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Eleniecutary and Secondary Edueation Aet of 1065
TITLE I-—FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO LOCAI EDUCA-
TIONAL AGENCIES FOR THE EDUCATION 'OF CHIL-
DREN OIY LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

DECLARATION OF POLICY

SEC, 101, In recognition of the special educational needs of chil-
dren of low-income families and the impact that concentrations of
low-income families have on the ability of local educational agren-
cies to support adequate educational programs, the Congress
hereby declares it to be the policy of the United States to provide

- financial assistance (as set forth in the following parts of this

title) to local educational agencies serving areas with concentra-
tions of children from low-income families to expand and improve
their educational programs by various means (including preschool
programs) which contribute particularly to meeting the special
educational needs of educationally deprived children.

(20 U.5.C, 241a) Enacted April 11, 1965, P.L. 89-10, Title I, gec, 2, 70
Stat. 27; rEqulgnatEd and amended T;munry 2, 1968, PL 050-247, Title 1,
sees. 108(a) (2), 110, Bl Stat. 786, 787; amended April 13, 1970, P.L. 9] 230,
gec, 113(b) (2), B4 Stat. 126

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

SEC. 148, (a) There shall be a National Advisory Council on
the qucﬂtmn of Disadvantaged Children (hereinafter in this sec-
tion referred to as the ““National Council”) consisting of fifteen
members dppmnted by the President, without regard o the pro-
visions of title 5, United States Code, governing appointment in
the competitive service, for terms of three years, excent.that (1)
in the case of initial members, five shall be appointed for terms of
one year each and five shall be appointed for terms of two years
2ach, and (2) appointments to fill vacancies shall be only for such
terms as remain unexpired. The National Council shall meet at the

call of the Chairman,
(b) The National Council shall review and evaluate the admin-

’ 1stratmn and operation of this title, including its effectiveness in

improving the educational attainment of educationally deprived
children, including the efTectiveness of programs to meet their oe-
cupatmnal and career nceds, and make recommendations for the
improvement of this title and its administration and U}.’!El"ltlﬂﬂ
These recommendations shall take into consideration experience
gained under this and other Federal educational programs for dis-
advantaged children and to the extent appropriate, experience
under other publie and private educational programs for disad-
viantaged children.

(c) The National Council shall make such reports of its activi-
ties, findings, and recommendations (including recommendations
for changes in the provisions of this title) as it may deem appro-
priate and shall make an annual report to the President and the
Congress not later than March 31 of euch calendar year, Such
annual report shall include a report specifically on which of the
viarious campensati:ry education programs funded in whole or in
part under the provisions of this title, and of other public and pri-
vate educational programs for educationally deprived children,
hold the highest promise for.raising the educational attainment of
these educationally deprived children, The President is requested
to transmit to the Congress such comments and recommendations
as he may have with respect to such report.

20 U.58.C. 2411) Enacted April 11, 1965, P.L. §9-10, Title I, sec. 2, 79 Stat.

"34; amended Nowv. 3, 1068, P.L, 89- 750 Title 1, sec. 115, 80 Stat. 1197, re-

ées:p’ﬂnted and amended Jdn 2, 1968, P.L. 90- 347 Tltle I sec. 108(a) (4),
110, 114, 81 Stat 786-788: amended and rEdESI@]atEd April- 13, 1970, P.L,
91— 230. Title 1. secs. 112, 113 (b) (4), 84 Stat. 125, 126.



1976 ANNUAL REPORT
TO THE

PRESIDENT AND THE CONGRESS

NATIONAL ADVISORY (OUNCIL ON THE EDUCATION OF DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN




Acknowledgments

The members of the National Advisoxry Council on the Education
of Disadvantaged Children express thelr deep appreciation to the
Congressional staffs, State Departments of Education, the staff of
the National Institute of Education Poldcy Division, and the many
other individuals who supplied the Council with valuable informatdion
upon which this report is based, Our gratitude ls also extendsd to the
many parents, teachers, administrators, community leaders and
legislators who met and participated in discussions of a number
of Council's concerns throughout the year.
r Special thanks is due the Health, Education and Welfare Assistant
Secretary of Education personnel, the Assistant Secretary of Planning
and Evaluation, the Division of Education for the Disadvantaged for their
Euppatt and é@aiefatian in providing needed information both to the

Council further acknowledges with appreciation the assistance of the
HEW and USOE Cormittee Management staff as well as the support liaison
staff who worked so effectively to assist us in our administrative needs.

Finally, the Council expresses its deep appreciation to the NACEDC
staff, A special thanks to Mrs. Roberta Lovenheim, Executive Director,
Mrs, Gloria Strickland, Research Director, Mrs. Noreen Borkenhagen,
Assistant to the Executive Director, Mr. Paul Keller, Senior Program Analyst,
Miss Barbara Lippa, Program Analyst, Mrs, Anne Wassil, Admlnistrative
Officer, and Mrs. Lisa Haywood, Secretary.

We are especlally grateful to Theresa Buehler of the Graphics Depart-
ment at Pace University for our cover design.



NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON THE EDUCATION
OF DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN
‘425 Thirteenth Street, N.W., Suite 1012
Washington, D.C, 20004
(202) 382-6945

March 31, 1976

Dear Mr. President:

I am pleased to transmit to you the 1976 Annual Report of
the National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged
Children.

The Council focuged its attentiom on early childhood education,
studying alternatives in terms of cost effectiveness, program
effectiveness, consolidation amd a delivery mechanism designed to
meet the needs of the beneficlaries,

As 1is required by Section 821 of Public Law 93-380, the Council
reviewed plans for studies on compensatory education conducted by
the National Institute of Education, The Council views are contained
in an Interim Report which you received in early February, and are
summarized irn thils document,

The members of the Council have maintained close contact with the
participants and beneficiaries of the compensatory education efforts
financed in whole or in part by Federal resources. The members have
spent considerable time reviewing, studying and listening to the views
of children, parents, teachers and administrators. Therefore, this
report reflects much personal involvement on thelr part.

On behalf of the Council, let me express our sincere appreciatiocn
for the opportunity to serve disadvantaged children and the nation.

Respectfully submitted,

f:;;;zggqg?gﬁ_ fkf&iff'

Owen Peaglex
Chal rman

The Honorable Cerald R. Ford
President of the United States of Ameriea
The White House

The Honorable Nelson A. Rockefeller
President of the Senate
The United States Senate

The Honorable Carl D. Albert
Speaker of the House
The House of Representatives
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SUMMARY OF RECDMHENDATIDNS'

The National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadwantaged
Children (NACEDC) recommends that:

-=Programs serving the educatlonal needs of children be designed
to minimize the need for Federal regulations and to require the
fevest regulations possible;

==A single standard of poverty be the basis for all Federal programs
vwhich are based upon the poverty statistic:

==In-kind benefits received hy those famililes in poverty be
counted as income for the purposes of eligibility for poverty-based
Federal programs;

--Longitudinal studies of Title I ESEA and other Federal education
programs be consldered routine and Essential to the operation of
such programs;

~Congress encourage State and 1ncal educational agencles to
design and implement courses in parenting skills;

--Congress enact legislation amending Federal income tax lavs,
to allow low and moderate income parents Increased disposable inecome
for employment-related expenses of providing child care;

--Comparability as a concept is a viable requirement for Federal
education programing accountability and should be retained;

~=There be a common definitiom of effectiveness utilized by
those performing national studies of compensatory education;

-=The review of comparability reflect comparable inputs of services
to children, not merely count numbeérs of teachers and textbooks;

--That States provide effective guidance to the LEAs during the

period of program design, formulatlon and implementation of Federal
education programs;

of tha Stata ESEA Tigle I all@catiﬂn,

--Federal policies, procedures-and mandates which impact education - -

programing demonstrate that curriculum decisions have been generated
by the community to be served, the families of the children benefited;

=-HEW audit agency representatives recelve sufficient trailning
in the program areas to which their audits apply;

—-States spend the amount they would otherwise have had to return
to the U.S. Treasury on Title I eligible children in the audited
district;

—-A program officer from the State be included with the HEW Audit
team for the complete audit;

-1~



--Published results from the National Center on Child Abuse and
Neglect be immediately disseminated and utilized nationally to combat
chlld abuse and neglect;

=-Coordination of like studies be maximized;

~-The validation of the migrant student record-transfer system
evidence that individual privacy of students with records in the data
bank has been respected;

-=~The study of the migrant student record-transfer system include
a review of the feasibility of quickening the response of the system
to natural redistribution of migrant populations;

~-The review of programs for neglected and delinquent children
served in institutions reflect coordination with similar studies
and materials being developed at the Department of Justice for children,
vouth, and adults;

-~The Federal Government continue to provide leadership through
support of cost-effective demonstrations of successful approaches to
raising the educational attainment of children with special needs:

=-More and specific attention be directed to the earliest years
in a child's 1ife (i.e., prenatal through age 8);

ﬁ-Faderal, State, and local govermments continue to develop child
‘and family programs to meet the needs of early childhood#*#;

-~The Federal Government institute and implement interagency
coordination of existing services for children at State and local
levels;

© ==A central system be established to disseminate information in
order to aid famllies in locating child care services available through

~--the Federal Government;

--The broadcast media be used, as a public service, to disseminate
information on the types of services available in the communities at
convenient and appropriate times (i.e,, family viewing hours);

=~Early Childhood Center personnel be trained through publie
programs to identify and refer to proper authorities :hildren with
characteristics of abuse and/or neglect;

==Early Childhood Education Programs Include physical examinations
to detect handicapping conditions for all children when enrolled;

==Early Childhood Program personnel be sought and trained who,
along with other employment requirements, display linguistic
competencies in the child's home language:

==Training of hiiiﬂgual teachers include course work and field
experience through which a positive relationship with themselves,
their students, parents, and extended family members may be developed.#**
*#%1975 NACEDC recommendation 10



PROGRESS REPORT ON_COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

Introduction: Program Effectiveness

The past year has evidenced considerable study and concern

regarding the effectiveness of compensatory education pfagfamsgl

At the same time administrators of ESEA Title I programs visited by
NACEDC report that they have been seeing positive change and have

been collecting positive results,

NA

iy

EDC reaffirms its support of Title I, State and local educational

agencies have given substantial attention to students from low-income
families dufing the past 10 years. As a result students have been
staying in scheol longer. SEAs and LEAs have greater resources to
now support public education than ever before. Title I has been a
major catalyst in this thrust.

NACEDC is convinced that Title I has beenm a vital force in
bringing about increasing sensitivity to the individual needs of
" 'students., From this sensitivity has come a broad spgﬂtrumiﬁf programs
which keep reducing the effects of educational disadvantagement
and enable students to remain in school 1§ﬂgéfa:

Under the authorization of Titie I, almost $14 billion have been
made available. These Federal funds have affected the lives of
approximately 7 million disadvan;aged children and impact other children
in several ways. NACEDC believes that neither success nor failure can
‘be defined in relation to a singie standard. Local programs fEEpéﬁdihg
to local needs were the intent of Congress. Each segment, each program,
each purpose has its own scale of effectiveness, Success can only
come from responsiveness to and respect for diversity in students,

local school districtas, emerging programs, and past experiences,

15&2 appendix C, p._92
=3=
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Measurement of success in the behlavior sciences still has its
uncertainties; hence the debate will no doubt continue. Such a
debate, while not conclusive in terms of the success or fail@re of
programs, is healthy and, properly structured, will no doubt make
success more probable.
Evaluations

Another issue over the years has been whether Title I, as a
whole, 1s enahling its particdipants to "close the gap” in educatiomal
attainment. For example, can cognitive gains made by Title I recipients
be associated with Title I actlvities?

. According to the U,S, Office of Education (OF), States with a

strong commitment to quality compemsatory educatiom have achieved
gains in students' basic cognitive skills. GCains of this mature
have reflected the éutient trend and national concern for tailoring
the Title I program to the needs of individual Title T children.

During site visits to local school districts, NACEDC explored
many basic questions about Title I. Among these questions these two
kept recurring: What impact has Title T had on its participants?
What gains have these students actually made?

While visiting a school district in Highland Park, Mich;gan
(an exemplary reading program identified by OE), the NACEDC witnessed
school officlals and teachers working with individuals with different
learning styles. The high intensity tutoring in reading and nathenatics
focused on peer teaching and relnforcement techniques developed primarily
from principles of programed imstruction. Students made gadns on an
average of 1.9 -~ 2.6 in reading and 1,7 = 1.8 in math. (See site #isit

report on p.5¢ )

12
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During 1974, 46 States and terxitories repgrtéi to OE o
Title I students' achievement in basic skills zn dicTease over 1973
in the number of States reporting hard data on readimg and math
achia*veméntgi 0f the 46 reports, 15 reflected stulemts making mean
gains.in reading and math of at Xeast 1 menth for each morath In the
pragfam. An additional 16 States hal xeadirg and /or math gains of
month per month for a substantial nuaber of participants.

of ;hése 16 States, the State of Wisconsin fEPD_'IEEd the largest
gain vith 66.8 percent of its Title I studemts scorimg gains of at
ieést a maﬁﬁiﬁ ]rzerr month in reading, ‘ansﬂf 71.5 percent showing Iimprove— »
ment in their math ,sggfgs;._:';;_ﬁaﬁé ora these observati ons and other
information made available to FACINC, dit 48 evidemt that more children

in Title I ﬁ}j’:;-agr:ams are nov making nore p"ngl’éSB thax i1 the jpast.

i

it
# State Evaluation Repoxts

Title I requires annual and /ox peﬂadir:: eviluat dons of programs
at thézivariguts lévels of its adminisstration. TFAs axe requixred to
reviev and examine their local pxogrims amd subnit thefr £findings dn
report form to the SEA, TFrom these fiﬁdimgs the SEAS aggregaate local
information regarding their progrimss ard subnit ESEA Title I Evaluation
Reports to OE. On the basis of these xeports, survewys comducted by
the National Center on Educatdon Statisti cs (NCES), and atﬁér specdal
studies, the DE is mandated to submit an anpual repoxt to the Congress
on the national impact of the Title .I progran.

Despite considerable effort , Stoates hawve ot pravided aqui;lat::e
information of program effectdveness in their zeports, This hag heen
due in part to methods used to collect information fxom the dif ferent

gchool districts. The Education mendrients of 197 mandated the

2US(;'JI_«?.—, Division of Education 'fnt the D ils=dvant aged.

“5—
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U.S. Comdssdoner of Education to develop models for evaluating
Title I programs. The objective was LiD work up an Vevaluai:if;sn and
répartingr fysstem which would provide more meaningful data negded at
each adniniserative level of the, Title I ;mgram‘

OE contracted with RMC Corporation to improve reporting from
State Evaluatiom Reports. As an e;épénsién of the advisory process,
‘the Council was asked to designate a member to serve onm the Eﬂ,ntfaz.tﬂris
advisory pael., Thus, the Council contributed to the development of the
nev formt designed to provide meaningful and useful data to the
Commissioer, the Secretary of HEW, and the Congress. The final report
will be issued this year.

Impact of Title I Dollars

The avnual ESEA Title I appropriation has increased from
3959 million dn 1965 to $2,050 million in 1977.° However, the Lmpact
should mot be viewed dn terms of services to an increased number of
children. Ths 48 so for two reasons: First, the concentration
requirement has focused more Title I services on each beneficiary.
Second, ’éna pethaps most constraining, the inflationary effects of
"incressed cost=s have reduced the purchasing power of the ed’ueatim'
dollar. Fot erample, the estimated average annual salary, natiomnally,
of Ingtructiopal staff in public elementary and secondary day sclﬁals
in 1965 vas $6,935, In 1976 it is $13,005. Classroom teachers dn 1965
recelved an average of $6,485, which increased in 1976 to $12,524.£’
These Increases 4o not include benefits which accrue as a result of
., seniority, retdrement benefits, sabbatical leave, training opportunities,
and s0 om,

2US’OE, DiAvision of Education for the Disadvantaged,
'Estimites of School Statistics, NEA Research Publication, 1975-76,

ﬁéi-
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It is tempting to aSSﬁciaté higher expenditures with improved
program expectations and opportunities. It is obvious from even the
single example cited that this cannot be done., Therefore, the
increased resources for ESFA Title 1 should not be expected to
provide a éﬂffeiativg increase of program effectiveness.

Title I Contxibutions To Education

Whila there has been mno true increase 1E.Fedéral efforts, evidence
is increasing that Title I has contributed significantly to education
in terms of alding disadvantaged children, However, Title I has
worked to the benefit of a far larger segment of the student population
than just the disadvantaged; it has benefited éduéatian in general.

NACEDC does not mean to suggest that Title I funds have supported

general education activiti:s but rather that through spin ﬁff; emphasis,
and the awakening in some children and their teachers of new hope,
education generally is being helped. There is without question
considerable evidence that:
1. Title I is producing learning gains din many instituticns
across the country., The Council and others are regularly
visiting and reporting on successful projects in order
that promising practices can be dissiminated widely.
2. In many school districts across the country Title I has
been a catalyst for change ..., resulting in new approaches,
better methodology, and genuine concern about ensuring that
each and every child learm basic skills and attitudes necessary
to help him become a productive member of society,
Educational disadvantagemeut fs the harvest of seeds planted earlier
in the home and nurtured by ill-prepared staff, shortages of staff,
poor methodology, quantitatively and qualitatively inadequate materials,
and administrators and boards of education whose techniques worked

well to stifle initiative and maintain the status quo. But Title I

has eroded the base on which stifled initiatdive and the status quo rested,

-7-
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Titie I requires achiév&meﬁt in ghiidren-iﬂ ﬁrde? to justify why the
money is being spent., Title I requireé pa;§ﬁt involvement., And a
"majority of those parents must be parenﬁs“whn‘wili_fék,»ﬁIs learning
téking plaﬂéfﬁgééEQUSE it ié théif éhilﬁfen who are involved,

Title I requires schools to be comparable. In school districts
where 1t was once comfortable to put moxe resources in certain schools
and shortchange others it is no lomger comfort:hle and, hopefully, no
longer possible. The fact is, without a comparability requirement, many
school districte would today QEny!disadvaataged children local and
State dollars for their education to be suppieﬁented by Title I dollars,

Parent involvement has been another significant contribution of
Title I.  Educators, particularly administrators, have espoused parent
involvement in certain aspects of educational planning and decision~
making for years. As a result of Title I, they have had to do more.
Some have done an excellent job. But it seems evident that this is
just a "game' in many local school districts. NACEDC firmly supports
parent involvement with or without Title I,

During visits to some school districts, NACEDC has witnessed a
genuine trust and a mutually supportive relationship between parents
and school officlals. This is the basis for a successful Title I
program.

