hware objection was raised by representatives of the more
populous states when an attempt was made -to restore these funds through a
hold-harmiless provision in the FY 1976-77 HEW Appropriations Bill, HR 5901,
in the House of Representatives. 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-
cles will now support the necess:.ry appropriations and authorizations to raise
the losing states to their F'Y 1974 levels, making no change in the allocation to
other states urfder the consolidation allocation formula.

We arp therefare urging the Appropriations Committee to add the necessary
funds (fve are informed that these do not exceed $14 million dollars) to the
first avatlable appropriations bill, for this purpose. We are also urging the
autborizing 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 {n this matter.

Cordially, *
. RAY PETERSON,
Direotor, Federal-State Relationas.

' StaTE OF WISCONSIN,

BoaARD OF VocaTioNaL, TECHNICAL AND ApULT EDUCATION,

Madison, Wis., June I8, 1975.

Hon. Carr D. PEBKINS, : . .
T Chairman, Geéneral Subéoninnittée on Laducation, T T T T e e
° Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DreAr Cramuax PrriINs: We have reviewed the testimony presented to your
subcommittee on the request for a technical amendment to the Aduit Education
4 " Aect 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 state allotment be utilized for special experi-
mental demonstration projects and teacher training.

It appears that the basic intent of Congress I8 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 infiow of students to the classroom. The end result has been
that student waiting lists have developed in our VTAE districts.

While we view speclal project activities as desirable, we belleve 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 cent fer
projects and additional fands for direct services to students.

Sincerely,
i - EUGENE LEHRMANN,
State Director.

! .- STATE OF DELAWARE,
-DEPARTMERT OF PUBLIC INSTRUOTION,
JDover, Del., June 19, 1975.
Hon. Carr PERKINS,
Chatrman. Education and Labor Committec,
Rayburn Buflding, Washington, D.C.

Dear ConoreEssMaN PrrgiINs: I would Hke to express my anxiety, as has
3 Representative Plerre 8. 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.

N
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Specifically, under the old ESEA Title 111, Delaware Is currently maintaining
twelve (12) projects, serving 3,215 chlidren, and employing 38 teachers. You
knoiv, of course, that the ESBA Title III programs were intended to be three
(8) 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 renewablé for the school year ending 1976,

Beginning in September 1975 for FY 6, we had intended to introduce nine
(9) new programs but with the present alloéation under Purt C, Title IV P.L.
03-380, they cannot be’ approved. This represents 8,626 students being deprived
24 of the type of, education we feel is necessary in order to try our new ideas and

. a'rovlde an atmosphere in which creativity can flourtsh. These nine (9) programs

ould’also provide employment for approximately 43 teachers.-

During FY 77 under Part C, Innovative Programs, Delaware's allocation is
only $4,576 which will only allow one small program to operate in the entire
state, Alse, four professional and two secretarianl positions wil} have to be,
terminated. It-is indeed unfortunate that thg Children of Delawake 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 gréater extent
thau now exists, ,

L. -Thank you for any concern that you will show Delaware. .
L Sincerely, . . ,

o > , Kenvern C. MabppEX,

' . State Superintepdent.

STATE o7 CALINORNIA,
DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION,
S8acremento, Calif., June 25, 1975.

Heon, CAR:.PEBKINS,
Chairman, House Committee on Education and Labor, U.8. House 0f Represen-
__ tatives, Washington, D.C. _

e L

DeAR OARL: We have reviewed carefully the provisions contatned in P.L. 93~
880, the Fducation 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 : R

. 1. Comparability: As you may know, we have initiated a series of reforms
of California’s K-12 education soy?m. Our efforts at this time are concentrated

. on restructuring Barly Childhood/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 1800 schools setving
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-
sloner of Education to walve excess costs associated with these reforms during
their phase-in periods only. . .

. 2. Maintenance of Effort: Our recommended amendments include language
changes to enhance the maintenance of effort provisions contained in ESEA

Title TV. These are (a) using per pupil rather than aggregate expenditures in

defining maintenance of effort which is very importaht duﬂng 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 tndividual program requirements will be dificult to administer
and that districts shonld be given greater flexibility to direct their state and

local general funds to instructional areas of greatest need. .

3. Bilingudl Education District Advisory Committees: 1 recommend that yYon
consider amendments which ¢a) would ensure the participation of -parents of
English-speaking children on the mandated advisory committees and (b) would
enable districts 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 bilingunl education programs supported with Federal funds. The
latter amendment would enhance the participation of parents of non-English
«neaking children in the planning and utilization of other resources such as
HISBA Title 1 funds to meet the needs of non-English speaking children.

¢ [}
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4. State Advisory Councid for ESBA Title IV: Current statutory provisions
mandate that the Councll evaluate all ESHA Tiile 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
Councll 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 turther
detail on the need for these changes arxe attached.

