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DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR AND HEALTH, EDU-
CATION, AND WELFARE APPROPRIATIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1080 ' '

[\_ ‘ THURSDAY AND FriDAY, MarcH 22 aNp 23, 1979,
EDUCATION DIVISION OVERVIEW
"WITNESSES
DR. MARY F. BERRY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION

ACCOMPANIED BY:
ERNEST L. BOYER, COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF EDUCATION
PATRICIA ALBJERG GRAHAM, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTE

OF EDUCATION '

BRUCE S. WOLFF. ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY

FOR LEGISLATION
WILFORD J. FORBUSH, DEPUTY ASSISTANT  SECRETARY,

BUDGET
JOHN ELLIS, EXECUTIVE DEPUTY COMMISSIONER FOR EDUCA.

TIONAL PROGRAMS : '
JAMES PICKMAN, EXECUTIVE DEPUTY COMMISSIONER FOR

RESOURCES AND OPERATIONS
THOMAS MINTER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER FOR ELEMENTARY

AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
PETER VOIGT. DIRECTOR, POLICY AND PLANNING, BUREAU OF

STUDENT FINANCIAL AlD .
EDWIN MARTIN. DEPUTY COMMISSIONER FOR EDUCATIONMOY

THE HANDICAPPED
DANIEL DUNHAM, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, OCCUPATIONAL

AND ADULT EDUCATION
ALFRED MOYE. DEPUTY COMMISSIONER FOR HIGHER AND

CONTINUING EDUCATION
CORA ;P. BEEBE, BUDGET OFFICER

Mr. NAaTcHER. We take up at this time the Education Division
overview.

We have before the committee the Assistant Secretary for Educa-
tion, Dr. Marv F. Berry, along with the Commissioner of the Office
of Education, Dr. Ernest Boyer. We also have Dr. Graham, the
Director of the National Institute of Education.

Tell us who you have with you there at the table, Dr. Berry.
before we start?

Dr. Berry. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

th
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I have with me, starting at the end, James Pickman, Executive
Deputy Commissioner for Resources and Operations in the Office of
.Education; Alfred Moye, Deputy Commissioner for Higher and Con-
tinuing Education; Daniel Dunham, Deputy Commissioner, Occupa-
tional and Adult Education; Edwin Martin, Deputy Commissioner
for Education of the Handicapped; Pat Graham, Director, National
Ins”ute of Education; Ernest Boyer, Commissioner, Office of du-
cat.  John Ellis, Executive Deputy Commissioner for Educational
Programs; JJom Minter, Deputy Commissioner for Elementary and .
Secondary Educntion; Bill Forbush, Deputy Assistant Secretary,
Budget in the Lepartment and Peter Voigt, from the Bureau of
Student Financial Assist :nce.

Mr. Natrcuer. Thank you, Doctor Berry.

Now, Doctor Berry, we have had an opportunity to examine your
statement. With your permission we will insert your statement
into the record in its entirety. )

[The statement follows:]



3

MARY FRANCES BERRY

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Mary Frances Berry was appointed Assistant Secretary for Education in the Department
of Health, Education, =nd Welfare in 1977, she formerly served as the Chancellor of
+he University of Colorado, Boulder, and is on leave from her position as Professor
of‘History and Law at the University, : ‘

Mary Berry was bomn in Nashville, Tennessee, where she attended public school. She
earned both bachelor’s and master’s degrees at Howard University in Washington, D.C.
and received the Ph.D. in History as well as the J.D. from the University of Michigan.
She has held faculty appointments at Central Michigan University, Eastern Michigan
University, the University of Maryland, College Park, and the University of Michigan.
Dr. Berry is also a member of the Bar of the District of Columbia.

Dr. Berry also served as consultant to the Office of Policy Planning at the Department
of Housing and Urban Development and the Office for Civil Rights at the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare. She was Provost and Chair of the Division of
Behavioral and Social Sciences at the University of Maryland, College Park. prior to
her selection as Chancellor of the University of Colorado, Boulder. :

Dr. Berry's scholarly work in constitutional history and civil rights law 15 well known.
Her publications include Black Resistance. white Law: A History of Constitutional
Racism in America: Military Necessity and Civil Rights Policy: Black Citizenship and
the Constitution. 1861-1866; Stability. Security, and Continuity: My. Justice Burton
and Decision-Making in the Supreme Court, 1945-1958.
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STATRMENT OF DR. MARY F. BERRY

I am pleased to appear before this Committee today tc. provide
*an overview of the President's proposed budget for education.

Since this Adniniatration cook\?ffice. the education budget
has grown by 17 percent. That gro«}gx is focused primarily on two .
objectives: to work toward a new st.mda.rd of excellence in educa-
tion, matched by the fullest possible access to opportunities---
particularly for the disadvantaged, the handicapped, and for
minority groups. To be sure, these objectives are not easily
achieved, but I am sure that with the continuing commitment of
the President and the Congress we can reach our goal.

By now I believe we have all come to face the fact that we

" do not have unlimited resources at our disposal. The Presiden:
has made clear his intention to hold down Federal spending in
an effort to curb inflation. However, I believe that within
those limitations we were able to come up with an education budget
vhich represents a prudent and balanced approach to today's most
pressing problems. By focusing on the areas of greatest need, re-
directing some programs, initiating others, and by taking steps to cut
down on waste and fraud, I believe we can hold on to the momentum gained
in the last two years.

There is no question that the level of funding is important. But
certainly of no less importance is just how and where funds are targeted.
As T stated earlier, we face sare difficult and complex problems; there
is no single solution. However, by taking a Divisiomwide approach to
problems, we can make better use of the resources and expertise available

to us.
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A prime example of this is owr Basic skills effort. The National
Center for Education Statistivs continues -to gather and analyze data
vhich provides us with a sound knowledge of trends in education. This
data, together with the Natiunal Assessment of Education Progress at
NIE serves as basis for measuring the reading and writing skills of
gux young pecple. This information is used in helping to focus the
fesearch and inmovative efforts undertaken by NIE and the Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Bducatiop (FIPSE). The findings of that
research, coupled with our new Basic skills/é_chievermt testing effort
" in the Office of Education and the new Office of Testing and Assessment
in NIE will ultimately help us reach our goal of improving the ability
of each child to read and write, This type of crosscutting approach
can be seen throughout the Education Division, in aséistance for the
disadvantaged, meeting the needs of underserved populations such as
women and minorities, and in working to achieve educational equity in

owur schools.

BUDGET HIGHLIGHTS

The budgs ¢ for education totals $12.2 billiom, consisting of
$6.8 billion for programs targeted at the elementary and secondary
level, $5 billion for postsecondary education, and $434 million

for research, immovation, and other support activities.

Elemntary and Secondary Education ($6.8 billion)

The largest share of the elementary and secondary education
budget, about $5.2 billion, is targeted on improving and expanding
educational services to the needy, the handicapped, and to our
bilingual populatien. This amount includes $3.1 billion for Title I

8]



6

grants to school districts and State agencies, enough to provide
services to well over 6 million educationally deprived children.

In addition, the budget proposes $258 million in 1979 and $400
million in 1980 for the new Concentration provision. These finds
are expected to benefit between 850-900,000 children in the neediest
school districts.

The budget contains $862 million to assist States and local
school districts in meetihg the special needs of the handicapped.
These finds will help provide services to nearly 4 million children
«campared with 3.8 million now bei.rlzg served. Here, we propose to.
continue the policy of providing 12 percent of the national average
per pupil expenditure.

The budget also proposes to expand desegregation assistance to
States and local school districts. Of the total $354 million proposed,
major increases are being sought for those activities which allow for
the greatest flexibility.in responding to the needs of desegregating
school districts. These activities include special projects, magnet
schools, and Title IV civil rights training and advisory services.

For Imact aid, the budget preposes $528 million, including $33
million for school construction. The 1980 budget funds payments to "A"
children--those whose parents work and live on Federal property and
therefore pay no local property taxes. These children constitute the
greatest burden on local school districts. The budget includes an
increase of $56 million over the 1979 level to fund payments to "A"
children. Funds for 'A" children who live in low rent public housing
are continued at the 1979 level,

No funds are included in 1980 for "B" children. ,Their parents
either live or work on private property and, therefore, pay local taxes
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which are used to help support the schools. Given fiscal limitations,
we do not believe that continued support for "B payments can be
Justified.

Postsecondary Education (§$5 biliion)

The bulk of the finding proposed fcxj postsecondary education is in
the student financial aid programs. Here, $4.6 billion is being requested
with emphasis placed on ensuring that disadvantaged and other financially
needy stidents have an opportunity to advance their education. Funds have
been included to carry out the provisions cf the Middle Incame Student
Assistance Act which broaden eligibility both for Besic grants and
Guaranteed stwlent loans. In addition, the Basic grants program has been
expaided to cover the costs associated with funding progran Iiberaliza-
tims for independent students.

7 think it is important to note at this point that vhi’e the student
aid request is helow lasc year's appropriation, we do vot expect any
reduction in the ievel of coverage or mupneyh 20 eligible students.
Saving: due to reductioms in Iraud and abure, coupled with a decrease in
the nutber of eligible studkmts, as & vesult of wising incomes, will
allow us to maintain a policy of full-funding for the Basic‘:grants pro-
gran, We estimateé nearly 2.6 million seudents will be ass med under’
this program.  Under the Direct loan prejram the budget re:t:t for 5220
millien, augmented by increased oollectriems. will provide Lyd-cost loans
to about 502,000 students. In addition, fim . wee requestlcé'd to mainzain
or expand the maber of students assisted through supplemental grants,
work-study, State incentive grants, and guarantred loans.

In addition to the studemt aid programs, the budget proposts $346
miliion to carry vut othe higher and contimidrg education programs,

10
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- mpst of which focus on the disadvantaged and underserved groups. Here
again is another example of the crosscutting perspective taken in the
budget. ‘The budget proposes to fund Special programs for the disadvan-
taged (TRIV) at $136 million, a reduction of $10 million below the 1979
level. On the other hand, we propose to nearly double our efforts to
assist the disadvantaged through the Graduate and professional oppor-
tunities program and launch a new program to encourage disadvantaged
students to enter into the biomedical Profess.'.ons. In these proposals

we are sharpening our focus on two very specific areas of need.

Reseaz'::hi Dancmstrations, Statistical Support and Other Programs

(G434 millieony

Two basic sources of knowledge are research and statistics. For
some time, industry has realized this fact; so, too, have Health and
Agriculture. We recognize that few problems we face may be dealt with
in isolation. Research, irmovation, and data collection and analysis
are necessary to inforred policymaking and program direction.

In addition to a major erphasis on literacy i.n the basic skills,
NIE will continun its work on student achievarent!. testing, school
finance, and i wroved teaching methods. The Fund will continue to
exand its foous on education and work, student choice, and improv-

ing the cost effectiveness of postsecondary education.

I will be glad to answer any questions the Comittee has.

1



9

Mr. Narcrer. If you want to highlight this statement for us or if
you wani to peint out some of the matters in your statement,
please do so.

Dr. Berky. 1 will do so very briefly, with your permission, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. NarcHeR. Go right ahead.

Dr. Berry. We think that President Carter has demonstrated his
commitment to education since we have been in office in several
ways. :

One is in the budg .ts that we have submitted to the Congress.
We have increased the education budget by 17 percent since we
have been in office.

Another is in the legislation he has submitted to the Congress =~

and which has been passed, including the Education Am(ndments
of 1978, and the middle income students assistance bill. He is
continuing to demonstrate his commitment by his support for a
separate Depariment of Education.

The growth in the budget that you have seen since we have been
in office and the targeting of these turids that we present today is
focused on two objectives:

To promote a standard of excellence in education and to work to
increase educational opportunities for the under-served, the disad-
vantaged, the handicapped and mi~orities.”

We have formulated this budget with these two objectives in
mind, objectives that are shared by the Congress and by the Ad-
ministration. We recognize that there are not unlimited resources
available, that we don't have all of the money in the world that
everybody would like to have. Consequently, we have come up with
a prudent budget.

[t is targeted towards the areas of greatest need, and it does
show the kinds of increases we have submitted to the Congress in
the last 2 years. We think that a reasonably prudent person would
agree with us this is a responsible budget, although they might
disagree with us about some of the specific priorities.

We know it is important that you have an increase in funding
for some programs but it is also important that you have a cooper-
ative effort in terms of maximizing the amount of resources that
we have available to us.

I will give you an example of how we do that. All of the agencies
in the Education Division have a role to play in promoting excel-
lence in equal education opportunity. In the basic skills eftort, for
example, the National Center for Education Statistics works very
hard to keep the statistics up to date and gather the data and
analyze it to tell us about trends.

NIE keeps working very hard to give us research on teaching
and learning so we can determine the elements necessary to im-
prove student achievement and the type of schools that are success-
ful and the type that are not successful. The Office of Education,
with its programs and in particuar its new Office of Testing and
Assessment, has a role to play in helping the States tu see to it
that chilaren learn how to read and write.

We all work together and we will continue to work together to
try to maximize the resources we have available in this budget.

#
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The budget has in it, Mr. Chairman, $12.2 bill_io'n. The largest
amount is for elementary and secondary education, $6.8 billion.

“fhe largest part of that is for improving educational services to the

disadvantaged under Title I, the handicapped, and for services to
our limited English language-skilled population, that is, bilingual
education programs. g _

E.LEMEN’I‘ARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

We have funds in the program for the new concentration provi-
sion under Title I, the provision that the Congress passed, which
will give more funds on top of the regular Title I allocation for the

".poorest children in the poorest rural and urban school districts.

" We have asked for a supplemental for 1979 of $258 million, and
we are asking for $400 million in 1980 for the concentration provi-

sion. . )

On the Handicapped we are holding to the policy of providing 12
percent of the national average per pupil expenditure, so we have
asked. for $826 million for State grants.

he desegregation of schools is one of the major unfinished
pieces of business before us in education at the Federal level, so we
have asked for an increase in that budget.

We are asking for $354 million for the flexible, voluntary ap-

) proaches to desegregation that are provided in the new Emergency

School Assistance Act and in Title IV of the Civil Rights Act.

For Impact Aid we have asked for $328 million; we are funding
the A children; those whose parents work and, live on Federal
property and arz really a burden to the local taxpayers. But we are

. not funding the B children, because their parents either live or

work on private property and, therefore, we do not believe that
they are a burden created by the Federal Government.

We would have to spend $532 million more tv fund the B kids
through Tier 2. We just do not believe, given the fiscal limitations
this year, that we can fund the B kids, and we are not proposing
they be funded. ' : '

In Higher Education, most of the moneys this year, as in . ery
year, are in the Student Aid Programs, to support the obje. ‘e for
students to go inw higher education without worrying . aut
whether or not they ace finanically able to do so.

We have funded the new Middle Income Students Assistance Act,
incJuding the indeperdent student liberalization for 1980, I must
pofnt out, Mr. Chairman, if it appears from looking ai the numbers
thdt we have decreasced the support for student aid, we have not. In
fact, we predict we will be able to provide just as much in the way

of loans and grants next year, for all of the people who are eligible.

The numbers look lower due to the very active and successful
fraud and abuse effort undertaken in the Department in the
Bureau of Student Financial Assistance. We predict that this pro-
gram will continug to work, and that we will have funds generated
in the Direct Stu(;mt Loan Program to go back into the revolving
fund to make loans and continue support. _

We are, in fact, providing the same support we would have
provided before.

13
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Let me say finally about Higher Education that we are almost
doubling the amount of money allocated for the Graduate and
Professional Opportunities Program. We think that this is one of
the most exciting programs that the Secretary has started since we
have been at HEW. .

There is a shortage of worien afid~minorities in the professions

_and in faculties of higher education, so what we are doing is trying

~“to fund a program that will increase the numbers of people in

fields where they are under-represented. We are also starting a
biomedical program that will go down to the ninth grade to encour-
age students interested in biomedical fields or in science, so that
we can do something later on about the decline of minority appli-
cants to medical schools in this country.

Thera are not many minorities in these fields, and this is impor-
tant because statistics indicate that minority doctors go out to .
practice in the under-served minority community.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, 1 would point out on research demonstra-
tions and statistical sugport we are asking for $434 million. Some
people ask wh{‘ research, why statistics, why is that necessary, why

don't you just have program money? '
- The answer to that is that industry recognizes, all fields recog-
nize, that if you don't have good information about how programs
are working and what the best programs might be and on trends,
you don’t have good program that are operating, and this is why
this is absolutely essential and that is why we made this request.

I believe we have a reasonable, fair budget which demonstrates
our continued commitment to education as a high national priority.

I would be pleased to answer any questions you might have, Mr.
Chairmun, or we can turn to Mr. Boyer for his statement, whatever
is K;)ur brreference. '

r. NATCHER. All right.

Thank you, Dr. Berry.

Dr. Boyer, we would like to hear just a word or two from you.

What would you like to talk to us about, Dr. Boyer?

Your statement will be included in the record in its entirety at
this time.

[The statement follows:]

-
—
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Blographical Information -- Ermest L. Boyer
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
0ffice of Education

~

Statement by the Commissioner of Education

Mr, Chairman and Heibers of the Committee:

We are Pleased to be here today to present to you our 1980 budget
for the Office of Education. -
- When I appeated before you just one year ago, 1 referred to our
1979 budgst as the Adairistration's firgt atatement of our national
priorities bsrause it declared a clear fiscal coumitment to education.
Since then, Prseident Carter has made two further declarations——the
elementary and sscondary education legislation, which emphuiu* the
attainmant of baeic skills for all children; and the middle-income
assistance proposal which expanded higher edunation access.

I look upon this 1980 budget, then, as the Adninistution e fourth
major policy atn ement on education. It dranatically reflects our
highest priorities in education while at the same tizse reinforcing the

President's commitment to fiscal responsibility and spending restraint.

s

\
Major Educational Goals

Before going\lsfo the specifics of our request, 1 would like to
share briefly with you ay thoughts on our overall goals in American
education. I feel theaa can be summarized in one aimple phrase—
Accesa to Excellence.

By access I mean education for all who have the ability and desire

to pursue it. This includes those children andx adults who have

been historically bypassed and neglected--those from low-income

-—
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fanilies and minorities,. those with physiccl and mental handicaps,
" as vell as those from middle-income families whose college budgets

are rapidly shrinking. due to inflation,

And by c;cellence I mean quality in the education itself. It is
quality which provides students the fundatiental $kills needed to
function in our conplicaékd world; which enables\ﬁerlona to fulfill
thedselves as inqqgi¢#¥%§sﬁg:?aftecqively contrib&hﬁ}to society;

_and .which responds to the diverse learning stylas and ceeda of

-

students.,

These continue to be our major commitments. And the& are the:

preaises on which we built our budget\and developed our priorities.

Summary of 1980 Request

Our 1980 total request to this Committee is $12.1 billion. The
budget proposes increases in several dajor ptosramq. offsét by reductions
in selected programs which are not well targeted or where projections of
needed fiascal resourcves to carty out current policy resul. in decreased
levels.

Our requeat of $12.1 billion reflects a net reduction of $394
million, or just three percent, from our 1979 total estimate of $12.5
billion, including $504 million in sypplemental funds for four programs,
and a proposed rescission of $22 million for the Career Education Incen-
tive Act. '

The major thrusts in our budget proposals reflect four priorities

in our education program:

‘-
te
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e Improving educational quality for disadvantaged studento;

e Promoting school desegrlgacion;

e Expanding access to postsecondary sducation; ;na

e Promoting national concsrns, such as basic skills and education-

vork ralationshipa.

I would like now to present to you Scme of the highlights of our.
budgst within the context of these priorities., I and my colleagues will

testify later on individusl prograzs.

lmproving Jducational Quality for Disadvantaged Students

We are proposing increases of over $200 million to continue our
compitment that every American citizen has a basic right to the best
educ -tion possibls. Improving the quality of that education will be one
of our top priorities for tﬁe'naxc'decade. Thus. we are requesting
increases in programs such as Grants for Disadvantaged Children, Educa-
tion for the Handicapped State Crants, and Bilingual Education. We
estimate that more than 12 million children, or about 25 percent of our
total elementary and secondary enrollment will benefit from programs
wvithin this priority category.

For Title I Grants for Disadvantaged Children, our request totals
eloost $3.5 billion. This includes $400 million in "concentration’
funding for needy school districts, an increase of $162lm111ton over
1979. We are also requesting a $258 milliom 1979 supplemental appropriatioan
to initiate this activiecy which will help urban and rural areas cope
with the severe problems of educating disproportionately large percentages

of disadvantaged pupils. In total, our 1980 budget will enable us to
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improve educational opportunities for over seven million children
requiring rénedial assistance.

he are also seeking additional funding to help States provide 5
free, appropriate education for all handicapped children. Our request

for State Grants for the Handicapped totals $862 million, or $58 million e

~ D
©)
‘over the prior year level. This will enable us to p?ovide a ggderal

share of about 12 percent of the excess costs of educating a"Q}gS%gﬂ

. million children in the 1980-81 achoollyear. This increase of 150,000

children results both from improved child-find actiéi:ies by States and'
local districts and from inclusion of the new 18-21 age gfqup as eligible.
for services.
For Bilingual Fducation, we are pcroposing $173.6 million, an
increase of $15 million, or nine percent, for grants to help over 600
school districts teach English to children whose primary language is
other than English. We will also support’{glated actigities such as .
training for over 30,000 special education personnel and the iyvestign- .

tion of methods to improve bilingual educatfion. .

[

Promoting School Desegregation

School desegregation remains an unfinished agend;. To respond to v
the need for imaginative new leadership and programs in this area, . .
Congress, in the 1978 Education Amendments, pruvided increased EI?xi- ‘w/’/‘\\\\
bility in our discretionary activities under the Emergency School Aid .
Act.

To encourage States and local school districts to meet these

preasing needs, we are requesting $354.1 million, or $22.1 million over

1979, for both this Act and Title IV qf the Civil Rights Act.

re
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Although our budget reflects a §22.1 million increase in budget

- authority, in reality we are providing increases of over $56 million.

This is due primarily to the elimination of funds for pllot programs,
which provided compensatory education rather than desegregation assistance.
These new monies will give us flexibiliey to address major
desegregation problems as they develop. For the first time, we will
provide funds to school diat;icts to help them develop comprehenﬁiye
desegregation plans, and we will provide {ngreased fu;ds for State
education agepcies to encourage voluntary d?segregation. We will also
expand innovative desegregation activftiea. guch as magnet schools; and

Title IV projects in race, national origin, and sex desegbegatiqn.

Expanding Access to Postsecondary Education

Assuring that every American is afforded an opportunity for a
higher eduéation 1ies at tHe very heart of our acceas goal’s Our budget
for postseco;dary education maintains last year's initiatives which
dramatically expanded student aid programs, Over one million additional
middle-income students are now eligible for grants and all students,
regardless of income level, are now able to secure a Federally subsi-
dized loan. We intend in our 1980 budget to provide sufficient funds so
that all eligible students can participate in these programs.

For Basic Grants, the cornerstone of our studeut aid programs, we
are requesting $2.4 billion to assist 2.6 million students, compared
with $2.6 billion and 2.7.million students in 1979, However, estimated
awvings of $165 million in 1979 due to efforts to reduce fraud and abuse
will result in a program level of $2.4 billion, or abuut the same as our

1980 request. The slight decrecase in the uumber of eligible stucents is

re
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due t? the rise in incomes which moves families beyond the Basic Grant
eligibility range. I would point out, though, that the 2.6 million
students projected for 1980 represent nﬁ increase of 800,000, or 43
percent, over the number aided in 1978. And, for the firat time in
1980, 60,000 independent scudents will qualify for a basic grant.

Again, I want to emphasize that our budget intends that every eligible

" student be provided a grant of up to the maximum award of $1,800; and

if, in fact, our escimate ﬁroves to be insufficient for this full fun&ing.
weé will indeed ré:urn to you to seek supplemental funda.

We are proposing to continue both major loan programs--guaranteed
loans and direct loans. Our request of $1.2 billion will provide loans
to alwosy 2.1 million students, or approximately :Qe same number aided
in the p;evious year. We have been able to reduce the Federal funds
somewhat as a result of improved program administration and increased
collections on prior year loans. :

We are requesting level funding for our other student aid programs.

Over 575.000 atudents will receive Supplemental Opportunity Grants,

990,000 students will participate in Work-Sctudy programs, and 307,000

students will be served by State Incentive Grants.

This combined package of gcudent aid--grants, loans, and work-
study--will not only promote access to postsecondary educatioa; it will
also permit greater choice in the selection of an educational iascitution.
In combination it i{s the largest, most effective stuadent assistance
program in our Nation's history.

In addition t> student aid, our request includes other higher

education programs which help in furthering our access goal. We are

23 .
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proposing $15 million, sn 87 percent increase, in the Graduate/Professional
Zducational Opportunities Program for 1,700 fellowships for aminorities

and women to,enable them to pursue graduate fratntng leading to careers

in fields in.ﬂhich they are underrepresanted. Also, we will continue to
fully fund at $120 million the Strengthening Developing Institutions
Program which supports 300 institutions enrolling significant percentages

of Black, Spanish-American, Native American, and low-income students,

Promoting National Priorities
In our increasingly complex society, our schools and colleges need
help to deal effectively with emerging problems and new areas of knowledge.
Federal leadership ia needed to stimulate new dtrecttonn.and to promote
programs of national significance. For this, our fourth priority, we
f" requeating increases of $20 million. These relatively small but
significant items can provide the needed leverage to abur'innovatton in
':hela ctitical areaa. '
The teaching of ban?c skille is one of our highest priorities in
education today. 'The opportunity to develop literacy is not only a
bauic human need; it is also a prerequisite to further learning. We are
requesting $15 million, an increase of $7 million, to ‘launch the new
basic lktllg.inproveuent program as authorized by the recent Education
Azendments. These fuhda will help States and school districts coordinate
exiating Federal, State, and local basic skills programs, as well as
develop\;eu programs to teach the fundamgntals of reading, mathematics,
and communication skills, To complement this effort, we are seeking $2
@iilion to assist schools in using achievement tests as both diagnostic

and aassessment instruments,
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We are proposing thras new pilot programs--352 million for a youth
employment initiative to help connect schools with employers; $2 million
to improva school health programs with emphasis on discouraging smoking;
and $3 million to increase tha anrollment of minority and dissdvantaged
youngsters in the biomedical sciencas. We are recommending an increase
of $2 million to strengthsn international education programs and to
sharpen the azvareness of Americans about wotld 1n:ardeéendencg. Finally,
we have provided gmall incraases in the areas of alcohol and drug abuse
e@ucation and women's eduéa:}onsl equity; and will continue other small
discretionary prograns qach ks cureér education, education Bf the gifted

and talanted, aducuti%hll talevision, and the arts in education.

Other_Areas

In order to offset these priarfty 1cheasea, we are proposing to
reduce or aliminate some programs where gh!\Federll role either has been
fulfilled or 4s not clear. Our major cutback.--$271 uillion--is in the
Impact Aid program where we would elininntQ ?ed;ral payments for children

whose parents live or work on Federal property. Since most of these

“children have parents who contribute to local tax revenues, they do not

constitute a legitimate Federal burden. In other programs, we would
hold funding to the level that was pr;posed in the 1979 President's
Budget, such as Adult Education ;nd School Libraries. And in still
others, decreases reflect pricing estimatea and do not result in reduced
services, such.uu Basic Grants, Student loans, aﬁd Veterans' Cost of

Instruction programs.

P
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In some other nnjoé programs, we would maintain level funding.
Examples are Vocational Education, where States overmatch Federal funds
by eight to ;nng Support and Innovation Grants; and Teacher Corps and
Teacher Centsrs.

ﬂiqally, 1 would make a brief comment about administrative funds :
for the Offics of Education. Our request of $128 million for Salaries
and Expanses includes a modest nst increase of leas than $4 million to
;ove: mandatory costs. We are proposing to decrease discretionary
aduinistrative it;nn by $3.7 million below the prior yesy; and to

© decrease ths nunber.of positions by 25 as par:‘of the President's effort

to reduce the level of the Federal work force.

COncldiion
In closing, Mr. Chairman, I believe that our budget reflects an
appropriaté—balance between an enphasis on educacioﬁal priorities on the
ona hand, and the n?ed for budget austerity on the other. If our Nation
is to remain strong and vigorous, it is imperative that we push aggres-
lively.tovard our educational goals of acceas and excellence. I am
_convinced that, together, we can fulfill this comnitment.

My colleagues and I will be happy to respond to your questions.

O
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14980 KDUCATION BUDGET
Dr. Boyer. Weil, Doctor Berry has given the overview. ‘
I would make added emphasis that this budget is an attempt to
consolidate the .dramatic growth of the past two years, and the 38
percent increase that has occurred since this Administration, I

. think, shows the commitment.

But the budget before you actually is a dollar reduction from last
year. We achieved that reduction by increasing $400 million, most"
especially, as Dr. Berry said, in Title I and in handicapped and by
reducing about $8C0 million, most especially in two areas, Impact
Aid and Student Assistance. ) .

I would like to add the final point that the main concern that
accompanies this budget is the question of how well we administer

"it. I do believe in the past year, Mr. Chairinan, there have been

significant moves that have been made in the management of these
programs, in student assistance most especially. Recently we cre-

_ated a new bureau in which we are bringing together all of our

small discretionary grants so they can be managed in a more.:
effective way, ' ~ '

There is a long distance to go in the cutting out of about 7
million hours of clearly identifiable paperwork 'and also in the
streamlining of many of our regulations. Just last night I signed off
on a regulation in which the actual numbers of words involved has
been reduced by 50 percent.

I think if we cannot find a way to operate the machinery that
delivers these dollars to the schools and colleges, we build up a
sufficient level of frustration that the confidence in government
has been diminished.

Let me make one final point to put this budget in some perspec-
tive. We have about a $12 billion budget and, interestingly, that is
almost evenly divided between elementary and secondary educa-
tion on one side of the equation and higher education on the other.

HIGHER EDUCATION

As you know, the higher education budget is almost exclusively
committed to student access. So if you ask what is going oh in OE
on the higher education level, it's about a $5 billion-plus commit-
ment to help students go to college— grants and loans.

ELEMETARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION LEVEI

On the elementary and secondary side of that equation that can
be divided again in half, with about 50 percent of our elementary
and secondary aid going to Title I, helping children from disadvan-
taged homes in the fiist three grades; another $1 billion going for
handicapped, which is to increase their access, and then another
half billion to vocational education, and then it starts to trail off in
discretionary grants, bilingual and Indian education.

So the Federal role has developed a very important sense of
equilibrium in the elementary and secondary education to deal
with special groups of needy students, and in the higher education
to encourage access.

27
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I, too, with my colleagues, would be more than pleased to re-
spond to any particular guestions you may have. :

Mr. NarcHir. Fine. -

Thank you, Doctor Boyer.

Now, as you and Doctor Berry have explained to the committee,
the total budget for education for the fiscal year 1980 is $12.2
billion. That is about $400 million below the 1979 level.

BUDGET PRIORITES

Doctor Berry, are there any areas in education in which you feel
the budget is inadequate? :

Dr. Berry. I absolutely support the recommendations that we
have made. Although I must say that if we were not in a period of
austerity we probably could have increased the regular program in
Title I in addition to the concentration program.

I might also add some funds to TRIO and some to the Graduate
Professional Opportunities Program. Indeed, if we had all of the
money in the world, we might add some funding to every program.
But we do not and I think the budget we have developed is a very

‘responsible one in that it does target on the areas of greatest need.

Mr. NatcHER. Now, Doctor BOKer, if the committee finds it neces-
sary to make reductions in the budget for the Office of Education,
where do you suggest we make them? -

Dr. Boyer. 1 would have preferred the first question.

Mr. NatcHER. Go right ahead, Doctor.

Dr. Bover. Sorry. From my past experience in university admin-
istration I would have to go first to the big items. You can’t make
much savings out of small categories; you have to ask where do
ycur big dollars go.

If there were severe press for reduction we would have to look at
the largest items. I mean by that the student assistance category

. represents a $5 billion effort. We might have to ask whether con-

tinued development is required there.

We are proposing again where the increases are, we are propos-
ing a major increase in Title I, especially through concentration.
We. would have to ask is this the year to expand that if we were
forced to look at continued reduction. '

[ am not in a position to give you a detailed list except to say
that a procedure would have to be followed. That is, can we justify
the increases and then how do we start working against the base of
the largest categories?

CARRYOVER BALANCES

Mr. NatchiR. Now, under the State Grant Program for Handi-
capped Children, $1.6 billion has been appropriated for 1977 to
1979 to implement the Education for the Handicapped Children
Act. We understand that over $300 million of these funds are
unobligated.

Why can't we carry over this balance and reduce the 1980 budget
request of $862 million for this program?

Dr. Berry My understanding, Mr. Chairman, is that there was
~ome concern expressed by the Congressional Budget Office, and
others. that these funds would not be obligated and, therefore,
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would be available for carryover. My understanding, however, is
that this would not be the case and that the funds will be obligated
and will be used. g '

But if Mr. Martin would like to add to that, he may do so.

* Mr. NATCHER. Go right ahead, Mr. Martin.

- Mr. MARTIN. Thank you, sir.

I am afraid that that particular analysis was confused and we
have attempted to set it straight. The first year in question, there
were $250 million which were obligated by the end of fiscal 1978,
The Congress had appropriated some $315 million for that year.
But the formula was fully funded at the $250 million level. That
left $60 million that could not be obligated because it would not
have been possible under the formula.

Beginning this year there is $500 million which was available
starting at the beginning of this fiscal year, and by December we

had obligated $300 million of that $500 million. The remainder-

between that $800 million and the $1.6 billion you mentioned is
$804 million, which wouldn’t even become available for obligation

until the beginning of the next fiscal year, some months away. -

So what we are really dealing with is two fiscal years, one for
which the Federal Government has fully obligated its funds and for
the other we have'obligated about 60 percent at this point in time.

We would like to have obligated the whole 100 -percent on the
very first days of the fiscal year, but these years have been difficult
for the States to change the many State laws and State regulations
in order to come into compliance with the new Federal law.

So we have had to negotiate with the States and, in some in- .

stances, for example, several States are currently waiting for their
State Legislatures to make changes in State law which will be

. necessary before we can approve their plan.

We will obligate all of the funds which are available in each of
the years in question. I have been meeting continuously with State
and local people who will tell you that the need for the funds at
the local level is very real, indeed. ‘

We are trying to get the local districts, Mr. Chairman, to in a
sense agree to hire people in the spring on the basis that they are
gging to receive funds in July and September from the Congress.

me States are willing to make that gamble and others are more

" conservative; they want to wait until the money is in hand and

then begin expending it after they receive it.
Under the so-called Tydings amendment they have two years to

-spend those funds, and a number of States do spend the money in

the second year. But if the Congress were to do what you suggest-
ed, it would be terribly disruptive because what it would mean is
that the $800 million level which will be released in September and
the $800 million that we have built together in these first two
years would suddenly disappear, leaving a lot of teacher commit-
ments and program commitments up in the air, and the States and
the locals would be so conditioned by that that we would never get
them to spend any money or plan on it until they had it in hand.

Mr. NatcHer. Now, Dr. Berry, if we had a separate Department
of Education, do you think the budget before the committee would
be any different?.

0
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Dr. Bexrry. It would depend on who was running it and how
successful they had been with OMB. But in general terms, Mr.
Chairman, I would say that the creation of a separate Department
of Education would not have any immediate impact on the &ize of
the budget. -

I think we have had some nice increases in the budget proposed
by uc in the last two years. I think the budget we have presented
this year has taken into account all of the needs of all of the
programs that exist.

Under a separate Department of Education we would have the
same review and the same consideration of the programs, so |
think we probably would end up with the same budget figure.

KEFFECTIVENESS OF THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

Mr. Natciier. Now, in your opening statement to the committee,
Doctor Beiry, you mentioned the importance of teaching the chil-
dren in this country how to read and write. How would you rate
the elementary and secondary education system in this country at,
the present time, Doctor Berry?

Dr. Berry. I think that the elementary and secondary education
system in this country has in overall term. done a very good job in
the last 15 to 20 years in teaching most students how to read and
write.

If you look at all of the information we have, it shows that
sizable numbers of students are functionally illiterate and that
gizable numbers of students do not read or write at the level we
would like. The information also shows, however, that the vast
majority are reading and writing better than they did in the past.

For most of the students in the country, the schools are doing a
good job.

There are serious problems with some areas of the population.
There are some students who 15 or 20 years ago probably would
not be in school for as long as thay are in school now. .

So I think in overall terms that the system has worked, but that
there are major problems that still exist for teaching all of the
children in the country how to read and write. This is why we
focused our legislative program on basic skills, and are proposing
an increase in the Title I concentration, which focuses on basic
skills in the first three grades, and why we are proposing the
funding we are proposing in the basic skills program, so we cannot
say the whole system has not worked because we see there are
serious problems and the effort is to try to solve those problems.

Mr. NaTcHER. Mr. Michel?

Mr. Micuer. Thank you.

TEACHER STRIKE

Doctor Berry, your budget focuses on educating disadvantaged
children and then here in the District of Columbia we see large
numbers of disadvantaged children being deprived of an education
by teachers going out and striking. What do you think of what
appears to be an increased practice of teachers striking during
school years and in most cases illegally?

\
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Dr. Berry. 1 deplore illegality of all sorts, including teacher
strikes where they are illegal. I particularly deplore the necessity
for strikes if they are necessary during the school year.

I understand that the teachers believe that there are important -
issues that they must resolve and that the best time to get those
issues resolved is during the school year when kids would be out of
school if they go on strike. But I believe that it would be more
appropriate if some system of arbitration could be worked out to
resolve disputes so that the children in communities would not
suffer, and this is particularly the case for children who are al-
ready educationally deprived or are having difficulties.

So I deplore strikes during the school year.

Mr. MicHeL. Has any of your research ever focused on the psy-
chological impact a teacher illegally going out on strike may have
on a child, particularly if it pertains to the child’s respect for the
law, for authority, for discipline?

Dr. BErRy. I am not aware of any specific research of that kind
and I will see if Dr. Graham knows of any. I am aware, however,
that other collections of research indicate that if people in positions
of authority show a contempt for laws that apply to them, the
effect is to create more and more disrespect for authority and law.
4 Dr. GratiaM, We have not looked specifically at that question to

ate.

Mr. MicheL. Well, it might not be a bad idea to just check it out
once. I would have to agree with Dr. Berry that if that’s the result
in other areas, I think it would hold true for the educational
community too. -

Wouldn't the proposed new Department of Education, by consoli-
dating Federal programs under the one authority, make it easier
for .he Federal Government to exert control?

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Dr. Berry. Over education in the country? I do not think so. As a
matter of fact, I think most emphatically not, Mr. Michel.

The Department of Education Bill, as it has been proposed in the
Senate and as the Administration is proposing it, has provisions
that would preclude any Federal intrusion or involvement in edu-
cational decisions at the lecal level.

Mr. Micuen. You mean there would be less than there is now?

How could that be?

Dr. Berry. Well, I will try to answer t-at a different way rather
than attacking it directly, if I inay.

First of all, there are these provisions in what would be the
statute. Second, there is already a Federal education policy. This
policy, established by the Congress and implemented by the Admin-
istration, has been to focus on specific programs of aiding the
underserved, the disadvantaged, and so on. for about 11 percent of
the total education budgets in the country.

The real issue for those who are concerned about a Department
of Education ought to be, in my opinion, whether they are interest-
ed in seeing those programs that are already Fe-eral policy imple-
mented more efficiently at the local level So the idea is not to
create control; there are absolute prohibitions against Federal con-

Ve
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trol, and I don’t think anyone would want it, even if there weren’t
abselute prohibitions. The only way to get Federal intrusion at the
local level is through the Congress.

All 1 see in the Department of Education bill is the hope that the
current Federal education policy can be implemented more quickly
and more efficiently.

Mr. MicHEL. Is it your view that all Federal programs having to
do with the education of our kids be brought in under that one

roof?
- Dr. BERRY. No; I would think that the people who have worked
on this over in the OMB, the White House and here in the Con-
gress are quite right to say that one test ought to be whether the
program is directly concerned with education as an end in itself or
whether it is for some other purpose where the education mission
is tangential.

"There are other programs one might think ought to be in the
Department, but indeed the politics of the situation are such that
one could not have those included in the bill. I think that the
approach should be, as it is, to concentrate on getting as many
programs as possible that ought to be in the Department, rather
than working toward incorporating every educational program into
the new Department. :

Mr. MicHEL. So you have objection to those exceptions that they
are talking about these days?

Dr. Berry. I have absolutely no objection to the exceptions that
the President has approved.

Mr. MicHeL. Well, of course, the whole argument has been that
it gives education all that much more visibility so that it does not
get lost in HEW, and you would be a Department Secretary instead
of an Assistant Secreiary and the Commissioner would be the
Assistant Secretary inst2ad of a Commissioner and everybody
would get a higher salary and everybody else would be right in
place, and there wouldn’t be any difference.

Dr. Berry. Would you like me to respond to that?

Mr. MicHEL. You might comment on that.

Dr. BerrRy. One comment that I would make is that the new
Department plan is not a plot to create a new office for me or for
anybody. But in any cise, let me just say that we have been
successful in administering programs and activities concerning edu-
cat(iion within HEW while in office and we have worked very hard
to do so. :

But it is true that there are certain administrative structures in
HEW that necessarily have to be there, because you are talking
about a 3200 billion operation which is, as vou know, about the
third largest budget in the world. That would not be here in a
separate Department of Education and it's true that you would
have a Cabinet Secretary who could focus just on the educational
issues.

EFFECTIVENESS OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS
h

Mr. MicHrL. In a recent article in the New York Times, John
Maxwell, Deputy Director of the Mational Council of Teachers of
English, said, “People assume that remedial programs make a

)
0

-~
\




30

difference. This has never been demonstrated; we just don't know
enough about remedial education.” : ' :

Would you agree with that?

Dr. Berry. No: I believe compensatory programs do make a
difference. We know this from the studies that NIE has done of
Title I, and othér studies that we have had. _

Mr. MicueL. Yes, but the bottom line with me is the test scores.
After you have gone through all of this, how come there is just a
continual decline of test scores after all of the billions we put into
compensatory education?

My bottom line is how much better off are you now than.you
were ten years ago, and so far I haven't seen any statistics in
which I have confidence, which show much of any progress.

Dr. Berry. Well, sir, the first point I would make is that we don’t .

know how bad the situation would have been if we had not had’
Federal programs all of these years. I will make that point in the
first place. - '
It might be even worse than it is, and I agree with you, in some
sectors of the population there are serious problems with reading,
writing and basic skills. But I would also point out we do have
evidence for those students who have been involved in compensa-
tory education programs funded by the Federal Government that
. there have been improvements in achievement.

I agree with you also that by and large test scores were declining
in reading. Now, I understand they have bottomed out. Hopefully,
they will eventually rise. Scores have also been declining in math-
ematics for a number of years. But if you loos at all of the students
who are being educated in school systems over all of this period of
time, I think you would see we have been successful for larger
numbers of students than might have been otherwise, if we had not
had the prcgrams.

Now, Dr. Graham may wish to comment on this.

Dr. GraHaM. I would like to support what Dr Berry has said.
The national assessment of educational progress, tc: example, has
shown that 9-year olds who are fourth graders impréved in both
reading and writing between 1970 and 1974. Another series of basic
skill tests for second, third, and fourth graders shows similar im-
provement in reading and mathematics.

The lowa Program also demonstrates improvement on the part
of youngsters in the early grades, and NIE's own study of children
in Title I in grades one and three who are in well managed Title I
programs made very substantial gains in reading and mathematics.

I think the point I would make is we have made a lot of progress
in raiging test scores for children in the primary grades. We have
not made comparable progress in helping to raise scores of children
in the high school grades. Although these SAT scores, which have
been going down steadily, stopped their decline last year.

Mr. MicHEL. Finally.

Dr. Granam. Finally.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Mr. MicHeL. We hear periodic reperts that the Administration
has rather a negative view toward vocational education.
How do you respond to that?
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Dr. Berry. Well, we do not have a negative view or at least I do
not, and the Secrgfary does not toward vocational education by

definition. We belf®e, however, that the program has not been as

effective as we would like to see.

Now, what do we mean when we say it has not been as effective
as we would like to see? ‘ J

We believe that a major problem in this country right now is the
unemployment and lack of skills of youth, and many of these are
minority and disadvantaged youth in cities, Vocational education
programs have not been targeted on the students in these cities,
and in many cases it might be better if one.could use.funds and
have them used appropriately and effectively in.gsome program that
went directly to the cities where these children are, as in the youth
programs over in the Labor Department rather than try and do it
through State vocational education programs, the way they operate
at present.

So, it's not hostility. towards vocational education, and we recog-
nize that vocational education is tremendously popular—it ought to
be—and that large numbers of students are going into it, and that
it has made a great contribution. :

But it's just our concern and our hope that as a result of the
1976 amendments and regulations and their operation there will be
more leveraging ¢ funds into thuse areas where those disadvan-
taged students who make up the bulk of the unemployed youth.

" This is our concern; we do not have an animosity towards vocation-

al education. :

Mr. MickiL. I would hope that will be borne out by what you
say, Doctor. I have some reservations about that,

Dr. BErry. Could Dr. Graham add to that?

Mr. NatcHER. Yes, go right ahead.

Di. GrRAHAM. As you know, Mr. Michel, the NIE was asked to
prepare for the Congress for 1980 a report on vocational education.
We have submitted a plan to you and your colleagues, and we
anticipate that the report will be in on time in September of 1980
for you to consider when you consider the reauthorization.

FEDERAL SUPPORT OF VOUCATIONAL EDUCATION

Dr. Bover. I think vocational education offers an interesting case
study of whether Federal intervention in the best sense makes a
difference. This was the first example of Federal involvement in
education following World War 1. It was started to stimulate State
activity in vocational education. The idea was to get a 1-to-1 match.
If we give some money, States might get involved more actively.
The interesting thing is now it is about 31 federal tp 38 at the state
level. I truly believe as g. result of that initiative an entire network
of vocational schools h:(:d‘gveloped.

[ happen to think if Tas made a remarkable contribution to
education for a third or~more of our young people, and the records
show that more than half of our high school students take at least
one vocational course. I think what I am suggesting is sometimes
we lose perspective as to whether the Federal activity has stimulat-
ed change without necessarily controlling.
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So I would say it has been remarkably successful and if there is
any question it is, how does this major strategy now adjust to what
I think are some new demands and become more pervasive in the
schools so all -children understand they have to work as well as
they can. These should not be seen as conflicting.

I add a notation that the Federal dollars I think have driven
State dollars and an entirely new dimension of schools has devel-
oped that I think has helped a lot of young people who otherwise
might not have been helped. I thought that footnote might be
important. Now we have to figure out strategies for the future that
will be equally effective.

Mr. NaTcHER. All right.

Mr. Stokes, [ yield to you.

Mr. Stokrs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Dr. Berry.

Dr. Berry, one of my special concerns has been the TRIO pro-
gram. Let me recite a little history and then pose a question to
you. In 1977, the appropriation for TRIO was $85 million. In 1978,
the Administration proposed a budget of $70 million, and, accord-
ing to an amendment I sponsored, this subcommittee raised it to
$117 million. In the following year, the budget request was $115 .
million. This subcommittee again raised that to $140 million. This
year, I see that the budget request is $10 million below the $140
million that the subcommittee recommended last year.

Unless I have misinterpreted the fact that there is still a large

- group of eligible youngsters who are underserved or not served at

all, I simply cannot understand why this administration continues,
in light of this national disgrace, to request funding lower than this .
committee thinks it ought to be. What is your explanation?

Dr. Berry. In the first place, I agree with you that there is still a
major problem of providing educational services for the disadvan-
taged and that it is even a more critical problem given the fact
that in our student aid programs we provide aid for the students to
attend institutions. If we are worried about their retention in the
institutions in the program, we ought to be concerned about special
services for them once they are there.

We also ought to be concerned about identifying them early
through talent search and through Upward Bound and seeing them
through. So it is a major problem and we recognize that. The onl
explanation for our budget request is that what we had to wor
with is a budgetary policy and not a substance policy, a figure of
$140 million. It was determined already there would not be major
increases in this budget and we tried to balance the.interest and
concern in starting up the new biomedical program which, as you
know, is also targeted on minority students in cities and is a focus
of our concern about the declining numbers of minority students
who are even applying to medical schools or going into the sci-
ences.

So we decided to fund that with $3 million. THen we took the
other $7 million, adding it to the $140 million, and we looked at
our professional opportunities program and there is a desire to put
an increase there which also focuses on minorities, trying to get
them into graduate schools. So it was simply a budgetary tradeoff
problem and it was not an answer that saic{ we did not think the
program was not important.
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That is the only answer I can really give you.

Mr. Stokes. I had posed a similar question to Secretary Califano
when he was here. '

Dr. Berry. I hope he said what [ said.

Mr. Stokes. His answer was essentially the same. He did say,
however, and I will also ask you about it, is that since the Bakke
decision there have been fewer minority students applying to medi-

- -cal school. Is that a fact?

Dr. Berry. That is right. That is the information we have.

Mr. Stokes. Would you attribute it directly to the Bakke case?

Dr. Berry. You never know_on these matters and there has been
speculation. It is much like asking why kids do not read and write
as they used to. But some people who are experts believe that some
students were discouraged from applying because they did not
understand what the decision meant, and thought there were no
programs to which they would be admitted, so they simply did not
apply. This can be a factor. We do not know. .

TITLE I FUNDING

Mr. Stokes. In your testimony, you refer to the Title I program.

"Mhis was another program that the administration asked us to hold

the line last year, and our committee, in its wisdom, recommended
an additional $100 million for the Title I program. Have you been
able to use the additional funds? ,

Dr. Berry. Oh, yes, indeed. )

Mr. STokes. | did not see any reprogramming or rescission re-
quest. ,

Dr. Berry. In Title 1? No, you will not see such requests of that
kind in Title L.

Mr. Stokes. I am glad that the wisdom of this subcommittee
prevailed.

Dr. BERrY. We are always happy to see the wisdom of the Con-

gress prevail.
PROGRESS IN READING

Mr. Stokes. You mentioned a few moments ago helping children
to read. One of my concerns is that today children who are func-
tionally illiterate frequently graduate from high school. I think,
New York has a law that says in order to graduate from the 12th
grade a person must read at the 8th grade level. I question why
one must keep ihem in school 4 more years under that type of law.
Is any progress being made with respect ot graduating people from
the 12th grade who can read? , :

Dr. Berry. We are making some progress if you look at the
overall picture, but it is true, as the information that you cited
explained, that there are still large numbers of youth in the coun-
try who do not read at the level they should be reading when they
are ready for high school graduation. This is even more a-signifi-
cant problem with the minority groups. : ’

The cities are still more depressing. It is also true if you think
about the Federal programs, Title I, for example, for the amount of
funding that is there it is focused on the first three or four grades
but there are no monies going to the students once they get
beyond, so you have a whole area after those few grades where the
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issue is, how do you continue the progress made in the early
rograms, and do you lose out somewhere along the way? We have
n looking at what goes on in junior high schools but the short .
answer to the question is, that there are still large numbers of 12th
grade students who cannot read anywhere near their grade level.