Title I 1s bringing about the development of a cadre of
professionals and others devoted to serving the disadvantaged. This
effort offers hope for the future of the teaching profession. Educators
have frequently professional opportunity omly in dealing and working
with children who could and would sugcged without concentrated efforts,
Mosgt disad#antaged children will not succeed on their own., They need
effective professional assistance to achieve success.

-8~
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Eiﬁlg I can be more successful if more emphasis is placed on
its ﬁse as a véﬁiﬁlé for change, ZEducators nust foster change which
. will bring acceptance of the fact that mo Gﬁé_ggéﬁ@d 13 best for all
children. Educators must also foster change which will help a:hievé
the flexibility needed to vary the staff, the materials, and the
methodology to address the individual needs of children.

To some this suggégts’a massive redesign and development program;

‘ hovever, it is not Ehéﬁ massive if the following hurdles can be overcome:

1. Changed attitudes within the profession.

2. A change from reliance on ﬁréserviég education of the

professional s:aff to inservice or mid career programs
of professional development.

In addition to month per month aghievgment gains, lncreased
Sélfﬁéstééﬁ; school attendance and parent involvement, and developing
attitudes, Title I programs have also contributed to our educatiomal
system in other areas. Many of the original "successful Title I
programs have been incorporated into regular school programs.

One example is tfie Sts&e Compensatory Education program in
Newport, Rhode Island. State compensatory education funds were
uéed to provide compensatory educational se:viees for grades one
thfaugh three. Later the State decided to fund compemsatory eéucatian
programs for grade one, then two, and subsequently three. The school
administrators determined that all children should receive the special
gservices Title I had formerly funded. Title I funds could then be
used for remedial pragfamsvfar children in grades four through six.

The Government Accounting Office report released December 12, 1975,
cites three successes of Title I: :

Students had a greater desire to participate in class
and a more positive attitude toward school.



Students had more interest in reading than they did before
entering the program.

Parents had a more hopeful attitude toward their children's
education. This resulted in more parental involvement,

Title I has ipncreased the practice by the Nation's school systems
of testing all children. Although Title I funds can only be usad to.
test Title I eligdible children, they were instrumental in prompting
State administratioms to provide funds for testing all children and

for identifying children in need of compensatory education.

State and local échmol distriects fepﬁrted that it was almost impossible
for an aide to work exclusively with Title I partiﬁipantsvwhgn other
children in the room were asking for help. Because Title T showed

the value of teacher aides, many State and local districts decided

to employ aides with State and local funds,

18
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AUDLT FINDINGS

Compliance Efforts

In HEV Audit Agency Reviews, misunderstandings have arisen .. -
regarding vhat constitutes alleged violations in terms of sugplanting
and general aid, Before determinations can be made regarding these
violations, OF must clearly and concisely define these terms. None-
theless, the question must be faced and the Title I participant must
not be adverséiy affected as a result of OE inaction.

Audit findings have been studied, discussed, debated, and defined
since 1970, 1In reality, the findings are frequently based on incomplete
information or misinterpretation of a regulation or guideline.

For States that have been audited in the past and the audit

findings, see appendix A , p._ 70 .

The NACEDC recommends that HEW audit agency representatives receive

sufficient training in the program areas to which their audits apply.

Audits Find that Title T ESEA is 99.4 percent
Accurately and Legally Spent
!
During the past 10 years, according to HEW agency auditors, over

$14 billion has been spent operating Title I programs. During this
period, Federal auditors from the HEW Audit Agency and General Accounting
Office CGéD) questioned the expenditures of $241 million in Title I
funds, 0.6 percent of the total. OE has requested reimbursement for
approximately $7 million; less than $700,000 has been returned,

There is much more to audit fggdings than returning funds to the
Treasury. The Title I participant is the victim when State refunds
" to the Treasury are required instead of zeqmiﬁiﬂg the State to spend
equal funds ng Title I programs. Congress should mandate authority
' to the Commissiomer to permit States to spend an amount equal to these
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misused funds on Title I children within their State institutions
rather than return the money to the Treasury. Therefore, the Council

restates its 1972 recommendation that States spend the amount they

would atherwise Have had _to_return to the U.S, Trgasury on Title I ,

eligible Ehildfen,;q,thg,ggditgﬂ,d;gtric;,

Technical Assistance

NACEDC has seen great improvement as a result of State audits.
However, States are still éxpariEQéing charges pf v;ciggigns in the
areas of genetal éid; supplanting, and comparability. As gtated, the
Council does not baliévg that these concepts are defined with sufficient
clarity in the regulations, '

State technical assistance to the LEAs in program application
approval could reduce some of the alleged violations reported by
HEW audits.

One percent of State Title I allocations is spent on administration.
Auditors have reported that local administfatién often suffers from
lack of State guidance and lack of funds. Further, State costs are
greater in a program such as Titie I ESEA, which is State-administered.
OE's State program reviews cite the need for additional technical assisgénce
for proper appligatiqn_appfcvali In order to increzse technical

assistance to LEAs, NACEDC recommends that funding for State

Administration be raised to 1-1/2 perce nt of the State JESEA Title T

allocation,
The Council would like to commend OE for including a program
officer from their agency in the concluding conference with the HEW

Audit team. However, to be even more effective NACEDC recommends

that a program officer frﬁm the State be included with the HEW Audit

team for the complete audit. This would assist the audit team by

giving a broader perspective to the complete audit.
«12-
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The Council has examined the comparability regulations since

1970, 1In their Y975 Annual Report, NACEDC rec Epgﬁégd;ﬁhgticqgggya—

U O P L R 4
_bility regulations he expanded to include the child's special

educational needsg; and, allow that State and local funds targeted to

serve children who are educationally disadvantaged, have bilingual

needs, are handicapped, or who have special learning disabilities,

be excluded from comparability computations,

The Couneill supports the comparability law and regulations, but
finds that these requirements are premised upon indicators which may
not demonstrate comparability. The Council is concerned that
documentation of comparability reflect that the needs of chilﬁ;gﬁ
with spééial learning requirements have been satisfied, éﬁé that the
meeting of the needs of such children be described in terms which
indicate how these services are in addition to those provided to-
non=Title I eligible children.

Further, flexibility should be permitted when it has been
documented that comparability, as currently describead by regulatory
indfcators, conflicts with services most responsive to needs assessment.
NACEDC is examining a répla;emeﬁt for the complex regulation currently
expected to be in force.

Clarity and brevity are needed-in the cgmpérability regulations,
A clearer definition will contribute to a restatement of comparabllity
with more appropriate indicators., For example, the present indicators
of comparability do not necessarily reflect comparability of services

but enumerate supplies, textbooks, and so on.

=13
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PARENT INVOLVEMENT

NACEDC's involvement and support for parent participation dn - .- - o

T Pitle I“p;$g£§ﬁ;”é%£éﬁéé back to 1970. Then, as now, NACEDC regarded
parent advisory councils (PACs) as essential in the planning, implementa-
tion, and evaluation of local Title I programs. The Council believes
that PACs are effective in obtaining the cooperation and support of
parents who have children enrolled in Title I programs, and in enlisting
the talents and skills of the community in developing effective programs.
Itiis important to the psych@légy of success with children to ensure

th;E school and home work together. When they do, it provides one
alternative to the financial dilemma faced by many school districts,
 NACEDC supports the current general provisions of the Title I ESEA
legislation which mandate establishment of PACs for each school district

and for each school served by a Title I program within the district.

Iraining of Title T Parents
In 1972 NACEDC recommended that Congress mandate and OF encourage
the dnservice training of parent advisory council members by providing
5

special incentdve grants through the States.” With the increase of~ .
R " ﬁ-“; s

Title I programs since that time, NACEDC reaffirms that such tfgiﬂing\
continues to be a necessity. The responsibility of local schéii’
district PACs for advising LEAs on the planning, implementation, and
éﬁéiuatigﬂ of Title I programs and projects necessitates a thorough
knowledge by parents of the programs’ ébjegtivés and procedures. NACEDC

endorsas the efforts of OE to provide technical assistance for such

training and encaursgég their continued activities in this area,

PSee NACEDC Annual Report, 1972, pp. 17-18.
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Correlation With Higher Student Achievement

_ There is insufficient evidence to date on the correlatiom
everyone expects to see with regard to parent involvement and its
impact on student achilevement. The reason is that no comprehensive
study has been done ﬂatianwidelﬁg determine this correlation or to
collect the necessary data to substantiate i1t.

‘Therefore, NACEDC sees the need for such a study, which would
include an agreed-upon list of specific types of parental inveolvement
as program variables. Therelaré states and school distriects with
scattered useful data which could be reported in an organized manner
to assist in this effort,

State Advisory Councils

In previous annual rep@rtség NACEDG ﬁas ééﬁb;aﬁ?d the establish-
ment of State Advisory Councils. NACEDC believes that a statewide
counecil cén expedite the collection of data by OE and other organizations
concerned with Title I and improve the flow to LEAs of information
concerning promising practices In compensatory education. Our opinion
is based on the fact that State level agencies are charged with the
administrative responsibility for Titie I programs. It is also based
on the fact that ip™s important for decisionmakers at all levals to
have input from representatives of those being served by Title 1.

As of this Séée, 33 States reflect this view and have developed
7

State Advisory Councils for Title I, NACEDC has receilved valuable

"information from such councils concernming Title I program operation

[

65ee NACEDC Annual Report, 1972, pp.Ll5-16.
Tsee appendix for list of State Advisory Councils.
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and impact. The Council recognizes that these organized groups have
functioning roles and would encourape the establishment of similar
councils for the remaining States and territories in thelﬂnitéd States.,

These Qg?ncils are not mandated by Federal law and operate in
videly different ways from informal advisory roles which they assume
on their own to very formal advisary roles guarantéed by State

cooperation.

From the inception of the Council, it has been difficult to obtain
information on services to neglected and/or abused children. Fcftunately,
OE is now conducting a study in which a member of the Cﬂunéil will be
éarticipating with the Task Force to finally come up with major gegds
and aitarnati%es in this area.

Research has not indicated, thus far, how to prevent child abuse
or neglect or how to treat the abusing parent or the abused child. It
has been found that child abuse is not a problem unique to a family's
particular economic level. Overall, the abusive parents' behavior is
2 learned trait from their own childhood. Lack of attention, unrealistdic

éarenﬁal expectations, low self-esteem, and physical and verbal abuse

are passed from parent to ehild_g

Another new development is Public Law 93-247, The Child Abuse

activated an $85 million speclalized Federal program to combat this
epidemic-like problem. Its major thrust is to fund promising efforts

to identify, treat, and prevent abuse and neglect.

®ay Care & Child Development Report, September 29, 1975, pp.9-~11.

(The NACEDC includes any group organized for the purpose of Influencing
the State on Title I ESEA program planning and needs agsessment,)

~16=
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A National Center on Child Abuse and Néglect (NCCAN) has been
established in the Children's Bureau of HEW's Office of Child

Development to implement the program--both the demonstfation grant

éni the technical assistance portions. NCCAN is responsible for
publishing aﬁ annual summary of research onm child abuse, conducting
a statistical survey on the number of incidents, and providing
technical assistance.

Pragrams.are supported thréugh-twa sections of the act:
the demonstration grant program and téchn;gal assistance to State
governments. Under demonstration grants a wide variety of individuals,
iﬁstitutians,rand State or local agencies are eligible to receive
funds.

The law requires that ét least 50 percent of the funds
appropriated in any year be spent on the demonstratiom grant program.
Under these programs, HEW awards grants and contracts for the
following purposes:

==Training programs for professionals and paraprofessionals
in relevant fields;

~=~Creation of regional centers to provide multidisciplinary
serviegs;

-=-Provision of trained child abuse teams as consultants to
rural and other areas which do not have resident experts:

~-Innovative programs and projects, including parent self-help
programs.

The NACEDC recommends that published results from the National Center

on Child Abuse and Neglect be immediately disseminated and utilized

nationally to combat child abuse and




EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATLON

Introduction

The NACEDC recowmends that more and specific attentdion be

directed to the earliest years im a child's life (i.e., prenatal

through age 8).

NACEDC has focused this j,réai on early childhood education,
assessing the needs of children, and how these needs can be net,
Evidence: that practitioners agree with this Council position ig the
prﬂliféfati@n'cf mandated _}:indérgarténs in 49 States amd the melei-
plicii;y of preschool pragra’rﬁs.g

The fundamental needs of childrem (di,e., nutrition, nedical
attention, affection, care, and protection) are basic necessities,.
Children normally learn when the basic necessities are fulfilled and
appropriate opportunities for learning are provided. However, a
child with uﬁfilled basic necessitides is unlikely to achieve his ox
her maximum potential, despite excellent opportunities and concentrated
efforts, Title I ESEA has contributed to a solution of this problem
by initiating methods for the early detection and ddentiFicatiom of
children with special ﬁeeds.

Some outstanding early childhood education programs have been
designed, started, dissemimated, and wholly or partially funded with
Federal resources for compensatory education. Such programs as
Headstart, the Bank Street College of Education programs in New York Ciky, .
the HOPE Program of Charleston, West Vixginia, the Cognitdively Ordented
Preschool Programs in West Chester, Pennsylvania and Ypsilanti, th:higam,j‘c

to name a few, have proven effective in meetdng the meeds of preschool-age

NEA data. 26
10see Site Visit Reports Sectiom.
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children. Many State and local school districts have implemented
similar programs on remediation with a developmental approach. It is
now up to the Federal Government to re -xamine its original approach
to compensatory education and early childhood education.

Because of thelr importance, NACEDC reiterates its

recommendation from the 1975 Annual Report that Federal, State, and

local governments continue to develop child and family programs to

meet the needs of early childhood.

School systems in this country cannot be expected to respond
to all the needs of the family or to fulfill all of its responsibilities.
Schools should attempt to develop an appreciation for a socially

desirable lifestyle and not set the tone of what this lifestyle should

be.
NACEDC believes that basic learning takes place within a child’'s

socioeconomic environment and is therefore significantly influenced

by it. Concentration on the child's socioeconomic environment has
led 'the” Council to develop this working definition of a family as:

The total env@rgnmentﬂgffpersanalwte;étionships in
which a child exists is reared or finds himself.ll

Parenting Skills

"The development of a child does not begin the day he is
born, or at the age of three, but much earlier, during
the formative years of his parents.l2
The most significant people in a child's life are his parents,
or those whom a child perceives as fulfilling that role. Yet, many

such persons have no idea of what to expect of childrem at different

[ A,

llgee appendix B , p. 79 _
12pr, Edward Zigler, Director of the Child Development Program,
Yale University, in AMERICAN EDUCATION, Aug./Sept. 1975, p.8.
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stages in theilr development. Parenting skills have been one of the
major areas of neglect in the Nation's educational system. Schools

have traditionally offered little or no experience or training for

this role. It is assumed that parenthood is instinctive or learned

in one's own family. However, changing lifestyles and the fragmentation
of the family are preventing such learning from taking place.

This absence of education for parenthood produces negative results,

they have completed their own development. Consider:

-—One 1in every ten l7-year-old girls in the United States
is a mother;

=-1974 statistics show that 220,000 girle aged 17 or younger
gave birth, 15 percent for the second or third time;

-~estimates of the maternal and infant mortality rates associated
with adolescent pregnancies run about 30 percent higher than
for mothers over the age of 20,13

Governmental and voluntary agencies have emphasized the need
for formal training in parenting skills within the framework of the

gschool curriculum.

NACEDC recommends that Congress encourage State and local

educational agencies to design and impleument courses in parenting

skills.

Child Care
Lifestyles are rapidly changing in America:

=-about 9 million children are now being reared by a
single parent;

==the bulk of these children are poor and include at
least 10 percent under the age of 6;

13pREPARING TOMORROW'S PARENTS, Elizabeth Ogg, Public Affairs.




==51 percent of all American mothers with school-age
children are working outside the home--two-thirds
of these in full-time jobs; and,

-=1in families with children under 6, one in three
mothers hold outside jobs,1l4

The pertinent factor in these changing lifestyles is that

nearly half of the 37.3 million women in the labor Force are working

parents or have incomes under $3000 per year). These factors cannot
be ignored, and action must be taken to provide support for the
famlly situation,

It is not the Government's concern to restructure the family;
the variety we find in class, race, ethnic group, religion, or region
iz the verf keystone of our society.

Public programs must be formally committed to the basic needs
of children within the family unit. These must be sustained and
purposeful 1nteragtion provided between the services and the recipients.

Many researchers agree that a substantial portion of a child's
development takes pléca before he enters the first grade. EACEDQ

re and early childhood education as significant factors

views child ¢

1‘-1

_on the educational development of children and has, therefore,

reviewed the effectiveness and delivery of some of the existing

fedéfallyAsgénso:ed_ggildaga:e pregrams. Some of these were funded

as Research and Development or Innovative Programs. Valuable data

and program formats for the education of young children and their
families have been collected for dissemination and use throughout the
cﬂuntgy., The task is to utilize these data in a cost-effective manner

within the programs already available to young children and their families.