I would welcome your careful consideration of each of these as you contlnue
your deliberations‘on technical changes in P.L: 93-880. I would be happy to pro-
vide you with any additional background or clarification that you might need.

Warm personal regards.
Sincerely,
. ' WiLsoN RILES)
[8ee. 103(a) (9) (K)‘Sec 403 of Public Law 81-874] ’ /
ESEA, TitLe I—COMPARABILITY Y

EXISTING Aaw

“Kxcess costs means those costs dlrectly 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 such 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 disabjlities, 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 disabflities who reside in Title I project

areas, services which are comparable to those provided to similarly disadvan-
taged children reslding in non-project areas).”

N

JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGE

In Cnllfornin the Early Childhood Educntion Program which s a top priority
¥ the Superintendent of Public Instruction, is scheduled to be phased into all
schools K-3 over a flve-year period.

By law, these funds cannot be uniformly distributed to all schools, but must
be concentrated on all K-3 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 disnflvnntnge
or if the school s gerved with the unrestricted half of the allocation, problems
of comparabflity develop.

This situation will become increasingly critical as the program is expanded
until such time that all K-3 children are served in Dubllc schools throughout the
state, ©

Also, as the reform of intermediate and secondary education is phased in,

this situation wilkreoccur.

The recommended amendment is proposed in order that programs which are
complimentary to Tifle I and in fact areé designed to improve the qunuty of

“education can be phased in without being in conflict.

I
RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT

-

Excess costs menns those costs directly attributable Jto programs and projects
wh%ch exceed the avérage 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 but not including
expenditures for any comparable State or local speetal programs for educationally
deprived -children or expenditures for-bilingual programs or special education
for handieapped children or children with specific learning disabflities, if such
expenditures for bilingnal education and special education are used to provide,
to children of limited Engllsh-speaking ability and handicapped children, and

-
-
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children with specific learning disabllities who reside in Title I project areas,
services which are comparable to those provided to simiiarl sadvantaged
children residing in non-project areas.. The Commissioner of Education {is
authorized to waive other programs or projects upon request of & State Educa-
tional Agency while such program or project ia being phased in and {8 intended
to meet the needs of all children in the appropriate category.

[Proposed Amendment to Public Law 08—386, Sec. 401, Sec. 403(a)(11)] .
ESFa, TITLE IV—MAINTENANCE o¥ ErroRT

A 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 go expended for the preceding fiscal year.”

. JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGE " -

n
The existing law requnires determination of the total amount expended in 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 o 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 neéds.
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 a1l expenditures. Such determination of per pupil expengitures 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 gnstructional costs from available annual reports.

RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT

Assurance that the dggregate per pupil amount for insiructional 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, See. 103, Sec. 703(a) (4) (E)]

ESEA, Tirin VII-—-BILINGUAL EpUcATIoN PARENT ADvisony 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-
speaking-ability). . . .”

JUSTIFICAJION FOR CHANGE

The existing law requires a parent advisory committee which is llmited 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 imited 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 resourec.s.
Further, since a parent advisory committee structure has beer instituted in every
achool district and in many schools, it is appropriate to permit the district to
utilize the existing structure as a means for obtaining comprehensive planning
which 1S essential to optimum utilization of resources. Also, imited English-
speaking children are not segregated ; they are in classes with other pupils and

Q ‘ . , ‘ .1 O - | | » |
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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 districtwide advisory committee on which parents or
guardians or both, of limited-English-spaking pupils, are represented.”

[Proposed Amendment to Public Law 93-380, Sec. 40.1, Sectlon 403(b)(1)(C)]

o
=

ESEA, TitLe IV—Apvisory Couxncir Duries

EXIBSTING LAW

i

The State Advisory Council shall: “(C) evaluate ali programs and projects
assisted<under this title ;"

[y

JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGE

As gtated 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,

projeets in California. .

Evaluation is one of tha 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 coyneil as an
advisory body.

RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT

(C) advige in the evaluation of programs and projects assisted nnder this
title ; : ’ ‘
[

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
DivisioN oF PusrLic SCHOOLS,
' Jefferson City, Mo., June 5, 1975.
Dr. CasPar WEINBERGER,
Secretary, Health, Bducation, and Welfare, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Dr. WEINBERGER : 1 would like very much to request your help in secur-
ing a change in the proposed modifications of P.L. 89-10, Title 1V, 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 guldance and counseling programs to those performed in relation
to administration oY 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
prograni, 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 staffs of many state departments of education. Many states
have staffs already using the total administrative amounts for Title I, Title 11
and Title ITI of ESEA -and have no way of now including guidance and counsel-
ing. T feel certain that you recognize the fact that they will have no desire to
dismiss staff members to take on guidance personnel—espécially 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 statés are hard pressed
to fund ongoing programs it is evident that resentment will be further increased
when state personnel agk for.increased funding to support additional personnel
because of rule changes at the Federal level. T
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We can {11 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 pronocunced. Drug abuse, crime, juvenile delinquency,
eareer decision-making needs, the need for development of & 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 guldance staff. You can see that the problem I am concerned with
fs not just in some other state but 18 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 wiil be able to do something
that will reverse this proposal.