Mr. Stokes. At the time I sponsored that amendment to put $100
million into the Title I program—Mr. Michel and I had a great
deal of dialogue on that issue, part of my argument was the fact
that there is » large concentration of youth not being affected by
the Title I program in grades 4 to 12 and that with proper funding
those youngsters could be helped. Is that correct?

Dr. BERRy. If there were full funding of it, one could. The fact
that it goes through grades three and four is because there is not
enough money to fund the other grades and it is thought that you
get the maximum amount of progress if you start at the beginning
as opposed to starting in the middle or 4t the end.

Mr. StokEs. I have one additional question, Mr. Chairman.

With regard to the competency tests being given tc high school
graduates, have any evaluations of the effectiveness of those pro-
grams been performed? :

Dr. BeRry. We have a number of studies going on in NIE that
are looking at the minimum competency tests as they are given
around the country to see what the results are and how they ave
given. We are giving technical assistance to people around -the
country through the Office of Testing and Assessment and will
through the new program in NIE. Others may wish to add some-
thing, Mr. Stokes. Competency testing, in my opinion, has arisen as
a national movement because of concern about the perceived de-
cline of quality in education. In other words, it is a sign of concern
about these deficiencies that we have talked about, and the compe-
tency testing movement signals a lack of public confidence in edu-
cation. That is really what it is all about.

The movement has to be watched very carefully to make sure
the kind of resources are made available to children so they have
an opportunity to learn before they are given the tests, that the
tests are fair, that the public school system discharges it's responsi-
bility - to educate them, and that competency testing does not
become the mechanism for pushing students out of schools.

Dr. Graham, do you want to add anything?

Dr. GraHaM. | would simply add that we are underway in a
process now to describe what these minimal testing programs are
in the 30-some States that have them so other States may know
and so that the tests cannot be used to push children out but can
be used as a way to help children learn, which is really why you
ought to test in the first place.

On this question of what competencies we are testing, to pass an
examination at the time of World War I you had to read at a 4th
grade level. There were large numbers excluded because they could
not read at that level. We made a lot of progress up to the 4th
grade level. Now the difficulty is one needs to be able to read much
further beyond the 4th grade level, and it turns out it is very
difficult to deliver that kind cof reading comprehensive skill to a
whole populaton. Internationally we are doing pretty well, but not
doing well enough.
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Mr. Stokes. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NaTcHER. Mr. Early.

Mr. EarLy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Doctor, do you know what part of this request is reimbursement
to States and which part of it is administrative expenses?

Dr. BErry. What part is salaries and expenses?
. Mr. EarLy. Yes, how much is salaries and expenses.

Mr. PickMaN. $128 million for salaries and expenses.

Mr. Bover. I think the Office of Education figure is being given

to you, less than 1 percent of the budget for the management here

at the Federal level. There are some administrative expenses in
categories that arc huilt into certain programs that would be used
at the State level, or the figure given as the Federal cost.

‘Mr. EarLy. The amount of this budget that stays here in Wash-
ington is $128 million. _

Dr. BERRY. Less than 1 percent of the budget, yes, sir.

Mr. EarLy. Last year we had a level of $2,044,000 compared to
the 1979 appropriation of $2.6 million. Do you attribute that to
fraud or abuse? . _

Dr. Berry. We project a decline in eligibility, which means there
will be a decline in the numbers of students. If there is a decline in
the nimber of students who are eligible the costs will be less. That
is one way.

Mr. EaRrLy. Are you defining eligibility as to what inflation has
done to take them over $25,000?

Dr. BERRY. Right. And another is the carryover amount. There is
also the number of students—you mentioned fraud and abuse.

 There-have been some students who through the computer editing

process were found not to be eligible. So we think the number
represents an amount of money sufficient to take care of students
eligible, but there will be a decline in eligibility.

Mr. EarLy. What is the carryover figure?

Mr. VoicT. The total amount we expect to be carried over from
the current year is something like $560 million. In addition to that,
we are .speaking of $165 million to be available from the 1979
budget. Both figures would then be appropriated into 1980.

Mr. EarLy. How much did you identify as fraud during this
period?

Dr. BErry. The numbers we have indicate that about 500,000 of
approximately 2.3 million grant applicants were rejected.

Mr. EARLY. Can you give it to me in dollars?

Mr. Voicr. Roughly, from the earlier estimate, Mr. Early, we
expect about $560 million to be available.

Mr. EarLy. I interpret that $560 million as $560 million unobli-
gated.

Mr. Voict. Right.

Mr. EarLy. My question is, how much have you identified as
fraud in the program?

Mr. Voicr. You cannot. We do not have data at the moment to
indicate what is fraud and what is student confusion, what is
incorrect applications. It is just very difficult to say what portion of
that carryover of unused funds is outright fraud. Much of it may be
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mistakes by students. The systems are complex so that they may
not understand what they are being asked for.

Mr. EarLy. We have not caught up in the 4 years | have been
here. We cannot keep: having excuses.

Dr. Bover. May I add to this? For the first time last year we.
screened those who were applying for basic grants. Up until that
time there was no effort made to check the applications. Whatever
a student put on the application to qualify was accepted on its face.
This year for the first timé, an effort’ was made to verify the
statements of eligibility students were claiming. Out of that first
net, 1.4 million, about 40 percent of all the applications, was reject-
ed for one reason or another by the computer, and that may have
been the result of failure to fill out fully the form, it may have
been based on an ineligibility, whatever. The one thing we do
know, of the ones rejected, 500,000 did not resubmit, which means
for whatever reason they did not come back with the corrected
torm. -

Mr. EarLy. Are you attempting to make any recovery?

. Dr. Bover. Those were just those applying. In other words, for
the first time we were saying we are going to double check to see if
they are eligible. What caused us to be suspicious, we found a
number of students that were applying four and five times. in our
_iud;,fmer)t. looking for the magic combination, so we have required

-that théy validate with IRS. The relevancy of this is we think the

dollars will go farther and tewer will apply, but still we are saying
we are going to serve all the eligibles. In other words, we can serve
evervone who is eligible with less monev. You #dd to that the
recovery of those who had tried in the past to ge@mey and had
done it without verification, and maybe a reductidw_in the enroll-
ments plus the carryover will provide full entitlement for all stu-
dents, as the law requires, with less money.
© Mr. EarLy. | see some conflict with the number when vou sug-
gest 3560 mitlion is unobligated and $165 million is from the 1979
appropriation. Then you suggest 10 percent of the applicants are
ineiigible. , _ ,

Dr. Berry. That was the first catch. Then they reapplied once we
sent it back and said, “"Hey. we are rejecting, this is not adequately

"verified.” Then we had a number of those that did fill out the form

correctly und became eligible.
l.:\ldl:, Farry. Do you know what number of the 40 percent reap-
plied: .

Dr. Berry. Yes, sir. All but 500,000 did reapply and became
eligible.

Mr. arLy. Forty percent represented what number?

Dr. Berry. 1.4 million.

Mr. Voiar. Yes, out of a total of 3.6 million applications.

Dr. Bover. The first year we threw in the validation requirement
.1 million were sent back saving. Your application is unaccepta-
ble. But 500,000 of those did resubmit, cleared up the application
and became eligible, but we still caught a large number, 500,000
out of that figure, that did not submit. We assumed they were not
eligrible.

. Mr. Earey. On the BOEG program the administ mti&u\is request-
Ing & waiver on the requirement that the funding be at 8370
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" million of the- BOEG program. What is the status of the rquest?

The NDSL program [ also understand has problems. ,

Dr. BErRy. It was supposed to be appropriations language; as |

understand it, a:waiver, and I am not sure whether it has been
sent up here or not. Whether it has in fact been sent I do not
know. :
Mr Forsush. The appropriation language does contain the ap-
propriate request for point-of-order language required for the 1980
Appropriation Bill. We are also working on a bill that would do the
same thing in the authorizing statute itself that should have been
up here last week but it was not quite cleared by OMB.

Mr. Earvy. Doctor, that work-study program I understand re-
ceived excellent evaluations. That is level funded for 1980 despite
the fact it provides jobs.

Dr. BErry. We agreg it is a fine program and that in fact it is
consistent with our philgsophy that students ought to be encourged
to work to pay part of \the cost of their education and the jobs
should be generated for ‘them. It is purely a budget decision to
come up with the level funding.

Mr. EarLy. Wouldn't we, be better off increasing the funding
there and cutting funding in some of the unproductive programs?.

Dr. Berry. | am not sure which programs I would identify as
being nonproductive.

Mr. Earty. I think there would be a lot of them.

Mr. Voicr. From 1978 to 1979 the funding for that program
increased by $115 million, so that institutions are now in the
process of trying to get jobs for a very large number of students. I
think we have to look at whether they can do that and effectively
spend that money and be as comfortable as they can, before we
suggest added increases in work-study in future years.

Mr. EarLy. | thought the report was that it was working very
effectively and was achieving the goals and also that they had
potential to expand it.

Mr. Voict. They did. But the impact of the added $115 million
really does not hit until the coming academic year, so we are just
not at this point that comfortable that they are going to be eftec-
}ively able to spend all that money to include this budget in the
uture. '

Dr Berry. There are some institutions—I have had discussions
with some presidents that have had trouble generating the number
of jobs that would be appropriate for the students on campuses in
terms of identifying which categories of jobs and generating num-
bers of jobs. It is a minor aspect of the whole picture. On the
whole. the program, as you point out, is working very succcessfully.
There is this factor also.

FUNDING DESEGREGATION

Mr. EarLy. You said in desegregation that we were moving more
towards voluntary efforts?

Dr. BErRRY. Yes, and flexible approaches to desegregation. There
is a substantial loosening in the new language of the New School
Assistance Act. What I meant was increasing the funding, and we
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aré able to provule funding for institutions that have voluntary
plans as well as court-ordered plans to desegregate.

TEACHER STRIKE IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. EarLy. Would you comment on Mr. Michel's question about
the strike going on in the District?

Dr. Berry. I deplore it. -

Mr. Earry. Has there been any Federal funding cut oft?

Dr., Berry. Absolutely not. All it would do would make matters
worse instead of better. The hope is strikes here and elsewhere will
be settled and the kids ci  go back to school and receive the
services they should. '

Mr. Earny. As deplorable as it would be, wouldn't we be better
oft as far. as long-range planning to cut oft all Federal aid. It would
make the situation worse but 't might prevent the situation from

“continually recurring, which is what is happening.

Dr. Berry. We have the pleasure, I suppose, of not being directly
responsible for the schools. '

Mr. Eazrry. We cut off aid in Massachusetts in desegregation. We
thought that was right if they were not comp'ying with the law. If
they are not complying with the law here, we are not penalizing
them in any way. We spent money for long-range planning. We are
constantly increasing it, and yet you make a comment tnat chil-
dren do not read and write any better. We must be doing some-
thing wrong. .

Dr. BErry. I agree.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Michel. : .

Mr. MichHiL. | have a little bit.difterent theory about why you
may not be asking for an increase in work-study, because you are
going to have a carryover and we make it so easy for everybody to
get an education with a basic grant and everybody wants to study
apd nobody wants to work. I would wager every member of this
subcommittee worked at the time he went to college. I wor' d a
full work week while taking a full load of courses. It did not J me
any harm. I just have a theory about why we are not having so
many taking advantage ofga work-study program these days, and it
is because we made it too easy just to go without working.

Dr. Berry. Mr. Michel, I just notice that we share at least one
thing in common. I also worked 40 to 60 hours a week while taking
a full load throughout my whole undergraduate and graduate and
law school career. So we share at least that in common.

Mr. MicHeL. 1 could have assumed that from the way you
handle yourself. There is something about making that little extra
effort; vou just appreciate all the more what you have .

Mr. NarcHer. Dr. Berry, we understand that 34 States have
begun programs requiring competency testing in basic academic
skills. Why is there so much interest in this matter of testing in
recent years? ~

Dr. Berry. We believe thatthe interest in testing is generated
because of a valid public concern about the decline in student
achievement and the quality of education, a valid public concern
with falling test scores "nd an attempt on the part of the public in
various States to have sume kind of accountability measures. Also

~
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there is a desire of employers to know that students who graduate

know how to read and write and count at an adequate level. The
interest then is a reflection of these concerns, Mr. C airman.

Mr. NATCHER. There appears to be growing resistance among
taxpayers in supporting certain increased costs in education, as you
and 1 know. What role does the Federal Government have concern-
ing the problem of school finance, generally speaking? What would
you say, Dr. Berry?

Dr. BERRy. It is not a Federal Government respounsibility to pay a
large share of the basic costs of education in the country. It still
. should be done by State and local people and we should continue to
focus on targeted areas that are part of the Federal role and
mission. Under the legislation that has been enacted by the Con-
gress we do have a responsibility for providing advice, technical
asaistance, research and studies on appropriate ways of seeing that
equal financing is provided for services in these districts. We have

" a school finance project underway in HEW, authorized in the

amendments of 1918, to find better ways to five information about
financing education in the States and local governments.

We will help and assist them. We will not take on the burden of
pagling foi: State and local costs.

r. NATCHER. Dr. Berry, enrollment in elementary and second-
ary schools is projected to decline from 49 million in 1976 to 45
~million in 1986. What problems for local schools will occur it these
projections are accurate?

Dr. BeErry. The projections are more than likely to be accurate
because we cannot do anythin%' about decreasing births. Fewer
people will be at the school age. The would have had to have been
born before now or in the “rocess of being born. Some schools are
already experiencing these difficulties. They have to face choices
about ‘closing schools that are no longer needed, shifting pupils
around, and finding new uses for school buildings in the communi-
ty. In sore places they have talked about turning schools into one-
step shopping <enicr=. They will have to learn how to manage
decline. I might point out that projections indicate there will be an
unevenness across the country as to when these declines will take
place. In the Sun Belt there will continue to be larve numbers of
students in elementary schoois over the 10-year period, so they
won't be facing the same problem, but there are other parts of the
- country waere they will face jt. There they will have to make some
difficult choices in convertiig schools to other uses to serve the
community.

Dr. Eruis. There is a saying every time is a good time if we but
know what to do with it. One of the good features is that we can
concentrate on quality and improving the level of education for
each student. It gives a breathing space. We have gone through
such an era of expansion that ve now have an apportunity to
concentrate on quality, so there is some benefit. I would also add
we in the Office of Education are giving careful attention to this
issue. In iact, this afiernoon we will have a meeting with the major
organizations such as the PTA, the School Administrators Associ-
ation, NEA, AFT, the large educational associations. This topic of
declining enrollment is a central part of our agenda.

Mr. NatcHer. Thank you, Dr. Ellis.
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What do you see as the major challenge row facing institutions
of higher education?

Dr. Berry. The major challenge to institutions of higher educa-
tion, as soon as they figure out what to do about Title IX and
football, the major educational challenge is to figure out what to do
about managing decline, as my good friend Dr. Kenneth Bolding at
the University of Colorado likes to put it. The sume demographic
factors you mentioned previously indicate there will be declining
enrollments in higher education. They are learning they will have
to start serving nontraditional populations--there are more and
more adult learners requesting to be served. This will require
faculties willing to teach in the evening and not just in the morn-.
ing and afternoon.

There is a service needed by the society,. and they must learn to
convert so they can provide this service. Some of them may get
smaller because of declining eurollments, and others may close
because they are seen to be no longer needed by society. But in
overall terms they must learn how to manage decline. The major
overall problem is we must find a way to enhance the productive
capacity of our universities in this country, especially the research
universities that create new knowledge that will be taught in years
to come.

Mr. Narteuer. In 1968 wuition charges at public institutions of
higher learning averaged $283. Ten years later, in 197X, tuition was
¥075. In 1968, tuition at private institutions, aseraged $1,300, and
in 1978 rose to over $2,700. Dr. Berry, have these increased costs
had any effect on student access to higher education, or have most
families tried to absorb these increases?

Dr. BerRRy. We have, as a matter of Federal policy in the student
aid programs, increased the amount of support that has been made
availabie to students over those years while costs were escalating.
Most recently, with the Middle Income Assistance Act, we now
provide, as you know, subsidized loans without regard to income to
try to absorb some of that cost. Parents have had their choice of
institutions for their sons and daughters affected by the costs of
the institutions, and consequently there have had to be some ad-
justments. It is also true that the higher costs of higher education
have not increased any more rapidly than incomes.

I know this is a matter of controversy, but there are somne data
that spems to show that while the cost of education Fas gone up,
salarieg have gune up. Indeed. we know that the cost of everything
else hds gone up too. But we have student aid programs that have

. absorbed much of the costs of these increases, Mr. Chairman,.

Mr. NatcHeRr. Last year HEW advised our committee that voca-
tional education was one of the Department’s ""least effective” pro-
grams. The 1980 budget proposes $674 million, the same as appro-
priated for 1979 for vocational education. Why not cutback in this
program according to the advice we have had from HEW that it is
one of the least effective programs?

Dr. Berry. Mr. Chairman, Secretary Califano and | believe that
vocational education has made a great contribution to society. It is
a very popular program, as you know. It has expanded opportuni-
ties for students. More than one third of the students in this
country in high school take some vocational courses. It -should be

13
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sitractive and it is. When we said it was the least effective pro-
gram, we meant that is is not targeted to the areas of the highest
unemployment. We are very concerned about youth unemployment
in this country and especially pockets of youth unemployment in
certain cities in this country. Vocational education programs have
not seemed to have been targeted on this population group and
have not helped with the problem in the past nor at present.

That is what we meant when we said it was one of the least
effective programs. We have level-funded it because it is popular. It
- does serve large numbers of students and it has been overmatched
by States and localities by about 8 to 1.

Dr. Eruis. May I add?

Mr. NaTcHeR. Go ahead, Dr. Ellis.

Dr. Eruis. | believe we have clarified our statement, as Dr. Berry
mentioned. 1 would like to say on a personal basis that 1 have
contacted superintendents of schools in a number of vocational
schools and | can attest some of the most effective education in
America is appearing in vocational schools. In fact, I have walked
-down the streets of Columbus, Ohio, and have heen stopped by a
sarent on the street, and with tears in their eyes they have said:
“Thank you for saving my son or daughter.”

I think it is fair to say that it is a mixed picture, but overall I
think we have to be very careful not to have a blank condemnation
of vocational education because in many freas it is the most effec-
tive education we have in America. We do have, as Dr. Berry said,
education better targeted on the handicapped, minorities, women,
and in other areas, but overall it is an effective program.

Ms. Beesk. For the record, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit,
if I might, some of our evaluation study information which indi-
cates that the vocational education program has been effective in
increasing the numbers of programs available for the disadvan-
taged and the handicapped. Those are areas where the States had
not put large dollars and the Federal funds have been very effec-
tive in initiating, expanding and improving ‘those programs for
special target populations.

Mr. NATCHER. You submit that.

[The information follows:)

~a
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'AGE 12a

Study of Vocational Proframs for Disadvantaged Students#

A recent study assessed programs for the disadvantaged under the State set-aside
grant program and Part A, Section 102(b) providing 100 purcent funding of voca-
tional education programs for the disadvantaged. The study fnvolved 23 States,
77 communities including 55 local education agencles wnd 22 community college
districts. Elghty-four projects were vistted, including 62 secondary and 22 post-
secondary.

Findings fndicate that State and local administrators have difficulty i{n inter-
preting the congressional definition of "disadvantaped" because: (1) thev see

an apparent conflict between the {dentification of students on an {ndividual

basis and the desfgnation of target areas or groups; (2) they cite the existence
of allegedly conflicting definitions of "disadvantaged" contained in laws other
than the Vocational Maendments of 1968; and (1) local administrators indicote

they are unwilling t, "label" students as® disadvantaped. The most common criteria
used to fdentify disadvantapged students was academic, that is, students who are
one or more grade levels behind their peers. ' s

The vast majority of the Federal funds were used to hire staff who work directly
with studetns. Only a small portion of funds were used to hire administrative
pergonne! and the result appeared to be that the program suffers from lack of
planning and monitoring at all leveis.

The States generally had only oune person gupervising these programe and Iitele
time was available for planning, monitoring or evaluating programs. 1In States
where educatlon agencies were subdivided into reglons, program mon{toring and
evaluation appeared to be more complete and program officers were familiar with
the programs. Sixteen of the 23 States, 70 percent, required local educccion
Jurisdictions or schools to gubmit proposale to the State, according to esta~
blished guidelines, and funded projects on the basis af the quality of the pro-
posals and the ability of the sponsors to carry out the projects. The other
States funded on a block grant formula basis to a local education jurisdiction.

The major constraints in developing programs mentioned by respondents at all
levels ware: lack of funds, lack of facilit. s, uawillingness of some instruc-
tional personnel to accept disadvantaged students {nto their classes, the negative
image of vocational education and ambiguity of the term '"disadvantaged student.”

About 46 percent of the enrollment in high schnol projects was minority:
characteristics information by race and ethniz background was not availahle for
51 percent of the postsecondary enrollment. OFf the known postsecondatry-level
enrollment, 22 percent were minority and 27 percent white. Women comprised a
slightly higher percentage of the total high school enrollment than men; the
opposite was true at the postsecondary level. Howiver, characteristics bv sex
were unavallable for 34 percent of the postsecondary enrollmenc.

'5nnunl_§~TluJ;jaQNRvpgrt en Prpﬂrnnﬁ_Adﬂfﬂfﬁ!yrfd_gyAshP_E:ﬁ¢_gf{!£P_nf
Bducat fom Flosal Year 1972, jre-ated by the Uttdoe of Plamning, Bodpeting and
Evaluatinn, Otfice of Educatton, Hepartment ot Health, Edu«ation. and Welfare,
Washington, D.C. (pp. 411-413). "
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PAGE 12b

The fact that half of the project directors interviewed did not believe that
the students enrolled in their classes were disadvantaged raises serious
questions, At the school level, little criteria existed for identifying dis-
advantaged students and a corresponding lack of ade.,uatuv assessment procedures
for determining the conditions which cause school failure.

Nearly half of the secondary enrollment (47 percent) were in world-of-work
projects; 47 percent of the postsecondary-level students werc enrolled in remedial
programs. The latter’were often enrolled in skills tralning programs not funded
out of Part B set-aside or Section 102(b) funds. In such cases, disadvantaged

. funds were being used to support students enrolled in regular progtams.

Almost half of the high school students were enrolled in work experience programs,
indicating that it was not difficult to place disadvantaged students in work
situations. However, the vast majority of students enrolled in work experience
prograns (86 percent) were not receiving skills training in school.

According to the 442 work experience students interviewed, the tasks they were
perforaing on-the-job were in luw-skill, low-pay, and high~turnover. occupations.
For exanple, 78 percent of the tasks tisted in the fcod service category were
vaitress, food handlers, busboys and diswashers; L4 percent of the tasks listed
under car maintenance were service station attendant, wash cars, and park cars;
80 percent of the jobs listed under child and hospital carc were to take care

of patients (give baths and so0 on) and child care or babysittzng.

There are positive outcomes for the programs. Program costs at $395 per enrollee
(Pederal ‘Costs) and $401 per enrollec (combined Federal, State and local) were
low. The average completion rate (83 percent) was high. The student participant
ratings of the programs were overwvhelmingly faverable and the employer ratings of
the programs and their student employees were also favorable. Administrators
generally attribute the favorable rating of students to the fact that enrollees
do receive attention they have not received elsewhere,
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PAGE 12¢

An Assessment of Vocational Education Programs for Handicapped Studentu#

The study reviewed the operatior and administration of the Part B set-aslde for
hand{capped students in 25 States, selected randomly with a probability propor-
tionate to total enrollments in the 50 States. A total of 92 projects were visited
for the project level assessment, A total of 1,000 student and parent interviews
was conducted in five of the sample Statesd, 681 with students curreatly enrolled
and 320 with students who had completed projects, A sample of pnr&'v{patlng and
nonparticipating &yplnyors were {nterviewed,

have never accdrred had there been no such legislation, About §3 percent of the
tunds were usefl to provide dirert services to students, Cost and outcome data
were seriously deficlent at both the State and local levels, However, according
ta what data was avallable, including results of the student, parent and employer
Interviows, the program appeared to he working well, Costs per student and
completer were not excessive and placement rates ranged from 48 to 60 percent for
completers,  About 13 perrent reenvolled 1n school, and only about 15 percont of -
the (nnpleterd were unemplnyed, .

Findings lndlc;to that Part B set=asides have resulted In projects which would
{

There Is little lang-term planning at the State nr local level, Planning was
Hmited to revivw of project propnaale and decisions as to which proposals wnuld
bee tunded, wenerally on the basis of the sizes of school districts and other
tormulas. Factors which mitigated agiinst planning at the State level were the
ludependen. ¢ of the local education agencies and the fart that only one person

wit agslaned a0 rhe State level ey administer the seteaside propram.

At the progesr Devel, vacational and special education staff worked closely
together to nrovfde training and servicres to students. Those voeational staft
whn worked with handicapped students generally had no sperial backsground for
working with handfcapped atudents and desired such tra'ning. Few cxamples of
fadividualized {natruction were found, exrept to the extent that "hands on"

vacat fonal tralning was practiced.  Although most local administrators indicated
that {1t was the qchool district palicy to Integrate the handicapped with regular
students, about 70 pereent of the students eorolled were o "specfal” classes. -
A vonstratnt ‘ta 'malnstreaning” the lack of experfonce {n dealing with these
ponlatbngs ppearad te he o problem. Sehool administrators were often not sure
how ta milnstream studeats and retadys separate files for auditurs and reporting
yvatrems,  Statesd [n Reglon Voappedaroed to be further glong in {nteprating classes,

e e O moat ot ten ment baved constrafats Hmiting the expanifon aof vocat{nnal
sda atfen ar grna far the hand{oapped was the reluctance of teachers {n repalar
<lassaes to aoept the handi apoed, ar the inab{ 1ty of teachers to {ustruct

namd foapped stadents,

Pwo-thirds ot thereadndng arovided uader the sot-aside programs was nonski{lls
tralnina, that ta, ttadning 2t intended te prepare students to Compete {n the
nhen Libor maeket (o oanv given skili, ceatt or trade,

T \.n.uyll" _l:f-_.\'-.lllx.l_l_in_n_ Report en Frogrars, Mmindster ed b the
Pl oot o Flaal Year 1977, prepared hy the OF £ 10 e wf *lanaing,
Pl !:-!), e ot Eduear £, Bepartment o Heqleho Rducar fon, and ku]! ire,
wWidvtngt o, Dot (an, alhealn),
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Half of the students enrolled in this type of tralning were in prevocational
tratning. Othets were enrolled in dingnostic centers, mobility training, non-
gn‘nful home economics, {ndustrial arts, tutoring and shclgvred workshop
programs. About 12 percent were trainables, Of: thase enrolled in skills
tralning, the vast majorlty were {y trade and Industrial courses, mainly for men.
The range of occupational of ferings for women was extremely narrow, and was

“confined mainly to home econamics {much of whlch was not gainful), and health

occeupations,

In half of the projects included in the project sample, atileesl some students
wore referred into work cxperlence programs. Most of the work astations were
unskilled work activities and were intended mainly to provide students with
"work experivnce.” 3 :

Only u few projects conducted a thorough assessment of the educational needs of
the handlcapped students referred to the program. :
The case study interviews indicabed that both studenta and parents expressed
extremely favorable attitudes toward the projects in which they or their children
were enrulled.

participating employers expressed favorable attitudes toward the program. Three
out’ of four participating emplovers rated the performance of handicapped students
and/or completers “as good” or "betrer than' regular workers in each of the eight
performance seales, Unlike participating cmployers, nonpart icipating employers
expressed the betief that it would be necessary to effect radical changes in
their working environments if they were to hire the handicapped.

18
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Dr. Berky If I may add—— .

Mr. NateHiR. Go ahead, Dr. Berry.

Dr. Berry. We hope that these new set-a-sides for the disadvan-
taged and the handicapped will leverage more funds into that area.
I have heard {isturbing rumors that some of the States may not
use the money”(n those set-a-sides because it requires matching by
the States. But,\we are still hopeful that the Federal money will
leverage more 1113\\§y into the targeted areas.

Mr. Narcirr. Would you recojimend a merger of vocat

education with the CETA program?’

Dr. Berry. I would not recommend that as a policy of the Admin-
istration, Mr. Chairman. They have very different purposes. CETA,
as you know, goes directly to the cities and vocational educational
programs go to the States. I would point out, though, that the
Department of Labor and HEW have established an interagency
agreement and have a joint memorandum of understanding which
provides for coordination of the CETA programs and vocational
educasion at present.

We are hopeful that that coordination will work and we will not
be'faced with the issue of consolidation of the two prograras.-1
would not recommend their consolidation. .

Mr. NatcHER. Mr. Stokes.

Mr. Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[ think I have just one or two questions and I would like to make
reference to the vocational education testimony we have just re-
ceived. Dr. Berry, in making the evaluation that vocational educa-

“tion programs are the least effective programs, are you basing that
upon Departmental evaluations made of these programs around
the country? -

Dr. Berry. The evaluation, as Ms. Beebe and Dr. Ellis pointed
out, would indicate that the program, on areas in States where it
has been targeted traditionally, it has worked for those students.
The final word, I hope will be said when we get the results of the
NIE evaluation which the Congress authorized. They are doing a
big study of vocational education which will be finished in 1Y81. It
will give us the final word. The evaluations we have available now
indicate it does work for the students who are served by it. Our
concern is that from what we could see, it is not effectively serving
those large numbers of youths who are unemployed and walking
the streets. This is a major priority of this administration. When
we say it is not effective, we mean it is not effective in being
targeted on them, and we are hopeful that these new set-a-sides
will leverage more money into these areas.

Mr. Stokes. Do you not have to base that upon some kind of
evaluation? That is not just off the top of your head?

Dr. Berry. Oh, I see. That was based not only on our own
tirsthand observations of the problem, but one study done by a
contractor in the Bureau of Occupational and Vocational Educa-
tion and a joint study with the Labor Department and OE which
indicated that black attitudes and feelings about the vocational
educational services in their community were that it was not serv-
irtn)glg the students. They cited instances when schools were not avail-
able.

4
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Also the findings that we have on education, as i\\rexists in
certain cities in our country, in connection with civil ‘rights en-

forcement, indicate that vocational education schools are generally

not available in the parts of the city where they are needed\ If they

are available, they in fact do not have the most up-to-date pro-

.grams or equipment. We base our suggestion that vucational e{iuca-

tion is not effective for these groups on this evidence. But, we\will
not know the final word until we get the NIE study in 1981

Dr. ELuis. One of the concerns about vocational education is
accusation—I do not say it is entirely well founded—that vocation:
al educators tend to be a bit rigid and they do not move into th
new society and do not target on minorities and the handicapped
and women and breaking down some of the barriers that have
traditionally existed. That is a concern. It is documented in part
but it is not totally applicable. You are well aware of the major

vocational programs that have had a substantial link to the world

of work and have done an outstanding job, but there are still too
many unemployed youth, too many students not brought into the

. system, and we are trying to get vocational educators to be more

Y

~—cities and only 10 percent of the facilities that even offer vocational

responsive. There is a gap that has to be closed.
Dr. BERRY. ] am told current evaluations show that 22 percent ¢{
the population that needs vocational education services, is in the

education are located in cities.

Mr. SToxEs./him particularly interested because this is an area -

in which I do nottmind telling you I have been lobbied very heavily
by the voecational educational people in my State that not only
need current resources but need more money. They say in Cleve-
land and East Cleveland they are havi me impact upon target-
ed unemployment situations. I need f£o know more about it so that I
can make the proper evaluation. :

™+ Berry. We will provide for you the exact number of vocation-
al .ducationa) facilities and the people they are serving in Cleve-
land, if that will help you.

e cTOKES. I will certainly appreciate that.

[The information follows:] o

Vocational education in Cleveland

Number of facilities:
Comprehensive high schools affering both regular and vocational

EAUCALION cvvvvvvreereenrsenresssssssassasssest e ataassbbs s A SRR B 0000 12
Vocational education high SChoOl8 ..o 4
Vocational class/1ab TOOMS .....ceuiiecsmmsirsisnsissssss ittt anes 400

Enroliment: .
Secondary students.........oiccnn PP 9,000
AQUILS. .o oeesvveeseeeemeeeesansseg s eesessaes s oSSR 4,000

Mr. Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Théa ]following questions were submitted to be answered for the
record:

LT HicHeER EDUCATION ENROLLMENT

m:cum. What is the current total enrollment in higher education. and is that
up or down from last year? '

Mr. KoaNFELD. According to the latest information collected by the National
Center for Education Statistics, total enroliment in Fall, 1978, at institutions of

4411 1. e &
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higher education totaled 11,354,736, This is a 0.5 percent devicase from the 1977
enrollment of 11,115,020,
Basic GRANTS RECIPIENTS

«Mr. Micnern. The 27 million students estimated to receive Basic Educatijonal
Cpportunity Grants in the fall amount to about a quarter of the total enrollment. Is

- that correct?

Mr. Kornrerb, The Basic® Grant cost projection model has as input the distribu-
tion of enrolled undergraduate population by income level. These figures are pro-
Jected to the appropriate year for which an estimate is done using National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES) enrollment projections or the application of factors
implied by current-envollment trends. The total 1979-80 undergraduate enrollmient
currently being used by this model is approximately 8,726,000, This figure is lower
than preliminary NCES 1978 opening fall enrollment of 11,455,000 because it has
been adjusted downward to eliminate students who are not enrolled at least half-
time, un eligibility requirement for the Basic Grant program. s

When one considers the fact that the NCES figure includes almost 4.7 million
part-time students, of whomn we estimate approximately 45 percent are less than
half-time. the two figures compare very well.

To respond to your specific question, the answer is that if one adjusts for the fact
that several million students are not enrolled at least half time and are therefore

not considered to be in the eligible pool, we are estimating that more than 30-

percent of the undergraduate population will receive a Basic Girant during the 1979-
X0 award period. If this adjustment is not made, then it is true that approximately
one guarter of the total enrollment will receive a Basic Grant.

Mr Micurs. Are the other three quarters all above the income eligibility limit for
BEOG's? .

“Mr. Kornrern, The answer to your question is not a simple yes or no. Eligibility
for a Basic Grant is determined by a ftormula, called the Family Contribution
Schedules, which takes into account a tairly detailed level of the financial situation
of the student und his or her family. The formula considers not only the income,
which is of course a primary consideration. but also the familyv size. the.level of
family and student assets, any special educational benefits available to the student,
the number of children in the family enrolled in postsecondary education and a
variety of other factors which contribute or detract from the family’s ability to pay
for a student’s postsecondary education. Because of all these factors. it is not
possible to specify an exact income level at which a student in general becomes
ineligible. You have probubly noticed that when we specify an estimated award for
i given income level., we also specify other family and financial characteristics
which are assumed.

The following table compares the hypothetically enrolled population by income
level assumed by the Basiv Grant cost projection model with the hypothetically
eligible population in euch of those income levels. Please note that these figures are
not adjusted to account for those students who do not apply or, for other reasons, do
not actually receive a Basic Grant award. We refer to this adjustment factor as
“participation rate,” which current 1979-80 cost estimates assume to be 66 percent.

ESTIMATES OF STUDENTS ENROLLED AND ELIGIBLE FOR BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPRORTUNITY GRANTS

. nglhhty
in(gme Thousands Theusands . e ipercents
$0 10 10.000. .. . 1.654 1,343 8l
10.001 to 16.000 1,598 989 62
16.001 to 20.000 . 1.211 684 54
20.001 to 27,000 1.630 151 46
21.000 2.56/ 297 12
Total 8.126 4.070 47

Rl .|



Q

«.ERIC

ERA v e Provided by ERC

.

49

This table shows that, as can be expected, the proportion of students who are
eligible decreases with increasing income, However, there are students who are
ineligible at incomes lower that the general $25,000 family income guideline, This
fact is probably attributable principally to the asset position of the student or his
family, but also to the fact that independent students who become ineligible at

much lower incomes are included in this distribution.

Basic GRANTS FuNDING
Mr. Michet. Do I understand that the amount we appropriated last year for

BEOG's is enough to fully fund the program at the maximum award levels, even
though there was some doubt last year?

Mr. KornreLp. The fiscal year 1978 appropriation which covers 197%-T7Y9 Basic

Grant awards was $2.140 billion.'When the original tust estimates for the fiscal year-

1978 were made several years ago, we were assuming a participation rate of 87
percent. This assumption was based on an actual participation rate of 85 percent in
fiscal year 1976 and what was expected to be 85 wercent in fiscal year 1977, Had this
assumption held, an appropriation of $2.140 biflion would not have been sufficient
to provide full funding awards for the 1978-79 awul'(i"pel-it)(l.

However, due to a variety of reasons which 1 'will subsequently mention, it
appears that the participation rate, that is, the ratip of actual Basic Grant recipi-
ents to model-predicted theoretical eligibles, is going to be approximately 66 percent.
This means that even if the program were fully!funded this' year, awards to
students would probably have been approximately $1.8 billion. It may be important
to mention the fact that reducing the maximum award from $1,800 to $1,600 under
an $1,800 award ceiling has no impact on the e%imatcd number of recipients.

Since 197X-79 was the first year which the $1800 maximum award became
effective (it was previously $1,400), a sizable increasq in the eligible population was
expected. However, a combination of the introductjon of Multiple Data Entry, a
yrocess whereby a student could file any of four applications to be considered for o

asic Grant, and the introduction of stricter and mgre complete computer edits on
application data appears to have caused a significapt reduction in ti
1978-79 Basic Grant recipients. Other factors whichy we feel may have contributed
are: (1) a general decline in enroliment, 2) mandjtory enforcement of academic
progress standards at all institutions, and, ¢ the/fact that students -eligible the
previous year did not automatically receive Basic Grant applications in the mail as
was done in previous years. .

Mr Micuen Your budget provides for $726 milliun "reappropriation” for BEOG's
in 1980, Isn't this the same as a “carryover,” and| when did we begin to call it a
reappropriation

N&r. KornkeLD, This $726 million represents fgnds which are available from
previous appropriations for this program. A reappropriation is counted us budget
authority in the year for which availability is extgnded and therefore more clearly
displays the funds which will be spent in that year. JIf we used the carryover process
for the 1980 budget request, our budget authority would be confusing to the general
public who would thin‘( that our program level funding had dropped precipitously
from the year before. :

Mr. MicHEL. [n 1978, you are actually spending 12361 million less than what we
approprinted This is not all due to cfforts ta reduce 'fraud and abuse, is it?

Mr. Kornt#eLh There are a number of reasonk which could account for the
savings in the Basic Grant Program. Obviously. lour more vigorous review and
computer editing of student application forms has to he 1 major factor. However, it
is not possible to determine tLe totul effect of these nrocedures ulthough we do
believe that the data we are getting is much better than t has ever been,

In addition, this year we instituted o new process whre a sample of students.
selocted both raadomly and with pre-established citeria, must provide documenta-
tion supporting the data on their application form to their financial aid administra-
2or before payment is made. Again we do not know precisely what effect this new
process had on the expenditures in the prograny but we do believe that it was
significant. . !

Other possible reasons for the savings could be o decline in enrollment, institu:
tional establishment and or enlorcement of standards for satisfactory academic
progress, and the complexity of forms as well as the entire student aid delivery
svstem  Therefore. while there are many p()ssihlv\ivus\'ms for this savings, we do
bedeve that our fraud and abuse activities were major factors

Mr. MicneL Would you describe your fraud and abuse efforts in this program and
how they result in savings? .

<t
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Mr. Korneenp. The Bureau of Student Financial Assistance (JSFA) performs
systematic program reviews of the administration for six Federal student assistance
Bg)lgrams at institutions of postsecondary education. Establishment . of priorities in

's annual selection of institutions to be visited for program reviews 18 based
upon a variety of indicat.rs of student financial aid management deficiencies which
are periodically obtained from the Bureau's data system. Of the seventeen indica-
tors used to select institutions for review in 1974, six were drawn from the Basic
Grant reporting system. During fiscal year 1978, approximately 481 program’ re-
views of postsecondary institutions identified $7.1 million in potential liabilities to
the Federal government resulting from program error. abuse and fraud. Program
review activities have been significantly accelerated during the ciirrent year. As of
March 31, 1979, 543 of an estimated 1,000 program reviews scheduled for fiscal year
1979 have been completed. A total of $7.2 millign in potential liabilities has been
identified as a result of reviews completed through March 31,

Mr. MiciiL. There was recently a release from your Department on the high
default rates in the Direct Loan Program. What kind of steps are you taking to
bring down these rates? .

Mr. KORNFELD. Secretary Califano set forth new initiatives in order to improve
the overall administration of the Program including reduction of the default rate.
The Secretary wrote to the presidents of all participating schools urging them to .
improve the administration of their programs and to comply with the requirements
for following up defaulited loans.

In addition, the Office of Fducation (OE) published procedures allowing institu-
tions to turn over older, hard-to-collect defaulted loans to OE for collection.

The Office of Education intends to take over the collection of older defaulted loans
from the institutions. Simplification of procedures and guideliner will assist colleges
and schools to assign to the Federal Government for collection loans that went into
default nore than two years ago. The same techniques will be applied to these loans
that have been used successfully to collect the federally insured loans. By returning
their older defauited loans to HEW, institutions can devote more resources to
collecting the newer loans they continue to hold.

During 1478, approximately 60 workshops were held be HEW regional offices for
institutional financial aid and business officers on the requirements and procedures
for “due dilegence”’ in the collection of loans.

The number of OE reviews of campus-based student assistance programs has
increased. Last year, there were 500. For the first quarter of thi+ Fiscal Year, there
were 267. and estimated that over 1,000 will be conducted thit « =r.

Mr. MicHEL. Is any effort being made to eliminate schools w aigh default rates
from further participation in this program? <

Mr. KoRNFELD. A high default rate would not eliminate schools from participation
in the Direct Loan Program. However, a high default rate could prevent schools
from receiving further Federal Capital. Such institutions would be forced to collect
defaulted amounts in order to make further loans.

4 ?lr.ll!hcum.. What is the total ampunt of money under the program currently in
efault?

Mr. KornretD. The amount of m{tstanding principal in default as of 6/30/78 was
$702,542,830. .

OE RoLk iN THe HEW ApOLESCENT PREGNANCY DROGRAM

Mr. Micher. The Administration has proposed a new adolescent pregnancy pro-
gram under the Assistant Secretary for Health. Will the Office of Education be
invoived in this program in any way?

Dr. Bbyeg, Yes. the Office of Education has already been involved in the program
and the Office expects to continue these activities.

Mr. Micuer. Have you been consulted with as yet about this program?

Dr. Boykr. There has been considerablg agency activity in the adolescent preg-
nancy program for the past several years. OE staff, as a normal outgrowth of their
long-standing interest and expertise in parenting and family life, have worked
closely with staff in the Administration for Children. Youth, and Families and the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Health, as well as voluntary youth organiza-
tions. to provide regional office institutes, State leadership conferences, advanced
seminars. and professional seminars iu the area of teenage pregnancy.

OE expects to continue these activities and to work closely with the Office of
Adolescent Pregnancy Programs in the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Health
as it develops the new teenage pregnancy program.

Mr. MicugL, Is the Office undertaking any effort to promote discussion and
information in the school about problems relating to teenage pregnancy?

o
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Dr. Bover. During the past year, the Bureau

of Elementary and Secondary

Education conducted special conterences, institutes and workshops on adolsecent
pregnancy and teenage parenting. It is planned that such efforts wil, continue
under the new Office for mprehensive School Health.

CorLLEGr DESEGRATION IN NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. Micter. Is the Office of Education involved at all in the problem of college

desegration in North Carolina?

Dr. Boyer. We are now involved with the Department's efforts to desegregate
North Carolina’s public higher education system. However, if the Department 18
unable to obtain ‘an acceptable desegration plan thirty days from the day the State

received the Department’s notice of administrative

proceeding, we will be involved

in the Department's selective fund deferral process. The Department mailed e

administrative proceeding notice on March 29.

Mr. ConTe. | hear a lot about the proposal for a
tion. Is it true that the proposed new Degartment
her staff, an Under-Secretary and his or her staff,

separate Department of Educa-
would have a Secretary, his or
and seven Assistant Secretaries

and their respective staffs? Just the cost of all that staff would be high! Couldn’t the

objectives of Separate Department of Education be
-tion of present, diverse Education agencies over at
Both the Administration and Senate proposals

achieved through a reorganiza:

HEW?

for a separate Department of

Fducation include a Secretary, Under-Secretary and six Assistant Secretaries. As

Mr. James ‘T. McIntyre, Jr., Director, Office of Management and Budget. stated in
his statement of March 26, 1979 before the House Government Operations Commit-

tee, the new Department will result in the elimi
saving $15-19 million.

nation of 350 to 450 vositions,

In commenting on the suggestion that an Under Secretary of Education in HEW
be established as an alternative to a Cabinet Department, Mr. McIntyre said:

“Unlike a Secretary of Fducation, an Under Secretary would not be direct\l}' ac-
n

countable to the President, the Congress or the

Public. Creation of an der

Secretary of Education in H E.W. would further complicate staff and line authority.
An Under Secretary would not be as effective as a Secretury in achieving useful
inter-departmental cooperation or access to the press and other important channels
of information. In sum, we believe that a Cabinet Department is the best organiza-

tion structure for education progranis.
Mr. CONTE. In a new proposed Department of E

ducation, how are you deciding

which functions would go to the Education, and which would remain in HEW? 1
have heard. for example, the Head Start would not be part of the proposed new
Department. Is it not €0 that several education functions, e.g.. Indian education,
National Science Foundation (NSF) education, etc. would uot be included in the

proposed department? Would the proposed changes not {ead to different kinds of

confusion?

In general, the proposed Department would include the Education Division, other

gencies. Certain programs one niight normally expect to be included in the Depart-

Y&iucation-related programs within HEW. along with programs from five other

ment have been excluded. For example, a decision on Indian Education programs
adiinistered by the Bureau of Indian Affairs has heen deferred pending consulta-

tion with Indian tribes, and certain programs of t!

. National Science Foundation

were excluded because they were mission, rather than education, oriented.

Mr. ConTe. What advantages do you see resulting
Education?

from a Separate Department of

In his March 26 statement, Mr. Mcintyre described several advantages of a

separate Department of Education, including: Incre

ased top management attention

to education; Improved accountability and responsibility for the operation of Federal

education programs; and Improved links between ed
ities

ucation and other Federal activ-

Mr. ConTe. | have often heard the argument that a cabinet level Department of
Education would voice the needs of Education better than the present HEW Secre-
tary does. Do you feel there should be a cabinet level Department of the Army to
voice the needs of the modern-day army? Weren't Health. Education. and Welfare
put together in the first place bechuse the human gservices the Department delivers
are best administered, however imperfectly, under one roof?

We must defer to the Department of Defense for the answer to the first question

'ith respect to the secon question. the health. education, and welfare programs

administered by the government at the time HEW
smaller in scope and smaller us a proportion of total
now

was formed were considerably
Federal spending than they are

~
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As Mr. Mcntyre stated in his ‘March 26, 1979 statemnent, he believed a problem
with the current structure was the lack of management attention to education:

“H.E.W., with a budget of nearly $200 billion and over 350 programs, is by far the
largest and most complex Cabinet Department. The health and welfare rograms,
which are closely related and account for 92 percent of the Department’s budget,
dominate the H.E.W. Secretary’s time and attention. The crisis nature of health and
welfare issues means that education matters which account for 45 percent of the
Department's programs, are set aside. On several occasions, the President has
expressed his concern that education issues had rarely been brought to his attention
in Cabinet meetings or other discussions. He said that education issues took less
than 1 percent of his time. '

The Secretary of Education will be accountable to the President, the Congress and
the public and he or she will spend full time on education issues.”

VOCATIONAL EpuUcaTION FUNDING

Mr Conte. I have received a lot of mai! about the low level of lunding for
vocational education, both from educators and manufacturers in my home district. I
nave heard that vocational education could very effectively and efficiently use up to
$300 million. How did you arrive at your figure for vocational education funding?

Dr. Bover. The fisca! year 1980 request for vocational education represents level
funding from the fiscal year 1979 appropriation. But despite the scarcity of dollars
this year, the Administration has tried to reflect Congressional support for this
program by requesting this continued level of funding.

Mr. ConTE. Is it true in your professional judgment that vocational education
could use more funds? .

Dr. Bover. As you well know, all increases must be counterbalanced with de-
creases. Given that and the scarcity of education dollars, it might be to our advan:
tage to delay major increases in the vocational education program until the inten-
sive evaluation study on vocational education has been completed by NIE. At that
point, we would have a better idea of how to more effectively direct the use of these
monies.

ESEA TitLe V-B STRENGTHENING STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY MANAGEMENT

Mr. CoNTE. In the education amendments of 1978 the, “old” Title IV-C was
replaced by a “new” Title V-B. In drafting this bill an error was made and there
was no “‘hold-harmless” provision inserted into the new legislation, which will mean
that even with full appropriations the funds will not get out to the states. My state
of Massachusetts gtands to lose some $429,987. What do you propose doing to deal
with this purely technical error?. '

Dr. BoyeRr. Proposed regulations have been developed which sets-forth the policy
that if the 351 million is appropriated each State will be allotted an amount equal
to the fiscal year 1973 level. If tge appropriation is less than $51 million the amount
allotted to each State will be ratably reyuced. If more than $51 million is appropri-
ated the additional funds will be administered as a discretionary program.

Mr. CoNTE. A major concern of mine is that the handicapped get an equal chance
a}t an e?‘ufation. What steps are you taking to guarantee that the handicapped have
this right’

Dr. Bover. The Office of Education has instituted a variety of activities to help
assure compliance with the provisions of Public Law 94 -142, the Act which man-
dates a free and appropriate education for all handicapped children. Some of the
most imgormnt of these activities are the review and approval of annuai program
plans submitted by States as a pre-requisite to funding and the conduct of on-site
program administrative reviews of State and iocal education agencies and programs
tor handicapped children. The Office of Eduycation has insisted that annual program
plans contain ail the provisions of the Act as amended and thet they be in full
compliance with all Federal requirements. During fiscal years 1978 and 1979 State
educational agencies (SEA's) had most difficulty complying with the duc process
provisions and with the requirement that SEA’s be responsible for the general
supervision of ali education programs in the State. The Office of Education refused
tu approve plans which did not contain these provisions in anpropriate form even
though substantial resistance was encountered in a few cases. As a result, 18 States
made legislative changes and 34 made regulatory changes in their due process

rocedures to bring them into compliance. In the area of SEA responsibility, two
States made legislative changes and all States developed formal agreements among
agencies eduugting handicapped children.
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Program administrative reviews, which consist of week long vigits by ﬁvg-member
toams from the Bureau of Ec'ucation of the Handicapped, are conducted in half of
the States each year. An average of ten local educational agencies and five State-
operated programs for handicapped children are visited in each State. Thirty major
provisions of the Act are carefully, monitored for compliance. During the 1977-78
school year a total of 349 speciﬁ& corrective actions were required of the State and
Local programs visited. Verificatfon of compliance has been documénted in all but
30 instances, in which the corrective actions are not quite completefl. In some cases,’
Office of Education teams returned to States in order to be assured that the proper
procedures had been fully implemented. .

Mr. Conte. What success in this area can you report?