14Dr Urie Bronfenbrenner, NEWSWEEK article, Sept. 22, 1975, p.53.
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not _be construed as arsuhétituterfﬁgrcopggnttagian in the later years.

The aim is to provide preventative measures which would eventually

alleviate much of the need for compensatory education at a later date.

Program Coordination

At present there are many programs servicing the needs of children.
HEW alone has over 200 programs providing services for children with
special needs. Nevertheless, coordination of these programs has been
very limited. The G@verﬁmeng by its very nature is organized by
functional mission through agencies for health, education, transportation,
lagor, égriculture, and so on. These agencies deal typically with only
Oﬁe‘aspéct of family life and de so too often in isolation from and
unrelated to, the concerns of other agencies. The family then becomes
the focal point of services which are Eragmenta;y, overlapping, and in
some instances in conflict with one another. Yet when attempts are
made to reorganize the programs by client groups, e.g., children, the
effort cuts across the functional mission of each agency. Each of the
agencies is committed to the goal of coordinatiom, but sees itself as
a coordinator of all others,

No one program can be expected to meet the needs of all children.
Variety must be maintained to allow parents to choose whatever form of
care they feel 1s best for their children. However, minimum Fedéral
standards of quality must be maintained to provide the groundwork in
building successful programs, particularly whére subsidies are provided
by the Federal Government.

The Federal Government is presently attempting some cross—agency
coordination of programs. For example, the Interagency Panel on Early
Childhood Research and Development aims to increase intetagency

-29.
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' coordination of research and support in the early childhood area.
The Committee on Children was established in HEW to provide intra-
agency coordination of all child-related programs. Other agencies
which operate child-related programs should be encouraged to move in
this direction.

While agency coordination is strongly urged, it should not be
interpreted as a recommendation for commonality of program design or
cost., Numerous factors influence the variations in costs of care:
geographic regions, urban/rural locations, ethnic pockets, number
and qualifications, licensing standards, and program arrangements.

Legislators must assess available resources and find ways to create

from them an effective flexible svstem, The need for child care
programs i1s so great and varied that it cannot be met with a

standardized Federal design.

NACEDC endorses the need for Federal assistance in the delivery

of such services as parent education, screening for handicaps, pre-

services,

NACEDC recommends that the Federal Govermment dinstitute and

implement inte eragency coordinatinn of existing services for children

at State and local levels.

The Council's position on this legislation is best summarized
by the following testimony by the Chairman:

+++In the Council's judgment, the Child and Family Services

Act exaggerates the need for the revamping and superseding

of existing service delivery structures and allocates tremendous

resources for establishing new mechanisms-~resources that will
not reach those in need of services, The provisions in the bill,

-23-
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for over one-third of a billion dollars in the first

two years for the purposes of training, planning and

technical assistance seems to approach extravagance in

light of the serious dollar constraints now imposed :

on programs designed to deliver services directly to

peapléi;,ls

In addition it must be recognized that the variety of programs
demands a dissemination effort by those involved. A central system
to include all types of aid to families and their children should be
established in order to 1lift the burden from localities ‘which are
constantly plagued with questions. At present there is no central
source for obtaining this type of information, which should be available

in one central source in each community.

NACEDC recommends that a central system be established to disseminate

information in order to aid families in locating child care services

available through the Federal Government; and, the broadcast media be

used, as a public service, to disseminate information on the types of

services available in the communities at convenient and appropriate times

family viewing hours).®

155ee appendix B ,p._88 , for complete text of testimony,

e

lEBath public and commercial television resources can be employed

more fully in the dissemination of information concerning services
avallable for young children and their families. Programs which
have been proven effective should be publicized and utilized in
other geographic areas where the content would be arpropriate. This
would be more cost effective than waiting for sriginal productions
in individual States. Through television iuore young children and
their families may be reached more quickly and needed services may
be rendsred to preschool children at a critical time in theilr
development. The early detection of handicaps and subsequent
ameliorative action frequently make the difference in the direction
a child's life will take.

2=




Child Care Support Through the Federal Tax Structure

The Family Need: Increased economic pressure on the family has in

most Instances forced mothers of dependagt children to become an
additional income earner. Indeed, mothers of children under the age
of 18 now comprise 40 percent of the female labor force. Almost half
are in familles where mothers are the sole source of support, Others
are working to supplement the low income earned by their spouses.
Statistics supplied by the Federal Reserve of Boston indicate that
the median income of families with children under the age of 6 in
which both parents worked was about $1,000 less than that of families
with children under 6 in which only the male was employed,17

As of March 1972, there were 26.2 million children with working
mothers. The cost of providing child care is highly significant to
these mothers in view of the fact that the median earnings of working
wives in 1972 were little more than $3,500 from full- or part-time
employment. At such earning levels, the cost of child care 1s often
the deciding factor as to whether one single parent considers working
or staying at home to collect welfare.

Congress recognized in the early seventies that child care expenses
placed a heavy burden on parents working to support their families.
It incorporated revisions in the then-existing child care deductions
available for femilies. The deduction was meant to reach all families
with child care needs. However, the problems still exist.

I

17Federal Reserve of Boston, New Eungland Economic Review,
September/October 1974.




The Ineffectiveness gf_Ggrggnt7Child,Gat§,Iax Deductions:

The current child care deduction incorporated into the Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) tax legislation has teen recently updated. To
qualify for the IRS child care deductions, effective for the taxable
yvears beginning after March 1975, a family must meet several require-
ments relating to employment, income, recipients of payments, and how
payments are made. The significant eligibility requirements are as
féllgwss

=~Families may only claim a deduccion for their dependert(s)
under the age of 15. . |

—Married couples must both work substantially full-time and
single parénts full*-gr partstimei

—~Regardless of mafltal status or employment status, only the
child care expenses incurred while actually working are
deductible.

==-0Only payments made to someone other than a relative or
dependent are deductible.

=-Deductions of actual expemses up to a maximum of $400 per
month are allowable if the care is in the home. If the care
is outside the home, a monthly deduction of actual expenses
is allowed up to a maximum of $200 for one child, $300 for
two children, or $400 for three or more children.

==Full deductions are allowed for families with a total combined
adjusted income of $35,000 or less. Above this adjusted
income, however, the amount of deduction allowed decreases on
a sliding scale until, at an income level of $44,600, no
deduction is allowed.

—-Families are eligible for the deduction only if they itemize
all their deductions on the income tax return, and do not take
the low income allowance or the percentaged staﬂdard deduetion.

18
For American families, the restrictions for child care eligibility
are so narrow that most low and low-middle income families are eliminated.

Since it is a tax deduction, not a tax credit, it can be used only by

families who itemize thelr deductions.

181nformation summarized from Tax Reduction Act of 1975, Commerce Clearing
House, Inc., and NEW ENGLAND ECONOMIC REVIEW, Sept./Oct., 1974.
~26= ’
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Statistics bear out the fact that these restrictions have
effectively excluded low and moderate-income families. Seventy-five
percent of income tax returns filed in 1972 in which adjusted gross
income was less than $15,000, a figure well above the median income
of two-worker families in 1972, didgnat itemize deductions, thus not
including a child care deduction. The inappropriateness of itemizing
deductions is understandable, since in most instances, nearly two-thirds
éf iﬁemized deductions are accounted for by interest and State and
local taxes. Lower income families generally do not own their own
homes and so cannot deduct property taxes and mortgage interest costs.
In practice, therefore, the current child care tax deduction excludes
the poor.

More important than the financial costs borne by parents who while
employed must provide care for their children are the problems faced
by low income families who are forced, because of high costs, to
"economize" on their child's'care to the extent that they rely on
unlicensed and uninspected services in their neighborhoods, While
many neighborhood child care centers provide excellent and convenient
service, there are some that may not have the financial ability to
adequately meet the child's health, nutritional and emotional needs.
Inadequate services may hurt a child both physically and mentally,

Certainly some form of additional Federal effort is necessary to
improve the ability of parents to provide child care services. If
such aid i=s tﬁ continue through the Federal incomgxtax structure,
certain modifications in the law must be undertaken to include those
families most in need of its benefits--the low and middle-income

families. It is worth noting that Congress ie currently in the process

-27=

35




of revising and extending several of these child care deductioms.

income tax laws, to_allow low and moderate income parents increased

disposable income for employment-related expenses of providing child

care.

Child Care Expenses as a Tax Credit:

An alternative to the present itemized child care expense
deduction has recently been introduced to the U.S. House of
Representatives through the Ways and Means Committee. Section 504(
of the Tax Reform Act of 1975 (H.R. 10612), if enacted, would simplify
and br@%den the provision for household and dependent care services
necessary for a taxpayer to work.

The bill would replace the itemized deduction for household and
dependent care expenses with a nonrefundable income tax credit, and
would allow a credit against tax for 20 percent of expenses incurred
for the care of a child under age 15 (or an incapacitated adult) in
order to allow the taxpayer to work. In the present deduction program
a separate child care schedule of monthly expenses mus£ be filed in
addition to other tax material. This form would be eliminated and
present monthly deductions would be replaced with a maximum annual
deduction of $200 for one dependent and $400 for two or more dependents.
With a 20 percent credit, the maximum credit would be $400 for one
child and $800 for two or more.

Several additional changes would be made., The income limit of
$44,600, éver which no present itemized deduction for child care is
allowed, is to be removed. The credit would be available regardless

of income level to taxpayers claiming the standard deduction.

-28-
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Furthermore; it would be extended to cover married couples in caszes
where either the husband, wife, or both work part-time,

In addition to changes in amounts and eligibility crite¥ia, the
bill also proposes elimination of the distinction between care in the
home and care outside the home. The credi: would be made available
to a divorced or gepafatéé parent who has custody of the child. Finally,
the requirement that thélaaductian for the taxpayer be reduced by

disability income received by his dependent is to be eliminated.

NACEDC joins the House Ways and Means Committee in support of

this bill and urges Congress to enact such legislation at the earliest

possible date,

Alternative Support Mechanisms:

NACEDC supports the need for mechanisms which will aid low and

moderate income parents in providing adequate care for their children.

While the Council's emphasis is placed on the Federal income tax child
care credit, currently before Congress, the alternative support
mechanisms outlined below has received some support from others
concerned with this issue,
Vouchers: This mechani;m could be provided through two methods;
either vouchers sent directly to the family, which would allow them
to choose the care for their children; or, vouchers which cculd be
sent directly to those that provide thEIEEfE for the children.
Private day care people support the voucher, claiming that the
competition would be healthy and provide an incentive to upgrade services.
Opponents argue that vouchers could lead to segregated facilities

and leave the field wide open for frauds.
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among those qualified to provide child and family services. Vouchers

issued to families for the purpose of giving them free choice in the
selection of providers, whether public, private nonprofit, or private
for profit, would diminish the iselation of low income children and

families in Government operated and supported facilities.

Direct Cash Payments: Another alternative frequently mentioned is to
provide direct-cash payments to families to use as they desire, subject
to the Federal Governmwent's intended purposes. It would allow families
to choose whatever child care they desire: at-home care with a baby-
sitter, care at a center, preschool or several other options available
to families. This would grant families the right to choose child care
without economic constraints.

Informed sources have told us that the Administration is presently
considering basic reforms in the welfare system which would provide
as thelr basis direect cash payments. Such consideration should bear
in mind this option for child care; which could be easily tied in.

Predicting such a reform, former HEW Secretary Caspar Weinberger
recently remarked:

.. .There i8 a way to end the welfare mess, and it is by

adopting a completely new system that would be coordinated

with and administered through our tax system. We should

abolish our piecemeal welfare program right now and substitute

a simple cash grant, based on need, measured by income and

payable to those who meet a strong work requirement if they

are able to work..,l9

Arguments against this type of proposal parallel those used
against the voucher proposals. In addition, any form of direct cash
payment fosters arguments that the money would not be used for

intended purposes.

19"y Turn: columm, Caspar W. Welnberger, NEWSWEEK MAGAZINE,
August 18, 1975,
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Industry-Supported Child Care: While all of the alternatives

previously mentioned have been options strictly for the Government,
a few are open that iﬂdﬁstry could also be involved in.

Some corporations are now providing child care services for their
employees; there is no reason why many more cannot provide such services.
In fact, research has shown that corporations have much to gain,
Providing such services effect results in the turnover rate a marked
decrease in tardiness and absenteeism and increased concentration on
‘the job.20

Deductions are now available to industries under the Revenue

Act of 1971, for the construction of facilities for child care.

[

20THE REALITIES AND FANTASIES OF INDUSTRY~RELATED CHILD CARE,
Denver, Colorado. Symposium on Child Care hosted by the
University of Colorado.Medical Center and the Office of
Child Development, May 1973, p.27.




THE_CHILDREN--SPECTAL NEEDS

Introduction

NACEDC's objective in recommending increased emphasis on programs
to fulfill the needs of children during the early stages of their
development is to reduce the large number of school age children who
function below their grade level. In developing programs to meet
this objective, NACEDC would encourage consideration of children with
special needs and ways in which their maximum educational attainment
can be insured. Methods must be developed which will address the
needs of the physically handicapped, the non-English speaking, the
migrant, the emotionally disturhed,ithé mentally retarded, and the
neglected and/or abused. For each of these groups the question must
be answered as to what type of early childhood education program
would best serve their special needs, Some of NACEDC's concerns in
the planning of such programs are cited below:

Neglected and/or Abused Children

There are no accurate statistics on the incidence of child abuse
and child neglect; esﬁim&tes range from between 60,000 to 500,000
cases 4 year—-and for every repcrteé case of child abuse;, from 10
to 100 cases are not reported.2l The numbéf of cases 1s rising--
partly because more children are being battered, but also because
more incidents are reported as public and professional awareness
increases.

It is a long and difficult process to educate adults responsible
for child abuse and/or neglect to the point where tﬁe incidence of
such treatment will decline significantly. Immediate steps may be

taken once the neglected and/or abused child is identified. Personnel

ngearings, Senate Subcommittee on Children & Youth, 1973.
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in early childhood program centers are often unaware of characteristics
in ; child's behavior or physical condition which may indicate abuse
or neglect. An increased awareness by center personnel of the symptoms
of child abuse and appropriate Eraining in the proper procedures to

- eliminate such treatment would help reduce the number of children
victimized by this epidemicéliké problem. To provide such personnel

NACEDC recommends that Early Childhood Center personnel be trai, d

through public programs to identify and refer to proper authorities

children with characteristics of abuse and/or neglect.

Handicapped Children

Oversight and investigative hearings culminating in recent
1egislation, Public Law 92~ =142, has focused national attention on

services for the handicapped child. The services to be required have

been defined in statutory language as "appropriate free public education,

and $300 million has been authorized from Federal resources for this

purpose. State categorical funds for handicapped children are estimated

at approximately $85 million.23

NACEDC recognizes that many handicapping conditions could be

alleviatad or minimized,;ﬁrgqﬁhﬂéarl’ detection. Defects in hearing,

vision, speééh, and so forth, can be detected through physical screening

22According to that law, "the term 'free public education' means
special education and related services which (A) have been
provided at public expense, under publiec supervision and directionm,
and without charge, (B) meet the standards of the State educational
agency, (C) include an appropriate preschool elementary, or
secondary school education in' the State involved, and (D) are
provided in conformity with the individualized edugatian program
required under section Elﬂ(a)CE)i"——p 2--P.L. 92-142,

23Fiscal year 1975 statistics, Office of Education.
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for preschool-age children. Such detection and treatment activities
could help prevent more severe handicaps in later years.

NéEEDg_regommggdsgtﬁggwEarlgﬁChildhcad,Edg;atiag_gyggrggg:in;;uﬂe

physical examinati ns to detect handicapping conditions for all children

when enrolled.

Bilingual Education

The use of the child's home language is vital to the maintenance
of his physical and em@fional well-being. Personnel to whom young
children are entrusted can respond more appropriately to the needs
of young children and their families if all talk the same.

The child's home language, used as a medium of instruction,
allows the child to build upon his linguistic background at the same
time that English is being acquired.

Méiﬁtenanéé of the child's home language provides a bridge
batw3é£>fhe home and the outside world, a bridge that becomes an
emotional see~saw for the child who must continually switch two
languages at a stage whearhe has command of neither.

NACEDC rec

ommends that Farly Childhood Program personnel be

ught and trained who, along with other employment

requirements

displa

linguistic competencies in the child's home language.

NACEDC also reiterates its 1975 recommendation

of bilingual teachers include course work and field experienc

through which a positive relationship with themselves, their students,
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Conclusion

The needs éf children and their families are too often over-
looked by policymakers who plan é&;l? childhood programs. Their
quickly conceived solutions thr@uéh "patchwork' approaches ﬁonttibugé
little in terms of-an answer to the immense overall problem. Legislators
must be willing to try approaches (such as a Family Assistance Plan,
a voucher system, a tax credit) that attempt to correct the present
system. Funds must be directed to the needs of the children. They
are this Nation's most valuable resource; the future depends upon

them.
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ACTIVITIES OF THE COUNCIL

Intrqductioq

In accordance with the Council's mandate to review and evaluate
all Federal educational programs designed to meet the educational needs
of educationally deprived children, the Council's activities for this
year were designed to accomplish the following objectives:

l. Examine Federal programs in the area of early childhood
education and interact with educators, legislators, and
other interested groups, including parents; '

2., Observe compensatory education programs showing promise
in raising the educational attainment of educationally
deprived children; :

3. Review programs which, in practice, overlap within school
districts and make recommendations to remedy this
duplication; '

4. Advise the National Institute of Education (NIE) on the
design and execution of the compensatory education study
mandated by Public Law 93-380;

5. Report objectively on our site visit findings and the
relevancy such programs have for educationally deprived
children.