Best personal good'wishes to you.

Yours very truly,

.

CrARLEs INosTEa,
Director, Guidance Services.

-

New YORK STAT® PERSONNEL AND GUIDANCE ASSOCIATION, INc.,
c, June 380, 1975.

4  Hon. CArL D. PERKINS, .

Chuairman, Subcobmmittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocaetional Edu

cation, Rayburn House Oﬂ!cg/ Building, 'Waahinaton, D.C. -

DEAr Cuamraax Perkixs: The passage,of P.L. 93-380 has created a critical
probiem threatening the continued growth of this natior’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 resufting from the consolidation of the
guidance, counseling and testing. provisions of ESKA III with ESEA II and
NDEA IIl. This is the very unfortunate result of merging programs with"
“differing purposes. N LN

The conflicting language is found between Sections 421 (a) (8) (A) (ii). It ik
obvious that-the intent of the Congress was to continue the State Education .
Agency (SEA) level leadership, supervision, and service activities historically |
provided for in guidanee, 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 undet those provisions.”
This proviston is opposed by the pass-through requirement get forth in"Section
403 (a) (8) (A) which servesfo effectively eliminate any fiscal eapability of
SEAs to carry out state-directed programs and leadership activities using Part B
funds as previously previded for under NDEA, V-A, and ESEA HI—Guidance,
Counseling and Testing. Under these latter laws, SEAs were able to provide
lcadership serviees and state-directed activities, projects and programs to directly
service local education agencies (LEAs). These are not merely administrative .
activities or functions. :

This serious threat to the support and services necessary to give continued at-
tention to the needs of our 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)Y (ii); *. .. and
that the remainder of such funds, ezcept for funds not to exceed 29 of the annual
appropriations for Part B or the amount espended in Fiscal Year 1975 which-
cver {8 greater to be used for purposcs of Section 421 (a) (3) (C) by ihe 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 pistory. The monjes 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*EAs 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. \ .

@
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Fallure to ennct tii8 proposed amendment wonld surely decimate SEA leader-
ship and gervice roles and the personnel working for strengthened and expanded
elementary and secondary schoo! guidance and connseling. Incluffed in these
losses wonld be:

1. Direct, uniqne consultative service to LIIAs to plan, develop and imple-
ment projects and activities to improve guidance programs (required yunder Sec.
403(a)(4) (B) of P.L. 93-380). This leadership service fnnction nsnally in-
\zolv'eslsEA professionals working directly with at least 38% of each state’s LEAs
annuhlly, ‘

2, Direct service for the In-service and continnjng edncation needs of
practicing school ¢onnselors. As gn average, at least 30 to 33% of each state’s
school counselors annnally participate in at least one In-service edncation actlv-
ity directed at strengthening their skills and abilitles to better serve young
people. Inclnded are workshops, conferences, demonstrations, and exhibits.

3. Leadership activity in working with colleges and nniversities to improve
certification and preparation standards for school counselors as well as involve-
ment with connsefors-in-training. Inclnded are reviews/evalnations of university
preparation programs, refinement of standards for certification and meetings
with trainers and students. .

4. Direct services anndally to all school counselors in each of the states
throngh the medinm.of pnblications. Thése publecations commonly report on
promising practices in the profession, professional growth fssnes, and research
and evaluation findings. The format used includes journals, monographs,
pamphlets, and newsletters.

6. State-directed projects and programs to demonstrate, experiment and
evalnate varions aspects of counseling and guldance. This involves both direct
and indirect assistance to LBBA personnel. )

These activities inclnde.

5.1. Models for acconntability in guldance and counseling.

5.2. State-wide needs assessments.

6.3. Pllot programs in elementary school gnidance and counseling.

5.4. The use of mnbile vans to bring service into small school districts—
especially in ruenl or depressed areas.

, 6.5 State-wide occnpational and edncational information systems,

“5.8. Models for the use of para-professionals in guidance.
" 5.7. Researcl. ~
5.8. Testing programs for puplils in private, non-profit schools.
5.9. Coordination of provisions for guidance and connseling in other State
and Federal legislation.

Mr. Chairman, the New York State Personnel and Guidance ociation ap-

eclates the opportunity to snbmit this statement for the record§The matter to
which we refer is the unfortunate, nnintended prodnct of the consolidation of

gnificant, categorical edncation programs. Yonr Committee has a unique op-
rtunity to rectify the matter and see that its desires are carried ont in
P.L. 93-380. ‘

We are willing to provide fnrther information, docnmentation or assistance as

yon see fit. '
Sincerely,

DaAvip Q. ZIMPFER,

P - . . President.
/ o O
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