Dr. Boyer. The following poirts illustrate the degree of success which has oc-
curred in this area:

(1) Major gains were m~de in coordination and development of education stand-
ards among State agenc..; serving handicagped children. More than- 150 inter-
;oency agreements have been n otiated by State educational agencies during the

ast two years, usually between States an departments of health, mental health,

uman resources, and agencies serving the deaf and the blind. Twelve State educa-
tional agencies negotiated four or more reements and thirteen negotiated three.
As a result of these agreements and imp ementation of the Federal law by State-
operated facilities, previcusly unserved children are now receiving special education
and related services. i

{2) On-site program administrative reviews conducted by the Bureau of Education
of the Handicapped (BEH) reveal evidence of significant progress in complying with
the major provisions of the 94-142 amendments. Last year, gaps were found in SEA
policies and procedures in most States visited. This gear BEH teams are finding
policies gnd procedures in p.ace. Problems uncovered this year are related to techni-
cal deficiencies at the local level. Last year, for instance, over 50 percent of the first
10 sites visited did not have individual education programs for all handicagped
children. This year only four of the first 100 sites visited had children without
individual education programs. Last year, waiting lists of children evaluated as
handicapped but still unserved were found in over 40 percent of the first 100 sites
visited as compared to only six this year. Last year, parents were found to be
charged for related services in about 25 percent of the sites visited as compared to .
onlg' five of the first 100 sites visited this year.

3) The Federal mandate to serve school-age handicapped children together with
Federal and State monitoring and interagency cooperatiin have stimulated rapid
expansion and filling out of services to these children and the protection of their
rights and those of their parents. Most States even with State legal mandates to
serve school-age children did not have adequate funding or staff resources to imple-
ment their laws. Some States, such as Mississippi, the District of Columbia, and
Ohio which previously did not have mandates, either passed new legislation or
implemented court orders to serve these children. In addition, SEA funding has
risen in many States. In Mississippi, for instance, the level of funding for educating
handicapped children increased $13,000,000 last year to $35,000,000 for the 1978-79
school year. A provision also was added by the le<islature that additional funds
would be appropriated bﬁ supplemental legislation as unserved children are igenti-
fied and assessed. In Alabama, 1,277 new teachers were hired this year. The level of
SEA funding for education of the handicapped increased from $52,000,000 to
$77,550,000 this year. An increase of $25,550,000 or 49 percent over last year's level.

(4) The Federal law has resulted in a major decrzase in handicaﬁped children
being served in State-operated or suppurted residential facilities and has prevented
the unnecessary institutionalization of other children. This decrease has taken place
during the same period in which services have been initiated to thousands of
greviously unserved children housed in these same institutions. In 1975 over 100,000

andicapped children were served in State-operated or supported residential facili-
ties. In the 1978-79 school year approximately 69,570 suc children were reported
served in these facilities.

(5) The frustrations and feelings of hopelessness exrerienced by parents of handi-
capped children for so many years have been markedly reduced. Each SEA now has
in place a formal process by which parents of handicapped children can file compli-
anee complaints. The process includes procedures to follow-up on these complaints
and to enforce compliance.

&) Formal individualized education programs have been written for the nearly
four million handicapped children receiving special education and related services.

{7) Much more systematic and careful procedures are used by all agencies educat-

ing handicapped ¢ ildren and for evaluation and placement of such children. Tradi-

.)(’)'



54

tional, pre-conceived placements of handicapped children according to type or seveg;
ity of handicapping conditions are being eliminated. _ e

(8) Systematic statewide child-find procedures have been initiated in all States.
Major State and Federal efforts are underway to improve and enforce screening of
children for handica %ing conditions. . _

{9) The number of handicapped children receiving special education and related
~ " services has increased substantlally after the passage of 4he Public Law-94-142
N\ amendments to the Education of the Handicaped Act. The PFate of growth from last

“\_  Yedr's average count to December 1, 1978 of approximately 4.4 percent is more than

. uble that shown for the previous year—2 percent. The number of children report-

ed increased by mdre than 155,500. Since tke passage of Public Law 943142, the

number of children served has increased by more than a quarter of a million. Ten

States have exganded the number of handicapped children served by more than 20

percent since the 1976-77 school year. ~ _°

(10) Equal educational opportunity for handicapped children of lower and 1iddle

income parents has been assured under the protection of the new amer ‘ents.

Parents often had to paﬁ' high tuition, room and board, and related services costs if

they had handicapped children for whom an appropriate special educatioi* programs

was not available in nearby schools. Now public agencies provide such services free

ofl charge unless parents elect to have their children educated in special private
schoo

l% Direct LoAN DEFAULTS

Mr,/Conte. I have read scary statistics about the high percentage of loan default-
ers at'some colleges and universities, including some right here in D.C. What steps
are you taking to correct this probleni?

Mr. KoanreLp. Secretary Califano set forth new initiatives in order to improve
the overall administration of the program including reduction of the default rate.

In March 1978, the Secretary wrote to the presidents of all participating schools
urging them to improve the administration of their programs and to comply with
the reﬁuiremenw for following ué)ddefaulted loans.

In March 1978, the Office of Education (OE) published procedures allowing insti-
tutions to turn over older, hard-to-collect defaulted loans to OE for collection:

In April 1978, the Office of education contacted schools in the Title I1I, Developing
Institutions Program with high default rates, offering them technical assistance and
encouraging them to use their Title III funds to imnprove student financial aid

administration.
In 1978 HEW published regulations aimed at improving the administration of
NDSL and other campus-b programs. These include more frequent audits: mini-

and, a formula that reduces the Fedrral NDSL contribution to institut$éns with
high default ratss.

uring 1978, approxilaately 60 workshops were held by HEW regional offices for
institutional financial aid and business officers on the requirements and procedures _f1

mum stifldards of fiscal and admini-trative capability for participating instjtutions;

for “dug diligence” in the collection of loans.

The » .mber of OE reviews of campus-based student assistance programs has
incrcased. Last year, there were 500. For the first quarter of this fiscal year, there
were 268, and estimated that over 1,000 will be conducted this year. These reviews
are desigr-~d to identify and correct problems in NDSL administration at institu-
tions betore they become serious.

Proposed regulations for the 1980-8!1 academic year that will set performance
standards for the reduction of institutional default rates. The proposed regulation
will provide that institutions which do not meet these standards will receive no
further NDSL funds from the Federal Government. Performance will be evaluated
on the basis of fiscal operations reports submitted ‘or the period June 30, 1978 to
June 30, 1979.

The Office of Education intends to take over the collection of older defaulted loans
from the institutions. Simplification of procedures and guidelines will assist colleges
and schools to assign to the the Federal Government for collection loans that went
into default more than 2 years ago. The same techniques will be applied to these
loans that have been used successfully to collect the federally insured loans. B
returning their older defaulted loans to HEW, institutions can devote more re-
sources to collecting the newer loans they continue to  »ld.

The Office of Education will expand technical assistance and training for institu-
tions that need helg‘ in improving the management of their loan programs.

On January 29, the Secretary wrote to the Presidents of all institutions participat-
inﬁ in the NDSL program informing them of these actions and requesting that t ey
take prompt and vigorous action to reduce defaults at their institutions.
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The Secretary met with representatives of higher education groups to discuss
these issues, and they have pledged full cooperation in this effort.

FEDERAL STUDENT FINANCIAL AID Poucy

Mr Conte. Does the US (Government really have a coherent policy on financtal

aid to students. [ hear proposals to increase BROG's, to create a Tuition Advance
Fund 'TAF) and proposals to provide Tuition Tax Credits. Which approach do you
favor and why? [‘: soems to me to be an area-that needs atte ion; it iz no good
aving all these fine universities if students cannot afford to go t&them.
Mr KornreLn. We couldn’t agree more, Mr. Conte. The Adminisfration does have
coherent policy reflected in the existing structure of grants, work and loans. The
asic Grant Program is the foundation program upon which all other aid is pack-
.sod. Students with exceptional tinancia need may also receive Supplemental Edu-
citional Opportunity Grant assistance. Through the College Work-Study program.
students can work on a part-time basis, to earn the money they need to help pay
their educational costs. Finally, students who need additional help can borrow
through the National Direct Student Loan and/or the Guaranteed Student Loan
programs. . i ’

We believe that this combination of different types of assistance is a comprehen:
sive and coherent approach to financing postsecondary education and the effective-
ness of this approach ha< been further enhanced as a result of the Middle Income
Student Assistance Act and the 1979 Appropriations Act.

The TAF and tax credit proposals you refer to were not advanced or supported by
the Administration. . ‘

Wosens Enucational Equity Act Funps 1o Local COMMUNITIES

Mr. ConTk In the 1978 Education Amendments, Title 9 of this Act provided for
the Women's Educational Equity; the aim of this act wus to provide models for
, achieving sex equity in education. At $15 million this money would trigger a part of -
this Act that would provide for the money to flow directly to local cornmunities in
the form of incentive grants. Why have you funded this at only $10 million?

Dr. Bover. Funds were not requested in fiscal year 19811 to trigger that part of the
Act that provides grants to operate local projects for equal educational opportunities

E for both sexes '[Eim strategy for the 'v{lE 2A program in fiscal year 1980 is to

. continue to sunport demonstration, development, and dissemination activities that
have a broad application and can apoly to many different situations involving the
general concepts associated with educational equity. Local projects will be most
beneficial after greater awareness of these concepts has been stimulated through
intensified national eftorts.

Mr. Conte. Do you not feel that local incentive grants are a good approach to the
problem?

Dr. Boyer The actual solution to inequities for girls and women in educational
agencies and institutions must of course come where the problems are—at the lecal
level. Grants to provide incentives to local agencies are a good approach. In order to
implement such an effort, however. national leadership in the form of model pro-
rrams and special materials is needed for all levels of education and in the various
content areas. The WEEA Program is performing this role. When it began funding
projects 2%z years ago, few such models and materials existed

Mr. CoNTE Did you know that the House Ed and Labor Committee recommended
fundin% for this at $30 million?

Or. Bovyer We have heard that there has been some discussion about a 330
million funding level for the Women'z Educational Equity Act in 1980

INDEPENDENT STUDENTS

Mr. Rovsal. I've been told that the new student firancial aid formulas work
- against independent students. Can you respond to this allegation?

Mr KornreLD. The Middle Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA) has done two
things for the independent student. [irst, the revised Family Contribution Schedule
includes a family size offset of $3,450 for a single independent student as opposed to
$1.200, which was originally used This means that a single independent student
who earns apnroximately 36,000 would still be eligible for a minimum Basic Grant,
assu pe¢ e crudent has no unusual expenses or assets and he/she is attending

g, + --time. In comparison, a student could make no more than $3,350 and still
tx e for an award with an offset of $1,200, assuming no assets or unusual
exi s In addition, a single independent student with no unusual expenses or

assel AN earn up to approximately $3.500 and be eligible for the maximum award,
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whereus he/she could earn only $1,200 with an offset of $1,200 and still be eligible
for the maximum award. .

Second. the assets of the independent student with dependents are assessed at the
same rate as the assets of the parent of the dependent student. In prior acadefic
years, the assets of independent students with dependents were assessed :
percent rate with no asset reserve. For the 1979-80 academic year. an assef resdrve
of $25,0004is subtracted from the independent student’s assets, which is the samedag
the asset reserve for dependent students. The remaining.assets ure then assessed at
a 5 percent rate. If farm or business assets are included, then a total asset-reserve of
$50,000 is subtracted before the assets are assessed ut the b percent rate.”

‘ 1

VIOLENCE AND SCHOOL VANDALISM

Mr. Rovsat. Mr. Boyer, the Los Angeles City School district alone lost something
like three million dollars, excluding arson, in the 1977-78 school year. We know ... -
that school vandalism and violence directed towards pupils and faculty members ‘
has been a growing problem. What is the Office of Education pro osing to do in this
area for 1980? Specifically, what amounts will be allocated to re ucing violence and
vandalism which is so counterproductive? ,

Dr. Bover. Only one program has as one of its stated objectives the reduction of
school vandalism and physical violencg, and that program is. Push for Excellence.
However. we find that two other progdams produce positive results in the same
areas. The Cities in Schools program infegrates social services for inner city youths
with the school as the focal point (for s¢rvice delivery. By solving the personal
problems of the student and/or his famNly/that student becomes better adjusted and,
caa more easily be motivated toward self improvement and basic skills development.
Another program which seems to reduce vandalism is the Community Schools
program, which is designed to integrate educational, recreational, and cultural
activities within the community, with the public school or uther public building
serving as a community center. It has been found that schools with active communi-
ty programs are seldom victims of vandalism. The total 1950 funding request for the
three programs mentioned here is $6.98%.000,

O
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. : Monbay, MArcH 26, 1979.
ELE.‘vlFN'I*AﬁY AND SECONDARY El)hCA'l‘l()N
WITNESSES

ERNEST L. BOYER, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

JOHN H. RODRIGUEZ, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER FOR COM-
PENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

HERMAN R, GOLDBERG, ACTING ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER
FOR'STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS ‘

MARY F. BERRY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION

JOSUE M. GONZALEZ, DIR?I’I‘()R. OFFICE OF BILINGUAL EDU-
CATION . '

SHIRLEY JACKSON, ACTING DIRECTOR, RIGHT TO READ PRO-
GRAM R R

RICHARD FAIRLEY. DIiRECTOR. DIVISION OF EDUCATION FOR
THE DISADVANTAGED

CORA P. BEEBE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF PLANNING AND
BUDGETING :

WILLIAM  DINGELDEIN., DIRKCTOR, DIVISION OF BUDGET
ANALYSIS. OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR MANAGE.-
MENT AND BUDGET ]

Mr. NATCHER. The committee will come to order. :

We take up this time Elementary and Secondary Education. We
have before the committee Dr. Ernest L. Boyer, the Commissioner
of Education, along with Dr. Berry. If you will, tell us who these
other folks are with you now. :

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Dr. Bovkr. Tom Minter is to my right and he is the Deputy
Commissioner in charge of the elementary and secondary educa-
tion programs. Dick Fairley administers the largest single program
in the office, Title 1. Dr. Gonzalez, who has recently been brought
to us to head our new bilingual education program. John Rodri-
guez. sitting next to Dr. Berry, heads our Office of Compensatory
Education which includes migrant education program. Shirley
Jackson, Acting Director, Right to Read Program; and Herman
Goldberg. who is working with State and local programs. And Mr.
Dingeldein representing the Assistant Secretary for Management
and Budget Department.

Mr. NatchHer. Thank you. Dr. Boyer.

With your permission we will insert your statement in the record
ifn its entirety. If you desire. suppose you highlight the statement
or us. )

[The statement follows:]
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HAME: Ernest L. Boyer
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BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

e AT e -

.

DATE_OF BIRTH: September 13, 1928

.PLACE OF

FAMILY:

BIRTH: Dayton, Ohio

Married -- Kathryn Garis Tyson, August 26, 1950
R.N. -- Montgomery County (Pa.) Hospital
B.S. -- State University of New York
C.N.M. -- (Certified Nurse Midwife)

Georgetown University

Pour children--Erneat, Jr. (1951), Beverly (1953),
Craig (1955), and Stephen (1964).

CURRENT_POST'ION:

1977

PREVINUS

- PRESENT
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UNITED STATES COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION
(Appointed by the Fresident of the United
States and confirmed by the U.S. Senate.)

STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORX, Chancellor
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK, Vice Chancellor
and Executive Dean for University-wide
Activities

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORMIA, Santa Barbara,

.Director, Center for Coordinated EZilucation

WESTERN COLLEGE ASSCCTATION, California, o
Director, Commission to Improve the Fducatioh

" of Teachers

UPLAND COLLEGE, California, Academic Dean
and Professor of Speech Pathology and
Audiology

LOYOLA IMIVERSITY at Los Angeles, Assistant
Professor and Dircctor of Yorensics
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ﬁiographical tuformation -~ Ernest L. Boyer

s

‘DEGREES AND PROFESS:.ONAL EDUCATION:

1950 -- A.B., GREENVILLE COLLEGE

1952 -- Graduate Studies, OHIO STATE T'NIVERSITY

1955 -~ M.A., Ph.D., UNIVFPSLTY OF SCUTHERN CALIFORNIA

1959 -- Postdoctoral Fellow, UNIVERSITY OF IOWA HOSPITAL
(Medical Audiolopy)

1976 -- Visiting Fellow, CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY -

HONORARY DEGREES:

1971 Litt.D., Chapman College
: 1..H.D., Dowliny College )
LL.D., University of Southern California

Presidents Medal, Tel-Aviv Univevsity te,
_ . P.S.D., Greenville College .
1972 L.B.D., Pace University
1973 D. Sc., Alfred University

LL.D., Fordham University
- LL.D., University »f Axkron
: 1L.D., Roberts Wesleyan College

' 1975 LL.D., University of Rochester
1977 L.i.D., Fairleigh Dickinson University
. 1978 . 1L.D., College of William and Hary

LL.D., Beloit College

"D.F.A., Wheeling College

- LL.D., Hamilton College .
L.H.D., City University of New York
D. Paed., Yeshiva University

LL.D., Hope College

L.4.D., University of Maryland

SELECTED RECOGMITIONS:

. Selected as one of America's two Outstanding Leadeirs in Education
U.S. News and World Report (1978)

Presidential Cormission on the Financing of Post Secgndary .-
Education (1972-73)

Presidential Committee on the Zduca*fon of Women (1975)
. Commission on Critical Choices for Americans (1973-74)
Governur's Award, State of Ohio (1978)
Presidential Fellow, Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies (1978

Encyclopedia Britannica Achievement in Life Award (1978)
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PAST AFFI'.IATIONS:

President, National Association of State Universities and
Land Grant Colleges _ ‘

Executive Committee, American Council on Education *

_Executive Committee, American Association for digher Education

Member, Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education

Board cf Trustees, Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching ) :

* Board of Trustees, Teachers Insurarce and Annuity Association

of America

»

Board of Trustees, Educational Testing Service - ‘}_
Board of Trustees, Saratoga Performing Arts Center
Board of Trustees, Earlham College

Board of Trustees, Institute for International Education

Board of Trustees, International Council for Educat?»nal 1
Development

PRESENT MEMBERSHIPS:

Board of Directors, Kennedy Center for the Perf%rming-Arts
National Council on Educational Research :

National Council on Education Statistics

Federal Interagency Comaittee on Educaicion '
National Commission on Truman Public Service Fellowships
Executive Committee Center for the Book, Library of Congress

ADDITIONAL REFERENCES:

Who's Who in America

Who's Who in The World

American Men and Women of Science
Outstanding Educators of America
International Scholars Directory

Leaders in Education

Dictionary of Internarional Biography

The National Register of Prominent Americans and .
International Notables

The Social List of Washington, D.C.
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DEPAKTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
Office of Education
Statement by the Commissioner of Bducation
on
" Elementary and Secondary Educatdon.
Mr. Thairman and Members of the c;mﬁlttee:

. 1 appreciate this opportunity to present the fiscal year 1980 - .
request for the Elementary and Seconda:y.Education appropriation. This
appropriation maintains our strong commitment to {mproving educational
achlevemen:; especially in the area of basic skills, with our primary
concern ditected toward fostering that achievement among the various
populations of educationally disadvantaged children. The total request
of $3,952,882,000 represents about a 4.5 percent increase over the ,
comparable amount either apptopiﬁated or currently being requested for
fiscal year 1979, thle-this increase does not app:nach increases of
fiscal year 1979, due primarily to an overall Administration policy. of
fiscal -constraint, it is an increase which is well focused upon the
neediest segments of the'educationally disadvantaged population, designed

g.p that our budget constraint measuteé will not have a negative impact
upon them. These funds, together with those under the Educ;tlon fot the .
Hand{capped ac:ountiwlll enable us to provide educational services to

over 25 purcent of the elementary and secondary school children.

Grants fdr D}sadvantaggg

To raise the eduéational achievement level of educationally
disadvantaged pupils residing in low-income areas or whose education is

the responsibility of various State apencies, a total of $3,478,382,000

01
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18 requested for Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. .

Of this amount, $400,000,000 is proposed for .ontinuation of the Title I
]

Conc¢ntration Grant Provision, and the remainder for local edutational

agencies in general and for State agency programs for migrant, handicapped,

-"and neglected and delinquent children. In total, the request is 51&2,000.900

morée than the combined 1979 appropriation and the requested supplémencnl
for the same pgriod- The incrcase is devoteh entirely to the Concentration
Grant Provisign, to provide additional resources to the most poverty
‘{mpacted and historically underserved local educational agencies. It -
could both increase their Title I service population by as many as
300,000 pupils over the previous year andyassure more effective services
to their current Title I participants. In aggregate, Fhese neediest
areas will realize a 55 percent increase in their Concentratiocn Graﬁt
funding, a significant rgquotcement of their compensatory education
service capacity in the midst, of their especially difficult economic
circumstances: To allow for thi: focus of resources upon the neediest

(4
areas, the budget proposes to maintain all other Title I activities at
their fiscal year 1979 level. This is achieved by holding in abeyance
the otherwise mandated increases for the State agency programs, which in
turn prevents local educational agencies in general from experiencing
any loss. For all of Title f. we anticipate that over seven million
children wi%l recelve the compensatory education services which they

need in order to-enjoy the benefits of an adequate education.

Improvement i{n Educational Practice

To assist the States {n developing and impleménting fmproved

practices and programs in thefr local educutionaé agencies as a means of
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.- i enhancing vducat ional quajity In the Nullnn{s schools, SIAh 400,000 is
requested for the newly authorized [itle IV-C ot thg hlementury and
)
Secondary Education Act. For the first time in 1980 funds are beinr

5
requested separately for Strengthening State Fducational Management,

-y
formerly includfd uu:;r Title IV-C. The amount requested for local v
practices improvement, the same amount availahle for this purpose in
school year 1979-80, will be used dccording to a wide variety of qtﬂte—
dezetmlncd priorities, undet a comlftitlve award prucess, for an estlmaled
4,000 local educational agency projects. These projects, many of which
are prected to be related to compznuatory education and/or basic skills

achievement, will {nv' =+ the participation of nearly elght mlllinn

pupils. ’ .

Strengthening State Educational Management

t

To provide support for State education agency efforts in strengthening

their administrative capabilities, $51,000,000 is requested under Ti*le
v-B of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The Education Amend-
ments of 1978 authorize the program as a separate entity rather than as
part of the Title IV-C consolidation., Funds under this new di{scretionary

" program are expected to be used by States primarily fof increased staffing,
in order :6 conduct such activities as Statewlde educational needs
asgessment, analyses of school finance equity, evaluations of State and
Federal programs, professional development of State education agency

employees, and dissemination of information on successful practices,

Bilingual Fducation

The Bilingual Education program secks to increase educational

opportunitics for children who are educationally disadvantaged because

P o o ‘ ‘)' {).
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they are not proticient ln.thu Eaglish languape. - The fundamental
objective of this program is to stporz a variety of activities desipned
to enable children to bucome proficlent in the Engli;h lanpguage. Grants
are given to build the capacity of local .school districts to teach .

English to non-proficient children, while using the children's native

language to build the basic skills needed so they can enter mainstream

classrooms succegsfully. For fiscal 1980, supyp will be glven to 625
school districts for programs in which 340,000 chiidren will be enrolled.

To improve the gquality of the programs, teacher and management training

?

activities and materials development and dissemination will be supported. o~
étate education agencies will be aided to provide technical assistance, J
and an information clearinghouse, and a national adv}sory council will

be funded. The proposed budget also.addresses the need for promotion of
schoo! desegregation through bilingual education. As authorized by the
Educatlon Amendments of 1978, about 30 bilingual desegregation projects,
formerly supported under the Emergency School Aid Aet, will be funded as
part of Title VII. The $173,600,000 request {s an {necrease of $15,000,000
over the comparsble 1979 appropriation. The increase will make possible

a major effort to undertake studies and evaluations to {mprcove the
effectiveness of bilingual education programs and practices. It will

algo support a new initiative to strengthen the administrative, evaluative,
and dissemination cumpo#en:s of about 50 sucecessful ongouing projects, so

that they can serve as model projects.

Basic Skills Improvement and Achievement Testing,Asslstnnqg

The Basic Skills Improvement program replaces the National Reading

Improvement program (Right to Read) and expands the focus of Federal
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concerny to inelude mathemat e and oral and written communication

e e

skills, as well as reading skills. Its purpose is to improve basic '

|

skills achlevement by coordinating basic skills programs at the national,
State, and local levels. A major thrust of this new initiative {s aimed
o at State coordination of basic skills pfogrumn. to be reinforced by a
new State-Federal relationship to support {individualized agreements for
_comprehensive planning and {mplementation of basic skills activities. A
tegﬁhical amendment to the basic skills legislation is curreutly being
=§ropoued to clarify funding distribution requirements for the two
authorized State basic skills activities. The [iscal year 1980 request
of $35,000,000 r.presents a comparable increase of $7,250,000 over the
1979 appropriation for the Right to Read program. To complement this
effort, $2,000,000 is requested for thekAchievement Testing Assistance
program to help States and local school districis use achievemeqt tests

o
to improve basic skills.

Follow Through
Our fiscal year 1980 clementary and Secondary Education request

{ncludes $59,000,000 for the Follow Through program which was recent’y
reauthorized ;hrough fiscal year 1981, In 1980, we will begin new
experiments gesigned to identify successful approaches and practices to
early childhood edﬁcatton. Developmental work An 1w mo&bls and compo-
nents of successful appronchks for the Follow Through program began i{n
1978; we expect to build upon this developmental work in 1980, In
addition to funding local projects and sponsors, we expeét to continue
funding of rvesource ~enters which are demonstrating and disscm‘natlnh
{nformation about successful approaches {mplemented fn the first Follow

Through experiment.

TERIC
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Aleohol and Drug Abuse Education

To coptlnne to provide leadership capacity tu State and Jueal
educational agencles In the prevention of alcohol and drug ahuse,
$3,000,000 is requested for the Aleohol and Druy Abuse Educ;tlnn program,
Thig program incorporates strategles of training, technical assistance,
and reglonalhand national rnnferbnécs to address both the problem of
substance abuse and related bchavtog\prnh]vms such as truancy, vandnlism,l
and disruptive behavior. The thlongl Training System of five vregional
training centers will train upwards o& 60 new school teams frum urban
and non-urban areas to develop local sauutionﬁ to the iundividual charac-
teristics of local problems., ‘The :ralnikg centers will pfovidc technical
assistance to an additional 375 prevluusl* trafned teams. .411 of thesc

efforts are directed toward arresting the growth of an increasingly
\

serfous national problem,

1

\
Environmental Edncqggﬁé

We are again requesting $3,500,000 for EnQQronmenta) Ji tion to
promote an increased sensitivity, especially by.}he gchool-aged p;pulatlon,
to the complex Issues of environmental quality, Funding emphasis will
shift from resource development and pilot projects to the support of a
limited number of large multi-year prujects which have the potential for

application throughout the country.

Telecormunications Demonstrations

Finally, $1,000,000 o/ the budget request will be used for the
funding of another eight of nine new or continued projects that explore

ways of using nun-broudcast ‘telecomnunicat ions equipment and methods to

69
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fmprove delivery uf health, education, and social services, Grants fur
these projects will be administered by the Dffice o¢ the Secreturv,

Inq;ummury, the nearly $27 billion appropriated for these activities
in the past dgqade has enabled us to move forward fa the vital areas of
basic skills achievement, especially as it relates to the equalizing of
opportunities for a sound and productive educational "experience, We have
also been able to stress other areas of national concern in elementary
and secondary education, especially the prevention of alcohul unua drug
abuse by the school-aged population and the promotion of environmental
awareness. It is for the furtherance of our progress in these arcas that
we request your continued support.

I will be pleased to answer any questions you may have.

~1
<
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HIGHLIGHTS OF BUDGET REQUEST

Dr. Bover. Yes. This is a budget that has several key items to be
highlighted, Mr. Chairman, the most signiticant of which is the
concentration grants that have been added to the Title I program
and which grew out of our reauthorization last year. As you know,
the purpose of that program is to target additional money on those
districts and counties where poverty is most acute. We are propos-
ing a $400-million item for this concentration in the 1980 budget.

Also growing out of last year's legislation, I am especially
pleased that this budget has a basic skills component. We believe
that for the first time our budget will allow us to focus more
-sharply than we have in the past on basic skills which will enable
our total effort to be better coordinated.

The third item that shows a modest increase is the bilingual
program. We recognize quite frankly that there has been confusion,
even controversy, about this, but I feel optimistic. With new leader-
ship in our office, with new legislation that is explicit as to purpose
and with better management I think we are going to be able to
demonstrate the central purpose of that program, that is, helping
. children who are language deficient in English to move forward
and become competitive as good students in our schools.

Except for those three items, the budget before you is essentially
in its total as approved in 1979, So I have just highlighted where
there has been some deviation. I am sure that my colleagues and I
will be happy to answer specific questions about this budget, which
I might add is clearly the largest item in the Office of Education.
The budget request is about $4 billion, so this authority we are
talking about this afternoon is probably the centerpiece of the
Federal effort in education, at least that part within HEW. We are
pleased to discuss it with you.

Mr. Natcurer. Thank you, Dr. Bover.

As | understand now. the budget request that we have before the
committee is $164,250,000 over the 1979 level. Is that correct?

Dr. Bover. Yes, that is correct.

GRANTS FOR DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN

Mr Narcuer. The authorizing legislation for Title | grants for
disudvantaged children was amended last year. Do you think the
legislative changes will result in an improvement in the program
generally?

Dr. Bover. I certainly do.

Mr. Narcurr. Why, Dr. Boyer?

Dr. Bover. There are several aspects. For one, we have clarified
for the first time how the Title I programs are to be monitored.
The thing that bothered me greatly wus it seemed that no one had
the clear responsibility. Quite frankly, our office had only 60-some
employees and for a $3 billion program in 14,000 school districts
the best we cou d do was get the dollars out on time and monitor
the State educational agencies and a few local educational agen-
cies.

We were not equipped to monitor 14,000 school districts. 1 discov-
ered in a few of our regional offices staff were assigned to monitor-
ing. but it was erratic. There was not a clear fixing of responsibili-

F aued
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tv. The new liw makes it much clearer that the State departments
of education have an oversight responsibility for Title I funds. In
fact, the State departments are now required to submit to us a 3-
year monitoring oversight plan of Title I and we are going to
monitor the monitors, in effect.

[ believe that the effective supervision of Title I now clearly fixed
at the State level where it belongs, based on a statewide plan, is
one of the most single innovations.

In addition. the concentration provision will allow us to focus
more funds in certain poverty counties, and 1 hope this will allow
us to move into the upper grades where a lot of the students have
shown that their early gains are lost. '

A third point, the inclusion of a basic skiils component in this
reauthorization will have a secondary effect on Title I as well,
because under that plan the States will develop a basic skills plan
for the entire State. I feel encouraged.

I should add as a footnote that the gains of recent years have
also been encouraging. The early Title I efforts were not so, but in
the last few years we have data from NIE and other places that
give me confidence that this big Federal intervention is helping children,
which is the objective. - ;

DISTRIBUTION OF TITLE 1 FUNDS

Mr. NATCHER. As a result of the legislative changes, will a higher.

proportion of Title 1 now go to the northern States and the big
cities?

Dr. Bover. The formula for the basic grants remains the same .

for the 197% and 14979 fiscal years. The formula does change be-
tween fiscal vear 1979 and 1980 but the distribution geographically
will not shift particularly. The concentration provision has, based
on estimates, about two-thirds—one-third distribution between the
120 largest cities and other areas. | do not have, Mr. Chairman,
this North-South breakdown on tha* at the moment.

Mr. NaTcHER. You might check this now. As far as the justifica-
tions are concerned. for instance, New York, as you will note, goes
up from 3154 million to 3277 million and Michigan goes from 3108
million up to 3123 million. Pennsylvania from 5123 million up to
2132 million. I believe that statement would apply. then, that the
northern States they will receive o higher proportion.

Dr. Bover. The new money for concentration you are speaking
of.

Mr. Natener. Yes, but also for the basic program. too.

Dr. Boyer. The distribution of that new money would—I am
glancing at a list that pictures the States—certainly benefit the
ones substantially that are either in the Northeast or West, Cuali-
fornia and New York would be clear vinners.

Mr NATCHER. As far as elementary and secondary is concerned.
under Title I vour total is up a little over 3300 milthon from
$2.735.000.000, fsn't that correct. Dr. Bover?

Dr Bover., No. I am sorry. the <507~000000 is o flat-funded
fGrares from 1979 The S2.755 billio s the 197> tigure, T beheve.

Mro Narener That s the advane or 19707

e
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Dr. Bover. Yes. The 1980 figure, Mr. Chairman, remains the
same at $3.078,000,000.

Mr. NatcHER. Is there a greater need for Title | in the Northern
States at this time?

Dr. Bovyer. I think the legislation assumes a need for funds
irrespective of the geography. As you well know, the distribution is
on the strength of poverty children, and the funds are distributed
immgacordance with the statutory formula, so that we have no
discretion.

Mr. NarcHieRr. Under the low income part of the formula?

Dr. Boyer. That is right.

Mr. NaTcHER. Ne one objects to that. Ve are just inquiring as to
whether or not there is additional funding going on at this particu-
lar time.

For the record. if you will, insert a summary of the legislative
ch?nges in Title I resulting from the education amerfdments of
1978,

[The information follows:] - T -

LeGistaTive CHANGES IN TiTLe | ForMura

1. The number of AFDC children eligible to be counted in the formula for
determining grants for LEAs changed from two-thirds to 100 percent of the children
in families veceiving AFDC payments in excess of poverty.

2, The per pupil expenditure for Puerto Rico changed from 40 percent of the
average per pupi! expenditure in Puerto Rico to 32 percent of Natioraal average PPE
times the percentage which Puerto Rico’s PPE iy of the lowest State’s PPE.

4. Onechalf of the increase for local educational agencies, above the fiscal year
1979 funding level, is to be allotted to States based on the count of children in
families below 50 percent of the median national income for four person familics
from the 197) survey of income and education.

1. The State “hold harmless” amount for programs »r handicapped. neglected
and delinquent children was reduced from 100 percent of the amount received in
the previous year to %5 percent. The “hold harmless™ for the migrant program
remains at 100 percent for fiscal vears ending prior to October 1, 1982

5 The amount the Commissioner is authorized to pay the States for administra-
tion of the Title I program has increased trom one percent or £150,000 (825,000 in
the case of the outlying areas) to 1z percent or $225,000 (350,000 in the case of the
outlving areas.

t. Full-time equivalency data for nugratory children is tu be adjusted to take into
consideration the increased costs of summer programs.

T Funds are authorized to operate a system ftor the trunsfer among State and
ol educational agencies of migrant student records and to carry out other activi-
ties to unprove interstate and intrastate coordination of educational programs for
mugttory students

~ Funds are authorized iy support progects to facilitate the transition of children
from State operated institutions for neglected and delinquent children into locally
operated prograoms

9 Funds are authorized to o) sponsor workshops to assist local educntional
agencies to work with and provide training to parent advisory councils; and 2
assess the etfectiveness of varionw form= of parental invoivem:nt and various meth-
atds of travningg members of parent advisory councils

1" A new authorization fur funds s provided for matching grants for States
which have ther own compensators education programs similar to Title 1.

A new authorization tor tunds is provided to give additional funds to counties
with over 5,000 ar more than 20 percent low-imcome children.

DETERMINATION OF CONCENTRATION GRANT AMOUNT
Mr. Narcuer. The budget request contains 3400 million for con-

centration grants, This is 2142 million over the amornt requested

73
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in the 1979 supplementul budget that is pending before this com-
mittee. '

How did you arrive at the figure of %400 million?

Dr. Rovir. There was no magic in that, quite frankly. It was
frequently referred to during the time of reauthorization as a
figure that would allow significant additional money to go into the
counties of greatest poverty, and we wanted to deliver on the
example that was given during reauthorization. It will allow us to
put additional funds into about 1,500 school districts and, give a
considerable boost to what these districts have as the basic grant.

We wanted a figure, that was large enough to make a difference.
Since the funds are going into so many districts a small appropri-
ation would be little more than a token and would have little
educational impact. As 1 mentioned earlier, we were especially
hopeful we could move into districts with sufficient funds so they
could provide services to schoolchildren in the upper grades and
not work only in the first three or four. But we expect somewhere
around 300,000 to 600,000 additional children will be served. That
figure. quite frankly. was not based upon any hard formula but
rather is an estimate of what sufficient gize is needed to make an
impact. _ :

Mr. Natcheg. Dr. Boyer, instead of $400 million in a tight budget
year, why not 3300 million? Could you get by with $300 miilion?

Dr. Berry. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NarcHir. Of course, go ahead, Doctor.

Dr. Berry. We certainly would want to have $400 million. We
think the need is great particularly for children in poor districts. If
we are going to do anything about basic skills and achievement in
those areas it is essential we receive the request we have made. We
would like to strongly urge that we receive the $400 million.

URBAN DISTRIBUT ¥

Mr. NatcHER. All right. How much of the $400 million requested
will go to large urban areas, in the over 200,000 population catego-
ry? Can you give me some idea”

Dr. Bover. I do not have those figures. We will supply them for
the record. I would say that most of the large cities of the scale you
mention would be eligible recipients because thev would have large
numbers of children that would yualify.

[(The following was provided for the record:]

Instrehution of conrentration grants to cites of over 200,000 population

Total approprattion request ¥ I00000 000
Estinited amount for ceunties with cties having over 200000 popula-

tion o L LA I
Number of counties : : _ 3
Percentage of total appreprintion 53

Under the law. Mr. Natcher, a county qualifies it 5,000 children,
or 20 percent of the total population @e from low income families.
So. given those two criteria, most of the large cities would be
eligible tor additional funds undee this concentration provision.
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NATURE OF CONCENTRATION GRANTS

Mr. NaTcHER. What kind of educational services could be pro-
vided by concentration grants? Is this the same type that is pro-
vided by the basic Title I program generally? :

Dr. Bover. Yes. We are not changing the educational mandate
under the concentration provision or the programs that could be
provided. What we assume is that more children would be served;
and, as I mentioned earlier, it would be possible with more money
to stay with the children longer. :

Our basic grant program now covers about 65 percent of the
children in Title I schools that are eligible to be served. The first

.three years are the point of major focus. We-would expect that the
focus on the basic skills would continue under the concentration
grants, and that we could serve wnore children and stay with those
children longer. _

Mr. MinTER. That is the idea, busic skills would receive emphasis
in schools that benefitted from concentration grants. We have al-
ready talked to superintendents of some school districts. They have
indicated that additional services to students in senior high schools
and in junior high schools would be provided from concentration
grants. .

- Mr. NatcHER. Why can’t you concentrate Title | grants through
administrative regulations instead of funding a separate program?

Dr. Bover. Of course we now have the legislative authority to
take -the increased money and focus it on those areas -vhere the
poverty is intense. The assumption is, frankly, in those 2reas where
there are large concentratigns of poor children the imnact of pover-
ty is greater whether it is rural or urban, and tkis is where the
added dollars might be most urgently needed, and it would not be
possible without that legislation for us to focus increased Title I
dollars under the old auchority.

STATE DISTRIBUTION UNDER CONCENTRATION GRANTS

Mr. NATCHER. What is the minimum grant per Stat: ander the
concentration grant program?®

Dr. Bover. $1 million.is the minirmum at ii.e $400 million ievel.

Mr. NATCHER. How many States are at the 1..'ni +um under the
1980 budget request?

Mr. FaIRLEY. We have only ore State that has no eligible coun-
ties, and that would be the 3tat.. of New Hainpshire, so that State
would be at the minimum.

Mr. Natcuer. That would be the only State where you would
have the minimum applying; is that correct?

Ms. Beese. We will have to prcvide that for the record.

Mr. NATCHER. Suppose you submit that for the record.

[The information rollows:]

STATES WHIcii Wi RECEIVE 16 MUNIMUM ALLOCATION UNDER THE
CONCENTRATION ('RAN.S

’

Alaska, Delaware lawho. lowa, Kansa., Maine, Montana, Nebruska, Nevada, New
Hampshire, North Dakota, South akow-, Utah, Vermont, and Wyoming.

~]
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Mr. NarTcHer. If a State receiving a minimium grant has no
eligible school district, how will ‘he concentrafion grant be used in
that case? If it has no eligible school district?

Mr. FalrLEY. We have prepared regulations which are now being
cleared by the Department of HEW that would ask those States to
submit to us a plan for distributing the money using the intent of
the law as a basis, which means getting the funds into those
counties with districts having high numbers of low-income young-
sters. The plan shows how the money would be distributed, and we
would review it for approval. . :

EVALUATIONS OF TITLE 1

~. Mr. NATcHER. Ever since the Title 1 program was enacted in
1965, questions have been raised about its effectiveness in educat-
ing disadvantaged children. Many evaluations have been made
over the years to answer these questions. Do you think there is
enough evidence now available to show conclusively that Title I is
an effective program? '

Dr. Bovek. | believe the answer to that is yes. As in so many

* ether programs, the success of it rests with good administration

* and good teaching. There is nothing inherent in the added money.
-~ As I have studied the history, I think there was a failure in the
parly years to understand that these dollars have to focus on
improved education, especially in the basic skills. In fact, the legis-
lation was sufficiently open-ended, and our regulations were suffi-
ciently open-ended that those monijes were used for purchases of
equipment and occasionally even buildings and the like. While they
might have been of use to the school, when you ask what is the
educational impact, the results were not there.

In recent years, through increased regulation, through improved
administration in our office and’ ev through sharpening of the
legislation, the findings are e couraging. NIE and the Stanford
Research Institute recently completed a sfudy and in each instance
they demonstrated there are educatiodal gains in reading and
math skills in the first few grades among Title I children that are
greater than would have occurred without it; and second, they are
greater in some instances than in children who are not in the
program. . .

* believe that this is making a major difference across the coun-
try in a number of our schools. I visit the Title I schools whenever
[ can, and there is no mystery about it. It gives schools the finan-
cial assistance to hire teachers who are giving special training and
working intensively wit children. It also enables schools to pro-
vide special books and materials that can be used by educationally
deprived children. I believe this is a major investment that is now
paying off in a significant way.

Mr. NatcHir. If I ask you generally how you measure the effec-
tiveness of Title I, what would you say, Dr. Boyer?

Dr. Bover. Again, the measurement that I think is most chal-
lenging is whether children in the early grades are able to Compete
educationally, and most especially whether their reading scores
and math scores are up to the appropriate grade level. The surveys
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that have heen conducted are using those measrires, and th:- results
are now encouraging.

Mr. NatcHEr. Title I now provides an average ' $435 per child,
according to your budget figures. Have y~: made any studies to
determine the average cost of compensatory education per child
that is required to make a di“*arence in achievement levels?

Dr. Bover. I do not think there are studies that would fix such
an exact figure. Our budget figure prorates the total that Congress
has appropriated. As I already said, I think it is making a differ-
ence, but to my knowledge there has been no single figure that has
been fixed that would make an absolute difference; $500- per pupil
in a school can .e converted into teachers and compensatory in-
struction. I think the total appropriation ras grown to the point
where we are making a significant difference. We are now up to
over $3 billion and 14,000 school districts are being helped. But to
answer your question directly, I do not think that there is any
exact figure that I could name that would say that i< !he magic
tigure for maximum compensatory help.

STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Mr. Natcurr. How many States finance compensatory education
programs with State funds?

Dr. Bover. There are at least 12 to 14, as I recall, that have
invested considerably in State programs somewhat comparable in
their purpose to Title I. :

Mr. NaTcHER. Why don’t all the States do this, Doctor?

Dr. Boyer. I would imagine budget constraints would be the first ,
item; whether there has been adequate leadership at the state level
might be a second matter. But in my view that is the direction for
the future, a partnership betweer the Federal Government and the
States. In fact in our Elementary and Secondary Education Act we
have a section for State matching. The budget before us does not
tund that for the coming year, but we think for the future full
funding of Title I will occur through a combined State and Federal
matching arrangement instead of assuming that the Federal Gov-
ernment will be doing it all.

Mr. NaTcHER. Was the new incentive grant authority enacted
last year designed to stimulate interest in State compensatory
education programs?

Dr. BoyEr. It was. That was the idea. o

Mr. NatcHEr. Would you recommend this committee shift $50
million from the budget for concentration grants to incentive
grants? _ : '

Dr. Bover. I will give you two answers.

Mr. NATCHER. Go ahead, Doctor.

Dr. Bovek. One, I would recommend our own budget as submit-
ted but I would also have to say to you that the issue was debated
very intensely because we believed deeply in the State matching
plan. [ think the main reason we did not propose part of the budget
for State matching is that we thought we might give States a little
more time to prepare for the matchihg program since only 12 or so
States would be eligible at this time.
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I would be extremely disappointed if in the next budget year we
did not come to you for special incentive funds to start this impor-
tant program, We think the $6 billion or more needed to fully fund
Title 1 will require a greater State effort. I think this program
should be funded in the future, but it wo be a bit premature at
this time.

Dr. Berry. Mr. Natcher, we did not make a tradeoff between
concentration grants and State matching. We think State matching
is a great idea and support it in the legislation, but we did not
make a decision that concentration was being funded in preference.
to that. The absence of funding here for State matching was simply
a budget decision. We just could not afford it this year.

TITLE I AT THE SECONDARY SCHOOL LEVEL

Mr. NatcHER. All right,

About one-third of the total school enrollment in this country is
in secondary schools. However, less than 20 percent of the Title I
enrollment is in secondary schools. Is there a particular reason for
the high enroliment of elementary schoolchildren in Title [?~

Dr. Bovkr, Yes. The assumption is that if children are helped in
the early grades this will establish a foundation that will assure
some educational success in the future. It would be hard to deny.
help to childen in ‘the first three or four grades in order to deal
with those in the junior-senior high school. We just do not have
enough money to deal with all grade levels, and the notion is that
early education is better, early compensatory education. We think
our concentration dollars will reach into the junior high and senior
high school and thereby increase Title 1 services to older children.
To add to the point that you were making earlier, as we get State
compensatory assistance to join this educational effort, we think an
arrangement between State and Federal levels of government could
. be made that would- follaw children and provide special help for
those who need it from thebearly grades though high school.

The one disappointing feature is there is some evidence that
children slip back or do not retain as much of the gains as we
would like, so that clearly is a challenge for us. But, given limited
money. it is better to start with children ip the first few grades and
get the foundation. g

Mr. NATCHER. Is there less of a need for compensatory education
at the secondary school level than at the elementary grades?

Dr Bovkr. No. [ think that is not possible as a tradeoff. As I
said. with limited funds we are providing services largely in the
elementary grades, but the fact is today that about 25 percent of
all Gur high school students leave before they graduate. That is a
terrible waste. Nearly a quarter of all the high school students
never finish school [ think that is the crisis of American educa-
tion—the high school. So without some compensatory help, [ think
we will continue to see that failure. '

As [ mentioned earlicr, I do not think just compensating for the
basic skills alone i-. the answer. [ think the secondary schools must
find a way to allow students to focus more sharply on their inter-
ests and talents and to have some practical experience outside the

—
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‘school so they do not feel they are being confined from real life

experiences. !

Mr. MiNTER. There is a study out of Stanford Research Institute
that indicates students who are given remedial instruction at the
seventh and eighth grade level also respond very, very well, and

that although we have placed the emphasis, as we rightfully -
should, in early childhood education, there is something the psy-

chologists call a “second coming,” a time when children at the

- junior high school level also can catch up on some of the things

that they may for one reason or another have missed at an earlier
age. Many children undergo trauma within the family in the early

* grades, and there is a time later on when they can pick up and

continue to develop. So we think it is very important that Title I
funds should be extended into the secondary years.

LIMIT ON STATE AGENCY PROGRAMS

Mr. Narcuir. This budget for Title T includes appropriation lan-
guage limiting the State agency programs to the previous year's
level. What effect will that have on the State programs?

Dr. BoveR. You are correct. We did ask that those programs be
frozen. That was done in order to keep the basic grant program
from being diminished. Since the State agency programs are fund-
ing off the top which is driven by enrollment, it was our estimate,
Mr. Natcher, that about $53 million more would be required to
fund the State programs in 1980 and that would reduce by $53
million the Title I basic grant below the 1979 level. So in order to
level fund all Title I, we had to request level funding for the State

" ¥ programs.

The answer to your question is, it would hold the State agency
programs to $390 million, the same as in 1979.

Mr. NarcHER. Does this mean that services will be cut back?

Dr. Bover. I think there are two ways to answer that. In terms
of dollars, the answer is no. Each program will get the same,
migrant education will get $212 million, handicapped $140 million,
and neglected and delinquent $37 million, and that figure will
appear.

There is another answer, however, [ am obliged to mention, and
that is the number of students eligible to be served in migrant
education will go from about 350,000 to 375.000. Therefore, the per
pupil cost in migrant education, if we serve more children, will
drop from about $597 to $357 per student.

To put it another way, since migrant enrollments are expected to
increase, there will be not a reduction in dollars for migrant educa-
tion, but if more children are served than in 1579 we estimate a
reduction in per-student service.

SUPPORT AND INNVOATION

Mr. NaTcHER. Dr. Boyer, let us turn at this time to support and
innovation. This budget for improvement in local educational prac-
tice is $146.4 million, the same amount as the previous year. Why
can't we cut back on some of these projects?

Dr. Bover. This has been the Federal partnership with States for
a long time, with the State education departments. The dollars

7!



R 71
that aré given, as you know, by formula to the various State
departments are then, on a competitive basis, distributed to school
districts to encourage them to do new things and exercise leader-
ship, often providir.g money that bare-bones local budgets do not
provide. 1 have looked at the list of projects that are funded in
selected States. Here again, basic skills is clearly the winner. They
have also funded special education in programs for the gifted.

I suppose you could argue about the exact dollar amount, but 1
think there is something exciting about this arrangement in which

‘we do provide funds. We do not control them; the State controls
them, but on a competitive basis. Good school districts each year
come in and say: We would like to try something new. As the local
tax base is diminished to keep the educational program alive and
searching for new alternatives strikes me as desirable. It is not a
large amount of money compared to the total budget, but in each’
State I think it is a significant amount and represents local leader-
ship. So ['would certainly feel strongly about the concept of part-
“nership here and I think it has made a genuine difference in the
health of the schools throughout the States.

Mr. Natcier. How long has this program existed in one form or
another? )

Dr. Bovegr. It goes back to the beginning of the ESEA authoriza-
tion, 1965. There was a consolidation years aga.

Mr. NatcHER. What are some of the benefits of these improve-
ment projects?

Dr. Boyer. | have had the funds grouped according to types of
educational innovations. The largest percentage goes to special edu-
cation, working with children who have special educational needs,
and then basic skills is about 12 percent, new teaching arrange-
ments that allow for some in-service education of teachers would
rank number three. There are some programs for the gifted which
I think is one of the great underserved populations in our culture.
Also there are some programs that deal with other arts and educa-
tion. Those would be some of the top leaders in trying to fund new
programs through this authority.

er(.1 NATCHER. What happens when an innovation project is com-
pleted?

Dr. Bover. It would vary under this program from State to State.
Some States have an arrangement for distribution and wider com-
munication about the plan. others are not so eftfective. The aim is,
of course, that after the program has been funded the school dis-
trict would make it operatiopal instead of simply allowing it to be
a one-shot effort.

STRENGTHENING STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY MANAGEMENT

Ay NateHer. For strengthening State educational management
authorized by Title V-B. the budget request is 351 million. Is this
basically for State administration of Federal grants?