Recognizing the broad scope of its mandate, the Council s§ught
the opinions of persons familiaf with each of the above subjects at
the national, State and local levels. It hosted several seminars
focused on the critical problems in early childhood educatién, whiech
prgvidéd a forum for sharing information on possible solutions, including
alternative solutions, to these problems. On site visits, the Council
met wherever possible not only with teachers and adminigtratgfs but
also with parents of participating children to discuss the existing
programa., The Council has also aséisted in developing increased
inter~ and intra-agency coordination among research, evaléatian, and

education demonstration projects mandated by Public Law 93-380, through
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Education Study and also through involvement in meetings of the
Task Force on the Education of the Disadvantaged and of the Federal

nteragency Committee on Education (FICE).

=4

Several Council members were invited, during thé past report
year, to speak before State compensatory education groups and parent
groups in New York, ﬁéw Jersey, Ohio, California, and Texas. Members
spoke of the overall concerns and obligations of the Council and
listened intently to concerns expressed regarding Title I programs
in each of the States. |

[
Reflecting the Council's concern that State compensatory education

evaluation studies accurately reflect each State's progress in this
area, the Chairman appointed one Council member to serve on ghé policy
evaluation board headed by the RMC Corporation to revise current
procedures for State reports.

Council and staff membters, in our continuing close relationship
with OE, attended several of the training sessions of its Division of
the Education of the Disadvantaged on the regulations held throughout
ithe country. In addition, the Council submitted written testimony on ..
the proposed Title I regulations, after consultation with several
parent groups in our Washington office.

Council and staff were involved in meetings with the executive
secretary of the Chief State School Officers to help develop a liaison
between the OE Migrant Division and migrant officlals in each of the
States. - These meetings resulted from a recommendation in our 1975
Annual Report to the President and the Congress that the Chief State
School Officers form a unit within their D.C. organization to link

with State officials serving migrant children's needs.
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Coordination: sensitizing various levels of government that
inter- and intra-ageney coordination was a valuable toel in
government service, leading to cost effectiveness,‘red;ctian
of duplication, and useful studies.

Advisory process: contributing to the refinement of the advisory

process at the ngéfal, State and local levels of government, and
thereby increasing the role of the citizen in the affairs of government.

Legislative recommendations: contributing legislative and administrative

recommendations which were adopted in the areas of child care, early
childhood education, Title I ESEA, parent involvement, and advisory
council management,

Parent involvement: taking a leadership role in the development of

models and encouragement of worthwhile efforts in parent involvement
nationwide, and contributing to the development of a Federal posture

in parent involvement in Federal education programing.
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NACEDC Site Visits

NACEDC site visits to local school districts included visits to
New York City; Baltimore; Montezuma Creek, Utah; Fulton and Amory,
Mtssissippi; West Chester, Pennsylvagia; Highland Park and Ypsilanti,
Michigan; Charleston, West Virginia§ and Fort Lauderdale and Boca Raton,
Flerida.

It became increasingly clear over the past year that, despite
controversy over the impact of Title I programs, our examination of
compensatory education programs in these States indicated that a
number of ‘highly successful programs are effectively meeting the needs

]

of disadvantaged children. Our site visit activities were ail oriented

toward the objective of obtaining meaningful and valuable data on

the experience to substantiate our support for Title I. In working
toward this objective, our preliminary observatiens suggest that Title I
programs have several important characteristics in common:

a. They tend to place heavy emphasis on specific
diagnosis of basiec skills for individual students.

b. Some programs relied on providing individualized
instruction in heterogeneous ability grouping.

The following pages reflect the NACEDC's observations of each

gite and are deseribed in detail.
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SITE VISIT REPORT

Location: New York City, New York

Name of Project: Title I Sponsored Programs

Date of Visit: May 9, 1975

,Dgsg:i” tion of Progr

The Title I program administered by the New York City Board of
Education is the largest federally funded educational program in the
country, It has received over $1.2 billion since the program's
inception in 1965. Thé program has served as a model, both in the
kinds of programs offered and in the relationships established between
the public and private sector,

Schools were visited which offered a variety of Title I programs,
including: Strengthening Early Childhood; Follow Through; Corrective
Reading and Mathematics Programs; Bilingual Programs{: and non public
school programs. In addition, some members of the Counéil visited
Riker's Island Corrective Institutions for men and women to examine
educational program offerings there.

Strengthening Early Childhood
(P.S. 243 K Brooklyn)

This program is designed to develop skills in the areas of
language and reading. Instruction is provided in small groups,
with the aid of educational assistants, A daily pre kindergarten
curriculum is incorporated into the total program. A total of
285 children participate including kindergarten through grade two.
Follow Through
(P.S. 243 K Brooklyn)

This school uses the Bank Street College of Education approach
to Follow Through, which stresses that a child's learning in school
as well as his total growth are closely involved with his positive
., 8elf-image and general emotional well-being, The teacher plans
specific individualized instructional experiences utilizing children's
interests as the curriculum core:hased on an assessment of each
child's motivation, learning style, and developmental level., A total
of 475 children are involved in the program~-kindergarten through
grade three.

(P.S. 33 Manhattan)

This Follow Through program utilizes the self-sponsored model
based on a child's development philosophy. Focus is upon the
individual child, with specific sequential learning experliences

developed and planned for each child by the staff. Children have
access to films, recording tapes and records, pictures, adding
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and spélling games, and a variety af mathematics and Bcience materials
as well as dietionaries and encyclopedias,

Although children are encouraged to work independently or in
small groups, adult assistance is available when needed or desired.

Bilig'ual Program
(P.5. 9, Hanhattan)

P.S. 9 has a dual bilingual program (French and Spanish), which
13 a full "maintenance' bilingual program as opposed to transitional
or partial bilingual programs. Intensive instruction in English,
subject area instruction in the pupil’'s dominant language, and the
development of the pupil's dominant language, including reading
comprehension, are integral components of this dual bilingual program.
An equally important part is the children's study of their own culture
as well as the culture and history of other children in the school.

The program's objectives are to maintain normal progression in
the academic achievement of bilingual children while they are learning
the second language, and to develop in them a positive appreciation of
thelr own as well as other cultures.

Nonpublic School Corrective Reading & Mathematics
(Holy Spirit School)

These corrective programs are designed as diagnostic/prescriptive.
Instruction is provided to small groups of children on a daily basis
by specialized reading teachers using a variety of approaches,
depending on the diagnosed needs of the children.

Facilities were limited, and the principal expressed concern
because students had to leave the regular classroom to receive
Title I services. She felt that these students fell further behind:
in their curriculum, which the Title I services are designed to remedy.

Rikers Island
(P.S. 189X and P.S. 233X)

Programs in the men's correctioual facility were directed toward
all inmates ages 16-18 and for inmates between the ages of 18-21 who
elected to attend. Virtually, 100 percent of the students were from
low income families and qualified for Title I services.

Classroom facilities of the remand center and the vocational
workshops of the sentenced prison facility were observed. Vocational
assistance was provided in auto body and simple mechanics, shoe repair,
tailoring, cloth cutting and spreading, and driver education.

In the women's facility, classes were viewed in the mathematics
workshop, legal rights and guidance, high school equivalency, and
survival skills. Morale was high, and the pride and determination
of the school personnel and students were evident.
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In the Council's view, it is difficult to comment on Title I
dollars due to the complexity of the compensatory education
offerings and the limited observation time,

It was noted that parents were made available to interact with
Council members, but it has been .the concern of the Council not only
to talk to parents with children in the program but to meet with the
Chairman of the advisory group and other PAC representatives of the
parents of children receiving Title I services,

Another observation made during this visit was that while visiting
one: of the schools with a high enrollment of non-English speaking
students, an -enormous amount of valuable instructional time was devoted to
testing--a full 6 to 8 weeks. Council was concerned with the validity
of these tests and was not able to observe many classrooms due to the
testing program.

The visit to the women's facility on Rikers Island, which is
supervised by the New York City Board of Education, revealed a high
degree of pride and determination displayed by the school personnel
.and students. The various programs provided to the inmates offered
an opportunity to receive a regular diploma upon completion of the
required curriculum. It is unusual for a board of education to assume
responsibility for such a program. The Council commends New York Ciey
and its Board for assuming such responsibility,

-42—
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SITE SIT REPORT

Location: Baltimore, Maryland

Name of Project: Mergenthaler Vocational-Technical High School

Date of Visit: June 12, 1975

Description of Program:

Mergenthaler Vocational-Technical High School opened in September
1953, offering a unique and well-defined program of education. The
student body is selected. All students applying for admission must
meet entrance requirements as established by the school in cooperation
with the Bureau of Educational Testing. The school’'s programs provide
3 years of trade training in addition to the regular senior high
educational subjects.

" The Voeational-Technical curricula includes: ailrframe and
powerplant mechanics; automatic heat installation and service;
automotive mechanics; brick masonry; business education; commercial
art; commercial foods and baking; cosmetology; dressmaking and design;
electrical construction and maintenance; printing; machine shop;
plumbing and heating; mechanical drawing and drafting; practical
nursing; photo-lithography; radio and television; sheet metalwork;
welding; electric arc and gas; woodwork; electrical maintenance
technology; industrial electronics technology; mechanical technology;
and tool design technical,

The school provides opportunities for work-study and placement
upon graduation. Coordinators with the school interact with employers
in industry and business to place seniors in part-time jobs, confer
regularly with the employer and student during the work-study period,
and place students in jobs upon graduation.

Council Observations -

Council was extremely impressed by the level of motivaticn
evident in each of the classes observed. Students were obviously
enjoying what they were doing, and morale was high.

Evidence of this level of motivation was presented in figures
from the school on absentee rates and dropout rates, Both are
extremely low, with attendance rates remaining at a constant high
- level.

These types of programs are especlally promising in an area
where students' rate of absence and dropout rates are generally
high. Motivation remains the key to success.



SITE VISIT REPORT

Location: Fulton & Amory, Mississippi

Name of Project: Itawamba County Child Development Center
"Home Reach," Menise County Child Development Center

Date of Visit: August 11, 12, 1975

Descriptions of Programs:

Itawamba County--Fulton, Misgsissippi

The program serves 30 children aged 1 through 5, with a waiting
list of 90. The program is staffed by paraprofessionals and housed
in a rental church, with a total budget of $84,794, Total staff
includes: director, four teachers, five assistant teachers, one social
worker, one full-time cook, one part-time secretary, and one part-time
Janitor.

There are no economic standards for selection. The program
serves families with one parent or a working mother. 60 to 70 percent
are low income, but only three or four are below poverty level. A fee
of $6.25 per week is charged for each child., The program receives
75 percent of its funds from the Appalachian Regional Commission and
25 percent from fees, donations, and local sources.

Two meals and an afternoon snack are provided. Parents are
urged to become involved with the program through regular parent
meetings and open invitations to the center. Inservice training is

provided to parents to help them gain a better understanding of
possible learning experiences a preschooler can get right at home.

Home Reach Program--Amory, Mississippi

The Center operates a 12-month program--9 months are centered
based; 3 months, home=-based.

The program uses Captain Kangaroo educational materials, along
with other educational materials designed by the education coordinator.
These materials are taken into the homes by the home visitor weekly
and are used by the parent and the child in correlation with the daily
program. '

The children also attend a "center based activity" once a week
for approximately 2 hours, The activities are conducted in mobile
units in various areas of the county. On the day an area's children
attend the center, the home visitor for that particular area, along
with the child's family service coordinator amd a part-time teacher's
aide, helps the education coordinator with the various activities.
These activities are planned to reinforce what children are learning
at home. , .

’ 52

b4



The school-base program has 50 students (10 percent handicapped)
with three teachers, six aides, and three classrooms. It is a
certified professional staff. The total budget is $94,000, with a
waiting list of 50. '

The Center has a parent advisory committee which meets once a
month. They have a few parent volunteers that work in the program.
Costs for tuition averaged. $25 per month. Funding for the program:
75 percent Appalachian Regional Commission; 25 percent tuition, State
funds, and Amory School funds.

Council Observations:

The Itawamba County Center was a cheery facility with a nice
fenced play area. The children had started a garden in the play
area. It was a very expensive program due. to the number of personnel.
Yet, few had early childhood training. It was evident that there
was a good rapport between teachers and students. While it appears
to be a worthwhile program, it was felt that more children could be
served adequately with the same amount of funds.

Observation of the home reach program was limited since it was
vigited in the summer gession. A home visit with one of the social

workers was observed. Both the child, who was emotionally disturbed,

and the parent seemed very receptive to the program, as the social
worker progressed through the materials she brought, The social
worker had a wonderful rapport with the family and was well able
to deal with the child.



SLTE VISIT REPORT

Location: Charleston, West Virginia

Program: Home-Oriented Preschool Fducation (HOPE)

.Date of Visit: August 1975

Description of Program:

HOPE was developed 1968-1971 under OE auspices as a system for
delivering effective early childhood education in the hills and
hollows of rural Appalachia. HOPE used three field instructional
components: daily television lessons; a home component consisting
of a paraprofessional home visitor, parent materials, and parent
involvement in teaching; and a weekly group experience for the child
in a mobile or stationary classroom with a qualified early childhood--

teacher., A fourth component, the curriculum development team operated
out of AEL in Charleston, West Virginia, to prepare television lessons
titled "Around the Bend" and all necessary support materials for home
visitors, parents, and classroom use. The curriculum team's products
were based on a systematlc program of research and development of the.
three-component HOPE process. The background work has extended over

3 years of field testing (1968-1971) and 2 years of replication studies
in widely geographically separated Appalachian communities (1971-1973).

The original HOPE Program has been widely recognized and acclaimed
at local, State, and Federal levels, and has been selected for overseas
recognition by the United States Information Agency. It has also
been used as a basis for other home-based programs.,

The program's design combats the physical isolation imposed by
tywical characteristics -of rural Appalachia--rugged terrain, poor
roads, scattered population, and a low tax base. Television is not
limited by these barriers; it serves as an equalizer. Television is
available in about 96 percent of the homes of Appalachia's rural
preschool children (1974 field studies). The trained paraprofessional
is. a local person, so poor roads pose less of an access barrier. Parent
involvement is high, as parents are assisted in being effective teachers
of thelr own children. Since paraprofessionals and parents carry much
of the teaching load, the region's low tax base is better able to
support needed early childhood education. There are some things,
however, that only a professional teacher can accomplish. Just one
teacher and one aide, who meet with a different group of children each
half-day session, can serve 120 children per week.

As a standard feature of the original and the new television
serles, a weekly television guide informs parents of what is on the
daily broadcast of "Around the Bend" and suggests related follow=-up
activities for use at home, Activities in the viewing guide are being
age~graded to fit the child's individual level of development. Age-
grading of these materials is a new feature that MPE's curriculum
research is making possible. Age-grading was handled informally in
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the past: The new dally programs provide parents immediate suggestions
for child Jearning opportunities at home. The home visiter reviews
the child's progress, listens to the parent, and demonstrates to the
parént how to work with the child. Parents have thelr own regular
grolp meetdng s to discuss mutual concerns and to provide support to
¢he artothez. Im the HOPE Program, the classroom teacher has the

¢hild im ore half-day session each week in the child's neighborhood;

4 cooxrdinagor of field operations handles scheduling and other

pro fran madnt enance and administrative functions.

Council Observations

Counedl members commended the local television metwork which
provides thirty minutes free each day for this program to be presented.
The program has a 90 percent acceptance rate in this rural community
#Znd presents 2 good individuaslized program.

The home visitor explains to the mother how to utilize supplies
avaidlable Hn each household for a child's activities. Through these
complenentary programs, evaluation of the child's activities can take
place immediately and in the familiar home setting.

Excelldent manuals which explain activities to be undertaken,
gre available for teachers and parents to use with these programs.

The programs are funded on a research and development grant from
MIE which runs out this year. Members expressed the hope that so
gkcéllent z pxogram would not go to waste if NIE stops funding.
Many areas sheould be able to utilize such an approach for early learning.




SLTE VISIT REPORT

1

Location: San Juan County, Utah

Name cfrPrgjggt: Title I Sponsored Prograns

Date of Visit: September 12, 1975

Description of Program!

San Juan County is an extremely large area covering 8,000 square
miles, 93 percent of which is public land, including a portiom of the
Navajo Indian Reservatdion and land allotted to a group of Seuthern
Ute Indians. Over 60 percent of Indian people {in Utah reside in
San Juan County. The school district is so large that great distances
have to be traveled between schools. :

The San Juan School District presently serves approximately
1,300 Navajo students, with another 700 enrolled in related educational
programs (i.e. Head Start, ete,); this is 46 percent of the total
student population of 2,744. Average per pupil expenditure is
approximately $1,400, of which $384 1is Federal money which does not
include impact aid funding. The remainder of the funding is from
State and local resources. h

The Council visited classes in the Montezuma Creek Elementary
School, the Bluff Elementary School, the Indian Curriculum Center
in Blanding. Due to the great distances involved in traveling
from school to school, and the limited time frame that the Council
was working within, visits in each of these schools were limited.,

The majority of classes were small, most having fewer than 20
students. The need for special programs was noticeable. However,
the reason given for this apparent lack of special programs was the
inability of the school district to find a certified teacher willding
to relocate.

The district has been having great success with training residents
of the area through the Career Opportunities Program (COP). COP has
provided the San Juan School District with most of its Indian teachers.

_However, the program is due to expire at the end of the year.

The Curriculum Center in Blanding provided members with the
opportunity of learning where materials for use in these schools were
developed. The materials are designed to aid students in developing
a greater avareness of the Navajo culture. ' :

Parent participation seemed to be a problem at these schools,
Hovever, this appeared to be an educatiomal/cultural problem which
time and understanding would correct.



Couneil Dbsgrvat}2g§

Considering the vast expanse of territory encompassed by the
San Juan School District, the ratio of Navajo-speaking, non teaching
community workers to the Navajo population and square miles is low.