Dr. Bovekr. Yes. that is the idea. As you know, over the years it
has become a very big item in many State education departments.
We have a complete breakdown of the States. Some have 60 or T0
percent of their budget in the State education department that is
supported out of this tund. The assumption is that this gives States
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the administrative support they need in order to handle what is a
major responsibility, since we channel not only Title I but the
handicapped, the “yocational education, Titles III and IV, that all go
- to the State departments on a formula basis, and they are obliged
to see they are distributed and ::onitored.

Back to the changes in the law, now that we are making the
States more responsible for oversight and management and moni-
toring of Title I, they are taking on still more, and’I think these
dollars are urgently tied ta that.

DISTRIBUTION OF STATE r DUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT FUNDS

Mr. NatcHER. On what basis will the $51 billion be distributed to
the States?

Dr. Bovyer. We are following the same distribution that was.
operating in 1979 before the new legislation so that States will
continue to receive in 1980 a budget figure that would be equiva-
lent of the last year’s budget.

Mr. NatcHer. No State will receive less than the previous year?

Dr. Boyer. No. The new legislation gave the Commissioner au-
thority. The management program, V-B was pulled out of Title IV
and became a separate program. &s I recall, there was flexibility
given to the Commissioner to handle this almost on a discretionary
basis, but I felt I was neither wise nor enduring enough to tamper
too much with that, and I was struck by the wisdom of the current
distribution.

Mr. NarcHeRr. All right. That is a safe way to handle it, Doctor.

Why shouldn’t there be an allocation formula for distributing
Title V-B among the States?

Dr. BoYer. There has been prior. to the 1978 amendments. While .
I think the spirit of flexibility is adequate, I did not really know
how to devise the criteria that would justify a reallocation of these
funds. I felt that, frankly, the minor changes would not be worth/
the effort. It is based now on a formula that is, rooted in the
number of children in the State, and it.was hard to find any other
design that migh* more equitably get those dollars out. I guess I
am mildly responding by saying the formula seemed reasonable
when [ tried to test it against other options.

.May I add, however, the notion of letting it become flexible in
the event some need would occur in a State seemed prudent, but I
think there would have to bYe an exceptional circumstance where a
reallocation might be justified.

Mr. NarcHER. Besides the Title V-B program, are there other
Federal funds available for this purpose through percentage set-a-
sides in various programs, such as Title I and aid to handicapped
children?

Dr. Bover. You mean for the State?

Mr. NATCHER. Yes.

Dr. Bover. Yes, there are.

Mr. NatcHer. If you would supply for the record a list of pro-
grams and amounts provided, State and local administrative costs.

[The information follows:]
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STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY ADMINISTRATIVE SET-ASIDES MANDATED OR AUTHORIZED BY
STATUTE OR REGULATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1980 ! :

—~.
e Perceniage
Progtam SEA'S Amount
Te d (BSEAY ... . T L e e 15 $52.881.773
-~ Basic skils improvement (Title N ESEA) .. ... ... . oo 50 212,500
School libraries and instructional resources (Title IV-B, ESEA). ... U
innovation and support (Title IV-C, ESEA) . . i ) . 119,80
Guidance. counseling, and testing (Title V-D, ESEA) . ... ... : 5.0 +19.800.000
Strengthening State educational management (Title V-8, ESEA} mimrmm——— - - 100 51.000.000
Services (Title 1, Library Services and Construction ACt).. ... oo 3.0 2.845.000
State grant program (eduation of the Handicapped Act Part B).... ... 5.0 4.316.000
Preschool incentive grants ( Education of the Handicagped- Act, Part B).. 50 730.003
4.0 4,400,00

Adult ecucation (Adult Education ACL) .....ooovmerrvenena

»includes al ptograms excent Higher and Continung Education and Student Assistance: Whie informalion wis requsted concerring LEA set asides.
ngre afe mandated or author:2ed by statule ot regulalon

(0 €975 000 whichever s greater Agmiistialne expenses are authonzed for Tutles IV -B. C. and D n aggregate Total allowable admimstrahve
costs Jor the Ihree programs must not exceed fne percent of the amounts receved by each State for them all or $225C00, whicherer 15 gréater

» Amounts or 1iscal year 1980 depend on the locations received by each State for each of the programs 115 21 gach SEA s discrenion to determing,

.+ willin the perceptage guidenres the propert:on of admimstiatnve cotts dorne Dy exh program

+The e percent ! asi6é 3 Gistrduted ameng States and temionies 50 thal not less than $50.000 15 provided 1o each State. with terntones
recewing rol less than $7% 060

" STATE ADMINISTRATION FUNDS

Mr. NarcHer. The Education Amendments of 1978 authorize a

~ consolidated grant for State administration of Title I and Title 1V.

Why are you proposing to fund- State administration under sepa-
rate programs instead of the consolidated program, Doctor?

Dr. Bovkr. This ties into our earlier conversation. We felt that
these were really serving two separate purposes. Although I am all
for the spirit of consolidatirn, it seemed to me that in this case
they had to stand on thei: own. merits. We might want to show
increases in one or the other program, end even under the more
flexible arrangement we distribute the administration funds under
the specific education program. I think it is a little better in the
budget to have these administration funds with the program to be
administered in order to look at them as separate authority.

INCREASED FUNDING FOR BILINGUAL EDUCATION

Mr. NatcHer. Under bilingual education, Dr. Boyer, the budget

is $173.6 million, an increase of $15 million over 1479. There were
many deficiencies identified last year in the evaluation report on
this program. Why are you proposing an increase of nearly 10
percent”’
. Dr. Bover. First, the need is great, We are not beginning to get
funds to districts that could qualify. With migration and immigra-
tion and greatly increased awareness of our cultural diversity, we
think the demands on this program will increase and not decrease
in the coming years.

IMPROVEMENT IN BILINGUAL PROGRAM SHORTCOMINGS

Second. however. we believe the increase is justified because we
are making important improvements in the program. The naming

of a nationally recognized director for this program. who is here at
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this table, was one <tep. Second, for the first time we have required
districts receiving © se funds to assess the English proficiency of
children upon admission, and to provide, annually, a comprehen-
sive assessment ¢ the overall performance of project participants.
By law, at least 60 percent of the children in a bilingual program
must be lzimited English proficient. Qur goal is that 75 pércent of
all the thildren in the bilingual program will have such language
deficiencies in order to participate. We also insist that information
" about the progress of the children will come to us. So we are
imposing on the grant process requirements that we think will
allow us to move from the one-third particivation of non-English-
speaking children in our programs that was reported in a study a
year ago. We anticipcte that 60 to 7H percent of participating
? children will be limited English proficient during this coming year.
As you know, the Bilingual Education Act dces permit up to 40
percent of Non-English limited children to participate. We think
, onr records will demonstrate that the program has many fewer
. than that. ' '
I would like to ask Dr.’Gomnzales also to comment on this ques- ~__
{

‘tion. -
Mr. NaTcHER. Go right ahead, Mr. Gonzales. Q
Dr. GonzaLes. In an effort to improve some of the shortcomings .~

that were identified, we have instituted several changes. We have
commissioned a study which will give us the best procedures Yor
children to enter and exit thé program. That is one of the'iterys we

have had some trouble with. /
We have instituted a 2-year mandatory testing r wirement, o
that every child who has been in the program i , year- will b.

individually tested to determine his need for continued paiicipa-
tion. We have also developed a set .1 ‘aluable tewcher compéten-
cies which we are distributing to cur grantees, and have commis-
sfoned & study of how bilingual education teachers are being
ttained. The new law and the subsequent reg '-tions also empha-

« size building up the capacity of lo al sc} *  stricts to mount,
operate, and evaluate such programs sc th .1 ke an increased
empnasis on capac:ty building. We hope to in. _ase program moni-
toring through better use of our staff resources, a # -~ hope to
increase support services to make sure that these «.ograms are
producing the desir d results.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION EVALUATION AND STUDIES

Finally., we are improving the evaluation capabilitics ot ourselves
and our grantees to make sure that the programs are adequately
evaluuted.

Dr. Bexry. I would add. Mr. Chairman, that some $4 million of
the increase requested is for research and a large percentage of
that is for mandated studics which the Cengre s has insisted that
we do that will irprove the quality of the bilingual program.

GRANT CRITERIA FOR 1LOUCA L SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Mr. Narcerr. What criteria are us. i in making grants to school
districts for bilingual education projects? : :
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Dr. GONZALFS. At the present time we have a competitive proce-
dure wherein, according to reguiation, a school district will submit
an application to us which describes the need and the number of
limited English students in that district. The proposal is evaluated
competitively. An outside person provides « judgment as to its
quality, and then we rank proposals and fund them.

NUMBER OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT CHILDREN  §

Mr. NaTcHER. Last year the committee asked about the number
of children who could benefit from bilingual education. A survey
was to be completed by February of 1979 Tell us what the survey
showed as far as the bilingual education target population is con-
cerned.

Dr. Gonzales. There is a study which I believe is about to be
reported. It is called the Children's English and Services Study. It
sought to identify exactly how many children there are who have
limited Knglish proficiency, and what services are provided to those
children, so we can ascertain the unmet need. '

My hest guess at this point is that there are about 3.4 million
children in the country who are of limited English proficiency. Of
thos , ubout 10 percent, ut most, are in Title VII projects. There
are also funds in some States for bilingual education as well.

LOCAL FUNDING AFTER TERMINATION OF FEDERA!L SUPPORT

Mr. NaTcHER. New provisions added to the application require-
ments for bilingual education require that project approval be
based partly upon the applicant’s ability to continue the nrogram
when Federal assistance is reduced or no longer availabie. Will this
provision eventually reduce the need for Federal assistance for
bilingual education?

Dr. GoNzALES. We believe that, in the long run, it will. Title VII
15 part of the picture; there is also increased funding at the State
and local levels. We are: collecting figures, and we know there has
been a substantial increase in the contributions made by other
jurisdictions to this effort. In terms of our application, we ask local
schor! districts to describe their capacities in two ways: First, in
fiseal terms: second, in programmatic terms. They describe their
ability to conduct such programs. We think that we .re making
progress in both those areas.

Dr. Bover. Last year, Mr. Chairman, during reauthorization, we
sought to have Congress consider an arrangemnent in which there
would be a J-vear phaseout. That seemed justified becaue we are
impacting now only 10 to 20 percent of the eligible children. It did
not seem appropriate to spend all of our resources in an indefinite
period on the first districts that got funded. Our feeling was that
we would help with startup. then phase our contribution down and
then we could move to other districts that were yet not getting
help. That did not come through in quite the form that was dis-
cussed. However, we are now requiring. through regulation and the
application. a demonstration that local or State funds can take
over and priovide long-term support.

tiven the limited number of children involved compared to the
nedd. [ do not know exactly wi.on the phase down and out of the
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total program should be. My immediate short-term concern is to
find a way to cover more districts instead of spending all of our
time on those that got in at the very first.

Mr. NAaTcHER. If Federal appropriations were decreased, could
projects adjust to a reduction in Federal funding at this time?

Dr. BoyEer. [ think that would be very hard.

Mr. NarcHer. How many programs funded under the bilingual
education program have been able to continue after their Federal
grants were terminated? Can you give me some idea about that?

Dr. GonzaLes. We cannot tell you today but we could give you
some ballpark figures for the record later. We do not have a
method of tracking the exact contributions that local grantees
make to bilingual education at this time. '

Mr. NarcHeR. Give us an answer in the record.

[The information follows:]

Co~nTINUED Local SuproRT APTER FEDERAL FUNUZ TERMINATE

From currently available data we are not able to ¢
programs that have continued after termination of Fed€ral funds. However, based
on application data for new projects supplied by local s¢hool districts, we know that
many activitics previously funded by Title V1I are contlinuing. though sometimes or
a reduced scale.

The Education Amendments of 147%, and n
legislation, reyuire that local educatiofi™a ies n
to continue bilingual programs after Federal funding términates. This requirement
will be closely monitored by the Office of Bilingual E§ucation. There is evidence
that Title VI aid has already stimulated the expenditure of local and state funds
for bilingual education. For instance, 11 large school déstricts which receive about
320,000,000 in Title VII funds are now providing 373,000,000 in local funds for
bilingual education. *.oreover, in school year 197T3=T0. the latest year for which data
is available, 20 states had committed about $45000.000 to support bilingual pro-
grams. We believe that local and State expenditures for bilingual education ure very

“sustantial,

ezulations to implement that
demonstrate a commitment

Starting in fiscal vear 1979 the Oftice of Education will request that State educa- -

tign agencies provide data about the extent to which local school ugencies are
continuing the bilingual programs once Federal funds are not available. in fiscal
veak 19%0 and following years such data will be required.

TITLE VI AID AS INCENTIVE FOR LOCAL SUPPORT

Mr. NatcHER. What evidence do you have that the aid under the
bilingual ed:ication program will actually provide an incentive for
local progr. .. s to eaxpand or establish their own bilinguai pro-
grams?

Dr. Gonzares. ‘As | pointed out earlier, the evidence that we
have had in the past, which we have reason to believe will contin-
ue, is that appropriations are being made increasingly at the State
and local levels. We will get some more specific information about
these to yvou..

MEASURABLE GOALS YOR LOCAL PROJECTS

Mr. Narcuek. Applicants are requited to provide messurable
#oals in deciding when children no longer need bilingual education,
How wia your office identify measurable gouals for use by appli-
cants? How would vou do that, Dr. Gonzales”

Dr. Gonzaiks. We are writing our regulations for that purpose
now There are process goals and product goals. A measurable goal
is simply a way of saying we want the school district to be able to

ftermine the number of
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report to us at the end of that funding period that they meet either
the process or the product objective to a given degree. For instance,
if the district said 20 percent of its children will a~hieve a specific
goal in three months, we could test that, or they could test it and
report to us. The same would be the case for process goals. lf the
district proposes, for example, in its capacityv-building plan to train
100 teachers, we can then ask in the final evaluations how many
were in fact trained, We would then have a much better sense of
the degree to which funds are being targeted as Congress intended
them to be.

FEDERAL PROGRAMS ASSISTING BILINGUAL EDUCATION

Mr. Natener. In addition to the program authovized by title Vil
of the Elementary and Secondary Act, what other Federal programs
are available for bilingual education?

Dr. GonzaLes. There is now $&.6 million funded in the bilingual
set-aside under the Emergency School Aid Act which is probably
the next largest amount of money.

Mr. Narcher. That is out of title I?

Dr. Goxzarks. No, the Emergency School Aid Act.

Mr. Narcrer. All right; what about title I?

Mr. FamLky. Some title I funds do go for bilingual education, to
children with a limited English background.

Mr. NATCHER. Can you give us some idea about the amounts?

Mr. FairLEy. [ would have to submit that for the record.

Mr. NaTCHER. Submit that for the record and put a complete list
in the record. if vou would, as far as other Federal programs which
are available for bilingual education.

[The information follows:]
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‘FEDERAL PROGRAMS ASSISTING
BILINGUAL EDUCATION FY 78
Est imated
Obligationsg

(S n B00TY)

Elementary and Secondary Bducatlion

.. . .

Grants for disadvantaged (ESEA 1) S 10,000 ‘

Innovation and Support (ESEA IV-() 2,700

Bilingual education (ESEA VII) 135,0001/

Basic Skills Improvement (ESEA II) 1,400

Follow Through (Headstart - Follow Fhrouph Act) . 5,000
Emergency School Atld

Emergency Schaol Ald Act (ESEA VI) 8,6001/

Civil Rights Advisorv Services (CRA 1V) 7,000
Indtan Education

Grants to Ldcal Educgtion Agencles (IEA Part A) ¢ 2/

Special Projents for Indian Students (TEA PFart B) 1,400

Speeial PrqurNS(}n'lndlan Adults (HEA Part ) 25
Library Resourcea s

Librare Services and Construction (LSCA 1) 1,290

Svhool Litraries and Learning Resouwrces (RSEA TV-B) 2Lann ' .
Ueeupald fenal, Voeas fomel, and Aduit® P.:hn'.nl\hm

Bilingual Vocattunal Trals {ng (YEA }‘:|rl K) 'L 800

Ba-fe Crants (VEA Part A 2/

Adult Fducatfion (AEA) DAN
Educat fon for the Handficappod

State crant Program (EHA Pher N

Special kducation Peronn&l Develepment (EHA Part H 2

Inrovat fon. and Developmefft (EHA Part E) 1 4
Spretal Frofeot s and Tradnioe o

Sirted and falented Chde ot fan Ameadment oo 1905, (V) M

Nationas 9{¢ttutton Network o.i-g) il

ledactier Corpe (HEA V-0) ERIRAT!

feacher Centers (HEN V- B) b
Hiygor Fduoat ton

wpecial Program tor Dicadvantaeed sitadent 0 (HEA 1Y) i

Strenvtheniny Developione Tnstitoarions Giby ) )
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¢ ° FY 78
. Estimated
. .Obligations
OTHER . . d ($ in 000's)
Administration for Children, Youth, and Families
o SL VI :
Headetart (Headstart - Follow Through Act) $ 1,183
National Institutes of Education 4 ’ 3,300
National Center for Education Statistics %18

1/Total for prv ucts {nvolving bilingual components. Amount specifically used for
bilingual education cannot be determined from available data.

2/Specific amounts devoted to billngual education cannot be determined from
availabhle data,
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BILINGUAL FDUCATION TEACHER TRAINING

Mr. Narcier. The request for bilingual education includes over

#3500 million for training activities, What can vou tell us about the

shortage of bilingual teachers? Is there a shortage?

Dr. Bovei. Could T just begin to comment by saying my own
sense Is that that lack of trained tedchers is probably our Achilles’
heel. 1t's my view that you need teachers who themselves are
bilingual; that .s, you need teachers who understand both lan-
guages well. as all good language teachers should do. Teachers
must also understand the important pedagogical or teaching proc-
ess by which you move children along from one to the other.

[ believe it there is.any part of this program that_ requires
steengthening it's teaching: we need a good, strong cadre ofteach-
ers who see bilingual education as a very special mission and are

“skilled to do it. Most of the criticism | have seen has been levelled

at the fact that the teaching seems not to be as effective as neces-
sary. nor of high enough quality.

‘So it in that context that we have this budget that supports
fcllowships and teacher development. And [ wonder it Dr. Gonzales
wants to add to that?

Mr. NarcHiR. Go right ahead.

Dr. Gonzavks. Until 197X, Title VII of ESEA did not require a
particular set of teacher competency tests. The 1978 amendments
do now require that to the degree possible teachers should be
bilingual We are emphasizing that heavily.

It is not possible, obviously, for someone to teach bilingually if

they themselves are not bilingual. For this reason we are institut-
ing. first. training programs based at universities; second, training
that is conducted by the local grantees themselves; third, training
that is provided by bilingual education support service centers; and
finally, preparation of trainers of bilingual education teachers in
our fellowship programs. '

‘We also propose to fund some projects to train managers of
bilingual education programs so they can be hetter stewards of

these funds.
Dr. Berry. In addition, Mr. Chairman, part of the 1980 request
will be used for a survey that NCES will do on (he extent to which

there are bilingual teachers in classrooms and also the pattern of

geographical need for qualified bilingual teachers.
BILINGUAL DESEGREGATION GRANTS

Mr Narcher.Your budget includes S%.6 million for bilingual de-
segrepation grants. What is the basic purpose of these grants?

What about that. My, Gonzales?

. GoNzarks. Well, the Emergency School Aid Act obviously
was for purposes of assisting school districts that are in the Process
of implementing desegregation plans. This particular segment of
the law is to assist the limited English proficient students involved
in that process, prinrily through the development of curriculum
materials. but also by providing bilingual programs.

In 19%0 as a result of the 197X amendments, our estimate is that
about 30 school districts will be receiving funds from the bilingual
desegregation program. which the Education Amendments of 147X

&)
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transferred to Title VII from the Emergency School Aid Act, start-
ing in fiscal year 1980. ,

Mr. NATCHER. Give us a few examples of the school districts-
which would receive bilingual desegregation grants. Are they all in
urban areas?

Dr. GonzaLes. | don't have that information at hand. 1 wouid
have to get it for you. . ‘

Mr. NATCHER. All right; suppose you submit that for the record?

[The information tollows:] :

Trigry ScHoon DistRICTs AwARDED EMERGENCY Scnoot. Aib Act BiLINGUAL
= D ihEGATION GRANTS—FISCAL YEAR 1475

Arizona.—Nogales USD No. |

Culifornia.—San Francisco USD .

Florida.—Broward County Florida School Board (Fort Lauderdaler Dade County
School Board (Miamiy Florida International University (Mijami) and School Board
of Hillsborough County (Tampa! ~

" Hawaii —Hawaii State Department of Education {Honolulu);, and Hi County Eco-
nomic Opportunity. tHilon.

Lowmana.--Iberia Parish School Board: Jetterson Parish Systems: and Lafayette
Parish School Board.

New York.—Brooklyn Comm. S.D. No. 19-K; NYC Board of Education: NYC
Comm. S.D. No #; and NY(' Comm. S.D. No. 4. -

Texus.-—Donna 1SD; Fagle Pass ISD: Edgewood ISD; Edinburg ISD; El Paso ISD:
Pharr-San Juan-Atamo ISD: Reg. No. 1 Educ. Serv. Ctr. (Edinberg) Robstown ISD:
San Antonio ISD: San Felipe Del Rio ISD; West Oso ISD (Corpus Christi); Weslaco
ISD; Riv Grande City [SD; Zapata County ISD); and Harlingen.

BASIC SKILLS IMPROVEMENT

Mr. NaTcHer. For Basic Skills Improvement, the budget request
is 35 million, an increase of 37,250,000 over last year. Wh¥ do you
need such a large increase in the Basic Skills Program?

I believe this is about a 26 percent increase.

Dr. Boykr, Mr. Chairman, I feel this is one of th~ most important
items in this budget. In totai dollars it is rather small compared to
the total authority under elementary and secondary. But I argued
vigorously for some money to fund what is now a new authority
called Basic Skills Improvement.

First, it should be stressed that Part A is the national program
for which of 20 million has been reguested. This folds in and at
the same time expands our former Right to Read, and it makes
more flexible our use of those dollars, It's a national discretionary
program in which we will, out of that authority, give money to
local school districts or to some State agencies or independent
agencies to work on basic skills.

But. the growth of this occurs under Part B, State Activities,
that allows us for the first time to draw an agreement between
HEW and ench State education department. [f they - ant these
monies. they are to sign an agreement based upon a Statewide
basic skills plan.

For the first time we are expecting the States to say. here's our
strategy to get or . ath this husiness of teaching children how to
read and how to compute.

Tnen. if that plan seems reasonable—and. incidentally. it's in-
tended to be verv flexible and not rigid by letting cach State
develop an individualized plan based on its needs--they qualify for
grants at the State level in order to coordinate thet program. Also

i
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the National Discretionary Funds we have will be given in ways
that are consistent with the State plan.

The last part of this program is the Reading is Fundamental
Program, which seeks to get reading materials to children through
the distribution of inexpensive books and the special mathematics
program whose authority has been transferred from the Emergen-
¢y School Aid Program. o

I think that those three pieces in combination will allow us to
give a_kind of center purpose to this very important authority, the
Elementary and Secondary Act, and while the increase-in terms of
percentage is great, the increase in terms of dollars is rather small,
I think that, on this basis the leverage it will bring is going to have
impact far beyond some of the larger authorities.

And [ might add, we have been meeting now with the chief
school superintendents from the various States, the executive com-
mittee and then a subcommittee of that group that has been
named. In May [ will again be meeting with all of the fifty chief
school superintendents, and one of the items on that agenda is the
agreement that they hope to sign that will have us all working
together in kind of partnership to say this matters very much. And
while they are not going to get a lot of money, I think the intention
atd the focus of it has really acted to rivet our attention on a very
important goal.

So. I think this can suggest a national strategy that is a partner-
ship, and improvement will result from it. :

STATE BASIC SKILLS

Mr. NarcHer. How was it determined that $8.250,000 is needed
for grants under Part B, the State Basic Skills Improvement Pro-
gram?

Dr. Bover. Well, that figure is just a compromise. My own pret-
erence would have been a higher figure, but the budget constraints
were the driving factor there. It will give each State [ believe a
minimum $30,000 as a guarantee and the remaining amount will
be driven by State formula. It seemed impossible for any funding
less than SX million to make any real difference among the States.

So we started with a base. and then we allowed it to float up
depending on the enrollment, ,

Mr. NarcHer. How many States do you estimate will apply for
this money?

Dr. Boyer. Well, | am dreaming. My dream is that all of them
will. We have found a lot of interest informally. Now, they may not
all come in the first year, but at least that is my goal. In the Stati
eadership program funded under Right to Read, 54 of 57 eligible
State Agencies applied for State Leadership activities

Mr. Narcuer. How will local Right to Read projects be affected
by the new Basic Skills Improvement Program?

Dr. Bover. Thev should not in anv way except positively. The
Basic Skills authority expands the current Right to Read Program
to include mastery of mathematics and oral and written communi-
cation skills in addition to reading skills. In addition. two new
programs have been authorized under the national discretionary
component. Thus, what is currently funded under a local right to

U1
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- read project can be funded agai-n-or be expanded. Our hope is,

though, that the other two pieces of this, the Inexpensive Book
Distribution and special mathematics program and the Right to
Read grants now going through the national reenforcement
Statewide plan, and any local Right to Read project currently

‘. existing which is consistent “with an overall State plan, would be

very competitive and, at the same time complementary.

Mr. NaTcHER. Why can’t these basic skills projects be carried out
under the title I program?

Dr. Bovegr. Well, title I is driven entirely by formula with a very
specific purpose, and it's not at all inconsistent. In fact, it's proyid-
ing a foundation. But if I might put it in maybe a trivial figure, in
a way what we are talking about here is something of the ribbon
on the package.

While all of that money is going out and touching districts, if
now we can be assured that States have a plan that is involying
not only title I but other basic skills activities, ‘including what
might be coming from the State, then I think there is a coherence
and a thrust that will enhance what is being done through title L.

Let me say as a footnote to that, when I came to the Office of
Education I asked how many of our activities are focused on basic
skills, and I discovered that there are about 17 different programs,
depending on how you cqunt it, that have improving basic skills as
one of their major purposes.

So I did create an internal—forgive the term—task force, to
bring together all of the people who are working just in our office
to develop some better coherence as to our purpose and how it is
delivered. Our hope is that at the State level these small but
strategic dollars through Part B would also act as leverage to
create a Statewide plan as well as State department coherence.

COORDINATION IN BASIC SKILLS

Mr. NatcHeRr. In dddition to title [ there are a number of other
Federal programs which provide financial support for -the improve-
ment of basic skills.

What steps have been taken to encourage coordination and to
préyent duplication along these programs?

Dr. Bover. As | mentioned, the forming within our own office of
a basic skills task force was the first step. As a matter of fact, Mr.
Chairman, it was out of that that much of the inspiration govern-
ing the new legislation, the basic skill component for all of the
ESEA was conceived, and in my view, with greater coordination-
within our office.

One other point, just two weeks ago I announced that all of our
small discretionary grants in the office, some 20 separate pro-
grams, are going to be brought together under a single unit, a new
bureau, that will allow us to deal in a more coherent way with:
these programs that have been scattered about. '

One of the central units in that new cffice is a basic skills office
and that office is going to act to coordinate what is in the Office of
Education. Then, as the new authority title II stimulates that same
activity at the State level and our discretionary dollars that go to
the Siates are actually consistent with that plan, I think we are

G
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going to have more coherence and coordination than has occurred
ever under this authority."

.. ' A(II-IIEVEMI_‘)N'I‘ TESTING ASSISTANCE
. Mr. NatcHer. Now, under elementary and secondary programs °
you are requesting $2 million to start a new program of achieve-
ment testing assistance. Why do you feel it's necessary to start this
program in 19807 R

Dr. Bovker. It is one of the sections in the new legislation, and we
think that federal leadership is needed in this area. In fact, I think
that these are almiost companion authorities in some respects. On
the one ‘'side we have the new basic skills authority and on the
other side we have the evaluation. :

While I don’t think the Federal Government should get involved
directly in evaluation, I think that for us to have regionally target-
ed contracts or grants that deal with how students are to be
evaluated is an important part of a national basic skills strategy.

Mr. NatcHerR. Why can't the National Institutes of Education
provide testing assistance if the States need help?

Dr. Berry. Mr. Chairman, these are complementary program
objectives. The program in GE that Dr. Boyer was just describing
will be to provide grants to develop programs and contracts for
technical assistance. The funds in the NIE budget for basic skills
and testing will be used to evaluate all of the State programs that
are in existence on competency testing and give vegional confer-
ences on the use and abuse of testing thereby complementing the
OE program. ‘

It's thought to be morc appropriate for OE to give grants or
dissemination and give technical assistance on actual test taking
and what kinds of tests to use, and for NIE to evaluate and also do
research on how tests relate to teaching and learning. So they are

complementary.
FOLLOW THROUGH

~NATCHER. Describe the changes proposed in 1980 for the
tollow-through program. Just briefly, what would you say the
changes are? '
Dr. BoyrR. John Rodriguez?
Mr. RobriGuez. It is our intent to begin a new direction for the
follow-through program by having competitive grants centered
around a set of studies that will focus on ways of improving teach-
ing of low income children who are educationally disadvantaged.
focusing on basic skills. This will be the first time in [ guess 11
years that there will be new competition for local projects.
Mi. Narcuer. How will these changes affect existing projects?
Mr. Robriquez. All of the existing projects would be eligible to
compete, as would others who have not previously been served by
the follow-through program. There will be those who will not be
successful in the competition and it is our hope that there will be
some wav of phasing out their projects over a year's transition.
Mr. Natcher. How much of the $59 million requested for follrw-
through is for evaluation and how much is for classroom projeccs?
Mr. Ropriquiz. Well, this past year or this yvear we intend about
3 15 million will go for classroom projects.

N
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Dr. Boyer. About $4.6 million for evaluation.

Mr. Natcher. The EconomicQpportunity Amendments of 1978
expanded the definition of eligible participants in_ the follow-
through programs to include other children enrolled in pre-school
programs of a compensatory nature which receive Federal financial
assistance.

‘How do you'intend to include these children in the program?

Mr. Ropriquez. Well, it would be those school districts which
have compensatory education programs funded either under State
compensatory education or Federal compensatory education, and in

...-—-"the way of pre-school programs you ma .be well aware there are a

number of States ihat had pre-school programs tha’ had been
initiated by the title I program, and rather than umiting the
population to strictly Head Start people as it has been in the past.

This will also broaden the base from which school districts may
select eligible participants. :

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

Mr. NaTcHER. According to the budget for environmental educa-
tion, approximatley $3.25 million of the requested $3.5 niillion will
be awarded for competitive comprehensive multi-year programs.
What kinds of programs will be eligible for funding under this
category of Environmental Education?

Dr. Bover. Yes. Under Environmental Education we are trying
to change the entire strategy on this, Mr. Chairman. I felt that we
were giving out too many grants that were too small and were not
well focused, and year after year it was hard for us to see whether
any impact had occurred. L

Under our proposed strategy we hope to have much larger grants
that are given on the basis of combinations of school districts or
regionally that go- for several years. Then we use those as laborato-
ries in terms of what is to be taught under environmental educa-
tion, what is the educational impact, and how can teachers be
educated to know more about the relationship between a school
curriculum and the environment.

So we really are trying to create a regional resource network anc
have a smaller number of grants distributed regionally, possibly in

each region of the country, and see whether a small amount of

money in a relative sense, $3 million, can get more visibility. When
it is finished we can have a sense of how schools can be changed.
But the strategy of giving very small grants to districts across
the country on a competitive basis leaves us virtually without any
conclusion. It might have helped those districts here and there, but
we are searching, quite frankly, experimentally for a combination
of school districts working perhaps with colleges and universities to
see if we cannot learn more about this thing we call environmental
education and how schools can make the difference. :

ENERGY CONTEST

Mr. NaTtcHiR. The Environmental Education Act authorizes the
establishr.ent of energy contests in elementary and secondary high
schools. In your budget, as you know, you have requested $250,000
for this program.

9.4
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Explain to us how you intend to set up this program? i .
Dr. Bover. We think this could be, here again, it's an experi-
ment, but we would like to see if school children would be able to

be challenged to compete for new proposals on environmental par-

ticipation that would make a difference. If you want an analogy,
we are impressed that the science fellowships and the experiments
that are carried on each year where the so-called science fairs have
been very successful. .

We have science fairs in school districts and in States, and we
have an enormous talent that is found among school children. We
think this issue is of such importance and we think that young
people are sufficiently interested, that we would like to see if some
of that science fair enthusiasm and intelligence 1ight be built
around competitions or proposals to deal with environmental im-

- provements on a local or statewide basis.

It’s tapping the young people, some of our more gifted students,
and helping them think about a national problem. It's a small
amount of money, but we think symbolically it’s important and it
just could bring us some very important ideas in a veﬁyv crucial

field. -
+ ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE i

!

Mr. NatcHER. The fiscal year 1950 budget requests a $1 million
increase in funding for alcohol and drug abuse education. \What is
the purpose of this increase? '

Dr. Bover Well, this is to expand the program somewhat. We
think it's proved to be a successful program. It has been one that I
think has had more impact than many of these small discretionary
grants. Frankly, I am a little worried about programs that have a
noble theme, such as providing minimum support. It's hard’ to
know whether we are making a difference in some instances.

The Alcohol and Drug Abuse Program has followed a strategy of
educating teams that come from school districts and then sending
them back, and there is considerable evidence that this is one of
our most effective small grant programs, so we want to i,nveﬁt in
the winners. -

But, further, Mr. Chairman, it's dealing with a problem that isa_.

very acute one in our culture and in our schools, and we think it
merits a modest increase, even in a tight budget year. ‘

Mr. NATcHER. How effective have the existing drug abuse pro-
grams been in training school and community personnel?

Dr. Bover. Well, we have some results; granted they are anecdot-
al. [ saw just recently the result of a school district in Texas where
their teams had been trained at one of our centers and went back
and followed the strategies that were developed, and the resulfs
were dramatic. :

The number of children or the cutback ir the number of students
who dropped out, the number of students who were on probation,
the entire, I guess you would call it, crime rate or discipline rate of
that school changed significantly. It seemed directly correlated to

having educated school board members and administrators and:

teachers on how to cope with a serious internal problem.
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ELLENDER FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

Mr. NatcHer. The budget proposes to terminate the Ellender
Fellowship Program. How effective is tlle\ Close-Up Foundation of
Washington, D.C. in carrying out the purpose of the Ellender Fel-
lowships? ' : '

Dr. Bover. I must report, frankly, I think it has met its purposes '
well. T have talked with the. Director and I have seen films of the

~work they do. As dyou know, they bring young people in here in

Washington to study government from selected school districts and
they bring a cross-section of young people. -
They do get a lot of money from other sources; they get money

_from foundations, as I recall, and private business. I suppose there

is no quarrel with the vision they have, and I certainly have no
quarrel with the way they have gone at it.

I think it has. been well administered. It's a question of whether
at some time this might not become, in fact, a program funded
other than through Federal support.

M:. Narcugr. Doctor Boyer, we want to thank you and Doctor
Berry 2nd all of your associates for appearing before our comittee
as this t.me in behalf of your request for elementary and secondary
education. : '

I think we have had a good hearing, and we want to thank you
very much. )

Mr. Boyier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Thc(la ]following questions were submitted to be answered for the
record:

ESEA, TitLe | Aunirs

Mr. MicheL. Title 1 funds are, of course, to be used to supplement, not supplant,
State and local funds. How do your regulations define this requirement?

Dr. Bover. Supplanting occurs if (a) the service provided by Title I would in the
absence of Title I funds have been provided to the same children with State and
local funds or (b) Title I funds are used to pay more than the excess cost of a service
that is béing provided as a substitute for a State and locally-funded service fer a
%roup of children. ,

! Mr. MicHeL. How many violations of the “supplement, not sup lant” requirement
were discovered by the auditors in 1978, and what was the total amount involved?

Dr. Bover. In fiscal year 1978, HEW auditors discovered one violation of the
“supplement, not suz  .it" requirement involving $398,495.

Mr. Miche. Have you demanded r.payment of these funds? L

Dr. Bovkr. Yes, repayment has been demanded for the tot:d amount ($398,49H)
involved in the “supplement, not supplant” audit exception -in fiscal year 1978

2 MicheL. There was an NIE study » couple of years a6 which showed that
each Title | dollar actually ircreases educational expenditures by only 67 cents.
because States and localities reduce their own expenditures by 33 cents per each
Title I dollar received. Do you have any kind of a recent update of these figures?

Dr. Bovex. No more recent data are available. As Jlart of its investigation of
alternative grant structures for Title | assistance, NIE eveloped a computer simu-
lation of the aggregate and distributional effects of alternative grant structures Jor
Title | assistance. Using 1970 data for the simulation, the econometric analysis
showed that Title I aid is more powerful in ¢*imulating local spending than would
be expected of the traditional block grant. ie., other Federal aid or State aid
programs The NIE results need be viewed with caution since the differential
experditures ‘per pupil’” refers to all students in a district because data were not
available with which i examine directly spending on different schocls or on pro-
gram eligibles separately

USOF reviews local programs and maintenance of effort and comparability data
ifndidcate that Title I funds supplement and do not replace State and ﬁma] education
unds. :
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Mr. Micuer. What was the total amount of Title I funds which HEW auditors
found was misspent in 197? _ _ .

Dr. Bover. HEW auditors in fiscal year 197% found that $2,662,100 in title I funds
were misspent. .

Mr. Micher. Of this amount, how much have you sought to recover?

Dr. Boyer. Of the $2,662,100 in audit exceptions found by HEW auditors in fiscal
year 1978, the Office of Education has sustained and sought to recover 32619018

Mr. Micuer. Covering the audits of the past five years. what was the total amount
the auditors found was misspent, how much have you sought to recover. and how
much have you in fact recovered to date?

Dr. Bover. During Fiscal Years 1974-78, the auditors questioned $1:32,151, 738 of
Title | expenditures. We have sustained $47.732,261 of the amount questioned and
have sought recovery of $10 million. The recoveries to date total upproximutoy
$2,268,000. The additional -$37 million is pending before the Audit Hearing Board.’

Mr. MicHEL. For those amounts you do not seek to recover. would you explain
why in the record? :

Dr. Bover. The Audit Agency exceptions for which recovery have not been sought
include $37,686,655 which is currently being appealed to the Aua * Hearing Board
bf' the audited agencies and approximately $26,019,000 for which recovery. is pre-
cluded by the statute of limitations. Additional amounts were not sustained as a
result of information provided by the States which demonstrated that the expendi-
tures were allowable. In some instances, refunds were not sought because the audit
report did not contain sufficient detail to identify with particularity those expendi-

" tures which were glestioned by the auditors.

Mr. MicheL. When you seek to recover monies, does this usually mean you reduce
tl\;) next year's allotment to a district by that amount?

Dr. Bover. The reduction of a district's entitlement is not used as a method to
repay misspent Title I funds. Repayments must be made from non-Federal sources
or from Federal funds that a district does not have to account for to the Federal
Government.

Mr. Mighe, | understand that it was recently found that $3.8 million of Title 1
funds were misspent in Chicagy. What's the status of this? Are yo. «eeking repay-
ment, and if so, when? '

Dr. Bover. A draft of a propoded audit report was released to the lllinois Otfice of
Education and the Chicago Board of Education. The report has been made available
for review and comment prior to developingrthe report in final form.

Mr. MicuEeL. How often is each district’s Title I program audited?

Dr. Boyer. In the past, most districts have had annual cash audit« of their
expenditures including funds expended for Federal grants. In addition, many State
educational agencies have provided for periodic audits of Title I expenditures.
Beginning in 1980, States must provide for audits of Title I expenditures to deter-
mine the fiscal integrity of financial transactions and reports and compliance with
Title | requirements. These audits must be made with reasonable frequency consid-
ering thé nature, size, and complexity of the activity.

TirLk [ EriGiBLe CHILBREN

Mr. MicuEL Last year we were told that of the 3 million elementary school pupils
who participated in Title I, only 1.2 million were from low-income families. Do you
huvg-l a.;ny recent updates of these figures. covering also. perhaps, secondary school
pupils’

Dr. Boykn No more recent update of these figures is available nor of participation
at the secondary level. '

Mr. MicHFL. When you arrive at an estimate that 11 million or so children are
eligible for Title I, does that figure include these non-low-income children currently
participating in the proy.ram? '

Dr. Boyer. 11 million children is our estimate of the number of educationally

’ disadvantaged children. K-12, residing in eligible Title I attendance areas. As such,
the figure would include educationally needy children from both non.low-income
/____ﬂndif)w-income families. )

Mre. MicHEL. tIf s0) then of the |1 million eligible. how muny are really from low-
income families” )

Dr. Boyer. Based on data available on Title [ schools, grades 1-6, we estimate that
over one-third ©36 percent: of the educationally disadvantaged children are from
poor families. That percentage almost doubles 161 percent: when we add children
from fumilies who are above the poverty threshold but who are still relatively poor.
Although precise data for secondary students are not available, we believe thut the
percentage would remain unchanged.

‘\'.‘
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- Mr MicueL. What specific criteria do your regulations set forth governing the
selection of pupils to participate in the Title I program? _ ]

Dr. Bover. Each local educational agency establishes its own specific criteria for
the selection of the children to receive Title I services. All children selected, howev-
er, must be educationally deprived, and residing in eligible school attendance areas
and must be in the greatest need of special assistance, as required by the Title I
statute. ' _

Children previously served who, are no longer in the greatest need for special
Sssis_'a:(;:e, may continue to receive services as long as they remain educationally

eprivea.. .

Use cf TirLe I Funps

Mr. MicHEL. Are there any studies which show the percentage of Title I services
which are provided in regular classrooms and the percentage in separate instruc-

_tional settings?

Dr. Boyer. The NIE réport, “Compensatory Education Services,” notes that its
,survey found that 75 percent of the children in compensatory reading programs
receive such services in separate instructional settings (pull-out), while somewhat
.smaller proportions are nulled out for language arts (41 percent) and mathematics
(44 percent). Duta from USOE’s “Sustaining Effects Study” indicate that while the
pull-out setting is used in a large portion of Title I schools (81 percent), compensa-

igs are also provided the same students in the regular classroom, with
dom being the only setting used in a Title I building. .-
Mr. MibueL. For those Title I services which are provided in the regular class-

_room, can\school districts use Title I funds to pay & portion of the teacher’s salary?

. Title I funds are not available to pay a portion of the regular class-
's salary. It is the responsibility of local school districts to provide the
basic instructional program for all children. Title I funds are available only to pay
for the supplemental services provided to Title I eligible children by personnel hired
for tll:is purpose in cooperation with or under the guidance of the regular classroom
teacher. : 4

Mr. MichgL. If Title I instruction is provided in the regular classroom, presumed-
ly all the students in the classroom participate, is that correct?

Dr. Bover. Only Title I students are to participate in Title I activities. If the
classroom membership is composed of Title I and non-Title I students, onls those
identified as Title I students may participate/receive Title I instruction. if, how-ver,
the membership of the classrooin is composed exclusively of Title I‘students ti n all
students in ihat classroom may participate.

Mr. MicueL. How does Title I instruction in the classroom differ from normal
classroom instruction?

Dr. Boyer. Title | instruction differs from normal classroom instruction in several
ways: each Title I student receives more instruction time, much smaller groups,
more intensive instruction tailored to individuals needs and it is more likely to be
provided by specially trained staff.

Mr. MicreL. Of the total we are spending on Title I, what percentage would you
sa%goes to pay teachers salaries?

. Dr. Boyer. Aleproximately 87 percent of local Title I funds is for salaries, includ-
ing fringe benefits. This percentage includes salary costs of aides and counsellors as
well as teachers who provide supplemental services to Title I children.

Mr. MicHEL. What percentage of the allocation for teachers' salaries goes for
extra hours of work on the part of the teachers?

Dr. Boyer. Title I services are normally provided during the regular school day
a?d stiff employed to perform Title I services are not required to put in extra hours
of work.

Mr. MicueL. Do you monitor this in any way?

Dr. Boyes. Monitoring is conducted to assure that Title I funds are spent only for
thﬁ ti]mde instructional personnel are working in Title I programs during the normal
schonl agay.

Mr. MicHEL. Do yot;J)rescribe any criteria as to the type of instructional services
which must behrrovid under Title I?

Dr. BoyEr. , we do not prescribe criteria for the instructional services to be
provided under Title I. However, school districts are required to assess the needs of
the eligible children. Through this process they are identifying reading and math-
ematics as the highest priority instructional areas.

Mr. MicHEL. Is a school district's funding conditional in any way on pupil achieve-
ment under Title I?
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Dr. Boyer. The local educational agency entitlements are based on the number of
children from low-income families residing in the district. However, a local educa-
tional agency may receive these funds only if effective procedures are adopted for
evaluating the effectiveness of the program in meeting the special educational needs
of the children.

Mr. Micuel. What portion of Title I funds currently goes for non-insicuctional h .

services? .

Dr. Boyer. According to NIE, approximately 25 percent of the funds are used for
non-instructional services. Approximately 6 percent of these funds are spent for
services which support the instructionul programs, such as health, food, transporta-
tion, counseling and social work, and parental involvement (community services),
The remaining funds are spent for administration, fixed charges, operation and
maintenance of plant, etc.

Mr. MICHEL. I understand that school districts can use Title I funds to cover
expenditures such as heat, light, maintenance, part of principal's salaries, etc?

r. Bover. It is the responsibility of local school districts to provide free public
education to all children, including Title I children. Overhead pxtpenses such as
heat, light, maintenance and principal’s salaries represent part of the operating
costs of maintaining the regular schovl system and, as such, are not chargeable to
Title I. Only those additional costs which are directlir1 attributable to the Title I
pro rel\mlwhich must be supplemental to the regular school program can be charged
to Title I. '

Mr. MICHEL. What is the total amount of Title I funds which goes for overhead
tyse. expenditures?

r.:Boyer. Data are not available on expenditures by category. According to an
NIE study, approximately 1% percent of the Title I funds are used for maintenance
and operation of plant. . _

Mr. MicueL. With approximately two-thirds of all elementary schools now partici-
fating in Title I, and with 60 percent of the participating pupils coming from non-

ow-income families, doesn't it appear that this program has become too broad in its
covera%% and isn’t focused sharply enouﬁb on the real needs?

Dr. Bover. We feel that Title I funds are focused sharply on the real needs.
Services are provided to the most educationally deprived children in schools with .
hi%_h concentrations of children from }ow-income families.

he legislation recognizes the relationship between low achievement and schools
with concentrations of children from poor families. Where such concentrations exist,
it is not just the poor children who are low-achievers, but many children of non?oor
families as well. An educationally deprived child in a poor area is not excluded from
participating in Title I projects because he or she is not from a low-income family.

The “Sustaining Effects Study” found that Title I services are moderately well
focused on needy children primarily in terms of their low achievement, but also in
term: of their low-income background.

Th Title I funds are sufficient to serve only one-half of the educationally disad-
vantaged children who are currently eligible to participate in Title I programs.

Mr. MicHeL. If you wish to charpen the focus through use of this new concentra-
tion component,'why not sim - substitute this for a portion of the regular Title I
fundingkx)'ather than adding i vu top?

Dr. YER. The concentration compunent is a carefully designed formula for
distributing additional funds to the areas which are heavily impacted with children
from low-income families. Children in over 14,000 school districts are currently
receiving special services provided with the Title I basic grants and these grants are
sufficient to serve only about one-half of the eligible children. No increase has been
requested in the 1980 budget for basic grants. To substitute a portion of these funds
for distribution under the concentration formula would mean that the same number
bf children could be served, but in different school districts. A reduction in basic
grants would mean that in most of the school districts, services to educational
deprived children would have to be reduced, teachers fired, etc. Since there is no
!-justxﬁcation for this, additional funds are requested for the concentration provision
to be added to the basic grants.

TitLk 1 EvALUATION STUDIES

Mr. MicuEL. Outside of the NIE study, are there any other recent studies which

- show any measurable educational achievement under the Title I program?
Dr. Bover. Two additional studies of national scope show that Title I services
_ result in positive achievement gains for children. “Patterns in Title I Reading
' Achievement,” conducted by Stanford Research Institute, showed title I average
gains of better than month-per month, declaring Title I a national success. “The
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Compensatory Reading Study,” conducted by Educational Testing Service, indicated

that Title I arrests the negative achievement pattern of disadvantaged children

resg(liting in a reduction in the reading gap between them and their non-disadvan-
peers. )

Mr. MicHEL. Are there any recent studies which show no achievement?

"Dr. Bover. We are unaware of any such studies.

Mr. MICHEL. Isn't it true that the achievement found in the NIE study occurred
only in the best, most well managed Title I projects? .

gr. Bover. The NIE study was designed to provide detailed information on the
relationship between selected program characteristics and.student performance in
tading and mathematics. Care was taken to include classrooms with a range of
income levels and ethnic composition similar to the national average for Title I and
to provide wide variations in the main instructional techniques.

H\owever, to avoid confoundinﬁ of data which could occur by including schools
implenienting new projects or having new or inexperienced staff, schools were
examined for the stability, as well as the content, of their programs, and classrooms
were selected only if their instructional programs had been in use for at least one
year. Principals and teachers generally had prior experience with Title I, and no
major changes in the student population were expected during the period of study.

Mr. MicueL. Do we have any studies which show the portion of school districts
which have well managed Title I programs? )

“Dr. Bover. There are no studies which provide this information.

Mr. MicxEeL. Do you make any effort at all on a yearly basis to determine which
districts have good Title I programs and which do not?

Dr. Bover. Yes, there is a continuing effort to identify exemplary programs. The

Office of Education annually submits nominations of exemplary projects for State
education departments.

During school years 197778 and 1978-79, 4,200 local Title I personnel were given
an opportunity to learn about 28 exemplary Title I projects {nominated in prior
years) for possible adoption and_ potential program improvement in their districts.

NaTioNAL Apvisory COUNCIL FOR THE EDUCATION oF DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN

Mr. MicHeL. Regarding the national Advisory Council for the Education of Disad-
vantaged Children, I understand that expenge vouchers for members of the Council
are unggid as far back as December. Is that correct? :

Dr. Bover. Two vouchers for expenses incurred in December by Council members
have not been processed. T

Mr. MicHEL. If so—~Why the delay and when will they be paid?

Dr. Bover. The Council staff has not been reimbursed since the vouchers have not
been forwarded to the Office of Education for payment. The vouchers are tyi)ically
vorwarded to OE several weeks after the expenses are incurred by the Council staff.

Once the vouchers are received in OE, the processing of these documents u{aually
takes from 4 to 6 weeks. y -

TitLe VII; SERVICE oR DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM?

Mr. MicurL. You are asking for another increase this year ($15 million) for
Bilingual Education. This was originally designed as a temporary demonstration,
but with these continued funding increases, appears to be turning into a service
program. Is that how you envision this, as a permanent service program?

Dr. GonzaLes. Although the Bilingual Education program was originally designed
to be a demonstration program, it has never properly functioned in this way.
Rather, as agfropriations have increased in response to growing demands, Title VII
funds have been used to support a multi-faceted appfoach to bilingual education.
Support for local educational agencies has focused on paying bilingual education
startup costs and installation of programs; Title VII funds have also gone to institu-
tions of higher education to support teacher training to build up a cadre of ade-
quately-trained teachers for the local districts; awards have been made to State
educational agencius to coordinate the efforts of local school districts and provide
them with technical assistance; and grants for the development, assessment, and
dissemination of bilingual materials have been intended to meet the needs of local

_school districts for high-quality non-English language materials.

Public Law 95-561 mandates a studg of the feasi ili'tly of converting the Title VIl
program to a formula grant program by July 1, 1984. The study, to be submitted to
congress by December 31, 1684, is to include estimates of the cost of converting to a
formula program. as well as recommendations about whether such conversion would
best serve the needs of limited English proficient children.
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Since title VII has not fultitled original expectations as a program to demonstrate
effective bilingual techniques, the agency is planning to specifically promote such
efforts in fiscal 1980 in two ways. Through studies and evaluations funded under
Part C of title VII we expect to determine good bilingual instructional approaches.
Moreover, we hope to use about $5,000,000 to support the development of model
programs at approximately 50 of the most successful continuing local projects, by
strengthening their adnministrative, evaluative and dissemination components.

Focus oN TracHING ENclisk . o

Mr MicHeLs Your statement indicates that the purpose of the program is to
enalt . children to become proficient in the English language. I'm glad to hear that,
because for a while, it appeared we had forgotten that this should be the primary
fucus. Are all projects being required to have the teaching of English as their
primary component? . )

Dr. GonzaLes. Yes. The objective of the Bilingual Education program, and of the
projects it supports, is to develop the English proficiency of children who are limited
in their command of English. The amount of class time devoted to English depends
on the laniuage skills of the individual child: a first-grader who speaks ouly Span-
ith might have most of his school instruction in Spanish, with some instruction in
English as & second language; as his English competence increases, the amount of
classroom instruction in English would also increase. ;

To assure that bilingual programs focus on achieving English language compe-
tence and transferring children to’ English language classrooms, projects are re-

uired to evaluate each child who has been in a Title VII program for two years to

etermine whether the child should remain in the program. Moreover, by regula-
tion, school districts must now submit a plan to identify children who have achieved
English proﬁeienc’\i‘ and provide for the transfer of these students to English lan-
guage classrooms. The Office of Education will monitor the success of project efforts
" to develop English proficiency in participating students and to transfer them to
regular school programs.

w

PARTICIPATION OF ENGLISH-SPEAKING STUDENTS

Mr. MicheL. Have you established any standards to insure that regular Engiish-
speaking students do not participate? If so, what specifically?

Dr. GonzaLEs. The Education Amendments of 1978 allow up to 40 percent of the
students in a project to be non-English limited. According to the law, English
sgeaking children may be in the classroom: {‘In order to prevent the segregation of
childi'en ou the basis of national origin in programs assisted under this title, and in
order to broaden the understanding of children about languages and cultural herit-
ages other than their own. * * * The objective of theEprogram shall be to assist
children of limited English.proficiency to improve their English language skills, and

the participation of other children in the program must be for the principal purpose-

of contributing to the achievement of that objective.”

The agency recognizes the value of including Englisn-speaking children to provide*
cultural diversity and language stimulation. However, in order to assure that Feder-
al funds are targeted on children most in need of services, the Department of
Heaith, Education, and Welfare has established the goal that 75 percent of project
participants nationwide should be limited-English proficient children. We anticipate
that this goal will be reached by October 1979, .

LeNuTH oF TiME To DEvELOP ENGLISHH FLUENCY

Mr. MicueL. Have you established any criteria governing the length of time it
should tuke for a project to prepare a child to participate in a regular English-
speaking classroom?

Dr. Gonzares. The length of time it takes to prepare a child to participate in the
English language classroom depends on many factors, including the child's aptitude
and age, his familiarity with English, the resources devoted to teaching him Eng-
lish, and so forth. For this reason, we have not established criteria to determine
ﬁrvcisvly the length of time it will take u given child to master English. It is,

owever, possible to develop criteria which provide information about the level of
language skill the child must acquire if he is to participate effectively in an English
language classroom. The Office of Education is now cfeveloping such standards to
determine when a child is ready to exit the bilingual classroom. These standards
should help school districts to better judge the amount of time generally needed for
children to develop fluency. .

.
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LimizatioN ON LENGTH OF FEDERAL FUNDING

Mr. MicHEL. According to vour statement, 625 school districts will receive funding
in 19R0. Can a school district receive funding ad-infinitum, or is there a limit, after
which they must rely solely on state and local funding?

Dr. GonzaLes. The statute limits su('rport for each project in a local school district
to a period of one to three years, epending upon the severity of the problem
addressed, the nature of the proposed activities, and the quality of the J)roposul.
However. a school district may subsequently apply for another grant addressing
difn(ejrent needs, such as a project for a different language group or for additional

. grades. '
¢ The statute now requires a commitment on the part of school districts to continue
projects after federal funding has ended. Regulations require local education agen-
cies to-provide evidence that: (1) Federal funds will build the applicant’s capacity to
provide a quality bilingual education program; and 12) the applicant is committed to
continuing the program once federal funds are no longer available.

ProsecT PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Mr. MichEL Have you established any performance criteria, which would deter-
mine whether a project would continue to be funded beyond the initial year?

Dr. GoN2ALES. Tﬁe Office of Education has published Interim Final Regulations to
govern fiscal year 1979 awards. As required by the Education Amendments of 1978,
the Commissioner will base the decision to continue beyond the initial year on the
following criteria: .
—t11 The availability of funds and the eligibility of the local educational agency to
continue receiving funds and .

(9) Demonstration that satisfactory progress is being made toward achieving the
objectives of the program. including the requirements (a) that parents of children
participating in the program are informed of the instructional goals of the program
and of the progress of their children, and (b) that the Advisory Committee is
participating in the implementation of the progranm.

In evaluating progress reports submitted by projects, special attention will be
given to performance objectives, including the following:

ial That the program serve those children most in need; s

by That the program successfully identify those children who have achieved
proficiency in English;

(c) That the LEA provide from State and local funds the resources necessary to
ussure academic achievement of those children who have achi.-ved proficiency in
English and are no longer in the bilingual program:

idy That the local educational agency demonstrite committment to build its
capacity to deliver a program when funds are reduced or no longer available;

ie) The extent to which LEA personnel are bilingual: and

(D The extent to which comparable services are being provided for children
enrolled in non-public schools whose educational needs. language und grade levels
are similar to those of the funded public school program.

More extensive criteria to govern the continuation of funding ufter an initial
project veur may be developed and published in the future.

o

SUPPORT AND INNOVATION

Mr Micuet Is any of the research under the Support and Innovation Program
heing put to use in the Title [ program?

Dr Bovkk We are not aware of any substantive research under the Support and
Innovation Program that is applicable to Title I The Title | staff. however, is
working with the Title IV statt in the development of a coordinated delivery system
for basic skills instruction. and in the adoption of exemplary Title I projects. Also,
the Title I staff will disseminate and utilize any promising practices which evolve
from the projects authorized under Section 3tanZeof Public Law 95-)61 to develop
and demonstrate improved means of carrving out programs for educationally de-
prived children

FSEA Timee VOB STRENGTHENING STATE EDUCATIONAL ACGENCY MANAGEMENT

Mr Micur, Why are we continuing to fund the State Fducational Management
Program”’

Dr Bovkr School districts in every State are under the general supervision of the
State through its State cducitional spency There is a continuous stream of educa-
tiomal sstes emerging each vear. State educational agencies are required to play a

Q - ]

ERIC | Lo

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S



100

coordinating role in dealing with those major educational issues. A great many
State and national educational nceds would be neglected without the use of these
program funds. Many of the responses to needs identified by the Congress are
supported with these funds. For example, the ec.ablishment and development of a
program of technical assistance to private schools which are eligible to participate
in Federal programs; to assist in the development of statewide testing programs and
the development of competency based graduation requirements; to assist with sur-
veyihg the needs of schools for energy conservation; to develop standards for modify-
ing buildings for access by the handicapped; and to develop more efficient data
gathering methods to reduce paperwork.

Mr. MicHen. What portion of the $51 million under this program will go to pay
State personnel? :

Dr.:'Bover. The total of employees in all State cducational agencies is about
25,000. The number employed in fiscal year 1977 with Strengthening State Educa.
tional Agency funds was but 7.5 percent of this total or 1,888 full-time equivalent o
positions. About 80 percent of the funds are utilized for State staff who carry out
the technical agsistance for local educational agencies.described above.

.

ENVIRONMENTAL EpucATiON BUnGET REQUEST

Mr. Micuer. Why are we continuing to fund the Environmental Education Pro-
rram? Haven't we demonstrated enough different approaches under this program
y now so that it can be discontinued? .

Dr. Bover. Thus far, the Environmental Education Program has focused on the
development of the basic resources needed for the design and implementation of
programs which can demonstrate effective approaches to environmental education,
as defined by the Environmental Education Act. Now there has been sufficient
progress in developing basic resources to permit us to focus on the next sta%e-'-
namely, the design and implementation of grograms which can demonstrate effec
tive approaches. Beginning in fiscal year 1980, we plan to initiate the support of
comprehensive multiyear programs through whi~h information can be provided on
effective approaches and, equally important, on etfective methods for implementing
and institutionalizing these approaches to environmental education.

EMPHASIS ON STATE COORDINATION

Mr. MicueL. Your statement refers to supporting State coordination of basic skills
programs. What is involved here? :

Dr. Bover. It's prett(y clear in the law and Comnittee reports that the Congress
placed a great deal of emphasis on the concept of coordination. HEW intends to
make coordination specific—as specific as possible. And HEW intends to reward
agencies who do coordinate their resources in basic skills and to support those
agencies to further coordinate. Perhaﬁe the biggest way HEW can support coordina-
tion of basic skills resources is to make it a priority item in project peoples’ minds.
This we have done by placing ]great emphasis with a maximum number of points in
the selection criteria which will eventually be used by experts who read applications
under the Basic Skills Program. We intend to support States who will be asking
local agencies to clearly spell out which nfencies are going to coordinate in basic
skills, what specific tasks will they coordinate, and for what reasons will they
coordinate.

In every way possible—through regulations, through conferences, through onsite
visits to grantees, thréugh application information, etc.—HEW intends to encourage
States and localities to coordinate the basic skills resources in keeping with Con-
gressional intent.

IMPACT OF BaASIc SKiLLS INCREASE

Ngr.f M’KCHEL. What will the $7.2 million increase in the Basic Skills Program be
used for?

Dr. Bover. The following table gives a breakdown of the program activities and
the level of funding requested for fiscal year 1980.

1979 1980 Change

Budget authority (thousands) . . . .. $21.750 $35.00v +$7,250
Part A (National)
Technical Assistance? 2.000 + 2,000
Instruction m basic skilis 18.400 1.500 - 900
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o i 1479+ 1980 Change
. Parental involvement3 1,900 + 1,500
T 1) ————— 2,000 +2.000
involvement of education agencies o 6,000 +870
Collection and cissemination.........oow +iuvmens on 1,000 +200
Subtotal............. SR B 20,000 +5.670
Part B (State): State basic skills program............... 6,400 8.250 +1,8580
Part C ) I )
Inexpensive book distribution (RIF) ..........c0.. "8,000° 6,000
Special mathematics PrOGIaM..c..vommmmvisses a “{750' N 7_§0 T ——
GUDTOAL..... oo . 6,750 LT I— B

0 e ~ 20

 Fiscal year 1919 was funded under the Natronal Readuig improvement Act and data reters to lEB_@mg actnilies only
» Comparable 1o reading improvement Projects in 1979 A

+ 3 Aythonzed by Public Law 95-561. no comparable actiwity i Public Law 93-380

« unded 35 Reading academies in 1979
+ Program transterred from the Emergency School Aig At 10 basic swifis (ESEA, Titie 1) by Publy Law 95-561

ESEA, Titee 1

Mr. ConTk. What kinds of special programs do Title I funds for the disadvantaged
pay for? Is policy on this set at the national level, or is a large measure of
independence left to the local educational authorities?

Dr. Bovir. Title I funds for the disadvantaged are used to pay for educational
programs which are considered to be compensatory in nature. Of the total number
of children who participate in title I programs, 85 percent receive remedial instruc-
tion in reading or language arts, 44 percent in mathematics, 4 percent in English,
and 2 percent in special activities for. the handicapped. In support of the basic
instructional activities, health and nutritional services are provided to 21 percent of

- the participants, with 19 percent receiving assistance through social work, guidance,

and psychological services. Four percent of the participating children are provided
with transportation. Over all, 75 percent of Title I expenditures are used for instruc-
tional costs of the program. '

Title I programs are planned and designed at the local level. After completing a
documented assessment of the special educational needs of the educationally de-
prived children in areas with concentrations: of children from low-income families,
the local educdtional agency designs title I projects on a priority basis. Rt

Mr..ConTE. What do vou feel, are the limitations on what ESEA funds can do for
“neglected or delinquent children in State-operated institutions?"" Are rehabilitation
and educational programs proving to be effective?

Dr Bovek. What we can do for thie institutionalized child is to provide funds to
address his or her individual educational needs. The Title I funds enrich the
ongoing educational brograms, assuring services for those children who are in the
most dire need for assistance. What we are doing primarily is, providing the chil-
dren with the opportunity to advance their capabilities in reading, math, and the
language arts,

A national study is underway to study the effects of the title 1 services on
institutionalized neglected and delinquent children. Test scores in a number of Title
1 programs show a minimum of 1% months growth for every month in the program.
General Education Development programs have a high success rate. hetween ®5 and
92 percent in most States. Eighty percent of the inmates eligible for adult basic
education complete the offering. Measuring the success of education in institutions
is difficult because of the typical short-term incarceration and there is no follow-up
after the individual leaves the institution. .

Education is only a small part of rehabilitation. We have no data on the pffects of
the total rehabilitation programs which are being offered.

-
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NUMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED
Mr. CoNTE. You estimate that you will serve 54,000 negle¢ted und delinquent

“children. What do you estimate to be the total number of children who might fit

.

into this category? For those served, is the money having any clear impact?

Dr. Bover. The number of 54,500 is the estimated average d  attendance of the
institutionalized children in school and covers the entire nu iber of neglected and
delinquent children who are eligible for title I services. Th . average daily attend-
ance figure is used because there is a rapid turnover in fhe population in the
institutions. A national evaluation of the Title I program for n.glected and delin-
quent children in State institutions is currently underway. The first phase of the
study was designed to provide descriptive information about the program: the
second will yield estimates of the impact of, the program; and the third will.develop
evaluation models for use by State and project administrators. This study will be
completed in late 1980.

Mr. ConTe. You state that the nprroximately $3.5 billion you will spend under
Title I will go to roughly 7 to 7.5 million disadvantaged children in elementary and
Secondaiy gchmls. How do you measure wiiat positive effect you have on the 7
million served? Is it even possible to measure this? I am a supporter of this
pregram, but I am concerned with the notion that there are few ways to monitor
the imggct of this money. —_

Dr. Bover. Measuring the effect of a supplementary program upon such a large
number of children is no easy task; however, there are some ways to assess impact.
First, since Title I is intended to provide extra services to needy children, it is
relatively easy for local districts, States, and USOE to maintain counts of children
served. Second, State reports and independent national studies provide information
on the achievement gains gitributable to title I. In addition to the State evaluation
reports, three recent studieS offer corroborative data for us to conclude that Title 1
has had a positive impact on student achievement. “Patterns in Title | Reading
Achievement,” prepared by Stanford Research Institute, found average Title I stu-
dent gains of better than wnonth-per-month and concluded that Title I was a nation-

“al success. “The Compensatory Reading Study,” conducted by Educational Testing

Service, indicated that Title I arrests the negative achievement pattern of disadvan-
tagﬁ children and causes them to, reduce the reading gap with their non-disadvan-
taged peers.

“The Compensatory Education Study,” conducted by the National Institute for
Education, found that Title I children made better thun month-per-month gains in
reading and mathematics. Bsth-USOE and State educational agencies will continue
to monitor local school districts annually to assess program impact.

REQUIRFED REPORTS

Mr. ConTe. How many reports are State agencies required to submit each year
discussing the use and impact of Title I funds? How long does it take to fill out
these report forms? Is there . ¢ State that appears to use the allotted inonies better
than others? .

Dr, Bover. States are required to submit annual reports on numbers of children
served, areas of service, staffing, and training. Once every two year? States will
submit an evaluation of Title I achievement gains. The annual submission is esti-
mated to require 20 man-hours and the biennial evaluation report an additional 160
man-hours for each State.

The NIE report, “Administration of Compensatory Education,” concluded that
those States which use most »f their administrative?'unds to hire staff are able to
manage their programs more effectively. The findings suggest that staft-intensive
activities have a substantial impact on local administration. However, names or
rankings of States are not available.

NECLECTED AND DELINQUENT CHILDREN

Mr. CoNnTE. Funds for neglected and delinquent children are limited to people
under age 21. Aren’t the.e any young adults older than this who do not have a high
school degree who need help? Are there any other programs to cover this?

Dr. Boyer. The Title I funds are limited to people under 21 since the law requires
that the funds be used solely for children. . )

In the institutions forfjuvenile delinquents and neglected children, the number of
persons over 21 years of age is minimal so most of these children are eligible for
Title I services.

A recent study showed that the majority of the people confinesd in adult correc-
tional institutions, with sentences of 1 yeay or more. cruswred between the ages of

~
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18 and 25. Over 75 percent of the total population in these institutions were not
high school graduates at the time of their commitment.
unds to provide limited educational services are available for these people from
other Federal programs. These include Adult Basic Education, Law Enforcement
ssistance Administration, Teacher Corps, Vocational Technical Education, Compre-
hensive Employment and Training Act, Employment Services, Student Loans, and

. Veterans Administration Benefits.

Titee | SET-AsipeE FOR HANDICAPPED

1
Mr. ConTE. Are the States doing all they ought to forthrightly improve the
opportunities of handicapped children to have an equal education? )
Dr. Bovezr. Our data show considerable increases in the numbers ¢* children being
served with 'Title 1 set-aside (Public law 89-313) monies, both in ..stitutions and
local educational agencies (LEAs), since the program’s start in 1966, During this

" game period, there has also been an increase in the number of institutions and

LEAs eligible to receive Public Law 89-313 monies for the purpose of supplementing
their basic educational programs for handicapped children.

In response to special interests advocates and the Part B Regulations to Public
Law 94-142, many States have initiated programs to reduce the number of handi-
capped children being urinecessarily educated within their residential facilities.
States are working towards educating institutionalized children in the local dis-
tricts, providing that the districts can appropriately educate tifg@eturning child. To
facilitate the deinstitutionalization process, many irinovative practices have been
developed by State agencies using Public Law 89-313 monies. For example, States
are establishing positions for professionals who will counsel parents, act as commu-\
nity liaison representatives, home economists and life skill ptanners. In addition,
special education instructional staff, both professional and paraprofessional provide
in-service training and assistance to regular classroom teachers. LEA’s are actively
coordinating with and jenefitting from the services of health and clinical personnel
maintained by agencies as a result of Public Law 89-313 funding.

As institutions continue to return those students who can benefit from instruction
in LEAs, some are also developing new expertise in developing educational pro-
grams for more severely and multiple handicapped children. Agencies now have
more of an opportunity to develop intervention activities which arc designed to
initiate contact with severely handicapped children as infants®so that optimal
growth can be maintained as a result of early coordinated efforts by the institution
and parents.

The Office of Education awarded a contract to REHAB Group, Inc. to study the
effectiveness of the Public Law 89-313 program. We will be [submitting a report of
their findings to the Congress this summer.

OPERATION OF THE MIGRANT EpucarioNn PROGRAM
t

Mr. CoNTE. Which are the States that receive funding from the Programs for
Migratory Children? Does HEW have any statistics showi

migratory workers are themselves migratory workers or not? How many years has
this program been in existence?

Dr. Bover. Forty-seven State educational agencies currently receive funding from
the Migrant Education Program. Of the 50 States and Puerto Rico. only Alaska,
Hawaii, New Hampshire, and Rhode Island du not currently operate a Migrant
Education Program. However, just this year (fiscal year 1979). Alaska has been
provided with a small planning grant that will ensble the State to identify its
migrant child population and to participate fully in the Migrant Education Program
of fiscal year 1981. Exploratory discussions and activities have also been taking
place between the Office of Education and New Hampshire. Similar discussions and
activities are also planned with Hawaii, Rhode Island and the outlying territories. If
any of the current *'non- articipating* States do nut indicate an interest in partici-
pating in the Migrant Education Program, the Office of Education has pﬁms to
secure alternative child data so that funds can bﬁgenerated for use by another
agency (In the event that a State educational agekey is “unwilling” to provide a
Migrant Education Program, the Commissioner of Education is authorized by law to
“by-pass’ the SEA and provide the funds to another agency).

The Department has no statistics from which it can estimate the number of
migratory children of migratory workers who are actually workers themselves.
However. lprogmm staff members experienced with the Migrant Education Program
and knowledgeable of the beneficjary population agree that substantial numbers of
these children also work in the fields themselves. During the normal school year
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period, most of the working children are between the ages of 10 and 21. During the
summer months, however, many additional numbers of younger migratory children
can be found working in the fields with their parents and older siblings. *As you
know, recent amendment of the Fair Labor Standards Act permits the employment
of children as young as 10 years of age to work in agriculture (under certain
conditions and during certair periods of the year). The presumption of the program
staff members js further supported by data that the Department does have, reflect-
ing the extremely low number of migrant children enrolled in intermediate and
secondary schools and the abnormally high dro'pout rate for these children (about 90
percent of migratory children do not graduate from high school). ,

The Migrant Education Program has been in existence since fiscal year 1967;
therefore, fiscal year 1980 programs (to begin July 1, 1979) will mark the program'’s
14th year of operation. : )

.. " DroPOUT PREVENTION '

Mr. Conte. What success is the part of your Support and Innovation Grants
dedicated to “dropout prevention” having in achieving their goal?

Dr. Bover. At the outset it should be noted that there is no statutory requirement
to fund local projects in the area of dropout Yprevention. However, information
submitted voluntarily by 11 Stutes for Fiscal Year 1977 indicates support for 37
dropout prevention projects at an estimated cos 902,350. Although heavy paper-
work restrictions have been placed on OE in terms of data we can coliect, the
infoimation we have been able to get indicates that the programs are helping.

Mr. Conte. How many high school students dropped out last year?

Dr. Boyer. According to Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, there
were 820,000 high school dropouts in 1977-78. The National Center for Educational
Statistics reports that the pegcentage ratio of 1976-77 high school graduates to
students enrolled in the 9th grade 4 years earlier was 74.6 percent.

Mr. Conte. What are [v‘our most recent statistics on unemployment rates for
dropouta as opposed to high school grads? ,

Dr. BoYyER. According to Department of Lohor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, the
unemployment rate among dropouts 16-24 yeurs of age in 1977 was 20.4 percent
compared with 12.2 percent for the total 16-24 populatior‘. The unemployment rate .-
amnng dropoutn 16-24 years of age in 1978 was 18.6 percent compared with 10.8
p rcent {or the total 16-24 population. ( . .

NUMBERS oF LiMiTED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY CHILDREN

Mr. Conte. How many students are there currently who have a very li:pited
command of English as their primary language?

Dr. Gonzates. The 1876 Survey of Income and Education conducted by the Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics (NCES), relported that about 5 million children
between the ages of 6 to 18 live in a househcld in which a language other than
English is spoken. The recently-completed Childrens’ English and Service Study,
conducted by the National Institute of Education (NIE) in cooperation with the
NCES. provides data about numbers of children with actual limited English profi-
ciency. The results of this study are undergoing departmental clearance. Congress
will be provided with vopies of the study when the clearance process is completed.

TimE NEEDFD TOo LEARN ENGLISH

Mr. Conte. How many years of training ought a non-native have before he or she
can function effectively in English? )

Dr. GonzaLes. The time needed for a non-nativa to develop proficiency in English
varies. Suth factors as aptitude, the age.at which the child is first taught English,
and the resources devoted to teaching English, -1l affect the speed with which
fluency is achieved. The Office of Education is now conducting a study on criteria
which can be used by school districts to determine when children should enter and
exit bilingual programs. This study may help school districts predict the time
needed to develop English competency in their students. '

Titue VIH AsstSTANCE TO STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES

Mr. Conte. Which States receive most of the Grants to States money?

Dr. Gonzares California, Texas, and N-w York have received the {argest awards
for technical assistance under the progran: of assistance to State education agencies.
In fiscal year 1978, out of a total aviilability of $4,375,000, the awards for these
States were: California, $1.206,273; New York, 3838,854; and Texas, $657,89.

14,7
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By law, an award tb a State #ency is limited to 5 percent of the amount granted
to local education agencies in that State during the previous fiscal year. As a result,
there is a wide range in the size of awards. In fiscal year 1978, for instance, awards
;agged from the high of over a million dollars for California to the low of $2,099 for

ndigna.

Cost or BiLniGual FrLLOWSHIPS ,
Mr “onTE. You are asking for $5.5 million for fellowships to train 775 bilingual
g

educatigh teachers. That is a unit-cost of nearly $7.100 per fellowship. Can nothing -

be done to train a larger number of teachers for this amount of money?

Dr. GoNzaLEs. The $5.5 million requested for the fellowship program will support
approximately 775 graduate students preparing, not to become teachers, but_to
become college facuity in the area of teacher training. The fellowship includes an
amount for tuition, books, and fees required by the institutions. in addition to an
allowance for dependents and a stipend based on prior teaching experience in
bilingual education. Most of the fellows have had extensive teaching experience;
even with tne stipend, they face reduced incomes. For an individual accustomed to
supporting a family on a salary of from $10,000 to $15,000 a year, accepting a
bilingual education fellowship at an average award of $7,100 represents a severe cut
in income.

We should point out that there are other training programs targeted on the
inservice and preservice training of bilingual education classrcom teachers, and for
which the per-student cost is considerably less. '

|
BILINGUAL Dmmnsm'ruy GRANTS \

Mr. CoNTe. 1 am !curious about your “Bilingual Desegregation Grants.” What
exactly do they do? What is a "bilingual-bicultural” education program? Which are
the 30 communities which will receive r.oney from this grant?

Dr. GonzaLEs. Essentially, the requirements and purpose of the Bilingual Deseg-
regation Grants are the same &3 the Tigtle V1I programs of ESEA.

The only significant difference is that the LEA must be eligible under Section 606
of ESAA. Eligibility urider this Section states that an LEA may apply for g Title VI
Bilingual Desegregation Grant if local school districts are implementing ither (1) a
court-ordered desegregation program; (2)‘a desegregation plan approved by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare under Title VI of thhe Civil Rights Act
of 1964; or (3).a voluntarily-adopted desegregation plan. '

A bilingual-bilcultural education program is designed both to teach English to
non-English proficient children, while using their native language for instruction;
and to enable language-minority children and their classmates to understand the
his:toz’3 and cultural background of the minority groups of which such children are
members.

Regarding *'Bilingual Desegregation Grants,” the Education Amendments of 1978
require that the Office of Education: * . . . shall, for fisca' , ;ar 1980, allot to each
local educational agency an amount which bears the same ratio to such funds as the
amount such agency received under Section 708(c) of the Emergency School Aid Act
for fiscal year 1979, bears to the total amount of funds available under such
section.”’ .

School districts which will receive awards in f\scal year 1980 would thus be the
same districts which receive funds in fiscal year\1979. However, since awards are
made on a competitive basis. and the grant process for fiscal year 1979 will not be
completed until June 30, 1979, we cannot now identify, the districts whose programs
will be supported. We'can estimate that ap; roximately 30 communities will receive
these grants. ©

3

Levet FuNDING oF FoLLow THROUGH

Mr. Conte. I happen to support the Follow Through program. It is being level
funded at $59 million in & year after we had 9 percent inflation. How v :ll this effect
your budget? Which program will suffer? -~

Dr. Bover. Because of the inflation rate you mention, local projects, even Mf

funded in fiscal year 1979 at the same funding level as in fiscal year 1979, which we
will try to do, will have to cut back on many of the required comprehensive services.
OE will not single out any particular local projects to absorb cuts in services. The
first priority for funding in all local projects will, however, be the instructional
component.

1.,§

P



S
gy B ORI 106

R %

-

o
. .
‘ 7

Arcunot. aNp DRUG Asuse Epucation Bupaer REQUEST,

A

Mr. ConTe..What coordination is there in your Drug and Alcohol Abuse Fduca-

tion Programs between yourselves and the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health
Administration? :

Dr. Bover. The USOE Alcohol. and Drug Abuse Education Program (ADAEP)

coordinates glosely with its counterpart prevention agencies in ADAMHA, the Na-
tional Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) and the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse
and Aldcholism (NIAAA), Specific examples of such coordination are the following:

1. Director ofthe USOE Program is on the Advisory Board.of the NIDA National
Drug Abuse Center (NDAC). . ,

2. USOE Program staff regulasly participate in inter-agency meectings to review
NDAC program activities and to provide input into future programmatic activities.

3. Director of the USOE Program partjcipated in the consultant orientation for
NIDA’s Multicultural Awareness Center. °,

4. Director of the USOE Program is on the Editorial Board of NIDA Research
Monographs. . )

5. In the pgast years USOE Program staff have served on the review panels for
g‘el;e major-NIDA contracts: the National Drug Abuse Center, PYRAMID, and the

ional Support Canters.. - .

6. NIDA staff have been invited to and havé participated in a number of USOE-
‘sponsored-conferences particularly in the area of inservice training of college teach-
ers and the preservice training of future teachers in colleges of education.

1. USOE Program staff and NIAAA Prevention staff regularly brief one another
on program status and directions. " .

8. A USOE Program staff member recently participated in the review of proposals
under NIAAA RFP to replicate three preveption models at other sites.

9. Director of the USOE Program is a member of the NIAAA Interagency Com-
mittee on Federal Activities for AlcohoF Abuse and Alcoholism.

10. Director of ¢he USOE Program is on the NJAAA Prevention, Education and

" Information Task Force.

11. Director of the USOE Prograth participated in the HEW/Office of Drug Abuse
Policy overall policy review. . .

12. Director of the USOE Progrim was a member of the ADAMHA group to
develop NIAAA initiatives for women and youth.
* 13. Director of the USOE Program is.a member of the NIDA National Manpower

.and Training System Professional Development Board.

i4. Staff of ADAEP and the NIDA Prevention Branch are currently plnning for
coordinfition of activities at the State level between State Education Agencies and
NIDA State Prevention Coordinatgrs. {

15. ADAEP staff have worked with other staff in OE tgwards inclusion of certain
NIDA demonstration projects in the National Diffusion Network.

16. ADAEP staff cooperated in the development of the NIDA 1979 Nationgl Drug
Abuse Campaign. | ° . . '

In addition, ADAEP construes substance abuse broadly *n *-.clude smoking as well
as alcohel and drugs. Anti-smoking strategies are an int <l part of the training

. designs - f the ADAEP training centers. It thus supple. . : the efforts of the

recent’v established HEW Office of Smoking and Health.

Mr. Conte. In the places that do receive Drug and Alcchol Abuse Education
grange, what success is being had in curbing usage of these substances? Have you
any data tc substantiate claims of success? o .

Dr. Bover. School districts where teams {fined under the Alcohol and .Drug
Abuse Education Progtam are functioning consistently report decreases ir drug and

- alcohnl offenses and reductions in incidents which are related to dlcohol and drug

abuse, such as vandalism, truancy, drop-outs, discipline referrals, criminal arrests
among young people, disruption in schools. They also report greatly improved
relationships among schools, police, community members, youth and parerits.

A school team from rural Shelburne, Vermont, for example, reports a reduction of
46 percent in drug and slcohot related suspensions and a reduction in drug and
alcohol related problems “‘from frequert to virtually none.”

A middle school in Fort Worth. Texas reports a 98 percent decrease in drug cases
handled. “During a 3-month period last year the office had 180 drug cases. In the
past three months the office has had a total of only three such cases.”

These and other reports from a variety of schoal districts where trained teams are

warking substantiate the effe‘ctxveness of the Program.
4
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ELLENDER SCHOLAKSHIPS

Mr ConTe. What concrete evidence do you have that programs formerly in part
paid for by Ellender Scholarships will continue to be funded without and Federal
support? _ e .

D;:. Bover. We do not have any congrete evidence that local organizations and
institutions will :ontinue to operate-this program if the Federai support is terininat-
ed. However, in past years, communfﬁh\pa:_g‘icipating in the Close Up program
have contributed most of the funds for the operation of tl1$s program and we

anticipate this support would continue.

Proroskp “CAP" ON MIGRANT PROGRAM FUNDING

Mr. RovsaL. Your proposed “cap” of Title I programs for special student popula-
tions has the effect of reducing per capita expenditures for migrant children by
approximately 10 percent (Page 23, Justification).

a. How will this 10 percent cut be translated into program or service cuts?

b. Was thought given to holding last year's per capita funding level for his
program? i )

Dr. Bover. A “cap” on the appropriation for the Title 1 Migrant Education
Program would probably result in two types of service reductions, as determined by
each administrating State educational agency. (1) Some SEA programs will elect to

serve fewer migrant chijdren ti.e., a 10 percent cut in funding would represent a 10

percent or more cut in the number of children to be served). (2) Some SEA programs
wHL etéct to reduce the Scope of services being provided to migrant children ti.e.,
elimination or reduction in supporting services such as health, nutrition, parent
activities, and other supporting and social services).
The basic law provides that the State operated programs are to be funded at full
authorization and any reductions are to taken in the local educatidnal agency
programs. Since the fotal amount requested for Title I was to be the same as in the
prior yvear it was nec&*'ssary to hold both the State agency and the local educational
“agency levels to theiv prior year funding, otherwise, the State agency programs
would be increased at the expense of the local educational agencies. If the Migrant
Education program had been funded at the same per capita amount as the prior
§ear. increases in the number of children eligible would have raised the cost by
14.6 million and this would have meant a corresponsing reduction in the local
educational agencies. Su this thought was rejected. :

a

ALCOHOL AND DRuG ABuse EnucaTiON

Mr. RoysaL. In drug abuse education what activities were undertaken during
1975 to reach bilingual-bicultural communities, such as Hispanic youth?

Dr. Bover. Ip-197% the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Program trained
school teams"from 43} an school districts. Each school district sent a cluster
of teams frgm each of Mur schodig in th district for training. Of these 43 clusters,
25 or % percent représented school\ with at least a 15 percent Hispanic population.
Another dight clusters reprgsented Ychools with a least u 15 percent Puerto Rican
population. Each team left t\ining Jvith an action plan tailored to the needs of its
school district. Fast High Schdefn Phoénix, Arizona. a school with 30 percent
Hispanic enroliment and Bostrum Alternative Center. also in Phoenix. with a 49

- percent Hispanic enrollment, for example, developed programs in their schools

aimed at multicu tural awareness and the eradication of ethnic stereotyping.

The Tios. New Mexico team which received technical assistance from the USOE
San Antonio' Regional Training and Resource Center after training represents a
district with %4 percent Hispanic population.

Another team trained by the San Antonio Center is from Antonio, “‘Colorado with
a Hispanic population of 92 percent

There are nin2 teams trained _quer the USOE Program in Puerto Rico. In 1978

they were provided technical assisthnce after training by the USOE Regional Train-
ing and Resource Center in Miami. The teams have developed programs in their
school districts which reflect the Puerto Rican culture and life style focusing on the
integrated family. student and teacher advovacy and community involvement. A
peer counseling program developed by the teams has been officially adopted by the

.Department of Instruction. Team activities have resulted in significant changes in

their schoul communities including improved student grade point averages. reduc-
tions in absenteeism. incteased parent involvement in the schools and a reduction
in the use of drugs and alcohol among the voung. people. |
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_ Erunie HERITAGE STUmEs
Mr. RoyBalL. Last year it was determined that the National Endowment for the

- Humanities did not have the funds available for the type of programs that the

Ethnic Heritage Studies program support.

What has changed this year over at the Endowment that the Office of Education
is again proposing elimination of this program?

Dr. BoYER. There has been no change in policy at the National Endowment for
the Humanities. They are however requesting an increase of $5 mi.ticn for 1980.
The Endowment does not have a specific set aside fur Ethnic Heritage Studies but
programs of this type may compete with other programs for funding within a broad
spectrum of Endowment awards. )

- TitLe | HaNDICAPPED

Mr. Earry. Taking handicapped children, for example, how does this prograimn of
assistance to States under Title I complement the other major Federal program for
e(g\ig%tﬁign of the handicapped under the Education of all Handicapped Children Act
o ! .

Dr Bover. The Title I set-aside provides Federal financial assistance for children
in State-supported and State-operated schools for the handicapped. The rationale
underlying Public Law 89-313 was that.children in State institutions and other
publicly financed education programs (particularly those grograms administered by
non-educational State agencies) outside the local public schools should be entitled to
Federal assistance jaralleling general Title I aid. As a result this program currently
complements the Public Law 94-142 program in providing supplemental and related
services to handicapped children, many of whom are severely or multiply handi-
capped. While severely handicapped children may be found in both programs, it is
common to place them in institutional programs when they required 24-hour resi-
dential care in addition to education.

The States have great flexibility in devising programs to‘best meet the needs of

-children in Public Law 89-313 programs. Funds may be used for projects providing

education and related services such as instruction, physical education, mobility
training, counseling, prevocational and vocational education, and teacher training.

Wl-ile each orogram (i.e,, Public Law 89-313 and Public Law 94-142) serves &
g:rticular population mandated by law, children in the Title I set-aside program

nefit from the equal education opportunity provisions of Public Law 94-142. The
momentum of the Public Law 89-313 program has become increasing evident
through the intensive educational services provided in institutional settings and the
inovement of children into community complement to Public Law 94-142 assures,
during the period when the States are required to meet the educational needs of all
handicapped children, that those children in State programs will receive the com-
prehensive and often more expensive services that they need.

Mr. EaRLY. Does this program only suiport the educational improvement of low-
income handicapped children apart from handicapped children in general?

Dr. Boyer. The Public Law- 89-313 Title I set-aside provides Federal financial
assistance for all children in State-supported and State-operated schools for the
handicapped. Income is not a criterion affecting service participation. Children
served must be between the ages of 0 and 21 and have been declared handicapped
(any disability category) through an evaulation process determined by the State.

. Goat oF TitLe VII

Mr. Earry. This account is receiving a $15 million increase largely in the Grants
to School Districts Program. What is the real goal of this program? Are we trying to
build the States capacity to instruct in bilingual eaucation or are we trying to.
improve the English competency of Spanish children?"

Dr. GonzaLes. The goal of this program is to improve the English competency of
children who have limited English proficiency and come from a background in
which a language other than English is spoken, This is accomplished by awarding
grants to local school districts which will €nable them to build the capacity to
conduct bilingual education programs. Bilingual programs ace designed to teach
English while using the native language of the children to maintain their academic
progress. Support is also provided for the training of teachers and other bilingual
education personnel; for development and dissemination of bilingual materials; and
for State education agency programs of technical assistance.

Title VII currently supports bilingual programs in 64 languages. About 75 percent
of Title VII funding goes for the support of the Spanish language programs.

fl.l
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i Evaruarion oF Titke VII

Mr. EaRLY. Are there any evaluations of this program?

Dr BuYerR. A national impact evaluation of this program was conducted by the
American Institutes for Research and published in March, 1478, 1t reported that. in
general, students in Title Vllfunded projects were performing at about the same
level as similar non-Title VII students in mathematics, while Title VII students
performed worse in English language skills than their nonTitle VII peers. The
study also reported that the projects surveyed did not hive enough adeguately
trained teachers, which may, in part, explain the disappointing results. It should be
hoted that the research involved projects which were early bilingual education
prototypes and which do not reflect improvements m... in the past three years.
Moreover. this study is one phase of a broader research and development activity
designed to improve all aspects of the Title VII program. and. as such, should be
viewed in the context of planned Federal, regional, and local ggsearch. As a result of’
this study, major program improvements have heen initiated. —

There have been some hopeful findings in local project evaluations performed for
the Office of Bilingual Education. A recent document, entitled ""Research Evidence
for the Effectiveness of Bilingual Education,” while if did not assess the Title VII
program per se, nevertheless concluded that successes reported in evaluation re-
ports on 12 Title VII projects indicate that, when done properly, “bilingual educa-
tion can be effective in meeting the goals of equal ¢ ucational opportunity for
minority lamguage children.” This report was written” by Rudolph C. Trotke, now
Deputy Director of the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education. Monitoring
by the Office of Bilingual Education of local project evaluations supports the finding
that goud programs can achieve good results.

INcrLusioN oF Funps For EMERGENCY ScHooL AIb Act (ESAA) BILINGUAL PROGRAM

Mr. RovsaL. On Bilingual education it is repeatedly mentioned that an increase of
$15 million has occurred in this program for fiscal year 1980. Now doesn't this 315
million increase include 38 million that vnre formerly included in the Emergency
School Aid Act for fiscal year 19797 _

Dr. GonzaLes, The Emergency School Aid Act tESAA)-funds are not part of the

"$15 million increase. The 315 million increase is obtained by comparing the pro-

posed 190 request of $173.6 million to the 1979 appropriation of 315%.6 million, a
figure which hag been made “'comparable” to the 1980 request level by the inclusion
of the 3%.6 million ESAA bilingual appropriation. That is, the 1979 “base’ figure
includes $150 million appropriated for the Elementary and Secondary FEducation
Act, Title VII, programs. plus $%.6 million appropriated for the ESAA bilingual
desegrregation program. Legislation authority for this activity has becn transferred
to ESEA, Title VII from ESAA starting in fiscal year 1980 by the Education
Amendments of 197%. The abbreviated table below illustrated this:

{1 thousands of codars)

Fscal Frscal
year 1979 yedr 1980
3007 3ghakion 1eques! Change
ESEA 1™ e v $1359000  ESFA ntte VI $165(90 t $15,000
ESAA T el 8RGO ESEA VI Dilingual desegraga- 8,600 )
ficn
o 158 600 173,600 15,000

POssIBILITY OF KEPROGRAMING

Mr. Roysal Last vear the Administration requested a 35 million reprograming in
bilingual education In my opinion. this reprograming would have severely atfected
the support services of bilingual education. Do vou foresee a reprograming request
repeated this vear?

Dr Gonzaces. We do not antiapate that a reprograming will be necessary.
However, it 1s not possible for us to predict with certainty the impact of the many
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changes in the law resulting from the Education Amendments of 1978. For this
reason, we do not feel we can guarantee that there will be no need for a reprogram-
ing. , .

’

PoSTFELLOWSHIP EXPERIENCE OF FELLOWSHIP RECIPIENTS

Mr. RoysaL. Has the Office of Education done any research on the post-fellowship

exBeriences of recipients of Bilingual Education fellowshilss? o

r. GonzaLgs. The Office of Bilingual Education (OBE) conducted a preliminar
study of the Bilingual Education Fellowship Program in th€ summer of 1978.
Researchers from the University of Illinois assisted OBE in this study.

The results indicate that between academic year 1975-76, when the program
began, and academic year 1977-78, when the study was conducted, 442 Masters
students and 82 Doctorial students graduated from the program. We should point
out that it takes up to two years for Masters students and up to four years for
Doctoral students to complete their degrees. ) )

Almost all of these graduates were employed when the survey was completed in
September 1978. From all accounts, the graudates have had a positive impact as
employees in administrative, teaching, and research pgsitions in local schools, uni-
versities, and State education departments.Wup survey by the Office of
Bilingual Education is planned for July 1979 to tifart the progress of more recent
graduates. . :

A complete evaluation of both the teacher training and fellowship programs is
also now underway. This evaluation, which will be conducted uver a period of two
{ggn{s by the R.C.M. Corporation of Mountain View, California, will be completed in

CoMPLETION OF TEACHER SURVEY
Mr. RoyeaL. When we can expect the study on the number of teachers with

" bilingual education skills to be completed?

Dr. GonzaLes. The National Center for Education Statistics has completed the
data gathering and analysis for this study. The final report is not being prepared,
and will be available by summer, 1979. According to data derived from this study,
there are fewer than 10,000 active teachers who meet basic bilingual education
criteria defined by the Office of Bilingual Education. Another 5,000 teachers are
currently being trained at Title VII-supported institutions of higher education, and
an estimated 5,000 are in training at other institutions which do not receive Title

VII funds.

BiLINcUAL EpucaTioN MobELs

Mr. RoveaL. Do we have “models” of what works best in bilingual education?

Dr. GoNzarrs. While we do not yet have models per se, efforts are underway to
identify effective bilinﬂal approaches.

First, the Office of Education has identified four Title VII projects as exemplary,
which means that they were examined by the Education Division’s Joint Dissemina-
tion Review Panel and found to be of hi%l; enough quality to warrant dissemination
by the agency. These projects are now being field tested in 19 sites, to determine
whether they can be successfully replicated as presently designed. The final report
on 1tsgxéeoz-yetzlr effort to implement and thereby test these projects should be released
1n .

Second, for fiscal year 1980, $5,000,000 is requested to support the further develop-
ment of model programs at approximately 50 of the most successful continuing local
education projects, to strengthen their administrative, evaluative, and dissemination
components.

Finally, studies, to be supported by funds authorized under Part C of Title VII,
will be conducted to identify and evaluate successful bilingual instructional and
evaluative techniques which can be widely disseminated.

FrperAL RoLr IN Basic SkiLis

Mr. EarLy. What is exactly the role of the Federal Government in this effort to
improve basic skills, aside from their financial contributions? |

Dr. Boyer. The Federal Government's rolein the basic skills initiative is to
encourage State nnd local awareness in and coordination of basic skills activities. It
remains the re  nsibility of Stetes to provide a basic education to our Nation's
children. As i~ case with the large Title | program, the Federal Government can
provide supplementary services to target on a given need or population. In the basic
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.skills urea, the Federal Government, by expanding the focus of the former Right to

Read program, is responding to the national decline of our Nation's children in
basic skills proficiencies, as evidenced by increasing declines in standardized test
scores. To further respond to this need, we are proposing & new program, the
Achievement Testing Assistance program, whose primary aim is to encourage States

- to adopt minimum competency requirements by building their capacity to use test

data and results to improve basic skills instructional programs. .

Mr. EARLy. One part of this programn provides for two special basic skills activi-
ties: one aimned at motivating students to read and the other aimed at improving
math skills. How does the Federal Government propose to motivate students to read
and learn math skills? Does HEW subscribe to one particular method of instruction
in the field of basic skills improvement or will the localities be free to continue their
instructional methods in this area to quality for Federal assistance? .

Dr. Bover. HEW does not subscribe to one particular method of instruction nor to
one set way of motivating people in the areus of mathematics or reading—or
communication. Research shows that there are many valid and eftective ways to-
instruct and to motivate. Consequently, HEW will encourage local applicants to
creatively choose their own methods for instruction and motivation. It will also
actively seek projects whose instructional and motivational techniques are based
solidly on recent research and on the applicant agency's experiences.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Mr. EarLy. As part of this new initiative the budget proposed a $2 milli'n item
for contracts to regional basic skills teams to provide comprehensive technical
assistance Is it necessary to stinylate the interest of the States and localities in
this effort or have they already begun to improve basic skills without HEW techni-
_cal assistance?

Dr. Bover. HEW's experience over the last four years under the National Reading
Improvement Act\shows that grantees need and request technical assistance for
their basic skills projects. It’s not that the local agencies have not done much in this
area before. They c{early have. Their main task, of course, centers on doing the
basic skills. But our experience shows that grantees progress must more effectively
and efficiently if they receive technical assistance in the beginning stages of the

roject. We thinl\this relates to a great extent on the necd for top management and
eaders to get things moving. Much management literature shows that unless the
leaders at the top state their commitment and assistance in the early part of a
project, things just do not progress rapidly and securely. We think that local
agencies have done 3 tremendous amount of work in the area of basic skills. From
written response tu %he new mandate of the Congress, HEW knows that there is
very high interest for improving and coordinatinggbasic skills efforts. We intend to
provide assistance to all grantees on a continuing basis for as long gs is necessary
for grantees to reach their capacities. -

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

Mr. EarLy. How will the $1.5 million for Parental Involvement be used? Is HEW
plr(zl%osim); that we need to motivate parents to upgrade the basic skills of their
children :

Dr. Bover. There will be approximately 20 to 25 grants under this program and
two contracts. Applicants would compete for either a grant advertised through the
Federal Register or a contract advertised through the Commerce Business Dail¥y
Grantees would obtain parent participation primarily by developing either materi-
als for parents or voluhtary training for parents or both. The naterials and training
would assist parents to work with their childrer in the basic skills areas and to
complement at home what has been taught in the s¢hools. The Office of Education
sees this program being able to reach ap roximately 5,000 parents directly. We also
see that the materials themselves could be disseminated and used by additional
nunibers of parents.

There are a number of reasons that support the need for the Federally funded
p}l;olgfiram which would be directed toward involving parents in the education of their
children.

There is substantiai evidence to show that schools alone cannot do the whole job
of educating children. Research by Coleman. Jencks, and others consistently points
to the importance of home variables jn educational achievement. Achievement tends
to level off or even drop during the summer, and it drops most among children from
low-income families who have less access to such things as books. Achievement
gains are strongly associated with increased time spent on learning tasks. There-
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fore, even if only 20% of parents spent extra time helping their children, the benefit
could be appreciable. i _
. In addit.on, there is some evidence that home conditions can be changed in ways
that are conducive to learning: A longitWdinal study of the families of children who
were once enrolled in Head Start indicates that some families have increased their
interest in and support of s‘hool programs—with an associated imrovement in
children’s achievement. ' o
There are also a number of direct studies of parents who have worked with their
children. A recent synthesis has summarized the evaluations of 28 programs that
trained parents to work with their dpreschool children at home. Specifically, the
programs showed both short-term &nd long-term gains in achievement tests, grades,
rade placement and IQ scores. While no one parent curriculum consistently pro-
uced higher or more stable gains for program children than the others did, the
v, more effective programs emphasized parents’ rfspunsibility in their children’s devel-
. opment.
Studies of exemplary compensatory education programs show that direct parent
involvement is a common characteristic of such programs. .

. ' ACHIEVEMENT TESTING

Mr. Earvy. Coupled with this progran\rls a new $2 million program for Achieve-

ment Testing Assistance. The purpose of this program is to provide assistance to

« school districta to find the best ways to iritegrate tests into the educational process

. and to learn how to use tests more effectively to promote the acquisition of basic

skills. How will this program complement the State efforts underway to test the
minimum competency of their students? ! ’

Dr. Boyer. The achievement testing assiStance J)rogram which the Office of Edu-
cation pro’pooes for fiscal year 1980 is aimed at demonstrations for developinf the
capacity of States and local school districts to better utilize test data and results to
design programs of instruction which will ultimately improve basic skills. Its thrust
is not aimed at research on testing, but rather on operational activities relating to
achievement testing, enconraging States to adopt minimum proficiency standards
and improving basic skills. :

) STATE LEADERSHIP

Mr. EarLy. On the whole the Administration i8 proposing an additional $7.25
million to “enhance the States leadership role in the development and coordination
of comprehensive basic skills instructional %r::igram". If the states are assuming a
leadership role in this area, then why is the eral Government feeling the need to
motivate and stimulate the states to do more?

Dr. Boyer. HEW's perceived responsibility in the State Formula Grant Program
and the State Leadership Program is to support SEAs in a rational, forceful and
comprehensive fashion to solidly he(lf promote the varied efforts by States. We
stress the fact that each State has a distinctive %p})roach in the area of basic skills
as well as in other areas. HEW recognizes their differences and would help support
the leadership which States have exercised and will continue to exercise. At this
time, a small amount of $7 to $8 million would allow HEW to provide the necessary
encouragement.