Special extraordinary strategies are needed to intensify the
pace of inservice training in cross-cultural education for the entire
spectrum of the school district's personnel--administrative, teaching,
maintenance, and so on.

Cultural differences between the Indian children enrolled in the
school system and non~Indian instructors often limit the ability of
the teacher to accurately measure pupils' progress. Educational
_achlevement tests for such students must be specialized, 30 as to
ensure accurate measurements and prescriptions for compensatory
education curriculums when necessary.

The great distances which many children in the school district
must travel to and from school each day is a significant factor in
total school programing., Attention must be given to the mental and
physical strain of such travel and activities undertaken to insure
against fatigue does not become a primary factor in the under-
achievement of many of the children.,

Cultural differences between the Navajo children and non-Indian
teachers is often an inhibiting factor to maximum student achievement.
Navajo teachers and aides were observed to be much more effective in
the classrooms, and efforts should be continued to train Navajos to
serve in the school system.

]
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SITE

VISIT REPORT

Location: West Chester, Pennsylvania

Name of Project: Cognitively Oriented Prekindergarten Program (COPE)

Date of Visit: November 10, 1975

Description of Program:

COPE is an appropriate program for use with prekindergarten,
kindergarten, and transitional first-grade students. Children from
low and middle~income families and those with specific learning
disabilities have successfully participated in it.

The project is an early learning program designed to enhance the
intellectual, language, and socio—emotional development of the
pariizipating children. Based on a child's skills and the development
of the participating children at entry, he/she attains instructional
levels. The program's activities are divided into two comp lementary
dominions: the developmental curriculum and the achievement
curriculum. Program objectives are pursued in a variety of learning
_ situations including individualized instruction, small and large
group instruction, and free inquiry experiences, The approach is
primarily teacher-directed, and the children are encouraged to
actively participate in learning activities. One classroom teacher
and two full-time teacher aides are required to fulfill a 1:8 adult-
pupil ratio.

The subjects constituting the academic area are reading, math,
scilence, soclal studies, health, and safety. - Reading and math were
covered daily while the others were covered on designated days during
the week. The activities found in the general curriculum included
those relating to music, art, small and large motor exercises,
classroem operations, colors, shapes, left to right progression,
and time and space concepts. . These activities were devised to
accentuate the skill areas of sensory-motor coordination, auditory
discrimination, visual discrimination, and conceptual language skills.

In data for the 2 years, participating students demonstrated
respective ,gains of 3.20 and 2.61 months/month of attendance as
measured on the Slosson Intelligence Test. In these years
statistically significant gains were achieved in language developnent
as measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test and the Verbal
Language Development Scale. Socio—emotional development gains vere
achieved as measured by the Vineland Social Maturity Scale.

Evaluative criteria designed to measure attalnment of specific
objectives are built into each level of instruction. Imn addition,
use of a battery of standardized pre- and post-test measures ~an be
undertaken for assessing development in intellectual, language, and
socio—-emotional areas.
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Counecil Observat -ion

Areas of interest included the techniques used to_ 1nstruct
31/2- to 4 l/2gyearaald children in readlngiand math. It was observed
‘that the COPE Program approaches these educational goals through a
variety of interesting activities viewed as "games'" by the children.

. The teazhers often tcok the students, individually or in small groups,
to a "Total Environment" room to acquaint them with sight words. This
1s a large, circular enclosure which is completely dark., Large words
are projected on the room walls with the associated picture, capturing
the complete attention of the children and quickly leading them to
recognize sight words. These sight words were reinforced through many
of the ""games" in the classroom. After only a month or so in the
program most of the children are able to identify most objects with
the word.

The class' teaching staff cons isted of one "Master Teacher” and
three aides. The aldes were students of the college, enrolled in
educationally related courses or in work«study programs. Presently
the COPE Program does not have a formalized teacher-training component
for students majoring in Early Childhood Education. However, one is

planned for the future.

Members were in general agreement that COPE was an effective
program. However, some felt that many local school districts through-
out the country may not be quite ready to institute the high quality
COPE Program because of limited funds and lack of qualified staff.

The minimal cost ($70-$80) per child for start-up costs plus $30 per
child per year maintenance costs does not include staff, building,
or other costs that are part of the program,

Concern was expressed over the lack of physical checks for
children each morning, as well as the lack of an outside play area,.

Due to the lack of funds, no longitudinal study was available
on COPE students to ascertain whether or not skills were retained.
It was suggested to the COPE administrators that such a study could
be accomplished by a graduate student for his/her master's thesis.
This suggestion was well received by the COPE staff.

Council members would like to see this type of "lab' school
incorporated into the education departments of all colleges,
utilizing education majors and supportive personnel such as nurses,
nutrition aides, and others.
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SITE_VISIT REPORT

Location: Ypsilanti, Michigan

Name of Project: The High/Scope Early Elementary Program

Date of Visit: November 27, 28, 1975

Description of Program:

The High/Scope Cognitively Oriented Curriculum is an "open
framework" approach that places both the teacher and the child in
active, initiating roles. It attempts to blend the virtues of
purposeful teaching with open~ended, child-initiated activities.

This program is concerned with educational change through the
implementation of a curriculum framework based on Piagetian
developmental theory. This framework focuses on the underlying
cogiitive processes that are the ground from which the child learns

the formal systems for acquiring and organizing knowledge of the
world. ’

Implementation of the curriculum centers on training of the
teaching staff, and the development of training procedures and
materials is of the highest priority in the High/Scope Program.

Of equal importance is the involvement of parents in the
process of education. This is achieved primarily through educational
home visits by teaching staff, and by participation of parents in
the classroom program on policy advisory committees.

The curriculum is concerned with the development of children's
thinking, communication, and academic skills. Thinking skills, or
powers of reasoning, are at the center of the program, because they
are the foundation for basic learning.

The curriculum is not a course of study for the child--it is
for the teacher:

-~to help her understand how children organize the world in
their minds.

-=to enable her to organize a2 classroom enviromment that is
attuned to the individuval child, to the group, and to the
culture of the community being served.

=—to give her the knowledge and.the guidance she needs to be

an ef53§5ive teacher.

The overall objective for every Cognitively Oriented classroom
is to create an orderly and predictable environment that nurtures
and strengthens the natural process of intellectual (i.e., cognitive)
growth in the young child.
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The teacher is expected to be actively involved in this learning
process. The purpose of the curriculum framework is to orient the
teacher to the most observable things children do at different stages
in their cognitive development, and thereby give her a basis for planning
actlvities and observing children.

As a Follow Through model sponsor, High/Scope Foundation has
gained considerable experience in implementing and monitoring
Cognitively Oriented programs at diverse sites throughout the Nation.
The supervisors, or "curriculum assistants,”" for these programs are
trained by the High/Scope Foundation Staff in workshops held in
Ypsilanti regularly during the school year.

The High/Scope Foundation Training and Development Center (TDC)
is the Foundation's own Cognitively Oriented Classroom. The TDC
is a clas&foom for 35 kindergarten through fifth grade children from
the Ypsilanti~Ann Arbor area. (There is also a separate preschool.)
Located In a renovated service station garage, the TDC has sufficient
room for a large number of observers and trainees to watch, videotape,
or work with the children.

As the sponsor, the Foundation not only collects its own
evaluation data, but also utilizes the local school agencies test
results. Information collected includes such data as pre-Follow Through
test results, comparison data of Follow Through and non-Follow Through
children (grades K-3), and longitudinal follow-up data on fourth and
fifth graders who have been through Follow Through.

Most of the teaching and training staff are currently working for
the Foundation's Office of Education training and demonstration projects
(Follow Through, Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH), Special
Projects, and BEH Demonstration Preschool "First Chance" Project).

Other funds for the school come from tuition fees, a Lilly Endowment
grant, and training and technical assistance contracts with local
school districts.

About half of the students pay no tuition fees. Maximum fees
are: Preschool ($400/year); Kindergarten ($250/year for half-day
sessions); Elementary and Middle School ($500/year). The students
are a heterogeneous group drawn from all socioeconomic and ethnic
groups in the Ypsilanti area. They ineclude gifted children, children
who show normal development, high risk children, and handicapped
children.

Council Observations:

The approach used by the Foundation model is seen as a valuable
alternative model which could be utilized with Title I. It is not
appropriate for all children, but could be invaluable to many. .

The important role that the teacher plays in this program further
suggests that teachers are the key to all success in any program.
More Title I funds should be spent to give teachers an opportunity
for observing these types of programs and deciding how to integrate
61
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the salient factors in their classrooms.

Councill members expressed some reluctance at utilizing this
method in many of today's classrooms. It was felt that the
atmosphere is too experimental for complete adoption into school
systems without major modification of the entire educational
program.

Members were very impressed with the use of paraprofessionals
in the preschool home program. These were mothers who had
participated earlier in the infant program and could relate well
in the area homes. This program demonstrated an ability to reduce
educational disadvantagement upon entry to elementary school.

The program.is capable of absorbing handicapped children who
do not have severe disabilitles, and working with them well in a
. mainstreaming program.
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Location: Highland Park, Michigan
Program: High Intensity Tutoring Project

Date of Visit: November 29, 1975

Description Df,?rqggam:

The High Intensity Tutoring (HIT) Centers provide an individualized
instruction program designed to develop vocabulary and comprehension
skills in the reading center and to increase computational abilities,
problem—solving, and understanding of mathematical concepts in the
math center.

Sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students, identified as deficient
in basic grade level reading and/or mathematics skills, are selected
for participation. They are selected on the basis of performance
at least 1 year below level on standardized tests in reading and/or
mathematics and on the basis of observations by the teacher.

The high intensity tutoring in reading and mathematics focuses
on peer—teaching and reinforcement techniques developed primarily
from principles of programed instruction. Seveanth and eighth grade "tutors"
assist sizth grade "tutees" in developing grade level skills and
relnforce correct performance, as the "tutors' up-grade their own
skills through this cooperative learning approach.

All activities take place in rooms reserved for this purpose.

- Students attended the center for one-half hour per day, 5 days per
week, . Each center is staffed by a certified teacher and two aides.
The certified teacher supervises the implementation of the program
and participates in the preparation and selection of materials for
the students. Teacher aides assist in supervising students, provide
instruction to students, chart daily progress, assist in distributing
motivational materials, agsist on field trips for tutors, take
students to and from class, and ‘prepare bulletin boards.

The basic components of the HIT Program is the instructional
and motivational systems. A central feature of the instructiomal
system is the daily calculation of the percentage of correct responses
for each student in the program. When any student's rate falls below
90 percent for 3 consecutive days, the diffisulty of instructional
materials is decreased to make the task easier. When the rate
exceeds 94 percent for 3 days, the difficulty of instructional
materials is increased to make the task more difficult, This procedure
ensures that new learning is introduced at the optimum rate and that
nearly all responses are correct. The motivational system for
students 1s based upon points earned for correct responses. Each
student has a point "bank book" and each center determines when points
could be redeemed for tangibles or privileges., Tutors earn rewards on
the basis of attendance. :



Evaluation Procedures

The Wide Range Achievement Test (Arithmetilec Sub-test for the
Mathematics Centers and the Reading Sub~test for the Reading Centers)
was selected as the evaluative instrument for the program because of
the close correlation between the content coversd by the test and the
content of the program. Testing took place in September, January,
and May. In some sites, students were involved in the program for
only one-~half year.

Evaluation Fin di ngs

The following tables summarize the final results from the two
HIT Mathematics and HIT Reading Centers:

Student Test Results: Mathematics Center at Title I Schools

A total of 132 students completed the program and were pretested
and posttested.

No. of Percentage

Students of Students
1.5 year or more gain in G.E.U, 71 53.8
1.0 to 1.49 year gain in G.E,U, 37 28.0
<75 to .99 year gain in G.E.U. 8 6.1
.50 to .74 year gain in G.E.U 9 5.8
:25 to .49 vear gain in G.E.U. 1 o7
01 to .24 vear gain in G.E.U. 1 o7
No gain or regressed in G.E.U. 5 3.8

Student Test Results: Reading Centers at Title I Schools

A total of 105 students completed the program and were pretested
and posttested.

No. of Percentage

Students of Students
1.5 year or more gain in G.E.U 73 §9.5
1.0 to 1.49 year gain in G.E.U 10 9.5
.75 to ,99 year gain in G.E.U. 6 5.7
.50 to .74 year gain in G.E.U 6 5.7
.25 to .49 year gain in G.E.U 2 1.9
.01 to .24 vear gain in G.E.U 3 2.9
No gain or regressed in G.E.U 5 4.8

OE has validated this project as a highly successgful Title I
project, (July 1873)



Council Obsexvations:

Couneil members were very pleased wlth the evident success of
this program, which emphasizes development of basic skills. Peer—gtcup
tutors seem to work extremely well, and both "tutors' and "tutees
appeared enthusiastic about the program.

Teachers, aides, and administratoxrs all appeared enthusiastic
about the swccess of the program. The sdministrators pointed out that
discipline problems have been reduced since the program's inception
and believe that the program is an excellent model for adaptation
elsevhere.

Members were very impressed with the success and enchusiasm
displayed by all participants. It was recommended that other Council
members follow-up this visit to obserwe the success for themselves.
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SITE VISIT REPORT

Location: Fort Lauderdale, Florida

Name of Project: ESEA, Title I Reading Clinic

Date of Visit: January 29, 1976

Description of Frogram:

The Title I Reading Center of Broward County was constructed
in 1966 to offer c¢linlcal services for improving reading and
language skills to children from disadvantaged schools. Its basic
purpose has been to help individual children and support clas&room
teachers in improving reading throughout the system.

Approximately 2,000 students receive diagnostic and ramedial
instruction each year at the main reading clinic and its five
sub clinics. The program is custom designed and individually prescribed
and diagnosed daily. Individual cor- =ctive prescriptions are specified
according to disgnosed weaknesses. rach teacher instructs-approximately
30 students per day. Intensified instruction utilizing a multi media,
Intersensory approach is based upon each child's self-perception,
learning style, behavior pattern, and skills deficiency.

The length of a child's stay in the program depends om the nature
of the difficulty. Since learning difficulties are related to many
factors, including those of a health and psychological nature,
additional supportive services are provided., The nurse screens
pupils for physical and sensory deficienmcies. =

The individuwal's progress is carefully recorded, and that record
is carefully rewviewed by the staff.

Staff includes supervisor, head teacher, clinician, lisison
non public, graphics specialist, nurse, psychologist, research and
reading speclalists, and teacher aides. Professionals and paraprofessionals
all experience the same inservice training each school year, :

The clinicien and psychologist utilize various test instruments to
provide in depth studies for the teaching teams, Assessment of each
factor is made by the teams so that an appropriate teaching~learning
method is structured for each activity.

In addition to the opportunities for in service traiming, the
Center also provides follow-up evaluations on the children onge they
leave the Center. As well as administering periodical posttests, the
involved school personnel may be consulted regarding the progress of
special released cases. Additional special instruction may be
scheduled 1f the follow-up studies indicate it is necessary.
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Through conferences, parents are helped to understand the
learning difficulties of their child. The parents are welcome at
all times at the centers.

According to the project director, the county received $2.818
million in Title I funds for this year, approximately $300 per student,

On April 16, 1975, OE's National Right To Read Program officially
recognized the Reading Center of Broward County as one of the out-
standing validated reading programs in the United States, meeting the
validation requirements of the American Institutes of Research and the
Dissemination Review Panel within OE.

Council Observations:

The Center is a most attractive and well-planned area which should
be an incentive to children serviced there. However, the practice of
taking children from their based schools in buses for a 45 minute
sesslon 2 or 3 times a week may not, in our opinion, be particularly
beneficial. Council members are not in favor of segregating children
with special needs into a separate facility, It is felt that more
beneficial results can be obtained by providing services in the regular
classroom~~on a one-to-one basis.

The facility has been in operation for the past 10 years. While
the program has been recognized as successful, the Council felt that
such continuous funding could have been put to better use in the
individual Tifle I schools, and such a facility could have been used
to train Title I teachers from the entire region at minimal additional
cost.

The Council was able to meet with a representative sampling of
involved parents from the Center, which the project director said
were members from the local PAC. Members were impressed by the fact
that some of the involved parents were males. The president of the
group expressed great faith in the results of the reading program
and involved herself with the teachers and administrators to express
parental concerns. However, some members felt that the parent group
presented to the Council was not representative of the people whose
children are receiving services.

Overall, members felt that the capital outlay expended for the
total program was very extravagant vis-a-vis the total effectiveness
of the progranm,



SLIE VISLT REPORT

Location: Boca Raton, Florida

Name of Project: Florence Fuller Child Development Center

Date of Visit: January 30, 1976

Description of Program:

The Florence Fuller Child Development Center (FFCDC) is a
community project providing a variety of services to children of all
races and creeds from the age of 30 days to 18 years in the city
of Boca Raton, Florida.

Childven 1 through 5 are served full-time, 5 days a week.
Regular medical and dental exseminations, with follow=up care, are
provided, Two hot meals and snacks are provided under a program of
the Department of Agriculture, The curriculum is directed toward
the total development of each child, and classes are divided into
five age groups with a total enrdllment of 125,

An after-school program for school-age youngsters is provided
from 2:00 ~ 6:00 p.m., 5 days a week for children 6-12. Emphasis
is placed on enrichment, tutoving, athletics, arts, crafts, and field
trips. Supper id provided at 5330 p.m. (free to those who enroll).
A summer program is also available for this age group, providing
a 10-week, full-day program of sctivities, with one meal and two
snacks at no charge to families,

The Dorothy Fleegler Nursery houses infants aged 30 days to 1
year under the direction of a registered pediatrics nurse with a
trained staff to assist her. Proper nutrition is provided and
taught to parents.