ProJsecT SEED

Mr. SmiTH. My staff saw a demonstration of Project SEED some years ago and
have been following the progress of the program. I understand that the program has
been very successful in raising arithmetic achievement scores of children. i'd like to
see the program spread to more areas. Would the Basic Skills math programs
provide funding for the SEED program? Are there any other sources of funds for
the expansion of the program?

Dr. Boyer. According to reports, Project SEED is an effective mathematics proj-
ect.-HEW cannot however; subscribe or underwrite a solitary mathematics project
when there are many other projects which are also effective. At the present time,
more than five other mathematics projects have been endorsed by USOE's Joint
Dissemination Review Punel.

Project SEED will certainly have an opporturity to respond to HEW’s request for

roposals under the Special Mathematics Program (Section 232 of Title II, Public

w 35-561). HEW intends to seek competitive proposals under that Section.

HEW firmly agrees that effective mathematics projects should b® “spread to more
areas’. The question is how to do it, As you are aware, the -official Office of
Education route for doing this is through the National Diffusion Network within

.
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USOE’s Division of Educational Replication. That Division has the responsibility of
examining the hard evaluation data presented by projects such as Project SEED and
- for judging the significance of the results of the project. Only after rigorous screen-
ing and approval process may the Office of Education disseminate information
about the project nationwide with Federal funding support.

. ATTAINMENT OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

. Mr. ConTE. How do you plan to obtain “Parental Lavolvement in Basic Skills”
learning? How will this $1.5 million be used?

Research findings increasin l[y reveal that parental tutoring of their own children
contributes toward short- amf ong-term gains in students’ scholastic achievement,
In order to improve students’ basic skills, developmental activities would be funded
that would J)romote voluntary parental involvement iu their childrens’ learning.
Funds would also be provided to the private sector to stimulate practices to improve
reading or basic skills within and outside of the schools..

Given this evidence, it is importance to establish conditions that will promote

_voluntary parental involvement in their children's learning. A general principle for
all chese activites would be the creative use of small amounts of money.

Particularly useful would be two types of opportunities for voluntary parental
involvement. First, the development and dissemination of materials that parents
and children could use at home. There could be workbooks on shool subjects, keyed
to commonly used curriculum materials and/or produced by the local schools to
complement’ their particular programs. Other materials could be more informal,
such as flyers describing one or two home learning activities would be funded.
Secondly, programs of parent training focused around wais in which parepts can
,complement the work of the school. Such programs might alsp branch out into
nutrition, health, and othe subjects, but their chief focus would be'scholastic.

We expect to fund 20 to 25 grants and about 2 contracts to achieve these purposes.

[The justification submitted by the Department follows:] -
¢ [ 4
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Appropriation Eutimate

Elementary anud Sc.ondary bducat1oh

For carrying out, to the extent nnt prheruxw provided, title I, ipare | pfu':.':!'/
Af0$3,077,177,000)! and I?y'.?‘-",4‘!?,,'.-7.‘?,1';(1.7 , tirle H-?-': totie 111, par’ .'ff"'4f rlt.l:-
IV, part C, title 7, part B'E'.I tiele VIT and {ettle IXIE" gertian .‘l'f'-.’é‘:/zllul 1 he
Elementary and Secondary Edu: ation Act ;' feitle VI of the Kducation Am”“dm{;“ ot
197a|]3/uw ”o'municati'ans 42 of 1934, az qmqmwi'-!,' the 4lcohol! ard Nru: ibuye
Kduration /1(.".5,( Pars & of the Feadatart=rs!low Tirough A-:zg-';l and the Gencga: Educdlinn
Provisions Act{i and Puhlic Law 92-506'5': $3,648,382,000: !, $3,952,887,000: 5‘0-!1-!.(1,
That ot the amuunts appropriated above, the tollonn-p, amounts shall becume a@fiflable
fur obligatxon on July 1,{1979' ;380, and chall remain available unt1l September 0

{1980} 1981: title 1 {parel partsl/p\{(35.077.112.()00)} and gl/ 83,477, 137,000 o
iU whe sk $400,000,000 shal! be for the purpose of ae~tion {17), title 1V, pare €

9/ 5/91

. [($190,000,0001 ) ($146,400,000:=, titie ¥, part 8 ‘851,000,000)="="of the Elcmentary

and Secondary Education Act and section 417(a)(2) of the General} Education Provisioens
Act (‘i.ZS0.000)[- For carcrying oyt title 1V, parr C of the Elementary and Secondarv
Bducation Act an additional $7,400,000 to become available tog oblagation on July 1,
1979, and to rematn available until September 30, 1980: Provided, That none of such

funds may be paid to any State tor which the allocation tor fiscal year 1980 excveds

10/

the allocation for comnarable purposes tor fis.al yvar 1979} Pronid«d further,

That notwoithitending the woricic~: 3Ff sertion 193 af regl> I oaf the Elemeriary .2
Serandary Fducation .rt, »3 v.ur! shall be abligated under Lhe fracal yrar 1284
appropriation urder part 8, Cap agel A€ aubparts D, 7.0 and 3, in ereeds af pha!l

sbligated undar the fiazal yeur 1579 uppropriation for eath ot these subpars., !

, :
reductions reguired s%i. ] De propariiomite Wmang chy Stgeen—:  Poasidef further,

Mat for t:*ia 17, jirr ' of the Element ey qnd O cendony Fducation der, ooame it

phal, be allucrtel to o Trple o eTieEd St are tleeat®d b ot for figcal year
. "
1980, Jeoc Sz oo ylee bty ot Fom begte 7 6 vkt Aot peder formuly Tor Foodd

ypar 1473, ungea2s Ard ant.loan st hea o been 3o wpeel ta Lowirey Sl e ruid !

shat wmi 1l lstated to vt Fan Syl ogean PR, T e1 Rt ewre LT Taeread Tt
. i . 10}
crtle ¥ of that Act under formla Cor ianad e 178,

O ‘ ’ ‘: "s'
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s —————

Explanation of Language Changes i oot

L]

Def.ermination of ggant amounts is now covered under two parts of Title I, rather
than entirely undew®are A, «

A nev program, Title Il of ESEA, Basic Skills Improvement, replaces the Right to

R:ligg:osruﬂ which was authoriged under Title VI1 of the Education Amendments
o . .

The Environmental Eaucotton Act is now authorized under Tiele II1, Part H: ard,
consistent with other citations of ESEA in this language, will be henceforth so
designated. .

In fiscal year 1979, appropriations for this programs were contained in P.L.
95-482, Continuing Resolution.,

An amount {s being separately requested for activities authorized by this Title,
in contrast to the previous fiscal year where such activities are being funded
under the authority of Title IV-C, Section 404(a)(9). .

The elimination of reference to Title IX 's due to the addit{on to.that Title of
& number of di{screte authorizations under the 1978 amendments, mak{ng & reference
to T¥ele IX ay a whole ambiguous, Henceforth, referencee to Title IX will includ
4 reference to the individual part for which appropriatione are eought; or {f
greater specificity is required,'s reference to the pertinent aection will be
included also. B8ee note 7.

An amount is being requested for the first time for a newly authorized’ 'Achieve-
ment Testing Assistance.'

Reference to Public Law 92-506, the Ellender Fellowship program, is befng deleted
because no funds are requested for {t, .
The sum of $146,400,000 and $5!,000,000 was indicated as a single awount for
Title IV-C under the previous'year's appropriation. Seec note 5. ?

The Title 1V-C "hold-harmless"language used ip previous appropriations {s being
superceded by a different version which {s applicable to the funding of Title
1V-C separate from the funding of Title V-B, The new version assures

that no State ia affected adversely, relative to any other State, by an
allocation which {s less than what was sallocated to it in the previous year for
the same activity.

Provides for level funding of the Title I State agency programs in order to
achieve a more equitable funding treatment of Sections ilt, 141, 146, add 151,
Even with this limitation on State ;ency programs, the amount allocated intotal
for those programs will be approximately 87 percent of full authorfzation,
wheseas the amount allocated to local cduci}ional agencies will still be only 48
percent of fuli authorization.

iy '
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l.anguage Provision 1

Explanation

wietitle IV, part € ($146,400,000)..,

The amount earmarked here, which is meant
to indicate advance funding availability
for Title IV-C, also is intended to
establish a specific funding level for the
program in light of varying {nterpreta=-
tions of the "“rrigger requirement' (Section
402(11(2){(A)). In that respect, the
amount represents an adjustment rerulting
from the comparabhle transfer of amounts
for “Strengthening 5tate Educational’
Management™ from within Title IV-7, urler
Section 404(a)(9), to the separaix )
authority of Title V=B, Thus, th. .n"cnt
rema.r: tu fund each of these two cempo-
wents, both of which were formerly in-
cluded within Title IV-C, at their
tndividual previous year's levels.

...Provided further, That notwithstand-
ing the provisions of section 193 of
titie I of the Elemantary and Secondary
Education Act, no amount shall be obli-
gated under the fiscal year 1980 appro-
priation under part B, for each of
subparte 1, 2, and 3, in excess of what
waa obligated ‘inder the fiacal year
1979 sppropriacion for each of these
subparts, end reductions required shall
be proportionate among the Statea...

— - m——

In order to apply Title 1 resouries more
equitably, this proposed language would
deactivate the required full entitlement
allocation to each State for its State
agency programs. Instead, the total
amount avaflable nationally for eacn of
the State agency programs (i.e., Sections
141, 146, and 151) would be limitcd to
the total amount obligated nationally tor
each of those programs from the fiscal
year 1979 appropriation. PBach State's
positiun relative to every othev Statc s
for each ot the three programs would be
determined under the tormula authoriza-
tions, with hold harmless adjustmeuts ta
those authorizations applied according to
Section 157, Then,.cach State's autturi-
zatfon would ke ratably reduced so (hat
the aggregate ot the resulting net amounts
would not excced the-total national ohli-
gatiuns trom the fiscal year 1979 appro-
priation as noted above for each of the
three programs. The amounts so determinad
would be taken "oft the top" of the anpro-
priation, with the remainder to be used
for Grants to Local Educational Agencies
atter set asides have been allowed tor
State Administration and Evaluation.

.rerrovided turther. That tor title IV,
part C ut the Elementary and Sccondary
€ducation Acty no amount shall be allo-
vated tu a4 State tn excess ol what was
alintated to it for Fiacal year 1980,
less what was allocated to 1t tor title
Vv ot that Act under tormula for tiscal
year 1973, unless and until an amount
has been allocated to cvery State equal
tn what wac alincated tn it tar firdcal
year 1980, less whar was allocated to

The hudget request seeks to level tund at
$197.4 millian the totsl amount appropre-
ated for Title 1V, Part C, o tiwal year
1939, inrluding $7.4 million that was
tormerly appropriated as hold harmless
funds. However, a4s noted ahove, the
amaunt appropriated s to be distriboted
~o that $lab.4 anlifon is availahle tor
Title IV=C ynd $51 million §s avaitable
for Title V., As a result of this split,
tunds fartmerly used (or hold haimless
purposcs are now tnc luded (n the b

120
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Language Provision

Explanation

it for title V of that Act under formula
for fiscal year 1973,

amounts of each program. Under a pyre
application of the Ti{tle 1V-C formula at
an appropriation level of $146.4 million,
the allocation to each State would not
necessarily be the exacz amount the

State was formerly »icustomed to expending
for this purpose rrom allocations fra~ the
tiscal vear 10/9 apptopriation. 1In fact
cvery State's amount under such conditions
would differ, some only to a small degree.
(That "custcemary' amount has been tradi-
tionally determined by cach State by sub-
tracting from its total 1V-C allocatior
the amount it received for Title V in
1923 .under formula. See ESEA Sec. 403(a)
(8)(C) as written prior to the 1978
Education Amendments,)

The proposed language eliminates this
discrepancy by permitting no allocation
increase {n any State over its customary
amount until any State receiving lers
than tts customary amount {s brought up
to that amount.
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Amounts Available for Obligation

Comparative transfer from:

"Emergency School Afd"” from Bilinguul

DeseRregation ProORramS. . .cevvarevronasansess 8,600,000

“Emergency School Ald" for Special

Mathematics Program...cceeevresarsssssnss oo 750,000
v Subtotal, budget authority..... .... 3,788,632,000
Unobligated balance, start of year............ 7 90,220,978

Real transfer of unobiigated balance from:

“Education Development” for Bducational
Broadcasting Facilitied.....covvvninvvinnnns 691,471

Couparuttve.x;gﬂzigr of unobligated balance to:

“Departaent of Commerce” for Educational

* 1979 Revised 1980
APPEOPFLAtioN. . oot vsurrsnsnrornsssesssonneeess $3,321,282,000 $3,952,282,000
Propuse* qupplemental...oreereorerioasaieiaens 258,000,000 -

Subtotal, adjusted appropriation.... 3,779,282,000 3,952,282,000

3,952,882,000

Broadcasting Facflities.....ocevcviornascenas = 18,703,27¢
Total 0bliBAtionS......evesssr  3,860,841,173

L]
-

3,952,282,000
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' Surmary of Changes

-

1979 Estimated budget authoriCyeserireersrosotrorsorsanearansensnne

1680 Estimated budget author{ty.ovoragorsncnans.

$3,788,632,000
3,952,882,000

o et ChaNE . et eiioteasierasssoecnsoesrsrsronssetanenns + 166,250,000
- 4 . . ' 1979 Base . Change from Base
Increases: o
., Program:
' 1. BSEA Ticle I--increase will be .

o focused on additiongl grants to
counties and their local cducationsl
agencies having high concentra-

, tions of Title I formula children,
As many as 300,000 more pupils
will be served, and/or current
recipients will recejve enhanced
SOEVICES v e et ittt it nann
2. Bilingual Education == increase
will expand the size and number of
. LEA grants, increase the number of
o fellowships, snd permit edditional
studies to be undertaken.....,....

Basic Skills Improvement --

tncrease over the former Right to

Read program will enhance the

State leadership role in the

development and coordination of

comprehensive basic skills {(nstruc-

- tional ProRraAMS.ss et sreccesirraae A

Achievement Testing Assistance--
establishmant of sffort, under

Sec. 922 0f ESBA.......0ovennssvnns
5. Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education~~
{ncreass in funding for progrem to
offset tsrmination of LEAA inter-
agsncy trsasfsr, and thus sllow
treining of over 60 new school-
based tesma,.,.. ... iiiieenennnn,

Toral Increases..cresserviiness
Decreases: .
Program: .
. 1. Ellender Fellowships-~elimination of
funding for program........v0dii.s,
2. Ethnic Hrritage Studies--completion
of phase-out of proBraM........e:..

] Total decreaseSessercvvroanine

Net change.....

e - - 143

$3,336,382,000

158,600.,000

27,750,000

2,000,000

1.000.000

2,000,000

+$ 162,000,000

- 142,000,000

B °

. 15,000,000

« 7,250,000

o 2,000,000

. 1,000,000

s 167,250,000

—_—

- 1,000,000
- .1,600.000

- 3,000,000

. 164,250,000




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N 121

qbu'dget Authority hy Activity

1979 1980 Increase or
Estimate Estimate Decrease

I+ Grants for disadvantagedsiccuaoso’ 33.336.182.0001/ $3,478,382,000 +$142,000,000

2. Support and tnnovation grants: 197,400,000 (197,400,000) o
wa+ Improvement in local
educational practiteviseees (1646 ,400,000) 146,400,000 ——-
b. Strengthening State
educational management..... (51,000,000) 51,000,000 ———
3. Bilingual Education: )
a. Crants to school districts, 102,350,000 112,525,000 . 10,175,000
b  Training RrantS.ssrescecres 29,625,000 30,125,000 100,000
¢+ Support services:
(1) Materials development.. * 10,000,000 10,000,000 ——-
(2) SEA RrantBeseseessroees 4,875,000 $,000,000 -+ 125.000,
(3) Advisory councileseesss 150,000 150,000 ---
(4) Clearinghouse.ecocvsras 1,000,000 1,000,000 -
(5) Studies and evaluation, 2,000,000 6,000,000 ¢ 4,000,000
d. Bilingual desegregation 27
REANL G e s ersesntesasaoians 8,600,000= 8,600,000 .-
Subtotal.evievevriorriniiend 158,600,000 173,600,000 + 15,000,000
3
6. Basic skills improvement—' ....: 27,750,0003/ 35,000,000 + 7,250,000
$. Achfevement testing assistance. — 2,000,000 4» 2,000,000
6. Follow throughereeeeivieenriass 59,000,000 99,000,000 .’ -
7. Altohol and drup abuse .
education. i iiiiisasies seeees 2,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,100
8. Environmental education....eoes 3,500,000 3,500,000 e
9. Telecommunications demonstrd-
[ R ) 1,000,000 1,000,000 ae
10 Ellender tellowshipseeesoeosns 1,000,000 -—-- - 1,000,000
11, Ethoic herftageeiessernesoocies 2.400J,000 -—- - 2,000,000
Total budget authorityseseeesos 3,788,632,000 3,952,882,000 « 164,250,000

1/ Includes a proposed supplemental request +f $258,000,000 <ontainet 11 the
President 's Budget.

2/ Represente g comparshle transter of Bilingual Fducatien ander the Emergency
v oheol Ald Aot

3/ Funded as Ripht to Read 1o fine al year 1979, at a level ot §27,000,000,  {he
addityonal $750,000 represente a comoarahle transter of the Special Mathrmaties
proeram.

»
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Budget Authoricty by Oblect

1979 1980 Increese or
Eat{mate Eat{mate Decrease
Travel and transportation
Of persons.icicsveertassnasesss $ 62,000 $ 69,000 o$ 7,000
Other services:
Project contractSeseseves 40,900,000 44,700,000 + 3,800,000
Grents, subsidies, and 1/ )

continuetionsesvssiririsvrianas 3,767,670,000~" 3,908,113,000 ¢ 160,443,000

Total budget authority .
by object.sieeriancaasaas  3,788,632,000 . 3,952,882,000 + 164,250,000

1/ Includes e proposed supplementel of $2358,000,000 conteined in the President's
v Budget.

Lo
L i'
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.

Significant Items.in House and Senate

Appropriations Committves Reports

Item

1979 House Report

Bilingual Education

.

The Committee directed the Department
to review the staffing needs of the

Office of Biltngual Education and teport

the findings.

'

1979 Senate Report

Bilingual Bducation

e

2.

—————

,
The Comnittee expressed concern that
the Secretary‘s FY 1979 reprogramming
raguest might have delayed funding to
the extent that eligible recipients
would suffer loss of tull funding.

Basic Skills Improvement

Unier the Emergency School Aid program,
the Commirtee urges an increase in the

amount allocated to Project SEED, to
allow for ita further expansion.

Action taken or to be taken

1.

1.

2.

In response to the Committee’:
directive. the Office ot kdut tiop
{s preparing an analysie af st !
utilization in the Oftice ol
Bilingual Education witch wil! he
cent to the Committee by Mavch 15,
1979,

The Office ot Education was
prepared to make awards as soon

as the Committeets decision on the
reprogramming request was known.
As 1 result, all awards were made
before the end of the fiscal year
and, except for the few reciplents
who requested less than a full
year's funding (e.g., short-term
training institutes), all grants
covered a full year's operations.

The Special Mathematics Project
for which Froject SFED applies

has been transferred from the
Emergency School Aid authorization
to Title 1I, ESEA; Basic Skills
improvement, by the Education
Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-56').
This activity is a competitive
program and Project SEED is only
one of several applicants each year.
In addition to {ts Special Ma'he-

. matics Project application, Project

SEED applies as a nonprofit organi-
zatfon (NPO) under the Emergency
School Aid account State Apportioned
Grants to NPOs program and has

often competed successfully for

such awards. In the past, Project
SEED has reczived funding for
projects in Boston, Los Angeles,

and Atlanta.

-
Py
P
-
~



1. frants tor disad-
vantaped (ESEA D)

L

Local eduyca-
tional agency
grants (Sec.

Authorizing Legislation

1979
Amonne

Authorized

TED) e e s +89,172,985,04]

Stare aqency
program
grants {Secs,
141, 146,
150) ninnsns
Cuordination
ol migrant
education
activities
(Sec., 1a3).,.
Concentration
grants (Sec.
| RIS I
S5tate admini=
stration (Sec,
194) 47.....,
kvalaation
(S5ec. 183) 6/
studfea (Gon-
era]l Educa-
tinn Provi-
sions Act (Sec.
417(a)(2))...

2. Support and inno-
vation grants: R/

a,

Improvement
{n local edu-
cational
practice.cesss
Strengthening
State educa~
tinal agencv
management,.,,

3. BRilingual educa-
tion (ESEA VIil):

a.

ERIC
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Grants to
schonl Jis-
tricts (Nart
A, Sec. 721),
Treintng
grants (Part
A, Sec, 123),

390,082,633%/

8,677,441
Indefinite

50' 793 1 7'03

16,675,660

Indefinite

Indetinfcte

Indefinite

Indefinite

261),000 .000-9-/

200,000 0002/

SN
-~

124

1979

Estimate

$2,025,593,167

390,082,63 3+

2/

252,916,2574/

50,793, 7438/

15.746,0002/

1,250,000

197,400,000

(146,400,000)

(51.,000,000)

102,359,000

29,625,000/

442,315,000

10,629,131

Indefinite

52,881,773

17,385,660

Indetinite

Indetinite

Indetinite

250.000.0002

250.000.0002

1980
~ Amount 1980
“Authorized Estimite
$5,466,950,000 $2,625,593,367

386,882,633 3/

3,200,000
192,118,221

52,881,773

16,456,000

1,250,000

146,400,000

51,000,000

112,525,000

30, 325, 000%%

\
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Amount
Authorized

¢+ Support services
(1) Matertals
development
(Part A, Sec .

721(a)(4))$200,000,000%

(2) SEA grants ;
(Pare A,
* Sec .

/

221(b)(5)) 12,000,000/

(3) Advisory

t council

(Part B,

12/

Sec. 732) 1,158,000~

(4) Clearing-
house (Part
C, Sec.

13/ -

(5) Studies and
evaluation
(Pare C, Sces.

141 & 742). 20,000,000%3/

d, Bilingual de-
segregation
grants ’Part
0, Sec. 751) -

Basic skills (m-
provement (ESEA

11) veveeernenne  146,200,0003/

Ao Nagional
prygram @Part A) .-
b. State basic .
skills i{m-
provement

16/

propram (Part B) Indetinite—

c. Special pro-
grams for
improving
basic skills
(Part C):
(1) Inexpen-

- g§ive hook
distribu-
tloneess’ (9,000,000}

(2) Speclal
3 mathema-
tics pro-
aram.,.. ——

~—

Achievement test-

tng assistance

(ESFA 1X, Sec.

922V e eneirrrrnns ---

Folliow through
(Headstart~Follow
Through Act)eses 70,000,000

125 ¢

1979

Estimate

10,000,000

4,875,000

150,000

1,000,000

2,000,000

1/

-

27,000,00013/

(6,000,000)

11/

59,000,000

1980
Amount
Authorized

szso,ooo.oooﬂj

11/
14,000,000—

l.?ﬂo.OOOlgl

20,000,000/

20,000 ,00082/

15,000,090

20,000,000

Indefinite

10,000,000

Indetinite

Indefinite

70,000 .000

L

8]

1980

Estimate

$10,000,000
ns.ooo.obo
150,000
1,000,000
b.OQD,OOOﬁ

\
8,800,000

20,000,000

8,250,000

(\000 000

150,000

2,000,000

59,000.000
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1979 ©TT98D° - [
Amount 1979 Amount 1980
Authorized Estimate Authorized . Estimarte
. 7. Alcohol and Jrug =
- abuse education
’ (Atcohol and

Drug Abuse Rdu-~

\ cation Act)ieens .310.000.000 $2,000,000 $14,000,000 $3,000,000

Environmental
tion lESEA

5,000,000 7,000,000 3,700,000
Telecommunica-
tions demonstrae
tions (fommuni- . )
..catfons Act of
1934, Sec. 395A) 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,630,000

unded authorfzations:

Indefinfte - "

Rrants (Sec, 116) Indefinite —
Parental involve- :

ment (Sec. 125) Indefinite ———
c. 'Transition ser- v’-\
vices (Sec. 153) 1,875,000 -— 2,000,000

Achicvement testing
assfstant: {Sec.

92l) it tii i, Indetinite -—= Indetinite “e- ,

Ellender fellow=
shipa (P,L, 92-506) 1 .000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 -——

Ethnic heritage
studies (ESEA 1X,

Part Erv.vevinunnn 15,000,000 2,000,000 15,000,000 vom—
- Clubs for boys and

girls interested

in science

(P.L. 85-875)...,. 50,000 ~——— 50,000 . ==

General Assistance

for Virgin Islands

(P.L. 95-561,

See. 1524)......... 5,000,000 - 5,000,000 ——

Indochinese refugee

assistance (Indochina
. Refugee Children

Assiatance Act of

1976).00uiiiiin.yn, Indefinite ot Inuefinite ===

Total BAs......... .. 1,779,282,000 1,957,482 ,000
Total BA apatnse
definyee
autharfzationa 6,044,470,115 3,261,176,000 6,349,944,13} 3,281,776,000

-~
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' 1/ Punding for the Migrant Student Record Transfer Svstem (MSRTS) through fiscal

2/

18/

year 1979 ia being sct aside from each State's Migrant allocation. In 1980,
MSRTS is funded under a separate authoriiv. The total amount requested in 198y
for all State agency programs is therefore comparably the same.

In fiscal year 1979, §3.2 million for this purpose will be obligated from amounts
allocated to State migrant programs under Section 141 (State agency programs for
eijrant children). For compavability purposes, $3,2 mitlion is shown for this
activit) for ‘fiscal year 1979 in all other pertinent tables of this Justification,
Supplemental now being requested for 1979 amount. Excludes amounts for State
Administration and Evaluation shown below.

An authorization to pay up to 1.5 percens »f amounts obligated to States for
progras purposes. ''Amounts authorized” are calculated based on 1.5 percent of
amount requested and/or approptiated rather than 1.5 percent f otal Title I
amount authorized. "

Includes $3,793,743 attributed to request for Title I supplemental for
Concentration Grants. .

An authorization to expend up to .5 percent of the Title 1 approp-lation,
“Amounts authorized™" are calculated based on .5 percent of amcunt

requested and/or appropriated rather than .5 percent of total Title I amount
authorized.

Includes 51,290,000 attributed to request fer Title I supplemental for
Concentration Grants. .

Although technically superceded as a program title by the 1978 Education
Amendments, {t {8 noted here to {ndfcate continuity with the two new progrobhs,
(a) and (b), formarly included within it. ’

Shared among Materials Development, Grants to School Districts, Training, and
Advisory Council as determined by appropria*ion, the Advisory Council set-asidc
formula, and the training set-aside formula.

Per Section 702(b){(3), training set-aside is $16,000,000 of the first
$70,000,000 and 20 percent of any additional funds appropriated under

wection 702(b)(1).

Authorization modificd by Section 721(b)(5)(B) to a level of not more then five
percent of the aggregate amounts paid to school districts in any given State

{n the preceding fiscal ycar,

A maximum one percent set-aside from that portion of Section 702(b) (1) which is
not reserved for Section 702{b)(3). . S
Shared among Clearinghouse, Research and Studies as determined by appropriation.
For purposes of comparability, an amount of $8,600,000 i5 shown for this .
activity for fiscal year 1979 in al! other pertinent tables of this ’ :
Justification. :

Funded as Right to Rcad and authorized by the Mational Reading Improvement Act
(P.L. 93-380) through fiscal year 1979, Authorizations are shewn differently
for fiscal years 1979 and 1980 because of change in structure of program
categories in the Education Amendments of 1978,

Refers to the unfunded, indefinite authority of Part i, State Reading Improve-
ment programs, of the Natjonal Reading Improvement program (P.L. 93-3380,

Title VII).

For purposes of comparability, an amount of $750,000 is shown for this activity
for fiscal year 1979 in all other pertinent tables of this Juatification.

13y
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Elementary and Secondary Education

{ Budget . .
l Estimate Housze Senate
H Year to Conpress Allowance Allowance Appropriation
; ' 1970 ' $1.406,393,000 31.606.851.0001 $1,636,851,000 $1,511,693,900
. 1971 1.509.2225900 1,683,222,000 1.725.325.000 1,701,325,000
1972 1:761,523,000 l.7ﬁl.32].090 1,994,773,000 1,882,523,000
1973 1,925,185,000 2,101,883,000 2,130,349,000 2,169,625,000 -
‘ 1974 1,858,526,000 2,127,316,000 ‘2.137.910.600 2,037,066 ,000
19751l 4,219,083,000 4,262,483,000 4,265,041 ,000 4,258,635,00u
1976 . 2,197,638,000 2,404,208 ,000 2.4333579.052 2,624,626, 934
Transition .
Quarter 3,000,000 3,000,008 3,000,000
1977 2,216,955,000 2,686,349,676 2,798,199,676 ° 2,726,899,676
1978 3,067,%00,000 3,168,800,000 3,155.800.000 3,172,300,000
1979 3,404,070,000  3,478,020,0002' 3,334,595,0002" 3,530,632,000%

1979 Supple-
mental now
requested

1980

.

L YO

1

258,000,000

3,952,882,000

1/ Includes advance funded amounts for obligation in fiscal year 1976:
$2,072,888,000 for Budget Estimate. House Allowance, Serate Allowance, and

Appropriation. .
2/ lndludes $65,500,000 in Continuing Resoluttion authority (P.L. 95-482) for Follow
Throvgh, Telecommunications Demonstrations, Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education, and

O
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- Justification

flementary and Secondary Education

1979 Current 1979 Revised 1980 Increase ov
Appropriation Pres, Budget Estimate Decrease

1. Grants for
disadvantaged.... $3,078,382,000 $3,336,382,000 $3,478,382,000 +$142,U00,000

2. ‘Support and in-

- g
novat{on grants: 197,400,000 * “—— :?[‘)7.%0.000) -
a. Improvement . .
{r local!
educational .
practice......  (146,400,000) ——— 146,400,000 -
b. Strengthening

State educa-
tional manage-

MENLecosssnscse (51 ,000,000) --- 51,000,000 .-

3. Bilingual i

cducgtlon........ 158,600,000 — 173,600,000 + 15,000,000
4. Basic skills .

improvement ., ,ee 27,750,000 . ——— 35,000,000 « 7,250,000
5. #&htevement test-

{ng 855(5tance... -——— — 2,000,000 2.000,000
6. Follow through... 59,000,000 ——— 59,000,000 ———

- 7. Alcohol and dfug

abuse education.. 2,000,000 ——- 3,000,000 1,000,000

8., Environmental
educationsesesaos 3,500,000 -— 3,500,000 —--

9. Telecommunications
demonstrations... 1,000,000 - 1,000,000 -—

10, Ellender fellow-
ShipSiserssronnans 1 .000,000 —— - - 1,000,000

11, Ethnic heritage
studieSetanaraans 2,000,000 --= .- - 2,000,000

Toeal appropri-
ML10Meserssrsrors 3,530,632,000 3,788,632,000 3,952,882,000 « 164,250,000
N <

General Statement

This appropriatio~ primarily addreagda th~ ~atin=ally ack-ovledged =eed to {mprove
the achievement of basic skills in clementary and secondavy education. Programs
which are inciuded here ausist cither in the provision of resources for this purpowe
or 4n the coordination and improvement of those resources, with State and local
agencies being the key partners and reciptents in this effort.

Nearly ninety percent of the proposed appropriation is devoted to improving the
gualtty of the edugatjonal experience for the vCOnomggal1ngduQegloq2}ly_

! ‘{ 0

b~

-
-
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-Jisédvah't—.igod".hli'd.' whose achivvement tn . basic skills caa he serfously ll':’lp:'.dt‘d by

problems ot access to an adequate education, Title I of the Elementary and
Becondary Education Act, Grants for the Disadvantaged, provides the. needed basis
sktlls assistance to this disadvantaged population. Now {n {t- fourteenth yedr of

uperativig 1t 1s expected to provide services to over seven million ~hildren in buth

piblic and rrivite schoolss During the program®s history, the budget for ftr act:
vittes ha. gown trom 8959 a1 lion in 1966 tu the rwceatly ippropriated $3.! hillion
fu 1979, with these tunds being qvatlable by formuly ro all-lecal educational agen-

tes and ¢! “tate dagency proframs, The toral amount provided over these years has
uxceeded $20 at1'{on.  In §1980, the program's newly authorized Concentratinn Grant
provistion will tocus additional Title I resources tu the ncediest counties and their
local eduration agencies, This provislon is the only Title I activity fov which ap
increase (s proposed. I

Tlosely allied with the purposs ot Title I is the Hollow Throupgh program, which .
pperates on 1 researth and develupment basts 1n definnlng and testing instruct{onal
madels ettective {n rairsing student achievement , pprttculdrly {n hasic skitls, The
primarily experimeutal parpnscs of the pgrogram wrll be highlighted with the 1nitia-
tion st new stndies with new sites, in the quest tor further fmproviirents and fresh
soncepts in the conduct of compensatory eduratis o, Succesatul new madels will he
deaonatrated in the program’ < resouree «euturs tor cepilcation in wther tompensat sey
education prugrems, such as Title I, “ -

The former (szht. ty Read program has been replaced by an expanded Basiv Skilly
Improverrent progeam which seels to proseze mastery of all has « akills, 1m luding
reddien, commantoations sktlls, and maghematiis okilla.e This program fav -boa.

< tcaae b vmphasis on the State's role in courdindating basic ski.ls activitien,
rerate et by agreement s to be made hetweewn the States and thue Sec ieary, DHEW., A
new A hresement Testing Asaistance sprogram whose purpose 1s to deme striate the usg
ot impruved tesring procedures to 1ncrease the ettect {veness of baslt okills Insteucs
tlonal pt.grames way developed as g complement to the Baste Skills Improvement
program.

Billngual Elsration, annther Intepral «lemeat ot this appropriition, deals with the
languayne harriers that o prevent - esy to byste educational services tor non=
Euglish profuiiient puptl il fhe prograa o ontinues ta represent | responss ta the
growing nationa!} .r-ur.-:u--'.."--F";_;I-..- -.':—od to provide special etforts to bring these
pupils into the educatioral mfinsteram at o medsured pare.  ': projects tunded under
this activity, this 1o a4 complished Sv using Milingnal oatratynal methods to
teach pupils Erylish 3od prepare them tu enter the repnlar l.l-.rn-mu tn 1980, this
undertakimg will bu 4 terated with a propesed $15,000,000 15 rease,  Program
eltorts wiltl 10 [ de: 25 (Yassronm proje.ts; prewervice amd tnservie e tralnfog pro-
grams lor o teachers adecatratary, aed pargprolesstengig;stadies and eviluatinns to
accurat-ly giwess the patiangtd dJoter brhiogual e heatien and how hest to address
ftomoded cregecza to demesstrate ctterrive hplingual methods 1n a ¢ lassroom setting
whi L& an then he widely Shwoeminate §: and 4 vigor s eltore gt the fevelapment and
s comingtion 0 gustrun tyang. ’|.‘-'Il‘l.ll'~ tor ~hiltren an languape groups where rhe
need tur such marer.als toomeatiecadesty sl the progras's anceptfon in 1969, aver
three gaarters «f 1 hillian Jotyir. tave bees nr o vided tar gty suppirt b these
variou§ bilingual edmational eftorts. i

The abwse o2 s chel and drag s veed ke ue 01 barmal aestan han he ame a
Deprerment wite  sepn, the teeseao ]l re ot 0o the A ohed and Lrug Abase Ede-
Patr oo e r e tetle €0 the need e mgptt s s elte Thce approashe . o this problem,
Whi fo b 4 marar amps Jrneot bhoth oS o aty ol qutiarty and to childbeod heglen,

te g warrse ) 2 persennes tran andividual
ot s el el v Chary terasty owoof eaqch el

Thioaugh ¢ ostem a1 bt giare o

schoaais, thoaps oty 1 e
probiemc  ihe pegqueted goee
teme The goal o ob thias pragraes e trcated e the hepattment swide st rategy o
smok iy ated ape 21 ogr.y bl o actu-enedtns toetbative of the s hool bealrh program
fac b odet s the gt Proaqe t o an b Tra i approapriiation,

il operemet o the Prasnrae ot Hiittongl new schog!
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' ‘To promote an increascd sensitivity, especially by the school age population, tu the

complex issues of environmental quality, the bLidget request again maintains funding
for Environmental Educution. FEmphasis in the program will move toward a limited
number ot large-siale, comprrhensive projects with nationwide vis{bility and

;applicurion putential.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘permit more Jccuratc tarreting of Federal vesourtes upun special concerns in the

The budget request includea two prograns for assisting States with respect to their
own education concerns and for improvement in State administrative capacity.

First, iu the interest ot continued improvements of State-determined priority
regarding the quality ol educational practices, a. veauthorized and modificd pro-
gram for Improvement in Local Educational Practices ispropogsed for funding. Sta
and local educational apencies will use their funds Ln accardance with their own
needs and circumstances {or o wide varivty of gctivities, a number of whih
however, dre expected to relate direvtly to improvement av basic skills achivve-
ment, or to improving relatued areas such as purental participation in their
¢hildren's vducation and removal of carly childhood learning barriers.

Second, a separate Prugram jor strengthening State Edutatiungl Managemens .1l now
3
area of Improving the administrative cupacity of btate education apencies,
especially with respuct to the cuordination and menagement vl Federal proptams aud
resources by thelr local cducarion dgencices. A request for a separate appropria-
tion for this activie n 1980 {s a departurv from the previous iour years in

which lunding was includyd under a consolidativn program.

In summary, over the pasy decade, the nearly $27 billion provided under this
approprit ion has assisted in providing the Nation's children, especially the
disadvantaged, with the basic learning tools for their successful growth and
development. While tull uttainment of the goals of these programs ltes in the
futury, their thrust continues to be tuward further improvement in basic education
as an equalizer of oppurtunity for soetal entichment and self-fulfillment.

-
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1. Grants fbr"ETsEEVHﬁtagﬁa.
{Elementary and Secondary Fducation Act. Ticle 1)
* t

1979
1979 Revived 1980
Current President's Budget Increase or
Pos. Approp. Budget Authorization Pus. Authoraity Decredase

105 $3,078,342,000 $3,136,182,000 36.021.822.9501/ 120 $3,478,382.,000 +$142,000,000

1/ Indeftnite authorization for Suctions 116 and 117,

————— — ——

Purpuse and method «f vperazio ¢ f,

To 1aise the educatlional attainment of cducatfunally disadvantaged children, programs
ot .supplemental educatlon services are supported. Financial asslstance is provided

“7to school districts in relation to thelr numbers of children in low-income families

and within those districts to the schools with the greatest numbers of such children.
Specidal programs are designed to contribute to the cognitive, emotional, social, or
physical development of cducationally disadvantaged children.

In addition to the financial assistance provided to the local educational agencies,
tunds are avallable to State agencles to provide educational services to: 1) child-
t o of mgratory workers; 2) handicapped children in State-operated or supported
sthools and children who have left such schonls and are particlpating in programs in
lacal educational agencles; and 3) neglected and delinquent children in State-oper-
ated or supported institutions.

The funds requested will provide advance funding for school year 1980-198l, The
basic entitlements are computed for States and countles in accordance with specific
statuzory formulas whirh specify the distribution of funds by the State educational
Agencies to the local educatlonal 4gencles based on the best data available which
reflect the current distributiun ot children from low-{income famllies. These are
described in deratl In supplemental fact sheats, along with the allocation formula
tor programs operated by State agencies.

Contrgcts are awarded on the basis of national competition,to evaluate the {mpact of

these programs. to support centers to provide technical assistance to SEAs and LEAs
on evaluatlion, and to conduct studies on participation.

1980 budger policy

T.. suppuort supplemenril edus 1rioral programs to raise the educational pertormance of
over seven milleun children ¢: arder that their level ot educational attainment may
be raised to that approupciate !:r children at their ages. the budget request of
$1,478,382,000 wili preevilde t 1 tunds ta be distributed as tollows:

1979 Revised
President's Budget 1980
School Year 1979-80 School Year 1980-81

>
Regular granrs? :
Grants to LFAs $2,625,593,167 $2,625,593,3671/
Sgate agency program? 390,082,633 390,082,63%
State adninlstration—IJI 47,000,000 47,000,000
Evaluation and studfes™ 15,706,000 : 15,706,000
Subtotal 3,078,382,000 3,078, 382,000

4/ Includes amount for Migrant Student Record Transfer System, now being requested
_._.under separate_authorization, e e -
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1979 Revised

President's Budget

School Year 1979-80

§ 252,916,257

1980
School Year 1980-81

AL AL LA

$ 392,118,227 :

State ldnlg}ltrut10n~ 3,793,743 5,881,773
Evaluation= 1,290,000 2,000,000
Subtotal 258,000,000 400,000,000
TOTAL 3,336,382,000 3,478,1382,000

2/ Total amounta for State Administration (Section 194) are presented within at
850,793,743 for 1079 and $52,881,773 for 1980,

3/ Totsl amounts for Evaluation (Section 183) are presented within at $15,746,000
{n 1579 and $16,446,000 in 1980, Studies (GEPA, Section 417(a)(2)) ts $1,250,000
for both years. \ M

This represents an overall increase of $lu2 millfon above the 1979 level., In
recognition of the severe needs of urban and rural school districts with highconcen=
trations of poverty, this budger proposes to distribute the increase under & concen-
tration formula newly suthortzed in\the Bducat {on Amendments of 1978, The budget
furthet proposes to provide the same. amount as in 1979 for the other major components
of tha Title ! program, including Gragts to Local Educational Agencies and Grants to
State Agencies for Migrant, Handicapped. and Neglected and Delinquent Children.
Minor increments associated with, Evaludtion and State Administration are

requested also, Detatls of the istribdeion of the $3,478,382,000, which will pro-
vide services to an estimated 7 to 7.5 million children, follow.

(a) Grants to Loca! Education Agencies

1979 Estimate 1980
School Year School Year
1979-80 1980-81
Budget Budget Increase or
Authority Authorization Authority Decrease
$2,625,593,367 $5,466,950,000 $2,625,593,367 —--

To support supplementary educational programa to ralse the educational attajnment of

disadvantaged students,

$2,625,593,367 is requested, the same 35 1979, (Grants are

awarded to States and counties according to legislatively prescribed formula (see
supplemental fact sheets) which in turn allocate funds to specific LEAs to operate
programs. Over 14,000 school districts, 30 percent of the school districts tn the
United States, will receive Title I tunds in school year 1980-81. The estimated
range in the number of children participating ia Title ! programs wiil be from about
$.7 to 6 militon with an estimated average per pupil cost of from $435 to $460.

Actual zosts per child will vary among school districts based on the needs of the

children and the types of services offered:

Basad upon data from the 1976-77 school year, 1t is estimated that approximately 74
percent of the Title 1 participants will be elementary school students in grades
1-6, 18 percent will be in grades 7-12. and eight percent will be tn pre-chool and
kindergarten programs. Approximately 20 percent of the elementary school students
and one percent of the secondary school students in Title ! districts will receive
compensatory education services: Approximately four percent of Title ! participants

will be children attending nonpublic schools.

Tha local sducational agencies will use approximately 75 percent of the Title I funds
to support compensatory tnstructional services. Less than flve percent of the funds

will ba used to provide suxiliary services which include

parent {nvolvement activi-

ties, Expenditures of the remaining 20 percent of the tunds tnclude costs of admin-
tstration, oparation and maintenance of plant, and fixed charges.
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The tnstructional services will emphasize the basic skills areas of reading, language
arts, and mathematics. More than B5 percent of the Title | participants will receive
aervices in reading or language arts and 44 percent will receive supplementary
instruction in mathematics.

{(b) Grants ro Programs Operated by State Agencies

R 1979 Estimate 1980
School Year School Year
, 1979-80 1980-81, {
Budget . Budget Increas» or
Authorfty Authorization Authority Jucrease
. (a)Children of .
migratory v ’ 2/
workers.... $2i2,582,633~" $252.315,000 $209,182,n%3 —31;200,000~
(b) Coordina~-
tion of
migrant ‘ .
cdqcnzlon']/ 2/ 2/
activities= ~—- 10,629,131 3,200,000~ + 3,200,000=
2. Handicapped .
childrenseses 140,000,000 150,000,000 140,000,000 -——
3, Neglected and
deifnquent
chtidren. v ¢ 37,500,000 40,000, ;00 37,500,000 —

1/ 1ncludes $3.2 millton for funding of the Migrant Student Record Transfer System
(MSRTS), to be obligated from amounts allocated to each State.

! Represents MSHTS tunding now being requested under sepatate authorization of
Section {43,

! Formerly funded from amount appropriated for Section i4l.

ira

tw

To provide for the compensatory education nevds of special studet populations of
vartous State agencies.™prugrams of supplemental education services are supported.
Grants are awarded to over 300 State agencies responsible tor the education of chil-
dren of migratory workers: and children who are handicapped, neglected or delinquent,
Allocation formulas take into consideration the average daily attendance or full-time
equivalency and the State per pupil expenditure. (See supplemental ta-t sheets.)

Over the past ten years, appropriations for these programs have increased by 2?6

per ent as a conscquence of statutory language which provides for fully satisfying
these program tunding requiremefts before funds are allocated to LEAs. Over the same
time pRriod, grants to loca! educational agencies have increased less than three
fifths athat rate (136 percent), even when the newly requested plemental amounts
for Concentration Grants in fiscal ,year 1979 are taken into cont eration. At the
same time, there exists in locai education agencies a substantial unmet need (about
45 percent) of unserved Title ! eligibles, without a similar counterpart in the
State agency programs. Further, per pupil expenditures for those who do r¢celve LEA
services are sometimes considerably less than for pupils who are the responsthility
of State agancies.

Therefore, the 1iscal year 1980 reguest attempts to adgdress atl Title ! needs
equitably, and proposes to '"cap'" the amount available tor obligation in the State

-agency programs at a level equal to the amount obligates * it these programs from

the previous year's appropriation. This 1s a Jdeparture t: .m the fiscal -ear 1979
budget policy wherein the State agency programs increascd as determined by formula,
The following table displays for each State agency program the projected full-time
equivaleniy or average datly attendance, and the per capita expenditure of each

count which results from the proposed cap.

—
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1979 1980
School Yaar School Yaar
. ) 1979-80 1980-81
Programa for migratory childran:
Projactad full-time squivalancy.ccveicene, 350,000 375,500
Rxpenditure par full-time aquivalantiecees $597 $558
Programs for handicappad childran: ’
Projactad avarage daily stcendance-::.:--- 215,000 215,000
Ripanditura par average daily actendant... $651 $651
Programs for naglected end delinguent
childrens *
Projected average daily attendance.ceesans 54,500 54, 500
EZxpanditure par sverage daily attendent... $688 $688

Finally, $3,200,000 {s baing requestad to fund the continued operation of the

Hl;rlntIStud-nt Record Tranafar Syatem, which formerly was funded from amounts
diverted from sach State's allocation under suthority of the bypass provision.
This §8 the sawe emount aa obligated for this purpose from the previous year's

sppropriation.

{c) Concantration Grants

e —————————

1980
1979 + 1979 Revised Budget Increase or
Cugrant Approp. President's Budget Authorization Authority Decrease
- $258,000,000'  Indefintte $400,000,0008/  +$142,000,000

1/ Includes $3,793,743 aer aside for State Administration and $1,290,000 for
Evalustion, discussad in their respective sections of the Supr lemental
Juatification. .

2/ Includea $5,881,773 for State Administration and $2,000,000 for Evaluation,

~ discussed in thair respective sections of this Justification.

Yo addrass the aspecially acute unmet needs fo compensatory education services in
countias and school diatricts with high concentrations of Title I formula children
(t.e., economicallv disadventaged), additfonal Title I grants are requested for
award to thess areia, Qualifying counties must have a Title I formula population of
over 5,000 or < pircent of their toial student population. (See supplemental fact
sheets\) The amphr.ats {8 upon providing move and better Title 1 services to areas
which, vecause o{ concentrations of poverty, have been histotically unable to pro-
+1de supplemantary education services to the degree provided by counties having
sounder tax basss and more manageable education costs. The request will provide for
ser-.icss to an astimatad additional 300,000 eligibla pupits., over the 550,000 to

600 720 pupiis axpacted to be served by the 1979 aupplemental request. Alterna-
tively, local aducational agencies may choose to expend some of the additional amount
to rates their expanditurea per pupil of all of their Title | reciplents as a means
of meating tha higher and more difficult tc control costs of education which thesse
districte tyaditionally exper-ence.

(d) State Adminiastraticn

1979 Estimate 1980
School Year Schoo! Year
1979--80 . 1980-81
Budge: Hax{mum Allowable Budget Increase or
Authority Set-Aside Authority Jecrease
$50,793,743% $52,881,173 $52,881,773%7 +$4,000,000

135
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1/ lncludes $3,793,763 set eatde out of funds requested for tha Concentration
provisf{on.

2/ lncludes $5.881,773 get aside out of funda requested for the Concentrati{on
provis{on,

To provide for tha various sdmin{strative requivemants of Title 1, {ncluding
monitor{ng, aud{t rasolut{on, and enforcement, State aducational agencles w(ll .
receive ona and ona-half parcant of the smount allocated to the State and local edu-
cational agencias for Ti(tle I programs, or no less than $225,000 ($50,000 {n the
case of Guam, Amer{can Samoa, the V{rgin Islands, the Northarn Harfana lalands, and
the Truat Terr{tory of the Pac{fi{c lalands).

In 1980, the funds requested w{ll be usad by State educat{onal agencles to carry.out
their admin{strative tesponsibi{lit{es., These respons{b{l(ties include the suballo-
cation of Ti{tle I funds to local educational agencies, mon{toring T{tla I programs
through on-s{ta vis{ts, reviewi{ng raports to avsure that local educational agencies
are {n compl{ance with Comparab{l{ty and mai{ntenance of effort requiraments, and
providing technical ass{stance to local educatichal agencies (n developing qualftv
programs, {n establ{shing school and distr{ct-wide parent advisory councils, {n pre-
viding comparabla sarvices to nonpublic school children, {n establ{shing appropriata
performance object{ves, and {(n evaluating T{tls I programs. State educational agen=-
cles are requited to establish systems for the proper control and d{sbursement of
T(tle 1 funds and the aud(t of Title 1 programs and to aubmit raquired reports to
the U.S. Off{ce of Education.

.