Financing is provided through private fund-raising, membership
drives, the United Fund, the City of Boca Raton, the State of Florida
through the Division of Family Services, and Federal matching funds
through Title IV-A end Title XX of the Social Security Act. Ninety-
five percent of the children served pay no fees. Approximately 43 percent
of the funding utilized is from sources other than the Federal Government.

The City of Boca Raton leases the land to FFCDC for $1 per yr -,
in an area within walking distance of many of the disadvantaged
children. Those children who canmot walk to the Center are picked
up by buses driven by members of the teaching staff. Staff members
and psraprofessionals utilize a variety of skills, other than teaching,
to ensure the smooth-running operation of the Center.
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lolngl]l OBservations:

In the (owncil's opinion, a program like this, with support and
cofmitmént £rom the entire community, is one that should be encouraged
by the Federsl Gowernment. A large source of the total outlay for the
Cemter ds provided through sources outside the Federal Government and,
45 suth, provides an.excellent source of encouragement to other cenmters
vhich could be modeled on this,

=

area and is encouraging parents to find employment instead of welfare.
Patersts are emp loyed as assistants in the program and serve as examp les
and eNgQuragement to other parents in the community.

i P 1 %

Some membe rs expressed the opinion that the voucher system mentioned
In our early childhood section of the report would benefit a program
of this sort and allow more continuity for the children after the
Pafents meove into the work force. '

Overall , members were impressed with the dedication of the entire
staff, the irvolvement of the entire community, and the extent to
vhich the oueside funds are utilized in the overall funding of the
Prograns,



Conclusion

NACEDC has examined these programs to deﬁeimine whether they
share common programmatic characteristics that might explain their
effectiveness in spite of budgetary constraints, restrictive
regulations, and diversities in students' abilities. Our particular
" interest was in those programs that have demonstrated success for 1
school year with students making at least a month per month gain,

o1 -
NACEDC can géngiﬁieg with confidence, that although the abstac}eg

to operating successful g@mpensatéry‘aduﬁaﬁian programs are significant,

more similar programs can be found throughout the country.

70

-62~



MANDATED STUDIES

Introduction

In 1973-74, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
undervent broad, detailed review by Congress. The result was Public
LEWEQBEBSQS the Educational Amendments of 1974, emacted August 21, 1974,

Certain sections of P.L. 93-380 mandated that the National Imstitute
of Education perform a major study of the operation and administration
of thé‘TitlezI ESEA cémpénéatary education programs.

Section 821 of that Act also stipulated that NACEDC "shall advise
the Institute with respect to the design and execution of such study."

OE also received such a charge. Section 417A of the ESEA, Amendments
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not iater than VNovember 1 of each year comprehensive evaluations and
‘§l

surveys ralative to the Act. Section 151 of the Amendments also commissioned

[#x]

-DE ko undertake a broad Title I evaluation. fhe cammissiéﬂér of Education,.

it was stated, ''shall provide for independent evaluations .which déscribe!

and measure the impact of programs and projects under this Title" (Title I).
This too became a subject within the advisory scope of the NACEDC

not only bécause of the Council's broad enabling mandate, but also because

of the two studies' coincidental timing and common subject:. a major

Title I ESEA evaluation.
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Interim Report

A substantial amount of NACEDC's time and energy was spent in
attempting- to carry out its responsibility under the law., After
careful review of both the design of the evaluation and the execution
of the NIE Study, NACEDC determined concerns that were so serious
'so as to warrant its first Interim Report éver in January 1975, The
-subsequent months highlighted Eﬂﬁtiﬂued concerns and NACEDC issued
a much more comprehensive evaluation of the NIE-mandated evaluation
in January 1976.

Critical to these concerns is our judgment that the NLE evaluation

the efficacy of compensatory education programs and Title I ESEA
sought in the legislation. Rather, at best, it can onlv offer
suggestions on how to improve the vafigus aspects of compensatory
education. :
In addition to the kEyZIEﬂDEEEﬂdatiDﬁE that f@llaw, NACEDC 1=
dissatisfied with the near-complete lack of cagfdinatiaﬁ between the
OE and the NIE studies and the temdency by NIE affigialg to inform
NACEDC of what actions are being taken rather than involve the Councll
in the discussions of how best to implemen; each area of the evaluation.
This left NACEDC unable to fulfill its statutory responsibilities.
Key recommendations of the Interim Report are as follows:
--That between OE and NIE there be a common definition
- and standard of effect!veness of compensatory education
programs, taking intc consideration all the variables in
a school districet. '
--That the best measurement of effectiveiiess is longitudinal-—-

that Ls, over a long enoug!: term to reflect adequately
whether the benefit and gain last.
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-=That Congress and the Executive permit more time for
such research to be well prepared.

~~That NIE and OE more closely coordinate.
==That the Executive exercise better coordinationm.
-—That ‘exploration of alternatives be given more attention.

==That Ehé'lgngitudinal study be an approach that becomes
regular practice, even at State levels.

-=That the form of evaluations must test a program's basic
assumptions. '

~=That the NIE surveys more adequately include the larger
- school systems.

-—That the NIE-sponsored demonstrations in altered fund
allocation be better developed in order to really
comprise concentration/dispersion variations.

--That sole source contracts be avoided.

~--That the OE longitudinal study as now designed, flawed by
its exclusion of yvoungsters who move, needs a better
arrangement to bridge this problem.

-—That the OE longitudinal study needs to be extended in time
frame to assess the lasting impact of compensatory education.

Note: For additional details, see "Can We Afford Deficient Evaluations,”

available upon request from the NALEDC office,




1
The Study G,chvgrtyﬁggasgrgg

NACEDC staff and members participated extensively in the
development of the materials reported to Congress in the Poverty

Study mandated by Section 823, Education Amendments of 1974.

The report itemized the distribution of children in poverty
nationwide and the impact that changes in the definition of poverty
would have on TitlerI ESEA formulae and other Federal programs based
on the poverty measure. It was tailored to the needs of individual
Congressmen and Senators, in that the expected loss or gain in funds
from the changes made was detailed for their inspection. These
useful simulations, however, were not examined for the intrinsic
fééﬂﬂﬁéﬂdgtiéns the Interagency Task Force could have made. There

¥as no agreement on which result would be “‘the most appropriate, and

the staffers did feel that the effort to do so would be futile, since
they expected to move to the status quo during the reauthorization
perdod.

The NACEDC examined the report, and recommends that a single

standard of poverty be the basis for all Federal programs which are

based upon the poverty statistic; and that In-kind benefits received

by those families in poverty be counted as income for the purposes of

eligibility for poverty-based Federal programs.




Other Studies

‘tfie Education Division is undertaking other studies which NACEDC
will be reviewing as results are released. These studies will review
the sustaining effects of cognitive skills gained under Title I ESEA,
the validation of the numbers of students served by the Title I ESEA
Migrent Program, the review of programs for neglected and delinquent
children, a review of the implementation of the comparability
regulations. (See appendix C , p93.)

All of these studies are appropriate to the ongolng administration
of existing Federal programs and in the review of the appropriateness
of continuing these programs in future planning.

NACEDC is particularly interested in the outcome of the work of
these studies, and recommends that:

~-Longitudinal studies of Title I ESEA and other Federal
education programs be considered routine and essentlal to the
operation of such programs;

--The validation of the migrant student record-transfer system
evidence that individual privacy of students with records in the
data bank has been respected;

==The study of the migrant student record-transfer system include
a review of the feasibility of quickening the response of the system
to- natural redistrxibution of migrant populations;

~-The review of programs for neglected and delinquent children
gerved in institutions reflect coordination with similar studies
and materials being developed at the Department of Justice for
children, youth, and adults;

==The review of comparability reflect comparable inputs of services
to children, not merely count numbers of teachers and textbocks;

==Comparability as a concept is a viable requirement for Federal
education programing accountability and should be retained.
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Conclusion
NACEDC sees merit in evaluations E;ﬁ;;ﬁited gcope at the
national level and has found loeal léveiélgﬂgituéinal data useful.
Further, the Council has found simulations of the effect of formulae
changes, or other redistribution schemata, useful,
Therefore NACEDC recommends that:

=-There be a comon definitian of effectiveness utilized by
those performing national studies of compensatory education;

—-Programs serving the educational needs of children be designed
to minimize the need for Federal regulations and to require the
fewest regulations possible;

=-Federal policies, procedures and mandates which impact education
programing demonstrate that curriculum decisions have been Zenerated
by the community to be served, the families of the children benefited;
—-The Federal Government continue to provide leadership through

support of cost-effective demonstrations of successful approaches to
raising the educational attainment of children with special needs.
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Audit ' Not Category:#1 | Category:f2
| Finding | Sustained | Sustained | Violation | Violation
~ T‘?T"‘LS 174,758,335 | 7,861,109 |166,897.226| |
1. Alabama 1,088,116 | 12,338 1,075,778 |Congtruction| Supplantin
2. Alaska | 4,299,259 51,319 4.247.9@,@@;@@1 Add Vm;.Train. ,
3. Arizona 1,628,874 | 762,023 866, 85)_|ce ; Ans
4. Arkansas ) | 2,645,808 453,870 2,191,938 Ger

SOURCE: HEW AUDIT AGENCY - ~ Current to December 1, 1975
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- NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCYL ON THE EDUCATION
OF DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN

o T

reliminary Report on State Advisory Gouncils for Compensatory Edugation

ALABAMA~-does not have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA.

ALASKA~~dogs not have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, or
Compensatory Education.

ARIZONA-~does not have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA. A
‘ Conference was scheduled for Nowember 13, 1975, in Tugson, Arizona;
hopefully, a PAC will come out of it. There is no association of
Compensgatory Education,

—

CALIFORNIA~~has a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA; it has 17
members of whom 2 are participating in Title I educational
programs. The Council has official recognition and meets
4 times a year. Colorado also has a State Assoclation of
Compensatory Education. It is not determined hew many
members there are or how many have children participating
In Title I educational programs. The Association does not
have official recognition and it 1s not clear how often
meetings are held.

CONNECTICUT~~has a State Parent Advisory Council, but there 1s no State
Assoclation of Compensatory Education.

DELAWARE-~hat a State Advisory Councll for Title I, ESEA, It has 10
wembers of whom none are parents of children participating
in Title I programs. The Councdl has official recognition
and 1s mandated to meet whenever projects are reviewed,

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA~-has a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA.

It has 235 members of whom 177 are parents whose
children are participating in Title I Educational
Programs. The Council has officilal recognition
and is mandated to meet 4 times annually, The
District does not have a State Association of
Compensatory Educatien.

FLORIDA-~do2a not havé a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA., It
doea have an informal PAC with involvement in State Title I
meakings; has no Association of Compensatory Education.

GEORGIA-~doef not have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESKA, nor
an Association of Compensatory Educationm,

HAWAIL--has & State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, with 18 members of
16 are parents of children participating in Title I edw-ational
programns, The Council does not have official recagnition but is
mandated to meet 4 to 5 times a year,

-7l
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TPAHO~-has nelther a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor an
Associlation for Compensatory Education.

T1LLINOIS-~has a State Advisury Council for Title. I, ESEA, which has

17 members of whom none are parents of children participating

in Title I educational programs. The Council is mandated

to meet 4 times per venr.
INDTANA-~has a State Adviscry Council i i 1, ESEA, with membens

of whom 3 arg parewis whess =~ n are participating in

Title 1 educatiomal progezas. ¥Yae Council has official
recognition and ie wandated to meet 4 times a year. Indiana
does not have an Association of Compensatory Education;
however, it does have a State Advisory Council for Compensaltory
Education couprised of 25 members.

- T0WA~~has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor an
Association for Compensatory Education.

KANSAS—-has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nox
an Association for Compensatory Education.

KENTUCKY~=has neithar a %tate Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nox
an Association for Compensatory Educatiom.

1.OULSTANA-~has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, now
an Associlation for Compensatory Education.

MAINE~~has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor an
Association for Compensatory Education. :

MARYLAND-~has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nav
an Assoclation for Compensatory Education.

MASSACHUSETTS-- does have a Title I, ESEA, State Parent Advisory
Council composed of delegates from the LEA Title I
PACs, #8 well as delegates from the county Ti¢in I 7308
The Qouncil is officially recognized Lsy the L
Department of Education. Massachusetts alsc iwes a2n
Association of Compensatory Education whose membership
conagiste of local Title I directors and directors of
Federal programs.

MICHICAN~~has a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, with 25 mewbevrs
of whom 2 are parents whose children are participating inm
Title I educational programs. The Council has official
recognition and meats approximately every 6 weeks. Michigau
also has an Association of Compensatory Education comprisad
of more than 400 members. It is not clear how many of the
members are parents of children participating in Title T
programs. The organization does have official recognition.

MINNESOTA-<has nelther a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor
an Assoclation for Compensatory Education.
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MISSISSIPPI--has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA,
nor a State Association for Compensatory Education.

MISSOURI-~has neither a Stata Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor
a State Association for Compensatory Education.

MONTANA~--has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor an
Association for Compensatory Education.

NEBRASKA--has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor
an Association for Compensatory Education.

NEVADA--has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor
: an Assoclation for Compensatory Education.

NEW HAMPSHIRE--has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA,
nor an Association for Compensatory Edycation.

NEW JERSEY--does have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, with
21 representatives and 21 alternates, all of whom are parents
whose children are participating in Title I educational
programs. The Council has official recognition and is
mandated to meet once a month. New Jersey also has an
Association of Compensatory Education comprised of 64 school
districts. It is not clear how many of the members are
parents of children in Title I educational programs. The
Association has official recognition and is mandated to
meet once monthly. .

NEW MEXICO--has.a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, with members
of whom 5 are parents of children participating in Title I
educational programs. The Council has official recognition.
Meetings have not been held yet. New Mexico does not have
an Association of Compensatory Education.

NEW YORK-~does not have a State Advisory Council on Title I, ESEA; however, it
does have an Association of Compensatory Education with more “
than 300 members, none of whom are parents whose children are
participating in Title I educational programs. The Association
has official recognition and is mandated to meet annually.

NORTH CAROLINA--does not have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA; |

however, it does have an Association of Compensatory Education.
It cannot be determined at present how many members there
are. The Association is mandated to meet annually.

NORTH DAKOTA--has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor
an Assoclation of Compensatory Education.

OHIO-~does not have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, or an
Association of Compensatory Education.

OKLAHOMA~-~has neither a State Adviséry Council for Title I, ESEA, nor
an association for Compensatory Education.
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OREGON--does have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, with
13 members of whom Z are parents of children participating
in Title I aducational programs. The Council has offiecial
recognition and is mandated to meget at least every 2 months.
.Oregon does not have an Assocdiation of Compensatory Education.

PENNSYLVANIA-~has neither a State Adwisory Council for Title I, ESEA,
nor an Association for Compensatory Education.

RHODE ISLAND--does not have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA,
nor an Association for Compensatory Education.

SOUTR CAROLINA--does not have a State Advisory Council for Title T, ESEA;
however, it does have an Association for Compensatory
Education, " :

SOUTH DAKOTA-~has neilther a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA,
nor an Assoclation for Cowmpensatory Education.

TENNESSEE-~does not have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA,
nor a State Association for Compensatory Education.

TEXAS-=does not have a State Advisory Counecil for Title I, ESEA, but
does have an Adsociation of Compensatory Education. There are
approximately 500 members; however, it is not clear how many
are parents whose children are participating in Title I
educational programs. The Association has official recognition
and 1s mandated to meet twice each vear.

UTAH~-does have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, with 21 members
of whom 18 are parents of childyren participating in Title I
programs, The Council does have vfficial recognition and is
mandated to meet 4 times a year., [tah does not have a State
Association for Compensatory Edweation.

VERMONT--does not have a State Advisaryréouncil for Title I, ESEA, unor
does: it have an Association for Compensatory Education.

VIRGINIA-=does mnot have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor
does it have an Associlation foy Compensatory Education.
WASHINGTON-~has a State Advisory Couneil for Title I, ESEA, with 18
members of whom 14 are parents whose children are participating
in Title I educational programs. The Council is mandated
to meet 4 times a year, Washington also has a State
Association of Compensatory Education,

WEST VIRGINIA--has nedither a State Advigory Council for Title I, ESEA,
nor an Assoclation for Compensatory Education.

HWISCONSIN--1is currently organizing su¢h a Committee.

WYOMING--has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, nor
. an Association for Compensatory Education.

Tl
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AMERICAN SOMOA--no response,

GUAM--has a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA, with 25 members
of whom 19 are parents whose children are participating in
Title I educational programs. The parents meet monthly. There
is no State Association of Compensatory Education.

PUERTO RICO--has a State Advisory Council for Title i, ESEA. All uambeys
are parents with children participating in Title I
educational programs. The Council has official recognition;
meetings have not been established; has no Association
for Compensatory Education.

TRUST TERRITORY--has neither a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA,
nor an Association for Compensatory Education.

VIRGIN ISLANDS--does not have a State Advisory Council for Title I, ESEA,
but does have a planning Committee and an informal PAC
which meets once a month; has no A$sociation for
Compensatory Education.



SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY REPORT ON STATE TITLE 1 ADVISORY COUNCILS, November 1975

*Indicates Responded ASSOCIATION [FORMAL REGQGNITIDN* INFORMAL ACTIVITY:

& FILE COPY AVAILABLE |OF COMP. EQ.A&miﬂistra. Paréntsi _Admin., |Parents

TOTALS 55

3/26 20 17 2 3

o

1. Alubama * e ;—_,777:,: __x S S e
5
3 3 ? 11/13/75 o

alifornia =~~~ « 1 ) _ x e X B R .
6. Colorado * 2 X X N _ ]
7. anﬁechcui & _ 27 _ o x X - I B
8. UEIE\’-&[E - % 1 B F A _ - I
9. Distriet of fulumblai. 1 x X _ e _

10. Florida
11. Georgia

L,w
\
]
|
\
[
[
I
[
|

12. Hawaii

& .

13. ldaho _ & e — i ,

14. Blinois b x o ]
15. Indiana “ 1 e |
16. Iowa - N N _ B n 77j j ] l . } :1 B 77 777 _ ] i
17. Kansas - N ) L R ]
18, l\enluck} } N L o _ _ . — i
19 Luulsmna ) j’ o - I . _
20. Maine - _ _ o

21. Maryland

23. \hchlgﬂn
24. Minnesota
25. Mississippi
26. Missouri o
37 Montana

. Massrrhusetis

]
i
i
I
I
1
3

R RE N N Y

28. Nebraska T — —T f . -
26, Nevada T ;
30. s‘Eﬁ‘{'{lj’"FEthL — e . - :

31, New Jersey
32, New Mexico
33 Wi\ri;w Yﬂﬂc

34. \Drlh [ nmlma

o d e P b ‘H- ol
|
I

i*
|
{
|
|
|
|
|
|
\
I

v.  37. Oklahoma
38. Oregon
39. Pennsyvlvania
40. BRhode Island
41. Souih Carolina
4;75&(]1 Dgl:ula -
43. Tennessee
44. Texas
45. Liah
46. Vermonl

"

i 1 1 I
S NERERENEAEIEIESE S S N N )
-
"

;0 Wisconsin
51. Wyoming
5

.
|

% m‘\merlcan Snmaa NAA - ] : o ) S B :7_ 1
53. Euam . £ 1 1 i , % R
5 & x - -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



= Ho State Council or Association

~Formal State Council (parents & Adnin,)

- Tormal State Asso 1‘" tion of Comp. Ed,

I

[200'7 = Tormal Association and ftate Council

DHEW REG EONA[ EOUNDARIES

L=

PLERTO RICH
VIRGIM ISLANES

!' i ‘i EL}UH;[!’! :
o ’?{. P i
" a % 5 u§

Etuios ¢ HEADULARTERS

IYERICAN SA4DA s [ 0

i'!l”nu.

i Hsiton, Maw 03203
] S Ywi MY 16
il Failadclphas f1 13108
iV Al G 2000
v Uhiage B 4060,
Vi il Tew 75103
Y wamnliy Yo MIB
Vi Lssies, £ ol 40207
X anbrancss Oaly SIN
X Siitle S, BRIDI

TKE IE{AHD - /e

£

Fours HEW-118 1Rev. %10,

Q

ERIC o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



APPENDIX B

-78-

87



THE FAMILY DEFINED--FURTHER EXPANSTON

The Interagency Panel on Early Childhood Research and
Development is using the following definition of the family: "A
family 1s a social unit which has or may have children."” The Council
expanded this definition and developed its own working definition of
the family as:

the total environment of personal relationships in
which a child exists, is reared, or finds himself.

. «.Broadly speaking, the history of the American Family
has been a history of contradiction and withdrawal; its

iﬂééiﬁﬁgions the functions that once lay very much

within the realm of family responsibility,..l

Contemporary families are no longer the centers of economic
production; nor does the family now directly give schooling or
vocational training to its members; nor do mest families provide
care for the aged, the orphaned, the delinquent, or the destitute.
Yet, there is no substitute for the fami’v in terms of delivering to
a child a sense of love, support, coufidence, self-worth, motivation,
and self-respect. The family still remains the basic socilalization
unit for both parents and rchildren, and is the first educatior...
delivery system,
cultures working together to iorm the fledgling nation, and this
undarliesvémeriéais success story. Whether variety is based on personal
choice, class, race, ethnic group, religioci, or region, differences do
exlst and must be acknowlzdged in any discussion of the '"family" and

the care and education of their children.

lyno's MINDING THE CHILDREN, Margaret O'Brien Steinfels, 1973, p.224.
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A SUMMARY
of

FEDERAL CHILD CARE LEGISLATION

The issue of child care has been in the pelitical arens at the
Federal level for the past 5 years. The Administration sent to Congress

its Family Assistance Plan, introduced as H.R. 1; this was a plan to

reform the existing welfare system. Senator Russell Long, Chairman

of the Senate Finance Committee, introduced the Child Care Services
Act (5.2003), which would have created a national Day Care Corporation
to lend money to local groups whe wished to provide day care. The

Comprehensive ~“1ild Development Act reconciled bills introduced by

Senator Walter Mondale and Representative John Brademas (8.1512 & H.R. 6748); -
designed to set up a comprehengive system of day care which would be
available to people on welfare, to the "working poor," and to middle-
income families who would pay fees on a graduated scale. The debate
culminated with the passage and defeat by veto of the Mondale-Brademas
bill.

Now, the need for improved Ehilﬂ care is more widely recognized
and is no less an issue. Support for it is being strengthened. The
working mother is now acknowledged and fully documented and the dialogue
focuses on the size, shape, n.d wpecifics of the Federal legislation.

Although support of the concept is widespread, the issue is not
without controversy. The result is a split in the once united allies
of the Mondale-Brademas bill on the issue of prime sponsorship.

A large portion of the education community believed that the
gchools should be the prime sponsors of the early childhood programs.
This issue, not raised in earlier debates, has become the focus of |

the dispute. 89
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Joint congressional hearings were held in May 1975, during
which testimonies were given to substantiate the public school
support, and the trend of declining enrollments in education and of
public school facilities, and administrative capabilities were the
main points used to support this issue. Also, since most school
support comes through 1r .al tax and bond issues, the schools would
be directly accountable to the public.

Community-based groups which have been running these programs
since the early sixties oppnse public school sponsorship. They
maintain that out-of-work teachers could not be easily converted
to teach young children; sc' ol buildings do not mnecessarily provide
the best setting to teach young children; schacis have been cited
for health and safety violations and are now beset with tremendous
money difficulties.

Community-based groups want a flexible delivery system to provide
a full range of services and give families options for services. This

they claim would be the best way to meet local needs.

private nonprofit agencles, boards of education, departments of
health or welfare, and others decided upon by the community.

While program sponsorship is the key issue, questions about
funding levels, thévfange of services, and the role of profitmakers
are also important in discussions of the legislation:

FUNDING: The $1.8 billion for 3 years is subs®untially lower than
the $2 billion, 2-year meascure vetoed in 1971, = Some
groups argue that the money is a drop in the bucket
compared to the need and that more than this is already
being spent on early-childhocod programs. The bill's
sponsors retort that this 1z all--maybe even more--than
is politically realistic this vear.



PRIORITY OF SERVICES: 65 percent of the money in the bill is reserved
for the poor. Some groups say that children in need should
be served first. The AFL-CIO is advocating free, universally
available services.

KINDS OF SERVICES Some say only day care should be funded while
ot

0 hers su ppcrt a rangé of servi ices far ghlldfen ;nd their
i

PROPRIETARY DAY CARE: The bill allows both profit and nonprofir
groups to run programs. Some g-oups say profitmalkers should
not (based on their vecord in other human services. and their
lobbying efforts to lower standards ir day care) receive
Federal funds. Proiitmakers say the competition will upgrade
services,

STANDARDS: Some groups maintain the staff ratios in the biil are too
Str.agent and costly and will run many programs out of
existence; others sav the standards are too lenient and viould
be dECrlmental to the children involved.

These divisions among the once -:nited force are set against a
background of a high Federal budget deficit, the threat of a presidential
veto of any new spending programs, and growving public uneasiness with
the way social programs run,

The -next several pages illustrate in chart form several of the

key organizations, including NACEDC, participating in the debate on

~ the MondaleEBrademaéfbill. The positions are taken from testimony, .

statements, or resolutions issued or passed by the organizations.



MDA RADRAS BILL-~THE 10D A PANDY SERTICS ACT OF 197

ROSITIONS ;-
WHO -SHOULD FUNDING

MIEFR WO SHOD ~
T T

PROFLTNACES

CROP SEONSORGHI? COORDINATION

OF SERVIGES

Adninistration:

Caspar Velnberger
(HEW)

Stanley Thomas
(Ass't. Sea'y,
for Human Dev,)
(HEW)

l- = o

S AFL-CI0 ~=

' Executive
Council

Anerican Federation
of Teachers

Ame;iaaangﬁe:atiog
of State, County &
Municipal Employees

Services should be

coordinated ynder an Yes
allied service, revenue

sharing approach,

Comunities must be free

to pick the agenay or

organization which they Yes
believe can best do the:

job to support a variety

of altemative arrangenents,

Schools should be the prime. Yo
sponsors, Where the schoul

systet 15 unable or unwilling

to agsume this, some other
approptiate public or nome

profit organization-

should be eligible,

The public schools should be Mo
the presuned' prine sponsors

of prograns provided in the

bill, except in those instances
where the pubiic school system

1s unwilling or unable to assume
thls responsibility,

Allow public and private non- Mo
profit orzanizations to assume
sponsorship,

Funds already
avallable for
thece eervices,
need for more
coordination,

There shov |
univereal ¢
avallable o0 ')
who vant 1(-

Care should be
available to
all that need it,

Work tovard
universal child
care, but settle
for sliding fee
schedule at this
time,

Definite need
for prograns
within HEW to
be coordinated,

th'at‘aisufficienL
level to suppoit
needed care,

Not at a sufficient.
level to meet the
HEEdi

; ]

There must be
coordination at
311 levels,



Amatltan Home Ecunﬂmics

Associatian

Lm__;ﬂt@ls%isn

e e

éssaciatiqg_pf_Stgtg
Directors of Office
of Child Boelopon

Black Child
Davelﬂpment Institute

SPONSORSHIP P

ROLE FOR
FRORTTAKERS

KSITO O
WL o
BE_SERVED LEVIL

CONRDINATION
OF SERVICES

Prime snonsors should Yes
work otniely with Home

Economic professionals

who have been coordinat-

ing comprehensdve

services for years,

There should be .0 No
presumed prime
sponsor,

The success of the Yes
hppalachien States

illustrates that,

within the context

of a Tederal/State/

local partnership, can

build not only coordinat-

lon of services but more

effective decision naking

at all levels,

Those States that now Yes
have fully developed

delivery systens should

be prime sponsors,

Where none exists and no

attempt to develop one,

local prime sponsors

can be used,

Prime sponsorship &y No
States and Municipaiities

1s urged. Nonprofi:
agencles should be allvnd

to apply for prime speas:

ship when States or lo:!!
governments are not respous. uie,

A11 who need Not suffi-

it cient, but
good start-
ing point,

Definite need for
coordination at
all levels,

Should be
dvailable for
all who need it.

Funding level
18 too low,

Needed at TFederal,
State, and local
levels,

Appropriate as
stated in
proposed bill,

Approviiate, States can
provide this,

All who need 1t,  Fot financed
at sufficient

level



 ROSTITON O
it SIOMSORGHT? WEIOR  THOGID DG Commmy
| HORINERS  BESWE  IBEL - OF SRRV

Child Velfare League There shoyld be No ALL who need Yot sufficlent,
of Mexlen N0 presunied sponsor=s it,
the ptine eponsor
best able to provife
services should be
chogen,

Counell of Chief The Secratary should o
State School Offfcers  give flrat review to
" o plans sybnitted by

States and approve

these State or local

plans which provide

ighest quality of

bervices to those

In the States,

o Day Care & Chdld Dev, The delivery systen Yes The delivery Yot enough for Definite need
" Counell of Metlca must provide olternatives should be type of for coor="
S and bulld upon extsting universally progran-support diration at
pystens, Prine sponsor available, sliding fee  all levels,

. nust be representative - o osale, BN

for the comunity 1t

i

¥ill v t

o Eucatlon Comisslon  The States shouldbe o,
- of theSwter  piven the first opportunity
Lo to be prine sponsors

rathet than opendng 1t up .

to units of Local govetnment

and providing For State

prine sponsorship only as a
secondaty alternative,




POS ONS 0N
QROVP  Sogoisip RIFR WIOSIOND Mg CODMIMTION
o DIOTINKER  BESENED W OF SERVICES

Head Sttt Prime gponeorahip Yes
Directors ghould mot be within
Agsoclatfon local boteds of education,

Tocal progeams vith
expertise ghould be given
consideration for belng
ptime sponsors edther in
of fices of child develop-
menl of new office of child
and fandly services,

Notlonal Assoclation ~ Private providers should Yes ALl who need Youchers should
For Chd1d Developuent be allowed to participate pervices, be available to
ard Edu:aticm a5 prite spensors, 011 who want child

care dervices,

Natlonal Counctl of No position by umbrells organization; positions are token separately by Individual organizationg,
o Utpmizations For
7 Chlldren and Youth

Nat:ianal Educaton  Publie schools should. No Universolly Aslgtant

* Agsoeiatlon have crocdal raléj”sts”’;_ availoble care, Secretary of
prine sponsors, mot . | Education
necessertly conduct all | | “should have.
prograss but see to it | coordination.
that a ptogran.is cateled -~ reaponaibility,

© out elther by the public
. sthool or ¢ qualified
government or private

non profit subcontractor,

National School Eﬂﬁrds Urges coordination of | ALl vho need 1t
Associatdon education conponent vith O

the public schools, Enrly
childhood programs are | N ‘ o
baslcally educatfonal in | 9 (} 5
nature and 4 such prants | v
‘under these programs should

g "o o be made svadlable to school
- T _;diatr;c:s fifat.l;vé S
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~ Washington Rosearch
Project Actlon Council

Councl] on thé Elucation
of Msadvantaged
Childrn
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b
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Sehoals should not No
be ylven the eitlre

dedivety systen,

Prind spongora mugt

be Flexible and oBle

to provide full range

of bervines,

Spondorehip should fes
be flexible to allov

for the best possible

alternatlves,

Poaedbly use
new atandard
of need 18 In
Mtle XX, the
State medlan
fanily {ncome,

Eeonondcally
d1sadvantaged
should be served
first,

Not enough
néed for
Adaquate
{ncome
nalntenange
IEvEL

Tunds alreddy
available should
be coordinated
vore efficlently
before new monies
are added,
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Apperuddx B

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON THE Friday, June 20, 1975
EDUCATION OF DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN

Testimony of Mr, Owen Peagler, Dean of the Hchool of Continuing Education,
Pace University, New York, New York, and Chafrman of the NACEDC, on
H.R. 2966 and 8. 626, the Child and Family Sarvices Act of 1975:

Good Morning, My name is Owen Peagler, and I am the Chalrman of the
National Advisory Council cn the Education of Disadvantaged Children, a
Presidential advisory council chartered to review, evaluate and make
recommendations regarding all progr 'ms serving edwcatdonally disadvantaged
chil&ran. Our fifteen members examine Title I, of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act and other programs t& learn what approaches are
promising and are helpful to disadvantaged kids., In additlon to our
annual report, the Council works to implement its recommendations into
law, policy and practice. 7

The Couneil appféciétes this éﬁécrtunity o share with you our
perspective on the Child and Family Serviceas Act. We have a4 concern
for strengthening family life and I would like to examine the offectliveness
of this bill te fastg; the delivery of needed services directly to those
who need them, |

The Council believes that the provision oF services to children and
families must be approached in a comprehensive and coordinated way,

Governments at every level have tended to compartnentalize and separate

- the problems of family Uﬁits;“and'thé services designed to meet thome

problems. This approach has not been succeasful, although it has bEEﬂ.
perpetuated, in part, by the nature and strugture of current federally
asgisted child and fFanmlly service programa,

The National Advisory Council endorses the need for Federal dnvolvement

and assistance in the delivery of such services as parent educatdion,

screening for handicaps, prenatal services, In~home and center—based

-88~
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childwenye, health an& nykrikional sexvices, as well as others,
These gerwices have been shown Lo be necessary to the successful
preschool. tare and preparation of children,

Exdlatdng Fédgfal laws and proprems address these needs on a categorical
banta, Tha Council recognizes tha fact that in many communities,
6:gﬂﬂi#ﬁti¢ﬁa exist to delivar thama gervices in a highly acceptable
and puceeasful way., What 18 lecking 1s coordimation between and among
the providers of child and Eamil§ services, at the local and State
levals, and sufficient financiusl support from the Federal government to
make these services available to a higher proportion of those families
and childrén who need them. ¥he Department of Health, Education, and
Walfaxe huy reported to this vommittee that 200 existing programs within
this Dapeariment, currently fumded at a combined level of $13,2 billdon,
are currently serving childrgm.amd families with various categories of services.

Tha Council's priority 1s om getting as much of the resources as
posaible directly to the children and families being served, The Council
feela thin wan be best, and moat effectively ind efficiently accomplished
by inarsasing the resources made avallable to existing providers of service, .
édding new providers only whevs needed, and by establishing a workable
means of coordinating priority needs with available resources in each
locality, tpunty, or metropolitan area. We do not feel that the wheel

needs to be re-invented, but that the parts of the existing wheel need

| éugmeﬁting;;holsEEEing and reassembly. In the Council's judgment, Ehé

Child amd'ﬁﬁmily Services Act &KHEEEE§EEE the need for the revamping and
superseding of existing service delivery strue:uiesi and gilacazea
tremendouy resources for establishing new mezhan%gms == resources that
will'not rench those in need of aervices. The p:%visian in the bill

z
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for over a third of a billion dollars in tﬁe first two fiscal years

for the purposes of tralning, planning and technical assistance

seems to approach extravagance in light of the serious dollar constraints
now imposed on programs designed to deliver services directly to

people. Imagine the impact of this $350 miliion appropriation 1f it
were added to Head Start, or Follow Through, to child nutrition programs,
to service components of Title I programs, or to a host of other delivery
systems already in place to serve children and families,

In additiaﬁ to this objection, we fear the cost and the
bureaucratic impact on service delivery that would result from the
interposition of prime sponsors and voluminous Fede-al controls and
regulations betwean ﬁhe providers of the money and direct providera
of the services. To the Council, these superstructures detract from
the excellent provisions in the bill for parental involvement in
mandated Child and Famlly Service Councils, which could themselves
perform a valuable coordinating role in States and local areas.