(e) Evaluation and Studies

1979 1980
1879 Revised Max {mum

Current President's Allowable Reques:ed Increase or

Approp. Budget Set-Astde Ser-Astde Decrease
Evaluation 1/ 21
(Sec. 183)...0.  $16,456,000 $15,746,000~" 517,389,660 $16,456,000 +$710,000~
Studies (GEPA, 2/
Sec. 417(a)(2)) 1,250,000 1,250,000 Indefinttes 1,250,000 ———

1/ The {ncrease of $1,290,000 {s attributable to the Supplemental amount now
requested for Concentrat{on Grants, and s discussed {n the Justification of
Appropriations for that Supplements!,

2/ An {ndef{nite author{zatfon, for which funding does not count against the .5
percent max{mum allowable cet aslde for Section 183,

£ 1luation

To improve State and local evaluations and to conduct national studies of ESEA Title

Iy amounts are set aside up to .5 percent from the program funds requested. The

ma Jor portion of the funds will be used to cont{nue current technical assistance

activities, provided by the ten regionel technical assistance centers, to State

agencies and school districts. In response to the publication ot regulattons which
require the use of Title 1 evaluation models by grantees, these centers will
increase the volume of ervices provided, serving an estimated 13,500 school dis-
tricts compared with about 9,000 (n the previous vear. New types of services will
be ofrered, such as assisting districts in revising thelr computer programs, in
selecting appropriate achievement testa. and in prepar ng reports for local sthool
boa°ds. The ten regional centers are under contra-t to the Office of Fducation, and
ave staffed by research and evaluation experts. Sorvices are provided free of

chatge, on cally to State and school district personnel .

Punds alsc will be used to: provide asststance to State tgenc fes tn implementing
mode!s for the negle.ted ar delinquent and migrant programs;: continue contracts with
Srates to support thetir activities In developing supplemental materials for Title 1

1734
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évaluationi Continus tha davalopment of reporting formats for four othar program
arease (aarly childhood, English as & sacond languaga, parant involvement and non-
public studant participatisr), snd comsinus pubiization of evaluation navalatters,
raports, and usar-orientad handbooka on various avaluation topica, auch &a tasting
naglactad or delinquant atudanta, or migrants.

Yunda remaining aftar tha accomplishmant of thass tachnical ssaistanca goals,
appronimataly $3 milldon, will ba used to axemina sspacta of the naticnal ESEA Titla
1 program daaling with tha natura and ractplante of fiva typas of aervice: thoaa to
handiceppad, those to secondary atudanta, thoss to atudents in non-public schoola,
thoss to tha naglactad and dalinquant sttanding local achools, and thoaa for facili-
tating parant involvament.

Laatly, from the Titla 1 aat asida for avaluation, up to §3 million per yaar may be
used for mejor analyass of tha financing of elementary and sacondary aducation-
These funds will be usad to implament a plen developed by the Offica of the
Sacratary, involving ths participation of tha Asasiatant Ssiretary for Planning and’
€valuation, tha National lnstituta of Pducation, and tha Office of Education. .
Saetion 1203(h) of tha 1978 Amandmenta spacifically cites Section 183 of Titla I aa

a funding aourca for theas analyaes of education finance ayatama in terma of:

1) thair currant and futura ovarall adaquacy; 2) trands in tha distribution of thair

rasourceai 3) atandards for mesauring the equity of auch digtributiona; &) the im-

pact of Fadaral and Stata programs on auch diatridbution: $) ponsi{ble alternative

Fadaral rolaa within tha total context of achool financing; 6) the impact of finance

equalisation upon tha comparative quality of education programs pind activities re-

lated to the arta and humanitisa, and upon tax atructuras and methods; 7) the

relationakip of Paderal asaststance to non-public educatfon; .ans) characteristica of

non-HEW Federal aducation aupport to achool districta. S/ ’

Studiea ‘

The aurvey of atudents and their economic and educationdl status {s authorized by
Section 417(a)(2) of tha General Education Proviaiona shct. The study objective (s
to determina tha numbars of economically and/or educationally disadvantaged students
who do and do not racei{ve compenaatory education sepvices. This survey will he
expanded to axamina student need and receipt of serbices {n the secondary prades, as
well as the effacts of the Concentration Grants on the numbers of disadvantaged
atudanta who recaiva aarvicesa. ,

Contracta for the conduct of thase activities are for a period usually of twelve or
fiftaen months; an occasicnal exception may be for a period of performance as long
as aighteen montha.

[y
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SUPPLEMENTAL FACT SHEET

Title I = Grants to Local Ed...ation Agencies

Allocation procedures

’ Of the funds appropriated for Title I for payments to the States, an addit{onal ona

percent is authorized to h¢ appropriated for payments to Guam, American Samoa, the
Virgin 1slands, tha Northarn Mariana Islands, the Trust Territor of the Pacific
Islands, and the Departmant of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Aftairs. ,Jhe estimatad
amount to be set aside is $34,256,447, based upon the level of request,~ and ia
*4ncludad within the total amount noted in this .fustification for Grants to Local *
Educational Agencies. This i3 an {ncrease of $1,398,9310.

The Outlying Areas and BIA are guarsnteed to receive no less than the amounts
received in fiscal year 1976.

Authorlzationa for basic grants for the local educational agencies are computed by
multiplying the number of formula children by “O percent of the State’'s average per

pupil expenditure (or not less than 80 percent nor more than 120 percent of the

national average), The formula children fnclude: 1) children in families with '
fncomes balow the poverty level (1970 Census Ovshansky data)i 2) the number of chil- '
dren {n families receiving AFDC payments in excess of the ;rverty level for a nonfarm
famiiy of four (updated annually): 3) neglected or delinquent children residing in
institutions which are not State-operated; and &) foster children supported with f
public funds, Authorizations are ratably reduced to the amount appropriated which

equals the appropriation for flucll year 1979 and one-half of the increase for

fiscal year 1981,

The remaining one-half of the funds appropriated for the basic Title 1 program in
excess of the amount appropriated for school year 1378-79 will be allocated to the
States on the basis of the number of children from families below ‘O percent of the’
median national {ncome for four=person families from tha 1975 Survey of Income and
Bducation, Within Statea,each local educational agency will receive an amount equal
to fts percentage of the State’s basic Title ! allocation.

1/ The 1980 estimate {5 subject to change i{f the Title 1 appropris.ion {s more or
less than this budget requist, since exactly one pvrcent of the total amount

artually appropriated will be interpreted as appropriated for the Qutlyina ‘eas
and Bla.

Q .
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SUPPLEMENTAL FACT SHRET ™’ ot T T

Programs for Hondlcoppod Children

juthorization ellocations to sech State are determined by formula. The number of
eligible hendicapped children counted on membership rolls (average daily ettendence)
tn Stete-operated or -supported achools (including local educational sgencies) is
sultiplied by 40 percent of the sverage per pupil expénditurs (or no less than 80
percent not more then 120 percent of the national per pupi! expenditure). Rech
State i3 gueranteed an amount which ts less than 83 percent of the amount received in
the previous year, However, aside from this provision, allocstions will be ratably
reduced under the proposed limitation of obligatione to the extent that the program's
totel euthoriszation exceeda that limitation. *

Title I services to the hendicapped are typically used to supplement existing special

‘educational programs for this group, Services intlude the Wiring of consultants,

purchase of equipment, addition of spectelized teachers, speech pathologists, evalu-
stion epecieliets, and teacher eides.

*
{
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"' SUPPLEMENTAL FACT SHEET

Programs for Neglected and Delinguent Children

Authorized allocations are determined by formula.  The average daily attendance in
school {s multiplied by 40 percant of the State per pupil expenditure (or no less
than 80 percent nor more than 120 percent of the national per pupil expenditure).
Each Scate {s guaranteed an amount which {s no less than 85 percent of the amount
received {n the previous year. Again, however, as{de from this provision, alloca-
tions will be ratably raduced as noted above for the Handicapped program,

Appronimately 125 State agencies directly responsible for providing §-ee public »
educdtion to an ¢stimated 54,500 neglected or delinquent children in 650 State-
operated or ~supported {nstitutions will receive Title 1 grants, tha same as in
fiscal year 1979, Funds will be used to supplement the existing educational efforts
provided by the Stare agencies for neglected or delinquent children who are under 21
years of age and have not received a high achool diploma. Services will be designed
to address the compensatory educational needs of this population, up to 50 percent
of which has severe reading problems and other basfc skills deficiencies. In addi-
tion to serving basic remedial {astruction needs: Title I funds will also provide
for vocational {natruction, guidance and counsaling, and psychological services,

13
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SUPPLEMENTAL FACT SHEET

Programs for Migratory Children

Authorized allorations to each State are determined by formula. The full-time
equivalent number of migratory children residing {n the State {s multiplied by 4O
percent of the State average per pupil expenditure {or no less than 80 percent nor
more than 120 percent of the national average per pupil expenditure). Each State
has available an-amount that {s no less than 100 percent of the amount available {n
the previous year. Under the proposed limitation on total amounts obligated, the
effect of the 100 percent hold harmiess will mean thar cach State will be obligated .
exactly the amount obligated to it from the previous year’s appropriation. ’

It is anticipated that in school year 1980-81, 525,000 children of migratory workers
will be enrolled {n the Migrant Student Record Transfer System arnd thus become poten-
tial racipients of Title 1 servicés (n over ‘3,000 local educational agencies. Under
the requested amount, an average expenditure of $400 per child would occur {f every
enrollee were served. However, under a projected full-time equivalency of 375,000 °
participants {n school year 1980-81, an average expenditure of $558 per full-time ¢
equivalent child is estimated.

The services to be provided will generally be designed to compensate for the
frequently interrupted and ineffective schooling migrant children receive as they snd
their parents follow the crops across the Nation. Approximately 48 percent of the
children will be in grades 1-6, 39 percent in grades 7-12, and 13 percent in pre-
school programs: In addition to the already established natfonal priorities of
sccurately transmitting basic skills informarion on each child, i{dentifying eligible
secondary students, and improving the effectiveness of the Migrant Student Record
Transfer System, special regional and nationwide projects will be developed to pro-
moge better interstate end intrastate coordination of the program's activities.

-~

I
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SUPPLEMENTAL FACT SHEET

b Concentratfon Grants
|

Title I Concentration Grant funds are awsrded on. the bas{s of an eligibility formuls,
requiring that a county‘bave more than 5,000 Title 1 formnula children ({.e., ecoroni-
cally disadvantaged) or the number of formula children must exceed 20 percent of the
total number of children {g the county. The county entitlements are computed using
the numbers of formula ch(gq;en {n excess of 5,000 or 20 percent, whichever {s
greater. For those Statas which might otherwise not receive a large share of the
Concentration funds, the statute provides that no State shall receive less than one-
fourth of one percent of the amount appropriated for Concentration Grants, .
EBach local educational agancy i{n an eligible county is entitled to additional Title
! funds., However, the funds will be distributed within the county so that the dis-
tricts in which the formula children represent 20 percent or more of the total number
of children will receive the largest share of the county entitlement.

Approximately one-half of the counties i{n the United States will receive additional
funds under the Concentration provigion, The 113 counties i{n which the 130 largest

cities are located will receive ﬂére than 60 percent of the funds appropriated for
the Concentration provision,
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2. Suppor{tand Inn&é;:ion Grants: a. [Improvement in lLocal Educatio t
. (Blenentary and Secondary Education Act. Title IV, Part C)

¢

1979 Estimate 1980
. Budget ¢ Budget
Pos, Authority - Authorization Pos. Authority
k) ‘lkb.ﬁO0.0ﬂOl/ Indefinite 25 $146,400,000
; 1/ Represents comparable amount for this activity -included in a total fiscal yedy

1979 Tirle 1V-C appropriation of $197,400,000, The comparable balance of
$51,000,000 in fiscal year 1979 for Strengthening State Educational Management
pufsuant to Section 404(a)(9) in carried in the activity, "Strengthening State
Educational Management:'

furpose and _method of operatfions

To provide State and local educational agencies with resources for developing and
implement ing improved practices and programs according to their own needs and cir-
cumstances, a program of multi-purpose grants to State cducational agencles ts auth-
orized, The State educational afencies in turn award discretionary grants fo their
local educational agencies for a wide variety of activities dealing with auth im-
proved practices, and also for fnnovation and improvement in co-pensatory ~ducation
efforts. More specifically, local educational agencies might conduct projects
dealing with: serving children with special needs (i.e.., gifted and talented,
handicapped, and educationally deprived): dropout preventioni needs nf private
schools for improved services: basic skills achievement; parental participation in
their children's cducational Process; individual school management and coordination
. of both educational resources and resources inherent in the surrounding community;
professional development of teaching ataffs and administrators; and early childhood
development and screening of potential or fncipient learning barricrs. A mandated
minimum of 15 percent of the State's allocation must be.used for programs und pro=- .
fects focused on needs of handicapped children. A maxtmum ot tive percent miv be
used by the “tate to actually administer the State plan..

The 1978 Amendments required that tive percent of the tundsw State recelves {n
excess of its previous year's amount whall be used tor (mnrézed s hool manasemert and
resource coordination, ard that 50 percent ot such excess be used for innovation and
fmprovement in compensatory education eftorts. -

<~ 1980 budget policy

.
To provide a source ot tunds which the Stare educational agency may use flexibly to
tmprove educational practices and to support spe-ial educational programs,
$140,400,000 {5 requested for fiscal year 1980, Beginming {n 1980, the funds
requested here will tocus on assisting States to implement {mproved educational prac-
tices. Funding for Strengthening State Fduc 1tion Management, previously included
here will be requested separately. The funds requested here, (n the aggresate, will
fund the program at the same level as in 1979 when adjustvd tor the transfer of tunds
tor Strengthengng State Education Management. The amnunt requested in total (5 the’
same as the amount available in 1979 tor this purpose. Ter anwrte that ea b Srate
yerefves exactly the same amount, a proviso has beer added to the proposed nneaprio
ation languagewhich results in a type ot “hold harmlens,' by vnsuring tha* 1! State
receives the same amount which it used from the previeus year's appropriga® '~ for
these activities before any State miy resvive tands an addition to that *"*uﬂi. With
out this proviso, individual States could re:eive more or iess thae they A 1979,
sc a result ot Sestion 604(a)(9}, whirh permfta States ta use difterent oot of

" their entire Title IV-C allocation tor; the atorementioned acttivities as et to

strengthening' (Title V-R} actavities, o

O
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n 1985, ‘oparatiTig for the tiist time under the EdUcation Amendnents "6E Y978, which
Tevised the authorized activities funding priorities of the progras, SEAs and LEAe
®ay restructure their funding priozities. FPor example, coneidering the new statutory
purposes, it could be expected that parent and early childhood education projects
will raceive increased support end that projecte to improve {nstruction in the basic
ekills will be further emphaaised. It ig estimated that the funde will support about
3,600 local education agency projects. Based on informstion derived from ftecal year
1977 reporte for 49 States and extra-State jurisdictions, it is aatimated thac 8.5
million children will participate in thees projects. These same obeervationes apply
to use of funds from tha fiecal year 1979 appropriation for school yeer 1979-80.
from information receivad regarding the use of Fiscal year 1977 funds. the greateat
percantagaa of projecta are currantly contantrated in tha following areas: :

+ .
i

- Araa . Percent of FY 1977 funded projacts

a. Special Bducation - 13
b. Reading/Language Arts . 1
c. Mathamatics 8
d. Instructional Management Syetems 8
¢. Career Education 6
f. Staff Training 5
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2. Suéport and Innovation Grants: bh. Strengther ng State Educational Management
(Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Title V, Part B)

1979 Estimate 1980 L)
Budget Budget Increase or
Pos. Authoriey Authorization Pos. Authority ) Decrease
s $51.000.000% " Indefintte 5 $51,000,000 —

1/ Represents comparable amount for this activity tncluded In a total fiscal year
Title IV-C appropriation of $197,400,000. The comparable balance of $146,400,000
tn fiscal year 1979 ts carried under “Improvement tn Local Educational Practices.”

Purpuse amd method of operations

To improve the e¢ffectiveness and efficlency ot State educational agencies in generals
and their mandgemene of Federal programs, specifically, discretionary grants are
authorized under a newly defined, separate Title V-B., GCrants will be awarded accord-
tng to criteria to be established in the Federal Register, which will take into con=
sideraticp amounts vreceived in the prior year by each State for these purposes, under
the former Support and Innovation Grants consclidation program. The awards witl
Assist State amenciues in applying etfective management and administrative practices
to meeting critical education needs in the State. Such needs and problems, many of
which are of natjonal concern. tnclude further improvements in rehnol finance equity,
statewide sdapacity to assess basic skills achicvement of all students, the provision
of techni-al assistance in program planning and management to logal educattonal
agencies, dissemination of information on successful practices, equitable private,
nonprofit st hool parttcipation in Federal programs, and professiunal development of
State c¢duuation agemncy personnel . :

L]
State applicdtions tor grants are evaluated on the basis of soundness cf approach and
purpose of the State plan relattye to the above areas of concern and any others noted
{n the statute. The State plan must also contain the means by which the State will
make tnformation and technical assistance avatlable to private, nonprofit school
officials concerning the participation ot private school children tn Federal pro-
grams; and a ~omprehenstve plan for the coordination ot Federal and State funds for
training a tivities tor educational personnel in the State. This program {s advance
funded. Funds requested in the fiscal year 1980 budgat will be obligated during the

periad July 1, 1980 - September 10, 1981, It funds are not appropriated, States are

authorized to use tund. appropriasted for ESEA Title 1V, Part C ¢ Improvement in
Lotal Edu.ational Prati- @i, tar these purpnses, under the authority of Section
404041147 of that title,

1980 budpet polivy

To continue Fedoral wupport to assist State educstinual agencies to tmprove thelr
operations, $51 million 14 requested in 1980 to initiate a new discretionary program
ot grants to SFAs. Prior to 1980, States utilized funds tor this purpose trom
amount s allcated to them undar ESEA 1¥-C, The amount trequested tn 1980 represents
the agpregate amonnt used hy the Gtates 1n 1979 tor theee purposes from Title IV-C,

Awards to pEAs wall be based on projec  applications and emphasis will be placed oun
activities desigaed to 1mprove “pe-1f1r .Tedas of operations and to (nncentrate on
management ot federal programs thraugh tedchnical assisrance to local educattonal
agenctes, further, tur the tirst time, 5EAs will he required to provide fniormation
and techny Al asstatdanew o - ooapreiat institutiona.

L 23PN
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¥ Bilingual Eaucation. -
(Elementary and Secondary Educstion Act, Title VII)

1979 Estimate 1980 i .

. Budget ) | Budget Increase or
Poa, Author ity Authorization Posa. Authority Decyease

@  $158,600,000%

$299, 000, 000 48 $173,600,000 +515,000,000
1/1ncludes $8, 600,000 for Bilingual Desegrepation program transferred to Title VII
from the Emergency School Aid Act program in flecal year 1980,

Purpose and method of operationa

To provide equat efucaticnal opportunities and develop Bnglish language
proficiency for children of limited English abiliey, grants and contracts are
avarded to: 1) build the capaci{ty of local education agencies to provide
bilingual inatruction; 2) ‘enable States to provide coordination and technical
aasistance to local education agencies; 3) aupport a variety of teacher and
sanagement training activities; 4) develop, asacaa, and di{saeminate curriculua
materiala; and 5) aupport atudies and evaluations to measure needa for bilingual
. & education and dstarmine the most effective wvayn to meet them. In the caae of
. Pulrto Rico, programs are also provided for children of limitad Spanish abili.y,
to devalap their Spaniah langusge proficiancy. .. S

Y

Thia progran is largely forward funded. CGrants are avarded on tha baafia of
national competition, with projects approved for 1 period of one to three yeara.
Support after the firat year'a award ia subject to auccessful performance and the
availability of funds. Contracts 'are awarded on the basis of national coapetition
and may extend, in some instances, for more than twelve monthe. X

1980 budget golicy

Ia fiacal year 1980, $173,600,000, an {ncrease of * $,000,000 over fiscal year
1979, 1a rlquel§ld to aupport activities for tha :9 80 achnol year.

1. Crants to school diatricts. To assist in building the capacity of local -
education agenciea to addreas the needa of their children with limited .
English speaking ability, $112,525,000 {s requested to initiate LFA bilingual
inatruction projects. Ths primary objective of auch fnatruction is to enabls
participants to master Fngliah at a level neceaaary for them to take advantage
of the regular school program. The request will provide funda for approxi-
mataly 625 bilingual projects, of which 179 will be new awarda. Awarda
include funding for {nservice teacher training to meet naeds determined by
the local schoal districta. Approximately 340,000 atudents will be enrolled
in the projecta, an increase of 18,000 over figcal year 1979. 1In accordance
with the provisions of the Education Amendmenta of 1978, at leaat 60 percent
of the studenta Will be of limited English proficiency, and local education
agenciea will be roquired to {ndividually evaluate each child who has been in
a Title VII bilingual program for two, years to determine the child's need for
continued participation. About $5,00Q,000 of the funds for grants to achool
Giatricts willibe reserved for the development of full-scale model programs
at approximately 50 of the most successful continuing projects, to demonstrate
effective bilingual education methods. , R :

A

. 1 19
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1979 1980
Grants to school districes (LEA&) $102, 350,000 $112,529,000
Number projects supported 592 625
Number new stares . (13 (179)
. Model projects funded m-- (50)
Number ¢hildren participating 322,unn 340,000
Avurage cost per studeut 5 NLY H IR

2, Trafning. tn order to reduce the shortage ot hilingaal education teachers and
to improve bilingusl teaching and adminfstrarfon, $30, 125,000 {4 requested for
trafning activities, including: 7

t { .

a. Ffellowships: $5,500,000 for npproximﬂ!vlykﬁ?ﬁ praduate~level fellowships
to prepare educators-to train hilingual edideation teachers,  The Education
amendment 4 of 1978 require that fellowship recipients must either repay
the awird or woXk fn the field of bilingual cducation teacher training for
a peried equal to the number of yedrs for whirh assi{stance was received,

.

b. sPrafessjondal development: $16,000, 000 to nupport undergraduate and non-
dugree programs to train hilingual education personnel, primarily trachers,
and to develop bilingual education capacity at fnstirutions of higher
cduration. Awardu will be made to abosut 120 universities for the develop~
ment or cvxpansion of bilingual education programs in their schools of
edu: atfon, and for approximatelv 1,100 stipends to underpraduates who
participate in these hilingual program. In a néw program emphasis, grants
and cuntracts will also.be made for slort-term institutes prvoviding {nten-
wive summer training sessions for hilinpual project staff; for community
cullege programs for dbilingual ednucation paraprofessionals; and for proprams
Jesigned to help parents of language-ninority children participate more
fully fn the educiation of their children. Spectal emphasis {n theae train-
fng programs will be placed on {mproving management xkills of present and
potential- bilingual education administrators and teachers

c. Tralning resource ventersi SR,425,00) for awnrds to about 22 training
reqource conters to improve the quality of teaching at Title V1! .supported
LEA projects. The centers provide training and technical asuwistance for
Title VIl reachers, paraprofessionals, and project admini{strators and otfet

management training to fmprove the administration of Title VII programs.

3. Md!vrtalq_QFYg}ggmgAL. To meet national needs for cffective bilingual materials

AN $10,000,000 will support the developrent, dssessment, and disseminatfon of
\\ curricular and other instructional malerfals, A recent Of five of Educatfon
\ bilingual vurriculum materfals study, to be released in Spring, 1979, highlights
. the nced for bilingua! education materials which better sat{dfy needs of tocal

gehool districed, and for more vigorous dissemination of the materials dueveloped
by Title VIT centers. [In order to: 1) promote a voordinated national bilingual
materials program, 2) expand the ~imheg of languages tfor which hilingual

/’ \\Ealcrlalg are avaflable, and 3) - 1 rémaini{ng gaps {n curriculem materials
vallable in Spanish, Purtuguese, and Asian languages, half of the funds ¢
requested will be ysed to contract for the development of specific bilingual
products. The balance will be ased for continuat{on grants to complete the
devetopment of materials anderway at about gix materials d:velppment and
dissemination centers.

4, State educarfon agencies. T help States coordinate Title VI hilingual educa-
tion activities and provide technical asslstance to loca. school districty,
59,000,000 §s requested for contracts with 46 State cvducation agencies.
Coniracts are authorized fn an amount up to five percent of the total Title
VIt fands awarded to local education avenctes in that State in the preceding
flreal year, .
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5. Advisory Council. An amount of $150,000 will be set aside for the activitdes
of the National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education, ~

.6. Clearidghouse, An amount of $1,000,000 is requested for' the obvratlon of the
Bilirgual Ed{vation Clearinghouse, supported in conjunct.on with the Nat {onal
Ingtitute of JEducat fon.

7, Studies and evaluatinns. Tocarrv out studics required by the Bducation Amendments
of 1378, 66,000,000 18 requested for studies and evaluations, Thiseffortwill be
three-fold., First, studies will be conducted to assess the national need for bilingual
education, {ncluding determining: 1) statistical projections of changes in the size
of the populationwith limited English proficiency, nationwide; 2) the extent
to which limited English praficient children are currently participating in
bilingual education programs; and 3) the number of teachers with bilingual

¢ education skills and the degree to which Title VIT training programs have
reduced the bilingual teacher shortage. Second, to improve the effectiveness
of bi}ingual services for students: 1) classroom instructional and evaluation
models, begun in fiscal year 1979, will he completed and tested; 2) a national
study of the elements essential to effective bilingual ciadsroom programs will
be undertaken; 3) standards fof determining when students should enter and
exit bilingual prorrams, developed beginning in 1979, will be assessed and

3 fleld tested; and 4) an assessment of the effect of alternative bilingual
approaches on student achievement and proficiency in English will be conducted.
Fitully, studies will be conducted to find methods to more effectivelv and
cfficiently manage the Federal bilinguq} effore. As required by the Education
Amendments of 1978, bhilingual atudies and evaluations funded under the authority
of ESEA Title VII, Part C, are administered by the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Education and conducted by the Office of Education, the National

. Inat{tute of Education, and the National Center for Educational Statistics. The
amount requested, an {ncrease of $4,000,000 over fiscal year 1079, will be
shared amnng these agencies in accordance with a plan developed by the
dssistant Secretary's Bart € Coordinating Council, whose membership includes
representat ives from OE, NIR, and NCES.. :

8. Bilingual desegregation grants. In order tn reduce the isolation, of language

minority children and incrense their educational opportunities, $8,600,000

R will assist about 30 local educatdon agencies to offer bilingual-bicultural
education programs at the clemfentary and secondary levels. Projects funded
must be integral parts of desegregation programs of the local school districts.
Auard§ {nelude funds for training teachers and othet b{lihgnal education staff.
This actfvity, formerly authorized by the Emergency Schosl Aid Act, was transe
ferred to Title VII by the Fducation Amendments of 1078,

In fiscal year 1929, an appropriation of $150,000,300 will include $102,350,000
for granty to local education agencies. These grants will support 592 classroon
projects, including appropriate inservice training. An estimated 132 will be new
awards, 1n addition to inservice training conducted by local schonl districts,
$29,625,000 will be available for other training. Materials development, assess-
ment, and dissemination will be rupported by $10,000,000. An estimated 46 States
will receive $4,875,000 for technical assistance and cnordination efforts, while
the Mational Advisory Council on Bilingual Education will receive 6150,000, and
51,000,000 will fund the third year of operation of the bilingual clearinghouse.
Finally, $2,000,000 will fund studies and evaluation of bilingual education needs
and practices as mandated by Congreas {n the Education Amendments of 1978, Studies
will {nelude the develnpment and dfsseminarion of {nstructional and e®aluation *
nudels;: evaluation of the etfectiveness and extent of preservice bilingual teacher
training progr.ns;: and inftial work on projections of stude..! populatious needing
bilingual services, and services now received by children with linited English
proficienc .. .

O
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Bilingual Education Summary

.

.

1979

- L ]
Grants to scheol districts (LEAa).... $102,350,000
Tralnlng. oo v ie v oiniines P . 29,625,000
Materials development and

dissenination. .ovev.cenns Ceree e 10,000,000
Avards to State education agencies... 4,875,000
Advisory Counctl..o..ovvivinninninees . 150,000
Clearinghouse.......ooovvenn Ceee e ; 000,000
Studies and evaluations.............. .000.0001,
Bf * sual desegregation gSrants....... ,000, 000~

Total.......... PP e 158,600,000

1980 |
$112,525,000
30, 325,000

10,000,000
5,000,000
150,000
1,000,000
6,000,000

8,600,000

173,600,000

1/shown for comparability. Bilingual Desegregation program transferred to Title

Y11 from ESAA starting in fiscal year 1980,
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4. Basic Skills Isprovement Program
(Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title II)

1979 ¥stimate 1980
Budgset Budget Increase or
Pos. Authority Authorization Pos . Authority Decrease
6 $27,750,000%/ 7 29 $35,000,000 +§7,250,000

o1/ Includes $750,000 fox_ Special Mathematics projects transferred to Title i,
Slemantary and Secondary Education Act, from the Emergency School Aid Act
(ESAA) program starting in 1980.

2/ Pare A: $20,000,000; Part B: Indefinite; Part _C, Section 231: 1,000,000;
Part C, Section 232: Indefinite. S~

t.

Purpose and mathod of operations

To improve basic skilla achievement among the Nation's children, youth, -and adults,
Title II of the Bducation Amendments of 1978 authorizea a Basic Skills Improvement
program. The general atrategy of this new program is to provide facilitating
services and resources to stimulate educational institutions, governmental agencies,
and private organizationa to improve and expand their activities relating to
tedding, communications skille, both written and oral, and mathematics skills.
Specifically, it ie designed to encourage States, local school districts, com-
wunity organizations, colleges, and the Federal government to coordinate every
appropriate resource for basic skille improvement. This program replacea ths
Mational Reading Isprovement Progrem (Right to Read) and expands the focus of
Paderal concern to sathematice and oval and written communication, as well as
reading.

The primary thrust of this new initiative is aimed at State coordination of basic
skills programs, to be reinforced by a new State-Federal relationship to aupport
individual agreements for comprehensive planning and implementation of basic
akille activities. The Office of Education plans to enter into agreements with
every State, which describe an individualized State basic skills progRran

and s method of coordinating resources to implement it. ‘The Basic Skills program
is both an impetus to and a component of a larger national effort to accomplish
the goal ojunery of basic ekills.

This prograsi is divided into three major component parts. Part A (national)
activities qupport a vari::y of programs aimed at basic skille improvement at
t'.2 local lqveir. Some of theae are to be implemented for the first time, while
others ar. dimilar to those which took place under the Right to Read program,
but are expanded to include all basic skilla, Part B (State) activities

provide support so that States mar coordinete statewide basic skills programs.
Part C provides for two special basic skills activities~-one aimed at motivating
students to read and the other aimed at improving mathematics skilla.

This ney legislation specifies that the firat $20,000,000 appropriated for the
nrogtem sust go for Part A (national) activities before Part B (State) or Part €
(epecial) activities way be funded. At the same time, it also provides that
929,000,700 is the maximum muount to be awerded for Part A activities.

Parts A and C represent discretionary, forward-funded programs. Grants and
contracts will be wcde o State and local educational agencima, snd othar public
and private organizatious. Diatributioo of fundes under Part B will be mada to
States on the besis of etudent population, with no Stete receiving less than

1.3
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$50,000. At the same ti-e;-the new basic skills legislation at{pulates thar 70
percent of the amount sppropriated for Part B must g0 through the States to LEAs
in the fora of grants.

1980 budget policy

To promote basic akills mastery, $35,000,000 is requested to support a variety
of authorized projecta within the three major components. This represents &
comparable incresse of $7,250,000 over the Right to Read program funding level
in f{acal year 1979. -

National (Part A) activities will be funded at the raximum $20,000,000 authori-
gation level to support seversl newly authorized components, auch as technical
assistance, parental participation projecta and use of techrology in instruction,
in sidition to revised and expanded forms of components funded in the past under
Right to Ryad. This level will permit -funding of State ‘Part B) activities, for
which $8,250,000 is requested. Of the two Part C programs, the Inexpengive Book
Diatribution program will be fundad at the current tevel of $6,000,000 and the
Special Mathesatics program, transfercad from the Emetgency School Ald Act (ESAA)
g;:gran. will be funded at $750,000, tha same level it was funded undar ESAA-in

.Part A - National Activities

1. Technical sssfatsnce: To atimulate and aasiat LEAs and SEAa in bsaic skills
mprovement efforts and to asaist in the coordination of all components of
this new legialation, this component authorizes contvacta for regionsl basic
akills tesms to pfovide comprehenaive technical assistsnce. For carrying
out thia activity, $2,000,000 will be available for approximately eight awards
in 1980, .

2. Instruction in basic_sekills: To support activitiea designed to demonstrate
improved delivery of instructional services in the areas of reading, mathe-
matics, and oral and written communication, this component authorizea school-

. wide basic akills program activities. These include such activities as sasen-
aing need., eatablishing \earning goals, and implementing basic akills programs.
Projecta of this type, limited to resding, were conducted in fiscal year 1979
as "reading improvement projecta” under Right to Read. Por carrying out this
activity, $7,500,000 will be available for approximately 115 awarda in 1980.

3. Parental involvement in basic skills: To encoursge parents to aasiat their
¢ children in improving basic skilla, this new program will support the devel-
opzent and dissemination of informationsl materisis to enlist parents and
volunteers in teaching children basic skills. For cerrying vut this activity,
$1,500,000 will be available for approximately 15 awards in 1980.

4. Uae of !echqglgiigip bssic skills instruction: To expand the variety and
improve the quality of basic skills inetruction, this new component authorizes
development and acquisition of audio and video instructional materials for
teachera snd students, training of educational personnel in the use of educa-
tional technology and distribution of information relsted to technology and
basic skills. For carrying out this activity, $2,000,000 will be available
for approximately two awards in 1980.

5. lnvol vement of educational agencies and private organizations: To stimul ate
children, youth and sdults to improve their mastery of beeic skills outside
the normal school setting, this activity supports efforts ., public and private
orgeni zatlons to implement voluntary tutorial programa, motivate children
to impr-wve their reading skills, and establish programs for lending or selling

O B
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Part B-- Stste Basic Skills Improvement Program

* An increased recognition pf the State's role {n coordinating basic skills activities

162

booka to childraa, youth, and adults. This objective includas, but is not
limited to, the funding of 'reading scademies," as titlad in the Right to
Read progrém. For cerrying gut this activity, $6,000,000 will be svailable
for spproximately 60 awards in 1980, ;

LR

Collaction and dissemination of information relsting to basic skilla rograms:
To avaluate and disseminaste the reaults of activities re eting to besic akills,
funds for this component will support studies and.dissemination of materials,
processes, precticesa, proceduras, and progrema that have been succesaful in
improving the achieveament of students in the basic akills. Thia objective
includes, but is not limited to, “national impact projects,” funded under

- Right to Read. For carrying out this activity, $1,000,000 will be available
for approximately five swards in 1980,

is the primary baais of the State Basic Skills program. States w1l develop
individualized agreements with the Department of Health, Education,.and Welfare
relating to overall coordination of basic skills activities throughout the Stare,

To carry out leadership and training activitiles and to develop agreements for
statewide basic skills programs, $8,250,000 i{s being requested for Statea to
{mplement the State Basic Skills Improvement program, which authorizes two major
activities. Section 222, "Agreements with State Educational Agencies,” authorizes
a‘nymber of activities for development and {mplementation of a comprehensive State
basic skills program’to become pert of a Federal-State agreement, Authority for
Section 224, the "State Leadership Program," will 4llow States to undertake such
activities as development of a comprehensive gtatewide program for improving basic
skills, coordination of resourcen to improve basic skills {nstruction in the
schools of the State, assistance to locral educational agencies in the development
of basic skills programs, and {nservice training programs for LEA administrators
and staff senbers finvolved in basic skills instruction.

Part C - Specisl Basic Skilla Projects

" 4. Inexpensive Book Djstribution Progrem: To provide motivation to children

to learn to read, this component supporta the diastribution of inexpenaive
books to students. This program asupporta 75 percent of tha cost of purchasing
the booka; in certain inastsnces, however, books diatributed to children of
wigrant and seasonsl farmworkers are totally supported by Pedersl funda.

For carrying out this activity, 56,000,000 will be available for approxi-
mately one award in 1980.

2. Special Mathemasticas Program: To improve aastery of mathematica akills, tis
component provides for the teaching of atsndard mathematics to eligible children

through instruction in advanced mathematica by qualified instructors. 1Tt
was formerly funded under the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) program. vor
carrying out this activity, $750,000 will be available for approximately one
svard in 1980, K
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of Activities to be Pundsd under Basic Skills Improvement Ptogras - 1980

Part A (National)’

Tachnical sssistance $ 2,000,000
Inatruction in bsaic akillas 1,500,000
Parentsl involvement 1,500,000
Use of technology 2,000,000
Involvement of education sgenciea 6,000,000
Collection snd disasminstion 1,000,000
Subtotsl $20,000,000
Part B (sScate)
Stste basic skills program ha25 ’
Subtotsl $ 8,250,000
Part C
Inexpenaive book diatribution (RIF) 6,000,000
Specis! mathematica program 150
Subtotsl . ) 6,750,000
' TOTAL : * $35,000,000

o

tn fiscal year 1979, similer sctivitiea vere funded under the Nationsl Reading

Improvement program (Right to Resd). The focua of these programs was on reading
improvement only, rather than on mastery of sii basic akilla, The follawing are
the apecific sctivity cetegories funded in fiacal yesr 1979 under Right to Read.

Summsry of Activitiea Funded under Right to Read - 1979

S j
Reading improvement projecta $ 8,400,000
Reading scadeaies . 5,130,000
State Lleadership and training 6,400,000
Inexpenaive book diatribution 6,000,000
Nationsl impact projects 800,000
Evalustion : 270,000
. Special mathematica projects
(funded under ESAA) - 750,000
TOTAL . $ 27,750,000
H
-y
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5. Achievement Teating Assiatance .

(Elementary ‘snd Secondary Education Act, Title IX, Section 922)

1979 Eat imate 1980
Budget . Budget Increaae or
Pos. * Authority Authorization Pos. Authority _Decrease
—- S Indefinite 3 $2,000, 000 +$2,000,000

Purpose and method of operaticna

To develop and improve the capacity of: States and local school districts to conduct
schieves ent testing programs that mesaure basic-akillas competencies, this program

. provides ssaistance to school districts seeking to {mprove availabie tests, to

find the best ways to integrate tests into the educational proceas, and to learn
how to use teats, to more effectively promote the acquisition of basic skills,

In responae td the national decline in standardized’ test scores and findings of
illiteracy- among high school graduftes, minimum competency proviaions are being
adopted by more and more States. Where these provisions are in effect, stufents
are teated at variocus points. in their education careers to determine whether they
have mastered basic competencies appropriate to their grade level. With the use
of teating for such purposes on the incresse, the importance of accurate design
and measurement of tests and test results has become critical. The long range
goal of this national program, thus, is to facilitate basic skills improvement of
elementary and secondary achool children by promoting the development and demonstra-
tion of the beat ways to uae test data and results to ensure that basic askille
programs do, {n fact, improve basic skills.

Thia is a discretionary, forward-funded program. Applications are reviewed and
ranked according to compliance with criteris specified in rules and regulations.
Avards are then made on the basis of scores received by eligible applicants. Grants
and contracts will be awarded to State, local, public or private ogganizations to
develop projects deaigned to demcnstrate the best ways to use test Wdata to improve
basic skills progran implementstion. This activity was designed to complement the
nev Baaic Skills Improvement program (Title II, ESEA)., Together, these two programs
will encoursge States and localities to adopt minimum competency standards and to
develop more effective basic skills programs, :

1980 budget policy

To improve the use of achievement testing procedures for implementing more effective
baaic skills programs, $2,000,000 is requested for fiscal yesr 1980. Projects fund-
ed will serve as & model for and impetus to other organizations to evaluate testing
practices and basic skilla instructional prbgrams. ‘Activities include:

1. Ten grants to organizations, one to cover each Federal region, to develop
demonstration programs to show the best ways to use test data and tesults to
implement effective basic skills programs. For carrying out this activity,
approximately 51,000,000 will be made available.

2. Two contracts to eligible orgpanizations for: 1) technical assistance to the
ten grant recipients noted sbove on testing procedures and usage; 2) develop-
ment of specific mater{ials and information packets to be used by grant
recipients and other {nterested parties; and 3) dissemination of information
and models developed on use of test results and their relationship to improved
inatruct{on and improved basic skills achievement. ' For carrying out this
activity, spproximately $1,000,000 will be made available.
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1 8 ¥F>liow Through. o

[ (Haadstart-Follow Through Act)

1979 Estimata 1980
Budget Budget Incresse oOr
Pcs, Authority futhorization P, Authority Decrease
2 $59,000,000 $70, 000,000 24 $59,000,000 -

Purpose snd asthod of operations z

To {dantify, develop, test and disseminare approachea and practice: .o early
childhood aducation, gianta are made for implementing and testing instructional
approaches for elemantary edication. In addition, aupplementary swarda are made
to local projecta which have {mplemented edu.w-ional approachec validated by the
Office of Education/National Institute of Education Joint Dissemination Review
Panal for expandad demonstration and dissemination activitiea (called resource
canters). Awards for the .ibove activitiea are mada for one year; applicationa are
tequirad annually from all competitors and are rvaviewed end ratad by & panel of
outaida axparta and OE program specisliats. In sddition to program operation
grants, contractors are selected on the basia of nationsl competition to perform
program developrant and evaluation taska sccording to specif’cationa prepared by
0z. Some of thesa contrict perioda are in excesa of one year.

1980 hudpet policy

To i{mprove tha delivery and effectiveneaa of elementary school educutional ervicea
to the disadvantagad, new approachea and practices will he pursued. In 1980, these
funds 'will initiate the dasign, teating, a:d dissemination of new inatructional
spproachaa which have the potential to raise tha achievement of disadvantaged
childran. Modala will be tescad in new 8itea which agrea to {mplemant the identified
approach 1.acluding {natructional materiala, teaching strategiea, and inservice
training.  Evalustion of the {mpact of these modela will then be teatad over time

to detarmine thair effectivenesa. These activitias will build upon new ltukfa:l
undertaken in fiscal yeara 1978 snd 1979 to develop planning information for

futura Follow Throug' expariments and to examins slternatives for Follow Through

. axperimantation., Developmental work on altarnativea produced ana ‘lacoverved {n

ths latter study will continua through £iscal year 1979,

The long.term strategy for the Follow Through program s to continue exparimentation
o childhood aducation through identification of ncw approachea, implementation,
evaluation amd, {f auccesaful, dissemination ard demonstration.

In 1979, local sites will be aided, some st funding levels at or below the 1978
lavel. Resource centers will be contirued with expanaion possihle, depending upon
succeasful performance. Buildir2 on 1673 activities, further developmental work
will be dona to prepara epproach.s for & new experimental cycle in 1980. Avards in
1980 will t{nclude some firat generation sites selected to participate in new studies
as well as new sitea implementing new models.
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7. Alcohol and Drug<§busn Fducatton

(Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Act) ' >
1979 Estimate : 1980
Budget Budpet Increasy or
Pos. Authority Authorizativn . -P0se  Authority Decrease
6 $2.000,000 $14,000,000 6 $3,000,000 *$1,000,000
. .
Purpos: and method of operations N )

e

To develop an ongoinsgt, local problem-sofving capability ¢+, prevent aleohol and dru,-
abusv, funds are authorized by the A'.ohol and Drug At.se Education Act {P.L. 93-442,
as amended by P.L. 99-336). This capsbility s designed to pe equally appli  sle to
related behavior problems such as truancy, vandal{sm, and disruptive behaviocr, °
whivh, along with all eypes ot substance ahuse, manifest in behavior that {5 an
{npediment to receiving a good ¢ducatlan. The Act authorizes alcohol and deug edu-
catdon projects in sechools, communities, and Institutions o. highet education., It
provides for development, validation and dissemfination of pregvention Stratepies
throughnut the country and for leadership training ror educational and community
personnel, and for parents.

1980 budget policy

To improve the capdcity of communities to reduce substance abuse. €3 million is
requested for the competitive contracting of five strateg.c lly placed rogional
tralning resource centers which will provide training and technical assistance to
teams of school personnel from lgcal educatlonal agencies all acrass tne country,
The approximace cost of each tuntract will be $562,000 for a coentract period of 12
months. The schnol teams to receive initial tralmfng will be selected in natiumal
competition by the resource center evaluatton staff consisting of two readers repre
senting Phe center and th+ State education agency, and a third independent expert.
These school teams will then ¢ontinue to recelve technical assistance on-site in
thelr own schools from the resource centers as they design ar.. implement preyention
approaches that are tatlored to thelir particular school situarions regarding sub-
stance abuse and related behavior nroblems. Part of this technical assistance will
{nclude leadership deve.lopnent conferences for schoolMistrice administrators.

n

Under the budget request, upwards of 60 new teams will he trained, and technical
assistance will be offered to over 375 previously trained teams. Of the new teams
trained. up to 20 percent s .ght be from rural areas. However, finite program
resources call tor fozn In, most efforts upon urban areas, where the ali vhol and
drug abuse probleme (s mosr <evere and persistent, and where the greatest numorical
toverage ot students 1s pessible. This greater coverage {s possible partially
because urban (and suburban) teams can be trained in four«team clucters (personnel

. from a high school and 1ts “feeder schoots - junior high and elementa.y schoolz)
rather than in geoeraphicallv unreiated groups, The most etfective ot the persons
trained through the four-team clustur approach are further trained to become new
trainers for other schools and (lusters of schools 1n their districts or communi-
ties. Their work 15 assisted through -ae year of on-site technical assistance.
The tralning resonrce centers will (ontinue to disseminate the most promising pra
ticesac models tor adaptatien by arhoa! digqericts throughnut the (nuntry it appruo-
piiate to thelr local ¢ircumstances, Tht gh a $100,000 techntcal assistance
contidtt, the program will advise State education agencies on bullding cooperative
ventureswith other State.agencies having responsihtisty for aicohel and drug abuse
prevention.
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Finally, a wandated three percent ($90,000)° se€-aside for evaluation ackivities
will be used to continue sxpansion of the.sational data base through the acquisition

‘of {mpact data on school teams, including the types of program activities the teams
thave designed end the effectiveness of those activities. .

. In €iscal year 1979; the training centera will be providing technical assiatance to
! about 375 previoualy trained teama in their respgective school districts, Under 8
$2 million budget authority, the contracts will averape about $368,000. The first
year of the mandated eveluation effort will be devoted to collecting baseline data
ang compiling initial information on the school teams.
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SUPPLEMENTAL FACT SHEET o\

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education

Selection of method nf operation included consideration of the variety of activities
authorized, in conjunction with a preference for the school team approach indicated
in the legislative history of the program’s recent reauthorization,

ahe school team training method, as conducted by five regional training resource
centers, has again been selected as the primary component of the 1980 budget
strategy, because: ’ .

--Concentration of .resources in the training cenrers allows for the ongoing
development and consistent availability of sufficient expertise in the fteld
at each center.

-=The sliternative of amall grant awards to most or all States would most likely
achieve no significant {mpact. .

The current method of, operation also provides for the most credible type of
demonstration and public informatiopn capacity:

’

~-Presence of continually ot ~rational, high caliber deams in gelected schools and
school districts results in ongoing models of replication quality for adjacent
schools and distzicts, especially under the “"multipllier effect” of team membera
becoming trainers of additional teams.

-=The public 18 informed in a way which gives true visibility not only to the
extent of the problem but also to examples of workable means of dealing with
the problem on a preventive basis.

The folluwing stati-tics are pertinent to the fiscal years 1979 and 1980 budget
strategios:

‘ 1979 1980
New teams tratAgd coyiiiiiiiiinies R 60
On-site technical assistance daye

delivered. v iovr i tnuirireneernnnens o 3,445 3,572 .
School districts attectedeseeooosns 9 tig
Schools affectedesevenrveiennonina, 180 460
Students K-12 affectedessvouvn.ons, 600,000 760,000
Educational perconnel aftected..... 7 400 8,800
Local programs generated..oovov.an, 160 880
State education agencics involved.. 25 25

Most of the above indicators do not {ncrease in propottion to the requested {ncrease
in budget authority. This results trom the concentrdtion of resources on the initial
training af new teams. MHowever, qualitalive changes can be dramatic be:ause they
represent  an impdct upon schoels with no previous contact with the program. More-
over: once teams are trained. the dividends multiply signiticantly through the pro-
vialon of f(ullow-up technical assistance,

«
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F. Environmental Education ' .

(Environmental Bducation Act)

R ]
1979 Pstimate 1980-
Budgst Budget increase or
Poas "~ Authority Authorization Pos. Authority Decrease
? $3, 500,000 ’ 47,000,000 8 $3,500,000- ——

Purpose and method of operations

To agsiat the development of educational resources and practices for public under-~
standing of problems, issues, and options related to environmental quality {n the

context of quality of life, the Environmental Education Act provides for the award-
ing of gras : 'nd contracts on the basis of national competition. Grants are

avardsd t .lic and private nonprofit apencies, organizations and institutions.

Funds also sre awarded for competitive contracts to meet specific national develop~-

llentll needs in environsental education. All technically eligible proposals are
evaluated in terms of their relative merit by three nongovernment reviewers who *

| have expertise in this area. ’ ’

t

| 1980 budgeg polic

i

, In fiscal year 1980, funding emphasis will shift trom the support of basic Fesource

y development and pilot projects to the support of large scale multi-yeer projects

. which have nationvide significance and application potentfal, These projects will

i addresa formal and nonformal environmental education, and specifically the rcquire-

| ments for cooperative high school-community programs that can be adopted and

i continued by the wgnstitutions*’ in the area ot reglon of the project's location.

“To achieve this purpose, appro: .mately 14 grants will be awarded to public d
private nonprofit agencies, institutions, consortia, etc, for the full scale

+ design, development, and implementation of environmental education projects
decling with specific environmental ifssues and focusing primarily on secondary

' school programs. These projects will operate in selected local sducation agencies
and involve the participation of key persons in education, public interest, State
and regional planning, and business and professionsl associations, The expertise

! demanded of these persons as & group will be comprehensive, covering avery facet

; of the pruject, including personnel and niterials development, technicel assistance

and documentation and evaluation of the project. -

Approximately $3,250,000 or more will be awarded for the competitive, comprehen-

1 atve, multi~year projects. The remaining funds, up to $250,000, will be allocated

1 for mandated energy contests which will be administered as a contract activity.

1G 2
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9. TolscoQ;;nicattoni'Domonltrnttons ] Rl
(Communicationa Act of 1934, Section 395A. as amended)

1979 Estimgte 1980 .
Budget Budpet increase or
" Pos. Authoricy Authorization Pos . Authority Dacrease
-==1/  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 ' -==l/  $1,000,000 -
lf This program {s administered in t Otfice of the Secretary.

Puvpose and method of aénrntlons

To demonstrate models in non-broadcast communications technology (cable, sarellite,
microwave, closed-circuit telavision, etc.) which have potential tor increasing the
distribution of health, education, and welfare informational services to greuter
numbers of clients, for providing services of higher qualitys and for delfvaring
these services economically, a program of grants {s authorized to be adrinistered by
the Office of the Sacretary. -Grant award pariods may not exceed three years. Appli-
cations are evaluifed by teams of in-house readers representing HEW, and also NASA
aund FCC, uttQ three of the members evaluating for social walfare gybstance and con-
tent, and ane or two mombers evaluating for technical feanibiltty.

1980 budget policy

To provide for about eight or nine talecommungcations demonstrations models, the
same number chat will be funded under the fiscal year 1979 appropriation, $1,000,000
{s requested to be administered by the Office of the Secretary. Pour of 'the awards
in both fiscal years 1979 and 1980 will be continuations of projeces begun in the
previous fiscal year.
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! ‘108, Ellender Fellowehips
N (P.L. 92.506)

1979 Estimate 1980
. Sudget Budget Increase ot
. Poa. Authoeity Authorizetion Poa., Authority Decreeae
T . we- $1,000,000 $1,000,000 - 7 aee -$1,000,000

Purpose and mathod of operetions .