In addition to these general, and more seriaué observations on the
philosophy and direction of this bill, we do have some specific comments
and suggestions relating to varilous parts of the Eill;

1. The provision which would provide support for teacher training

could be interpreted to allow college scholarships for students

desiring to become teachers in an already overcrowded field,
instead of focusing these monies on the families to be served.

2. - Tha Couneil strongly supports- the-parent involvement provisions - - -

which give parents a decisionmaking role in the goals and
philosophies of the programs in which they and their families
participate.

3. We believe there is great value to encouraging competition among
those desirdng to provide child and family services. We urge
the committee to consider two possibilities not currently
contemplated in the bill: allowing the participation of
for-profit providers of service; and experimentation with vouchers
which would be issued to families for the purpose of giving

-90-
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them free choice in the providers they would utilize,

whether public, private non-profit, or private for-profit.

This would diminish the isolation of low income children

and families in government operated and supported facilities,
4. Finally, the Council encourages you to include a boilerplate

section on ratable reductions to insure that the highest

priority levels of need are met even in the event appropriationa

do not meet authorizations levels. In other words, the Council

feels that the allocation of funds for handicapped and low

income famildies should be protected in the event of funding

cutsa,

The Natdonal Advisory Council completely concurs in your dedication
to improve the quality, the quantity and the coordination of child and
family services in this country. Your inmitiative in preparing and
airing this legislation in comprehensive hearings has done more to
ralse the hopes of those seeking improvement in these services than
any other government initiative in this decade. We are hopeful that
this Congress will enact legislation that will take important steps
toward ﬁhe important human goals which both this Committee and the
Council strive for,

As Caunéil Chairman, I pledge the full cooperation of the Council
and its staff with this Committee, should you seek any further infarmatian
or suggestions in pursuit of improved child and family sexvices.

Thank you.
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" FY 1975 SURVEY D STAI‘E FUNDS FOR CD}EENSATDRY EDUCA

CALILFGRNIA

e C:ONNTETIC‘UI_’

. GEORGIA

LnutszAiNA, ~

s mSSAmsgzzs )

L MLCHIGAN

L‘ESETSSTE‘PT
" MISSOURI -
. NEBRASKA -

*NORTH.- CAROLINA

. NORTH DAROTA

L OKLAHOMA®

"< OREGON. - -

- PENNSYLVANIA
2 RHOPE - LSLAND

" scmzmz CAROLLNA

U FLORIDA -

| E“UE’DTNG LEVEL ’

ERGGRAM NA}E

Her;e"d o

None o
- None -

‘None

‘ : ;584 é milliau

"$23 milliﬂﬂ :

'$15.5 million
$3 milliom -

'$170,000
87 million
 None
None
$1.6 million
None '
None
None
None
- None
None -
" 'Mone
Nona
59,1 million
- -$699,000
None
$22.5 million
"$4 million
%1 million
Nome
Note
.None
HNone
HNone
None
- None.
None
8147 million
$2.5 million
None .
"None'-
- $38 million
~ None -
$1 miillion
None .
$2 million
None -
None
None |
None

_'.Linne; , el i e

- NO. OF .LFAs

s Educatignally Disadvanﬁaged ‘Ycuth

Pragfam (5.B. 90) .

. Farly Childhood Education
'Hillerﬁﬂnruh Basic Reading Act of 1965 - ;
Demonstrative Programs in Intensive Iﬂstrgctiam :

Professional Development- and Prggram

Improvement Act .of 1968
Higsam; Education ' e '
State Aet for Disadvaﬂtaged Children ' 165

et

Den s,ty "Adde’ to Baltimore o ‘
Early Childhood Education Sl 4
Chapter 3 of the State Aid ‘Act . ' 67
Remedial Reading : :
Alternative Juvenile Eﬂucation

State Urban Tducational Ald ' _ 30
Pupils of Special Cducational Need - : s

Disadvantaged Pupil Program Fund

“Portland Model Schools

Chapter 160; Section 4 (Public Laws of 1%67) 40‘

1 e




$GDD 000 State Compensatory Fducation Act 40

None . ; , '
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WASHINGTON $4,6 million Culturally Disadvantaged Program .
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TYPEOR
ASSISTANGE

AUTHORIZING

* LEGISLATION PURPOSE

* GROUR: TO INSTITUTIONS, AGENCIES, AND ORGANIZATIONS -
PART A-Far Elamentary and Secondary Edusation Rrograms

L Bilingyal edugalion Yiasmentary and Sec.
(OMBAL Na, LA ADDYY orvlaey Education Act,
Tigwe W1l
1 Foilow Thiough Latmtaunity Services Act
(OMBCat. No. 10840 (L, 93.644), Title¥
Incentve ranky ‘Thavantary and
(OMB ot Mg, 135100 Sacanddyry Edutation
T Kt pang
tanovativa and etgmplary Thamantary and
programa-supementary  Srcomdary Educa:
canters C.o o hwa kel Titig bRt
(OMB (st W 13506 ~

and 13519)

Indian & ucation
(OME (3t No. 13534

Indigh Wucytrn.
(OMB Cat. Mo 125353

Brageyosd Bv emaiam f

Stta Aaltyhang B vy
“4778009 300 daliguann
L30T Ry 1R

Pragism
for gispdvantaged

chidin )

(OMB Car, N 124283
- Proguama et 1equn

chyidian o

(OMB Cat. Mo 13428)
* Programs for migraton,
- Ehikdi i

{OMA Gat, No. 13429

Schepd iy
rewCAs 3wl .
instructiong). matyall,
(OMA Gat. No. 1 J4A0)

Spaecial rants by yraun
_ ang yun] hesl
distcty win high
cohcantrations of payt
ehuidivn (OMA Cat

Ne, 13.511)

Staty dminvitrgbon of
ESEA Titie b progiams,
(OMA Eat, Ho. 13 R30)

utiten i .
{OME Gat. Na. 1A%
i 134863

ERI
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Indian [ducation Act

(h.L. 92-318),
e IV, Part A

Indian [ducation Act
1. 92:318),
il [V, Part 8

L'areantary and
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Aoy Taelt

Elamentary and
Sacomdary Education
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Elamentary and
Srcondary Education
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Mt Thel
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T
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:,u&mn Act, Titie
“v
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projects

Ta provide fianncie) pssytancy o docal 1.000.000
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12.000 0000

i
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To meet the wdycatin neads of chil
dren of migratoa Pas wokers

91.943.160
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CAPPRO. o
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(OMB Cat. No. 1 3.484)

Upwird Boung
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Hrvinj areas with high concentrations of
<hitdien ligm low-income lamilies

Yo strengihen the tdutational eppartun;.
£165 awitable fo children in arss having
conceniralons of low-income f3mlies and
Lo encurae colteges and yniversities o
Biude ther pogms of teacher
Pitpatil:on ang 1o encourage institytians
&f highu educalion snd ocal educational
&tncis Lo immigva programs ol training
andrelnining for teachers and )
fEichei pdey

Te arganze ind train alcohal and diug
eclicatn laaderiship teams gt Siate and
letal tevels, to pravide technical assis.
1ance 1 these leams. to develop pro
£rame g leadership to combat cayses
of dcohal a0d drug sbyse

Ta pigvde 4 laan fund fo nd Cuban ref.
uRte sludents

Ier Wpport instruction n agneulture and
mechanc aifs in land-gunt colleges

lo eicourage States to increase their ap.
profnatisns for prants to needy students
o lodeelop such grant programs where
they do nat exist (grants are on a
maicheaif 5050 basw)

To shrvulate aed promote the part.ime
embloyment ol post-secandany
slusdentsor gieat haaneial need

Ta asa studenis of excephignal hinangial
need Lo purye § potsecondsry education

To duestin denlitying and encouraging
piEmisaif studenls lo complete high
whiool and pursue pntsecondary
Wuttion

To gtnente wily and motivatian for
10U ng people with tow-incame Dack.
fiounds ind iadequate high sehool
prEBistion

To oberate centers thal provide asvistance
13 |owincomae perwns desning to puriys
3 profiam of postecondary educalion

(doltars)

12,000,000

900.060

37.500.000

{Final aciion
by Congiess
nol completed)

§00.000
12.200.000

20.000 000
300.200.000

240.300.000

6.000.000

38.331,000

3.000,000

__WHO MAY APFLY WMERETOAPPLY

State ind local education
agencus, institutions of
highet education, and other
Pubhic and private nonprafit
agEncs

tocal ducation agencies
(esceptionsl cases,
pivate nonprohit
educalional orginis-
tign%)

Insistubions of higher
£ducation. local education
agenciesy and Shate sducalion
agencisy

Instifutrons of higher
educihion, State and Jocal
educitionsl agencies, public
and privale education or
COMmuNity AgEncies.
institutrons, and crganizations

Colteges and universitiey

The 69 land-grant colleges

State edugation
igencies

Calleges. univaigitiay,
vocatignal, and proprietary
schools

Institutions of
highet edutation”

Institutions of higher
educalion and combinations
of suehinstilutions, public
and priate nonprold agencies,
ind public and private
organizationy

Aecredited inshitutions of
higher education and
secondary o putsecondary
schoaly capable of provding
resdenhal lpcilifies

Instituhon of higher
education and combinationy
of such inshtutions, public
and priwate nanprolit agenciss
and orjinitions

OE Grant Apolication
Contral Center

OE Grant Application
Contraf Cenfer

QF Teacher Corps
Othice

QF Devisearn of Drug
Education, Nulntigr and
Heaith Frograms

OF Dimsron of Student
Suppot and Special
Programs

QF tivsian of
Tramng and
Faciytiey

OF Dwinign of Basic
and Slate Student Grants

O Divivian at
Studenl Suppart
ang Specral
Programs

QOF Divingn af
Student Suppori.. .
and Spesial Propramy

HEW Repianal Ofhices

HEW Regional OHices

OF Diwision of Student
Suppar! 80d Snecial Programs




ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

YYPEOF

" ABSISTANCE

Deaf-blind conters
(OMB Cat. No. [3.445)

Eary wucation for
handicipped chidien
(OM3 Cat. No. 12.444)

Inforrmation and
recruitment (ONB Cat.
. No. 13452)

Media services ind
eaptioned him laan
program-tilm

{OMB Cat. No. | JL.U46)

Wiz wrvices and
caphoned hilm
loan piogram=
centers (OMB Gt
Mo 13.445)

Madia wrvices imd
eaphonad litm loan
program—research
(DMB Cat. No. 13.466)
Programs for childrin
wilh specific maming

* drsabolilies (OMB Cat.
No. 13.520)

Programs for the
Handicapped - ad
to States (OM8 Cat,
Mo 13.449)

Programs fot the
hridicippad

in State-supported ihogls
{OMB Cat. Na. 13.42]3

Peronntl liaining for
thee rducation ol the.
fandicappad (OMB Cat.
Na.13451)

Mhﬂaﬂmmlu hytical
edutation ind recrealsn

" tgutation of the

"AUTHQRIZINE

LEGISLATIQN PU RPDSE

[ducation ofthe *
Handicapped Act
Tith VEC (P L. 91-230)

Edummﬂ of m
Handica,
Title Vi c (PL. 91 230

Education of the
Handicapped Act.
DtleVID (P.L 91-230)

Education of the
Handicipped Acl,
Tith VIF

" fducatuon ol the

Handicapped Act,
Ttlevif

Education ol (ha
Hendicagped Act,
Tithe VI-F

Edutation for the
Handicapped Act,
TitleVi-G

Education ol the
Handicapped Act,
Titla V-8

flementary and
Secondary Education
At Iittel

Education of the
Handicapped Act,
TirieV)-D

Hardicagped Act,

pievsonnel for Randwapped Tile V-0

:IHHIII\ (OMB Cat.
k. 13.448)
Regional education
R.qramx for the
ndicapped (OMB
Cat. Na. | 3.560)

H!ﬂdn‘.lﬂpld regionl
Sourc) centen
(ONB Cat. No, 13.450)

Snpplamenlm adugk

fducation of [ha
Handicapped Act,
PartC, Sec. 616

fducition of (he
Handicapped Act,
Titla t

- Eementiny and

tiaml canters and samices. Secondary Education
puidance, esunseling,
a0d testing los the
hmhgnp!d (OMB Gat.
Na, 13.519)

Aet, Titke (1)

W

To provide specialized, intensve eduai-
tignal and therapeutic services to duil-
blind chikdren and their lamilies throygh
regional cenlers

To develop model preschool and early £d.
;mim proframs for handicapped chi-
ren

To encourage the recruitment of eduta-
tional persodnel and the dissemination of
Il\luim;han on educalional gpporfunities
for the handicapped

" To sdvince Ihe handicapped thegugh itm

and olher media, including 3 captionsd
fili loan service for cultural and educa-
tignal ennchment of the deal

To exhablish and operate a mational cerster
oy educational medis bor the hapds-
Gippdd

To contract for research in the v ol &d.
ueational and training fims and othér €4,
ucational medw for the handicapped and
for their production and distubution

To provide fof research, trning of pir
sonnel and establishment of modl cin-
tery for the improvement of sducatstn of
chidren with dearning disabilites

Ty stiengthen educationat snd related
Services for handicapped chikren

To strangthen programs for chikdien in
Styte-wpported schosls

To prepare and inform teschirs and
others who #ducate hindicapped chillren

" Totrain physical edueation and tecresfion

personnel to wark with the hyndappd

To make grants or contracts with insitu-
tigns for the development snd operation
of specially designed or modified pro
frims of vocational, technical, postssion:
diry, of adult ediication for dest or olher
Randicapped persons

/s

To estiblnnh regional resource cenlen
which provndé advice and technrcal s41-
vices 1o educitors los improving eduti:
titn of handicapped children

To gusiat In prwdm; vitilly needed W
cationat sarvices, fo support ocal infva:
tivg and exemplary projects and proghiemny
of guidance, counsehing and testing

~ APPRO.
PRIATION

(dollars)

12.000.000
14,000,000
500.000

13.000.000
(meludes 55,
56, nd 11, 22)

(includedin -~
4)

{included in
) -

1.250,000

160,000,000
25,921,000

1,700,000
(includes 61

575,000

7,087,000

16,4833

(1§ percent
£t i3ude)

WHQ MAY APPLY WHERE Tt') AFPLY '

& uahﬂﬂ AN,
medical
centers, ﬂublu;w nonpro:
fit agencees

Fublic agencies and private
fronprolit agencies

Public sgencies 5nd privite
nonprafit agencies ind
sganinations

State or local public
agencies, schools, and
organizations which sere
the handicapped. their
parents, employers, or
potential employers

Institutions of highet

By inntation; requests
for proposaly

published in

Commerea Businens Daily

tstitutions of higher
education, State and local
edycation agenciex. and
other public and privite
nonpralit agencies

State educalion agencees
Eligible State agencies

State edycalion igencies,
“calleges, universilies,

and other appropriale

nonprolit agencies

" tnstilutions of higher
sdycation

tnstitutions of higher
education, jurior and
community colleges, voci:
hont and techacal
institutes

lnmtutugnm higher
aducation, State education
agencies of combinitiany
ol such, including foeal
wducation agenties

State educibion mn'ciu

OF Burgau of Education
for the Handicappad

0€ Bureny of Education
for the Himgicappad

OE Buieay of Tducation
tor Ihe Hindveapped

OF Buteay of fdueation
for the Hangreypped

&

QOE Bureau ol Edycation

for the Handicazped ™7

0 Bureau ol Educstion

.far the Handicappad

OF Bureay of Education
fat the Handicapped

OF Burezy of Edueation
for the Hand Capped

0OF Buiezu of Education
for the Handicapped

OF Bureaw of Education
fut the Handicapped

OF Buraau of Kduea:
tian for he

: Handlmad

OF Burepy of Education
Tt the Handieapped

OF Burepy ol Education
for ihe Handicapped

OF Bureay of Tducation
for the Handicapped
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F"lnépi Year 1976 Fgrmﬂn*@ﬂqlfm for Loenl Edueatiomnl Aessneiss

Total

Poor AFDG Neploctad Dalinquent Corractienal Fogtar

T0

TS | 77000068 | 736,223 48,706 19,571 s4o | amogey | op 08 seo.

272,146 | ) 630 67 13 2,446 __ 275,302
_ALASKA | 12,93 [ T8 | 1Bl | 19 ' ] som | - TAARA
JARIZONA 84,014 A ]

AfKaNSAs | 155,135 [ I 487 13 . X mn [ 156,045
CALIFORNIA 595,765 | 75,769 152 | m990 e 20,689 703,465

JALADAMA__

201 | 312 SR I 1Y I 66,470

il e o

e

COLORADD — 71,254 3,282 385 B2 _ 2,155 | 77,18
_CONNECTICUT _ 55,083 15,176 — 1™ 354 12 - B I Y L N Y & N T
DELAWARE 17,372 | 502 - ] I a2 18,816
ELORIDA ) 299,575 ] 43 976 ,:,, 444 _ L &.379 _ 305,417
_GEORGIA __ 293,871 - A 1,276 I N 2,608 | 297,791

=

_Hawaii _ . 19,465 5,373 ) ) . _ ] 492 2
IDAHO___ 23,716 744 - - 88 o 0 - 1 ]2
_LLINDIS 302,511 | 76,960 2,511 | 4 . ] 8440 |
INDIANA . ] 123,484 3,141 1,408 L } ,' 4,749 13
- 5, 384 I 1Y N0 Y ] 295 | 8

1330
1289
56
]
a

Jowa . ) 72,000

1o ] 2 amffon
oy

_KANSAS 64,62 2,663 B 242 L2093 29 ,678
KENTUCKY 208, 4 136 1,109 191 _ 3,04
SIANA_ ] 308,850 6 642 | - - N
- e 36,308 | TEES | ohy | — 1,48
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