7o increase the underatending of the Federel government among sscondary achool
students, taschers, snd the compunities they reprsssnt, funds are providad to the
Clora Up Poundation of Washington, D, C, The Foundation then awerds fellowahips
to ‘cconoutccuy disadvanteged secondary school studsnts ({.e., average family .
- {ncome i ebout $8,500) end their teachers. The communitiea in which the fellows
ships are sarded ere chosen annuelly by ths Foundation's board of directors on
the besis of ar equiteble nonlph*: and urben/rural representetion, comsunity
interest, snd the aveilability of matching funds from othar sourcea in the come
sunity, Each aecondery achool in the selectad communitiss racaivas one student
and one teacher fellowship which can be shared as partiel fellowahips. Studenta
ere further aelected on the besia of their intereat in the objsctives of the
program and teechers ere selected by principala, These studants end teechera
apend one week in Weahington meeting with leedera from the thrae branchea of
govermment, ' . ,
&
1980 budget policy s

In past years, communities participeting in the Cloae Up program heve actuelly

contributed moat of the funds for ita operation, including the srovision of fellow=

ships for low=-income students. Ths continuetion of such community interest i# not

expected to depend prizarily upon Ellander Fellowship funding. Rether, this type

of rasponsiveness indicetes the capacity of loce! organizetions end {natitutions

to either continue working with ths Cloae Up Poundation or to institute activitiee
. {denticel or eimiler to Close Up.

In fiscel yeer 1979, about 2,500 fellowships will be aupportsd from the amounts
cpprqpultcd.

v
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11, Ethnic Heritage Studies

. (Eiementary and Secondary Education Act, Title IX, Part E)
H

. 1979 Estimate . 1980

i Budget Budget Increase or
05, Autlioraty Authorization Pon. Authority Decrease

s $2,000,000 ) $15,000,000 3 ~—— -$2,000,000

Purpose and method of operat {ons

To provide tor a greater understandin

-

g of the diverse culture and heritage of_;he
Nation. grants are awarded for the development and dissemination of curricular

marerials dealing with ethnic heritage studies, for the formal and non-forma!
tratning of persons to use those materials, and for comnunity activities unders
taken by organizdtions with special interests in othnic groups. These etforts
will atford students 41 Opportunity to learn more about their own and other
ethnic groups and to work towards reducing soctal divisiveness. Awards can be
made to publtc and private nonprofit educational agenctes, institutions, and

orpanizations. Competition {s nat{onal in scope, with awards being determined
by outside readers who are experts {n the fieid.

1980 budget policy

No funds are requested for the program, consistent with completion of the phase~
out begun in tiscal year 1979, Projects {n this general area gre eligible for
funding under ¢ Broad range of programs admin{stered by the National Endowment

tor the Humanities. In tigral year 1979, the conclustor ot the Office of Education
role will be the tunding of approximately 50 new awards, with special emphasis on
“raining and materials development. Over the past six years., the more than $12.5

m{{lion approprtated tor this program has funded bt *-eds of awards for thess
types of activities.
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Elementary and Secondary Fducation
Title I, Educationally Deprived “*hildren
$tate or i 1978 Advance 1479 "advance " TTIEG Advance
Outlying Areas for 1979 1/ for 1980 2/ for 1981 L/.°
TOTAL _ $2,715,000,000 $1,078,382,000  _ __...$3,076,382,000
Alabaas 65,611,919 63, 601,805 68,468,158
Alaska 6,551,4Y9, 6,835,770 6,885,216
Arizona 29,214,325 31,145,403 : 11,002,645
Arkansas 41,723,791 43,995,101 43,916,293
California 239,429,638 266,816,887 266,156,791
Colorada 25,628,844 27,403,940 27,376,297
Connecticut 24,330,875 26,557,424 26,510,265
=" Delaware 8,181,426 B, 750,139 8,730,312
% Florida 102,615,187 100,471,428 100,303,740
Georgla 72,457,876 13,958,504 75,813,256
Hawail 9,026,624 10,910,453 10,890,499
Idahao 8,508,055 4,927,24) 8,913,932
T e, 111linots 119,530,445 129,160,075 129,130,941
= Indisna 16,570, 327 37,723,545 37,656,137
Towa 21,K06, 960 26,976,267 < 24,928,536
Kansau & 20,709,016 21,716,971 21,677,400
Kentucky 54,071,587 36,671, 8eh 56,507,107
, louisiana 17,950 nit 81,041,274 oft, 918,124
Maine 12,0b9 034 12,554, B44 12,53%,713
Maryland 45,416, 508 4h,923,951 46,837,928
Massachugetts b1, 168, 44 T TN BRIy 64,404,507
Michigan 109,515, 3.9 121,610, 910 123,789,371
Minnesota §7,060,530 M, h77,83% 18,604,955
Miysiasippl AG 070, 34 br, 20/ 874 68,078,380
Missouri- 47,003,600 48,916,956 48,825,739
Montana 9,449,724 9,821,712 9,8(\6.488
Nebraska 14,155,319 15,212,780 15,184,311
Nevada 4,008, 65 4,074,329 4,067,761
New Hampshire h,bht HI 4,742,615 4,734,667
New Jersey 743,700, 485 74,4945, 560 74,810,435
New Mexico KT L 26,333,762 213,995,496
New York 254,539, 106 217,509, %00 277,051,006
North Carolina ' B2,543,7175 89,991, 106 85,745,664
North Dakota 7,847 000 8,533, 845 8,528,802
Ohlo 82,167,178 86,350 758 86,400,581
Ok lahoma 31,020,634 2N, 0 33,209,878
Oregon 28 617,571 240277 314 29,229,576
Pennsvivania 123,21 A9Y 142,940, h08 132,299,153
Rhode [sland 9,046,621 9,797,947 9,740,067
South Caroltna 51,076,602 5, 497,507 53,295,300
. v,
1GY
o .
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State or o 1978 advance -¥\ 1979 Advance “TT1980 Advance
Outlying Areas for 1979 1/ for 1980 2/ for 1981 3}/
South Dakota $ 9,304,607 $ 9,040,430 $ 9,023,568
Tennesser 60,152.425% 62,714,840 62,594,004
Texas 211,464,820 221,218, 182 220,867,737
Ueah 8,783,312 9,246,479 9,229,789
Vermont 9,435,478 5,660,608 5,631,964
trgtntd 60,331,346 al, 772,877 61,655,844
Washington 16,100,992 47,562,634 17,501,901
Wekt vYirginia 26,608,449 271,731,133 27,677,921
Wisconsin 43,104,710 46,069, 119 45,984,197,
Wyoming 4,265,082 4, 368,793 4,361,562
bistrict of Columbia 16,595,573 17,506,146 17,774,644
Puerto Ri.o 73,739,378 98,u04,069 97,813,822
American Samoa )
Guam ) '
Northern Marfanas) 171,326,124 31,090, 850 14,999, 7624/
Trust Territory )
Virgin lslands )
BIA }
Evalustion & Studtes 12,250,000 15, 706,900 16,996,000
Und{gtributed 1,346,523 - e—-
Reserve : ——- 149,353,095 147,422,639

1/ Total appropriation $2,735,000,000 (obligated under P.L. 89-10, as amended by

P.L. 93-380); pPare A: 52,722,750,000 with $27,847,566 for Administration,
$337,848, 384 for State Agencles, and $2,355,707,527 for local education agencies;
Part D and Studles: SlZ.zSU,OQO; currently undistributed: $1,346,523.

2/ Total appropriation $3,078,382,000 (to be vbligated under P.L. 89-10, .as amended

by PyL. 95-561); Part A, Subpart 1: $2,508,699,597; Part ': 3160,105,308; State
Administration set-aside (Sec, 194): $44,318,000; Evaluation get-aside (Sec. 183)
$14,456,000; GEPA Section 417(a)(2): $1,250,000. An amount of $149,353,095 is
reserved for Part A, Subpart 1, Section 111{(a)(3)(D), (SIE distribution) pending
final certification of data from thé Department of Commerce. From that amount, ’
additional payments for State administration will also be made,

3/ lotal appropriation §3,078, 382,000 (to be obligated under P.L. B9-10, as amended

by P.L. 95-561); Part A, Subpart 1: $2,510,678,159; Part B: $357,105,308; State
dmin{stration get-aside (Sec. 194): $44,269,994: coordination of Migrant
Educaticn activities (sec. las): $3,Z00,000; Evaluation set-aside (Sec. 181):
$14,456,000; GEPA Section 417(a)(2): $1,250,000. An amount of $147,422,639 is
reserved for Part A, Subpart 1, sSection 111 (a)( (D), (SIE distribution) pending
final certification of data from the Department of Comwerce. From that amount,
addttional payments for State Administration will aluo be made,

4/ The $4& milllon {n«rease In the estimated Outlying Arsa allocatfon in 1989 results

from the anticipated timing of the 19/9 Supplemental Appropriation for
$258,000,000. The basic law prevides that the Outlying Area allocation be cpl-
culated at one percent of the total payments under Part E including the Conceu-
tration Grant funds, but must byg paid out of the LEA funds excluding the
Concentration Grant funds, Since wo assume that the Supplemental appropriation
for Concentration Grants may not be available when the allocations are caltvulated
fn Fobruary-March 1979, the Concentration Grant amount will not be {ncluded in
izhe base for making the calculation. Later, i{f the Concentration Grants are
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appropriated by the Congress, these toncentration Grante are not to be used
for funding the Outlying Arca allocation.
-

5/ Although the total amount appropriated for thin part of Title 1 is identical in

both fiscal year 1979 and fiacal year 1980, and although the most recent enroll~
sent and current expenditure data is used for each of those years, the 50 States ’
ahow decreassa in 1980 for the following two reasons:

-= As noted in #4 above, the base for calculation of the one percent for
Qutlying Areas granta in 1979 will exclude the requested supplemental,
and thus less funda will be taken from the total amount available to local
education egencies in the States in 979 than in 1980 in order to fund
the Outlying Areas.

-= In 1980 the $3,200,000 for the Migrant Student Record Transfer System
is being allocated directly for that purpose rather than being first
allocated to the States and then net aside from those State allocations.
Therefors, comparably speaking, there i no reduction, since the 1979

amounts would ultimately be reduced in aggregate by the same amount of
$3,200,000.,

.

Note: Deteil within the above.difres 1s slightly different from that indicated in

the Title I narrative, because the above tables are bamed upon the most

recent actusl data whict is available State by State, as opposed to the use [
{n the narrative of anticipated nattonal totals, for which thers is no State

by State data. The natiomal figures thus do not lend themsclves to

{ncorporation in these tables. Even the most recent actual figures will be /
subject to reviaion prior to obligational availability of thesa funda. 2

I
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Elementary and Secondary Education

Title 1, Grants for Difnadvanmged )

Grants for Local Fducarional Agencies in Counties with Fspecilally
High Concentrations of Children from Low-income Families

\

State or 1978 Advance 1979 Advance 1980 Advance
Outlying Areas for 1979 for 19801/ for 19812/
R —
TOTAL —- $258,000, 000 $400,000,000
’
Alabria -—- 6,482,921 9,899,827
Alaaks - 651,401 1,009,925
Arizona Ed 2,754,071 4,192,893
Arkansgs -—- 3,153,096 4,800,383
California --- 31,726,994 48,302,287
Colorado - 1,207,336 1,838,091
Connecticut --- 2,639,776 4,018,887
Delawsre - 651,401 1,009,925
Florida -— 8,135,535 12,385,824
Georgia ——- 5,863,645 8,927,019
Hawaii —— 1,210,181 1,842,422
ldaho —— 651,401 1,009,925
Illinots -——- 13,149,140 20,018,711
indtans : --- 1,465,395 2,230,968
Towa ——- 651,401 1,009,925
Kanaas - 651,401 1,009,925
Kentucky -— 4.198,529 6,391,987
Louiaisna -— 7,914,956 12,050,007
Maine -—- 651,401 1,009,925
Maryland -a- 4,183,733 3,369,462
Masaachuaetts ——- 6,162,536 9,382,062
Michigan —— 11,247,486 17,123,566
Minneaota -—- 1,350,719 2,056,382
Misaisaippi - 6,651,208 10,126,032
Missouri —-— 3,630,577 5,527,318
Montans - 651,401 1,009,925
Nebraaka - 651,401 1,009,925
Nevada -—- 651,401 1,009,925
Nev Hampshire -—- 651,401 1,009,925
Nev Jeraey ——— 6,933,032 10,555,090
Nev Mexico -—- 1,732,307 2,637,325
Nev York .—- 371,224,605 56,672,041
North Carolinas -—— 5,405,024 8,228,197
North Dakota --- 651,401 1,009,925
Chio -——- 6,200,261 9,419,494
Oklahoma . ) 2,079, 262 3,165,540
Oregoen i‘» 924,367 1,407,289
Pennaylvantis ~—- 11,026,525 16,787,169
Rhode 1sland - 802,101 1,221,150
South Csrolina -- 4,337,962 6,604,265
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Stata or 1978 Advance 1979 Advance 1980 Auvan ©
Outlying Aresa for 1979 for 19801/ for 1981z/
*

South Dakota ——— 651,401 1,009.9.5

Tennaasaee - 9,449,675 8,287,641

Taxad ——— 17,032,994 25,931,626

Utah - 651,401 1,00%,925

Versont -—- 651,401 1,009,925

Virginia - 3,457,083 5,263,186

Waehington ——- . 2,012,713 3,064,225

Weet Virginia .- 1,644,817 2,504,127

Wisconein ' - 2,152,609 3,217,208.
Wyoming -—- 651,401 1,009,925

pletrict of Columbia - 2,507,359 3,81%,2v.

Puarto Rico wae 12,894,428 26,533,510

1/ Total appropriation $258,000,000; Section 117: 5252,916,260; State
Administration eet-aaide (Section 194): $3,793,715; Evaluation aet-aside

(Section 183): $1,290,000; undistributed: $25. Purauant to Section 197, the
amount by which the allocation to Puerto Rico exceeds 150 parcent of its
previous yesr's allocation, eatinated to be 54,219,685, has been made avail-
able for rediatribution to other States. Pursuant to proposed sppropriation
language, thia rediatribution 1s under Bection 117, within the above amounts,
rather than under Section 111 as provided uader the authorizing legislation.

2/ Total appropriation $400,000,000; Section 117: $352,118,227; State Administration
set-aside (Saction 194): $5,881,751; Evaluation set-aside (Section 183):
$2,000,000; undiatributed: $22.
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Title 1V, Part C, Inprovement in Local Educational Practice
(formerly Fducational Innovatlonland Support)

168

Elvmentary and Sccondary' Education

Actual 1978 Advance for 1979

and Estimated 1979 Advande for 1980 1/

Comparable Amount Used for:

Iaprovement Strengthening
in Stace

State or State Local Fducation Fducationa 1980 Adv.n?u
Outlying Areas AIlocatloq4%£ ' Practice 3 Management 2 for 1981 3
— $197,400, 000 §146,051,629 $50,850,000 $146, 400,000
Alabama 3,245,026 2,333,149 911,857 2, 345,986
Alaska 840,537 399,166 441,371 399,166
Arizona 1,991,519 1,319,389 672,130 1,335,879
Arkansas 1,629,993 1,141,047 688,946 1,167,694
Caltfornia 17,816,121 14,423,433 3,392,688 14,423,413
Colorado 2.72},452 1,478,900 742,552 1,496,743
Connectfcut 2,655, 359 1,830,252 825,107 1,846,791
Delaware 936,657 510,488 476,169 510,488
Flori{da 6,375,086 5,040,584 1,334,502 5,040,584
Georgia 4,472,573 3,373,887 1,098,686 3,379,433
Hawaii 1,121,125 612,474 507,651 612,474
ldaho 1,101,332 594,443 504,809 594,443
Lllinois 9,709,119 7,763,487 1,945,632 7,763,487
Indiana 4,721,050 3,535,519 1,185,531 3,543,351
lowa 2,521, 849 1,703,836 818,013 1,722,180
Kansas 2,006,697 1,282,689 724,008 1,296,297
Kentucky 2,989,133 2,129,831 859, 302 2,143,120
Louisfana 3,701, 184 2,164,123 937,061 2,770,848
Mafne 1,260,105 712,475 547,630 713,938
Maryland 3,671,516 2,687,716 981,800 2,698,546
Massachusettes 4,910,188 3,743, 13 T 166,515 3,746,720
Michigan 8,325,415 6,537,033 1,7%8,777 6,537,033
Minnesota 3,586,218 2,603,409 482,809 2,615,663
Mississippt 2,251,121 1,516,447 714,634 1,533,202
Miggourt 4,008,998 2,938,865 1,070,133 2,950,376
Montana 1,090,050 396,640 503,410 *£5,640
Nebranka 1,551, 74] 945, 747 605,999 9:2,10°
Hevada 947,17 415,441 471,713 478,401
New Hampshire 1,088,720 591,454 435,260 59.,454
New Jeraey 6,293,497 4,919,724 1,373,7.3, 4,919,724
New Mexfco 1,331,960 64,079 567,481 772,756
New York 15,027,253 t.. 190 561 2,736,690 12,290,563
North Carolina 4,695,060 3, 3,..7 1,161,753 3,539,093
North Dakota 1,034,899 Say, 248 485,651 549,248
Ohio 4,356,802 7, 388,425 +, 968,373 7,388,429
Oklahoma ..265,9%6 1,47¢,7%0 792,97, 1,493,906
Oregon 1,918,024 1,215,753 707,291 1,235,788
Pennyyivania 9,715,029 7,769,004 1,966,0!5 7,769,004
Rhode Inland 1,190, 46 3 673,711 516, 752 673,711
South Caroltna 2,581,187 1,/8.,632 799,535 1,797,517

. «
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“TActnal 1978 Advance for 0719 7

_and 5. imated 1979 Advance for 1980 L/

_aComparabie Amount Uned for:
. Improvement Strenpthening
in State
State or State Local REducationsl Educatlonal 1980 Advance
¢ Qutlying Areas  Allocatlon 2/ _pragtice Y Management %/ for l_Q_B'_l_i?
South Dakota $ 1,067,905 $ 570,756 5 497,144 $ 570,756
Tennessee 1,589,926 J.h14,6%1 975,295 2,626,244
Texas 11,161,765 H,950,860 2,200,905 8,951, 860
Utah 1,394,337 713,41 SHY, 876 183,667 -
Vermont 915,881 458, 2un 457,681 458, 300
Virgintia 4,346,481 3,256,632 1,089,849 3,361,718
- Washington 3,092,974 2,175,586 917,188 2,191,501
West Virgluia 1,104,292 . 1,055,907 . 650 2385 1,062,709
~ Wisconsin 4,161,051 3,122, 362 1,038,689 3,128, 788
Wyoming 851,161 407,210 445,931 407,230
District of Columbia 1,060,411 W11,4% 488,981 571,430
Puerto Rico 3,218,066 2,611,091 615,975 2,603,091
American Saroa 215,168 122,670 92,498 122,670
Northern Marfianan 55,296 55,296 ——- 55,296
Guam 389,502 - 284,872 104,670 286,513
. Virgin lslunds 362, 386 265,292 97,094 267,214
Trust Territory 393,446 286,683 106,763 288,835
Bureau of [ndfan
Affalirs 542,318 542,318 -— 542,318
Undiatributed 698,371 498,171

1/ Because the 1978 and 1979 apprupriation are ldentical at $190

million plus $7.4

million for hold harmless purpuses, and hecause the most recent population and
enroliment data currently dvailable {s that used for distribution of the fiscal
year 1978 appropriation, the tahles are fdentical for hath years it thia noint {n
time. As more recent data bucomes available, the 1979 allocation will he finalized

and may be slightly different,

2/ Disteibutionof $130,000,000, with one percent 151,881 ,188) of the

50 States, D.C., and

Puerto Rico amount reserved for the uutlving areas and BIA, and distributed to

thoie arean on the hasis of the Fall, 1976, elementary and secondary public and

non-public total enrollment for those arevas: and the remainde:
’ basts of the 5-17 population, luly I, 1976, far the 50 States,

distributed on the
n.¢. and Puerto

Rico. Additional amount added by the Congress to {naure that no State would
recrive less than it received in the previous vear. The 1979 actual a}locatxon
may require the ude of additional hold harmless funds, currently shown ay

undistributed.

y/ Tatal allocations less the toral of t{4eal vear 1977 allutments under Pol. g§0-10,

Title V, Party A and B,

47 Flacal year 1973 aliotments tor ESFA [ltle V, whicn have hven the cvunrtomsry
amount whirh Statea have rederved tor thie activiey, pursuant to ESEA
Section 403(a)(R)(C) prior to the 1978 Amendmentq and ESEA Sectfon 404{a)(9) in

the 1978 Amendments.

Q .
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3/ Ptucal year 1978 and 1979 “'comparable amount” (Column 2) plus distribution of -
-additional amount avaflable {5348,371) to those Sy -+ ‘w#which, under a purs appli-
cation of the Title IV-C formula at a level of $14t o miilion, would hate received
more than their fiscal year 1978 and 197, ‘comparsble amount." The total excludes
$51,000,000 which will be allocated under the aythority of Title V-B, Strengthen~

\ ing State Educational Management. . o

*
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- Tukspbay, MarcH 27, 1979.
- SCHOOIL. ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFEC’I‘ED AREAS

_ WITNESSES
~. THOMAS MINTER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER FOR ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION S

HERMAN R. GOLDBERG, ACTING ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER,
STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
WILLIAM L. STORMER, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF SCHOOL AS.
. SISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS
()()Rz}r P. BEEBE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF PLANNING AND BUD-
GETING |
BRUCE ‘S. WOLFF, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGIS-
. LATION, DESIGNATE
£'~:,(“g§yl-l~'.'l‘lAM DINGELDEIN, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF BUDGET
7 TYANALYSIS, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR MANAGE-
 MENT AND BUDGET -
" MARY F. BERRY. ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION

Mr. NATCHER. The committee will come to order.

We take up at this time School Assistance in Federally Affected
Areas. We have before the committee Mr. Thomas Minter, the
Deputy Commissioner for Elementary and Secondary Education,
along with Dr. Berry and others, who will justify this request for
the committee.

I believe you have a statement, Mr. Minter, which we will place
in the record in its entirety at this point. If you would, please, just
highlight this for us. .

[The statement follows:]

(17hH
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» DEPARTINIT OF NEALTH, EDUCATION AND VELFAKE
Office of Education
Blopraphical Sketch
NAMRE : Thomas K. Muter
1]
poOsSiTION ¢ Deputy Comaissioner for Llerentary and
Secondary tducation, U.8. Office of Education
BIRTHPLACE
AND DATE : Braonx, W.w York - June 28, 1924
EDUCATION H B.S., New York Univarsity, 1949
H.A., New York Univursity, 1950
§.M.M., Union Thrological Seminaty, New Yovk, 1930
Ed.D., Harvard Universirty, 1971
FXPERIENCE
Present ! Deputy Conzissioner
Bureau of Elerentary & Szcondary Education
U.§. Ofiice of Education
1/15-4117 Superintendent of Sehools, Wilmington, Delowave
1/72-6/75 3 Supérintondent.'Dlstrlcc Seven, Philadelphia, Pa.
6/70~1/72 : Director, Pennsylvania Advancement School,
Philodelphia, Pa,
7/68-6/70 ! Administrative Assistant to Superintendent,
District Seven, Fhiladelphia, lenasylvania
"8/67-6/49 :

Administrative Assisiant to Director 'of Field Services
Boston, Massachusetts .

Consultant, Officc of Educational Liaison
Human Resources Administration, New York

Research Assfseant, Special Projects & Coordinatot
Title 11 Program, Office of Superintendent, Hedford, Mags.

Teacher & Acting Chiirman, Music Denpartewat
Benjania Franklin lhigh School, Fast Haglew, H.Y.

Teachet of Choral and General Musie . .

James Oths Joandur Uik School, East Haclem, NLY.
b

Instructor, Choval & Inatrucental Music

Maryland State Teachiers College, Bowic, Maryland
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ADDITTONAL ) '
EXPERLENCE: Coasultant to Superintendent of Schools,
- Lo fortland, Oregon

Tri-Conmunity Desegregation Problem Cliniec,
En;:lewoed, lNew Jersey

- Consultant to University of Pittsburgh
Learning Research and Development Center

Carter/Mondale Transition Planning Group-Education
Washington, D.C., December 1976

PUBLICATIONS: Intermediate School 201, Manhattan: Center of
Controversy. Canbridge Publications Qffice,
Harvard Graduate School of Education, 1967

A Study of the Nou York City Board of Education
Doonstration Projects: 15 201, Two dridaas
Ocean Will-Brownsviilc. Gasbridge, Gectober 10, 1967

The Role of Conflict §n the Development Operation
s . of Two Now York Citv Dacentralized School Projects
August 1968

Statcment, pages 28-36, inc., in Covering the
Ll Deseprepation Storvi Current Expericncas and

Issues

Article: "How Does A District Mobilize for Deseare=
gation?" in School Desegregation: Making Tt Work,
Robert L. Creen, ed., Collepe of Urban bevelopment,
Michigan State University, East Lansing, Mich.
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DEPAkTHENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
Office of Fducation
Statement by Deputy Commissioner for Elementary and Secondary Education

on

Sch~n! Azsistance in Federally Affected Areas

Mr, Chairman and Members of the Committec:

I welcome this opportunity to appear Before you on the School
Assistance in Federally Affected Areas appropyiacion. We are requesting
$528 million in fiscal year 1980, a veduction of SZSB.I million be£;w
the 1979 level. The request includes $495 million for Maintenance and
Operations, an; $33 million for Construction. We believe in a time of
budget austerity, scarce education dollars wouid be better spent on
programs that target Federal funds more effectively on educational
needs. Consequently, we wish to reduce spending for those activities
;hich are less essential and concentrate our efforts eisewhere in the
budget, for example, by expanding Title I of the Elementatf and Secon-

dary Education Act. - .

Maintenance and Operations

In fiscal year 1950, the major emphasis of the budget will be to
compensate those school districts which ;re aignificanily impacted by
the Federal government in that they have a number of children whose
parents both live and work on Federal property, This policy recognizes
the loss to a local community of both 8 residential and industrial tax
bagse to support the educational needs of these children, most of whom

live o military bases with parents in the Uniformed Services or live on

Ly
~1
\
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Indian lands. For these "A" children, we are requesting $399 million
which will provide payments through the second payment tier. This
smount provides for the expanded elipgibility of heavily impacted Super
"AP gistricts and increased entitlement ¢ children living on Indian
lands, two provisjons that were added by the _?}«i_xx_ggt_i_gn_.'o\xxx_ex\dmex\ts of
1978, - :

We are requesting $70 million to provide the full cost of educating
children who reside on Federal property in States where, due to State
law or for other reasons, local school districts are unable to provide
suitable free public education for such children (Section 6), Almost
all of these children live on military bases.

An additional $14 million 15 requested to make payments through the
second payment tier under minor provisions of the law, Sectloq 2--Federal
acquisition of real property--and Section 3(e)--adjustments for decreases
in Federal activities. 7

Under this propsal, we expect to fund approximately 2,100 eligible .
Section 2 and 3 disrricts clalmlq& approximately 355,000 children.

Finally, an amount of $12 million is requested for major 'disaster
payments in anticipation of disaster claims in fiscal year 1980,

We do not propose to compensate school districts for "g" children
in 1980. Most of these children live on private property in the conunity
and their parents pay local property taxes which support the school
system. Some of these children are associated with low-rent housing

projects which we do not believe constitute a Federally imbosed burden.

For those few low-rent housing "A" children, we are requesting that

4403 O -9 12
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payments be limited to the amount pald in 1979, To prevent further \\

inequities, funds are not being requested for any of the hold-tarmless

provision.. s

+ Lonstruction '

In [}scal year 1980, we are requesting $33 million for the Impact
Aid construction program. These funds wiil enable us to provide construc-
tion assistance for unhoused children.’

Significant emphasis is placsd on the cunstructioé of school
facilities fur children residing on Indian lands, with a request for 517 ’
million, and on school Eonstruction which local educatiénal agencies
cannot provide for children residing on certain Federal ptoperties,,
qith_h request for $13 willion.

The balance of the request, $3 million, is for schools on local
property heavily impacted with Federslly-connected children.

It is estimnted that the budget request will provide approximatcly

<
11 facilities to house 5,900 children.

I will be happy to answer any questiol. yu.. may huve.

ERIC 1749 - v
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BUDGET REQUEST

Dr. MiNTER. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I wouid like to make a few

_comments. Our tota. request is in the amount of $528 million. This

is a reduction of $288.1 million beiow the 1979 level. However, this
includes $495 million for maintenance and operations and $33 mil-
lion for construction. A rationale for the reduction is that in a time
of budget austerity we believe scarce education dollars should be
targeted upon educational- needs. Therefore, elsewhere in this
budgei we have expanded Title I of the Elementary and Secondary

+ Act.

For maintenance and operations, Public Law 81-874, for 1980, we
propose to compensate those school districts in which there are a
number of children whose parents both live and work on Federal
property. Most of these A children and their parents live on mili-
tary bases or on Indian lands. For these A children we are request-
ing,$399 million. This will provide payments through the second
tier and for super A districts made up mainly of children on Indian
lands and military‘bases. This request also funds the expanded
eligibility for heavily impacted districts and the increased entitle-
ment for children on Indian lands as provided by the Education
Amendments of 1978, i '

We are also asking $70 million which is the full cost of educating
children residing on certain Federal property. These are the Sec-
tion 6 schools mostly on military bases where local school districts
are unable to provide suitable free public education. We are also
requesting $14 million for special sections to compensate for a
decrease in Federal children and also for property that has been
taken off the tax rolls.

Finally, we are requesting $12 million for major disasters. We do
not, Mr. Chairman, propose to compensate B children.

Under construction, Public Law 81-815, we are requesting a total
of $33 million. Under Section 5 of this act we are requesting $3

. million to go to local school systems that are asgociated with mili-

tary bases. Under Section 10, we are requesting $13 million primar-
ily for military installations and facilities on such installations that
are owned by the Federal Government. For Section 14, $17 million,
which will be distributed by grants to LEAs serving mainly chil-
dren who are residing on Indian lands.

This concludes my summary, Mr. Chairman, and my colleagues
and I will be happy to answer your questions.

Mr. NATCHER. Tl);ank you. Mr. Minter.

"B CATEGORY CHILDRE 1

Mr. Minter, I was late attending our regular hearing this morn-
ing due to the fact that I had to attend another meeting pertaining
to certain Army matters. During this meeting the question of
category B payments was brought up. One of the members of the
meeting presented to me a ietter that carries about 100 signatures
of members in the House complaining that impact aid insofar as
category B is concerned is completely omitted in_the budget for
1980 for the Department of Health. Education, and Welfare.

This has disturbed a great many members in the House, and [
know it has in the Jenate. I just brought this letter along with me

ISy )
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from the other meeting. I know that you would be interested in

seeing the list of the members in the House that are very much

concerned about it. :

As you recall, last year we had to restore a little over $400
~ million in the bill. It was sent to us because we knew at that time,
the same as we know this morning; the House will not accept an
appropriation bill for the Department of Labor and for the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare that completely omits
category B impact aid.

The thing that I do not understand, Dr. Berry, when ti.y agree
to reauthorize these programs such as elementary and secondary
education, which they did last year, and as you know impact aid is
a part of the overall education legislation, why they would agree to
authorize the expenditure of the funding from category A and
category B and then present a budget within a matter of months
that completely omits category B.

I know that as far as some in the Administration are concerned,
- they are not in favor of category B. But it is a part of the law,

reat.thorized in the calendar year of 1978, and here we are again

with no mms% in the budget for category B children. This, to me,

-

is a serious Mistake. As I have explained-to the Secretary and
others, it places our committee in a vulnerable position when we
- are trying to hold the line as far as the budget i3 concerned.

You heard me say, Dr. Berry, this bill has been vetoed 7 times

since 1969. My friend Bob Michel and I do not want this bill vetoed
. this ycar, and the same applies to the other members on my- left
'\ and on my right. We want to bring out a bill that the House and
“Senate will accept and one that President Carter will sign. But this
is not a step in the right direction when you come in and complete-

ly drop out $320 million. ' '

Why wouldn't you put in $100 million or £150 million or $200
millioq, to give us something to work with, Mr. Minter, instead of

- - completely omitting category B? The track record for 10 years is
enough to warn and to indicate that the House and the Senute will
not accept it. You kitow it is not acceptable to them. .

It is just a matter of saying we are not going to accept it. You
b'd up a large military reservation, you have 8 or 10 or 15
couaties involved, you dump all these chiidren into a school system:
in a county that is having difficulty with education costs and say to
them, “Take the children.” People in this country will not accept
it, and I think the budget is a serious mistake.

As T pointed out, the basic law for impact aid was amended last

ear,
. y EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 147x

For the record. list the major changes tha: affect budget require-
ments for the program. What were the changes now, if you would,
Mr. Minter, you or your associates”

Dr. MinTER. The major changes for the program are budgetarily
that the A children will receive an increase of $36 million. This is a
figure that inciudes increases for inflation, for children who are in
the super A category, and for children residing on Indian lands.

\‘l~ J\)}‘




Under special provisions, we aré holding constant there. These
are the monies for payments_to districts that have had a partial
loss of tax base or substantial .pupil loss. In payments to Federal
agencies, which are Section 6 schools, we have requested an in- -
crease of $6.5 million. Some of the hold-harmless provisions, as you
know, Mr. Chairman, were eliminated by the Education Amend-
ments while another hold harmless was included. We do not pro-

se to fund the hold harmless provisions and have reduced the

udget there by $33.6 million.

For disaster assistance we are requesting, as in the past, the
same amount, $12 million.

I might also mention that the Indian entitlement has been in-
creased by 25 percent in 1980, which means a total amount of 125
percent to assist children on Indian lands to receive a better basic
education. .

Dr. BEray. Mr. Chairman, the changes in the legislation which
increase the cost of the program—I will list yuickly—public hous-
ing payments provided in tier 2 and not used for Title I projects;
and the definition of a heavily impacted district has been .expand-
ed. All of these increase costs..There is a ‘repeal of the absorption

rovision, increased payment for Indian children, a new old-

armless provision and payments for children whose parents live
in embassies or on property owned by foreign governments. The
legislation does reduce the requirements for 100 percent funding of

tier 2 to 65 percent.
“B"’ PAYMENTS

If I may also, Mr. Chairman, respond to your general question as
to why we are recommending a decrease in the B payments despite
the fact we keep marching up the Hill with impact aid and march-
ing dewn the Hill with our heads bloodied and bowed, we did that
because we thought that was a responsible approach to budget
covstraints. It would have cost us another $543 million to complete-
ly fund these payments and in view of our needs to-target some
more funds on the concentration provision in Title I, which will
give more money to some of the districts that will be losing money
for the B children, this is why we proposed the reductions. We
certainly urge that the committee and the Congress go along with

them this time.
LOW-RENT HOUSING

Mr. Natcuer. Dr. Berry, as you well know, public housing was
given a much more favorable position in the reauthorization last
year than 1t had occupied up to that time. The Mayor of New York
City will appear before this committee next month when the wit-
nesses from the outside agpear to testify to the committee showir-g
the effect on New York City as far as the public housing/pért of
category A and category B are concerned. _

What is wrong with category B?

Dr. BERRy. We would just remind New York City, Mr. Chairman,
that they will receive much more in terms of increased funding for
their poorest children under concentration than they ever would:
have imagined, and that while there is a reduction in B payments,
the fact it does not have to be used for Title I-type payments now
means they are prohably better off getting the funding under con-
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centration. We have numbers that we can submit on how much
more they will be getting under the concentration proposal.

“B" PAYMENTS

Mr. NATCHER. Since you presented to us a budget that completely
omits payments in the category B level, why are you against in-
cluding any money in this bill for category B? Why «id you com-
pletely omit it? We are going to have to answer that question. Why
did you omit it? _

Dr. MINTER. One of our reasons, Mr. Chairman, is that parents
in category B do pay local-and Staie taxes, so we felt that States
and localities are receiving tax relief from these parents.

Mr. NATCHER. That is the same argument that we have heard all
down through the years. It did not criginate last year in 1978. You
know, you build these large military reservations all around the
country and you have a parent who lives in a rented home, who
pays no taxes,"who works on a military reservation, he has 5

children in the Jocal school system, the school district just can’t

absorb all these children without additional financing.

Dr. BErny. We came up last year with what was I guess a more
reasonable proposal. The short answer to why we came up with
this proposal this year is budeet constraints, fiscal consiraints with
the amount of money that -« w-re targeted to use in this budget
ard the oth:r requirements. ihat is the shortést answe: we can
give you, Mr. Chairman. :

Mr. NATCHER. As you peupie we!! kiiow, around military bases ™~

we have a lot of Wat.30ry B children. These districts have a lim:ted
local tax base. You can check that and you will find it to be true.
Won’t your budget proposal force them to ciose some schools or
sharply curtail their educgtion program?

Dr. MiNTER. We would hope rct, Mr. Chairma -, bui that might
happen, yes.

Mr. NATCHER. It not only might, but will.

Mr. DINGELDEIN. Mr. Chairman, let-me just add that when you
look at the impact of the reduction of $320 million you find that it
is spread very lightly throughout the cruntry, for the most part.
There are only a sinall percentage of districts that are really
heavily impacted and would recéive a significant reduction in the
payments. For the most part, the impact-aid B payment reductions
would constitute somewhere in the range of 1 to 2 percent of the
school’s operating budget.

Mr Natcuer. Do you happen to know the situation concerning
Bellevue, Nebraskg?

Mr. DINGELDEIN. Yes.

Mr. NatcHer. They wii’ lose $300,000. You check it. 1 think you _.

will find that to be irue. That is a small district. $300,000. Tell us
about that on: ’

Mr. DiNG/ N, Mr. Chairman, that is one of the more heavily
impacted d: its. But for the most part, when you look at.the
4,000-some astricts that are receiving impact aid funds, the vast
majority of those districts are lightly imnacted. There are very few
Bellevue school districts in the country. ' .

18,3
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" Mr. NaTcHER. What about Grand Forks, North Dakota: you -2y

there are very few. I can name some more. What about Grand

Forks? .

Dr. MinTER. According to our figures, the State of North Dakota
will achieve a minor increase in impact aid. It is one of the few
States that do. \

Mr. NaTcHER. You say a minor increase?

Dr. MinTER. A small increase. It will receive this year in the
1979 appropriation, $6.6 million and in 1980 the estimate is $7.1
million. That, of course, does not help to solve the problem of your
iocality, but I think that with a different distribution there might
be some relief for that small city. : '

Mr. NaTcHER. Going back, Dr. Minter and Dr. Berry, it places us
in a position on our committee where we are vulnerable. We try
our best to hold the line in the whole bill. You have #320 million
cut out here. Any part of that cut that is put back, all or any part
of it, carries this bill out of balance with the budget or else we are
going to have to take it from other sources. Sometimes I wonder
whether we are qualified to take this money out of other sources
and put it back where you omit it. It puts us in a right bad
position. '

Mr. Michel, I yield to you.
Mr. MicsikL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MILITARY PROPERTIES * !

Dr. Berry and Dr. Minter, [ take a little different position on
this. I can remember when this program began 29 years ago and I

was just-an assistant at that time but [ remember the superintend- -

ent of schools coming down frcm Rantoul Air Base in Illinois, and
the case that was made in those early days for military bases was’
very justified. .

You cannot argue with the chairman’s line of questioning when
it comes to military and air bases. But we let this thing go far
beyond that so that now we are even in public housing. Our agri-
cultura’ laboratory in Peoria is covered. We are glad to have it,
because it attracts top scientists. But then, lo and behold, the
school district is supposad to get a little extra money because we
have people who just happen to work for the Federal Government,
who are very affluent, paying taxes. That's nonsense. I agree with
you on that one.

How many military bases are actually involved in these school
districts that are affected? I hate to play with these phony figures.
but how van we get back to doing what is right? T would hate. to
think that the only way to do it is say: Let’s hold every one of these
districts harmless now and give everybody else a uonanza because
Lhese other districts that are not affected have to raise their real
estate taxes to comnensate for it.

It is a subsicizing of people's real estate taxes. They ought to be
paying for kids' education, but we are #iot making that point, or
the Department is not making that point well enough. That is the
only way we are going to get thi thing changed.

B, .11t now it is just one of those things. You have a little impact
in your dJistrict? It means cutting out $10; shoot, the&)@jll.vote
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against it. It is nonsensical. I would like to help you with your
arguments, but I have to have the information to do that.

In my opinion, the only justification for impact aid is military
bases and none other. Every other member ‘of Congress is bidding
for everything--he may even be biddir for a military base in his
district. One of the reasons might be he can get some other free
money for his educational processes. :

Dr. Minter. We will supply that for the record, Mr. Michel.
[The information follows:]

' L
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The following table

each State under the ilmpact ald program:

Alabama

Alasks

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delavare

Dist: .zt of Columbia
Florida

Georgia

Hawail

1daho

Illinois ,
Indiana i
lowe

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippl

Missourl

Montana

Nebrasta
evada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

In addition, a number of ships are homeported in 13 States and the category

35

49

21
14

217

12
23

4
13
71
17
61

Pennsylvania
Rhode lsland
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utan

Vermont
Virginia
Washiagton
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Ilslands

Total

"Uniformed Services" is claimed in all States.
.
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" IMPACT AID DISTRICTS

Mr. MicHEL. How many school districts do we have totally?
Mr. DINGELDEIN. About 4,300.

Mr. MicHEL. 4,300 in impacted aid?

Dr. MINTER. 15,354 totally, of which 4,300 get impact aid.

- APPROPRIATIONS LANGUAGE

Mr. MicueL. Have your lawyers given you any opinion as to
whether we can legally do what we are requesting without being
subject to a point of order on the House floor? '

Mr. DINGELDEIN. We do not have an opinion on that, Mr. Michel.
We are submitting legislation, however, in conjunction with the
budget which wnuld go to the authorizing committees.

Mr. MicHeL. Has that been submitted?

Mr. DINGELDEIN. No. It should be up any day now.

Mr. MicHeL. Do you have any idea what attitude the Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare Subcommittee will have when you -
present that legislation?

Dr. BERRY. It is hard to say, Mr. Michel.

Mr. MicHE!I. Are you going to make a good, vigorous case or are
you just going to submit it like, “Well, I will go through the
motions’'? '

Dr. BErry. We always try to submit good, vigorous cases.

Mr. MicHEL. You are NfOin to defend that position vigorously?

Dr. BERRY. Certainly, Mr. Michel.

Mr. MicHEL. If we were to approve just a portion of your recom-
mended reduction—the chairman mentioned $100 million or $200
million or $250 million—with no bill language included, how would
the money be allocated?.

Mr. StorMER. In terms of the authorizing statute?

Mr. MicHEL. If we provide something but obviously less than full
authorization, how would you allocate what sums we might appro-
priate, whether it is $100 million or $150 million or $2 million?

Mr. StorRMER. Without special language the a propriation would
have to follow the authorizing statute, amended by the Education
Amendments of 1978. In essence, you would fund tier 1, then 65
percent of tier 2 which, in combination, would range in terms of
percentage of full entitlement from 43 to 47 percent for B’s gener-
allly and from 65 to 73 percent for the A category.

f money were made available in excess of 65 percent of the
second tier, then the new hold harmless under Section 5(e; would
provide up to 90 percent of the amounts of money the school
districts received for the preceding year. Then we would reach the
second tier-portion, 35 percent that remained unfiinded. This fund-
ing order is rather specific in the authorizing legislation unless
appropriation language specifically alters it.

r. MicHEL. Then what would happen if we did not put any
language in? :

Mr. StorMER. You would have to fall back on the authorizing
statute.

Ms. BeeBe. Essentially, Mr. Miche:, without appropriation lan-
guage and an amount sufficient to fund 65 percent of tier 2, we
would not even be able to spend the amount of the Administra-
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tion’s request, and those amounts would fall out according to tier 1
as follows: for A children, $104.7 million. For B children, $230.1
million. For special provisions, $13.2 million. For hold harmless, B,
$8.3 million. For hold harmless, C, $37.8 million. For a total of
$394.1 million. ' o

Then we would fully fund the Federal agencies at $70 million,
disasters at $12 million, for a total of $476.1 million. That is what
we could fund, using the existing statute. So you have to either
have appropriation language or legislative change.

Mr. MicHEL. I understand. /

Ms. BeeBe. We will provide this to you, if you would like.

LOW-RENT HOUSING

Mr. MicieL. How much of category A will go for public housing
children? .

Mr. SToRMER. $1.6 million. In our request we limit th2 payment
for low-rent housing-to the level of 1979.

Mr. MickeL. How do you distinguish between A and B for public
housing children?

Mr. RMER. An A public housing child, or any other A child, is
a child who resides on Federal property with a parent employed on
Federal property or in the uniformed services. The B category child
either resides on, or the parent is employed on Federal property or
is in the uniformed services. You have a double connection for the
. A and a single connection for the B.

* Mr. MicHeL. If we were to fund categoties A and B at the basic
levels we have been doing in previous years, how much would go
for public housing children? _

r. STorMER. If you funded fully through the second tier, you
would have approximately $206 million going to low-rent housing.
If you restrained that to 65 percent of the second tier, that would
be $162 million. 3

Mr. DinGELDEIN. Yol would need a language change because
that is one of the changes that was made in the authorizing stat-
ute, that unless you do something in the appropriation law, you are
now going to be funding public housing in the second tier. That is a
basic change that occurred last year. '

Dr. BERRY. It was an amendment to the authorizing legislation.

Mr. MicHEL. What was that figure again for public housing in
the 1979 appropriation?

Mr. STORMER. Approximately $70 million. That was because the
language in 1979 restricted payments for low-rent housing children
to 25 percent of entitlement.

Mr. MicHEL. So in order to hold at least that line or to come
down, then we have to have language that limits it with whatever
percentage the Congress would see fit.

Does that authorizinﬁ legislation inhibit our selection of a per-
cent on those public housing allocations? Are we bound by 25
percent?

Mr. StorMER. Twenty-five percent was the authorizing statute up
through 1979.

The Education Amendments of 1978 removed the prohibition
that we could not spend into the second tier, and authorized spend-

; ‘;88
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ing of the full percentage attributable either to the A or B category
low-rent housing children in the second tier. Then you have those 3
‘subportions of the second tier, 65%, 90%, of prior year and the

remaining 35% portion.
v

FORWARD FUNDING

Mr. MicHEeL. The impact aid program is forward funded, is it not?
. Dr. MINTER. No, it is not.

Mr. MicheL. With what we gave you last year, was that enough
to fully fund tier 2? ‘

Mr. StorMER. Yes, sir, it is more than enough. Last year you
may recall we had an absorption factor that came into being in
1978 for the first time and then it was repealed by the 1978
amendments. And in 1979 “B” payments were restricted to the

1978 levels.
MAJOR DISASTERS

Mr. MicaeL. What is the basis for that $12 million for major
.disasters? :
. Mr. SrorMER. That is strictly a figure that is drawn out of past
experience. It is the average amount over a period of roughly 8 to
10 years that we have been forced to expend for major disaster
assistance. This is the second year w aﬂe;we have asked for the
money to be specifically appropriated for¥major disaster assistance.
Prior to that, we used to absorb it within the appropriation.

SUPER “A” DISTRICTS
Mr. MicHir. You have made reference to super A districts. What

. are those?

Mr. StorMER. Super A is a district which has 20 percent of its
total average attendance in A category children.

Mr. MicHEL. So we have to assume those that are just A category
have less than 20 percent of students in that classification?

Mr. StorMER. This i$ a change from prior years where it used to
be a 25-percent figure to qualify as a super A.

Mr. MicxeL. How many districts are in that super A category?

Mr. StorMER. 315. ,

b Mr;) MicHEL. Would those be predominantly around ntilitary
ases’

Mr. StorMER. They are going to be split. They are going to be
schhol systems serving mi?ary and children on Indian lands. I
think the first handful ar& primarily school systems serving the
children residing on Indian lands. It would be a combination of the
two.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Patten.

IMPACT AID INCREASES

Mr. Parten. Mr. Chairman, listening to this b iget >»quest is
almost an exercise in futility. I voted against impact aid in 1963,
1964, in almost every year. I think it is inequitable. If we are going
to have Federal aid to cducation, it ought to be kept in the right
section. During thé war, in areas, it was justified, as Mr. Michel
and as the chairman have stated. But in 1970 you had half as

i & g
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much money and we had 6 million in the military along with the
civilian employees.

We had 3 million in the Army and 3 million civilians. Today we
do not have 890,000 in the Army.

When they ask you, why do you leave out-B, you can answer it
the way I do, as inequitable. But the realists here have pointed out
we get on the floor and we have 300-some votes just as sure as the
Sun came up this morning. So I am sick and tired of fighting it.
But this is where we find ourselves.

But on the merits, it would seem to me you are re-pressing for
$800-some million when so many facilities have been phased out.
Camp Kilmer is closed, Camp Monmouth used to have 40,000 and
now they ar. down to 1200. Raritan Arsenal is closed. There must
be 400-some facilities closed since 1970, and the% still want to close
Camp Dix. We spent time Thursday with the Pentagon. They get
impact aid. . '

On the merits I do not know how this stays up so high in the
light of the workforce in the Army having decreased so tremen-
. dously. I know when it goes on the floor we canno hold it, we
cannot hold yeur budget. '

Mr. DINGELDEIN. The redsoa the appropriation is going up is
because so many of the payments are now made on the basis of
civilian employees and not military employees. Your point is cor-
rect that if we were making payments simply on the basis of
Irixilitary employees and families the appropriation would not be so

igh. :

Mr. PATTEN. It is a little far fetched when you look at some of
the suburbs here. I see the money they get under impact aid
because their father works in the Pentagon—I cannot follow that—
or Prince Georges County, Maryland, or in Montgomery County, or
the others. But we are wasting our time, I think, based on previous
experience on the floor. It is hdrd to fight it. ,

Mr. STorRMER. May I expand a little? As far as A category chil-
dren, they remaineri fairly constant in ‘numbers during the period
from 1970 to the present time. ° '

Mr. PATTEN. Hasn't birth rate been cut in half?

Mr. SToRMER. In the military and those children residing on
Indian lands, the numbers have remained about the same. The
biggest growth in the program has been a combination of two
things: one has been the increased authorization to include low-
rent housing ch:ldren, which commenced about 1976. Additionally,
the increase or expansion in some definitions of what is eligible
Federal property has increased the numbers under the B category.

Additionally, there have been some reforms made. One is that
the surrounding metropolitan districts are being held harmless for
changes that occurred in 1976. The B category child whose parents
work across the State lirie is no longer an eligible hild but is held
harmless, which is a slowly decreasing situation.

Additionally, the local contribution rate has certainl™ been af-
fected by inflation since 1970.

Ms. BEEBE.-You might be interested in the fact that even in our
low budget, $31 million of our increase is solely due to legislative
changes which expand the eligibility.

1Y)
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Mr. PATTEN: You are asking for more money for new buildings.

In the district here they say they can eliminate 41 schools. I have
one town with 8 kindergartens, and in September they will have

three. PR
STATE BUDGET SURPLUSES

Dr. Berry, Mr. Patten, if I may say on these B requests, a
number of States that are getting reductions have surpluses in
their State budgets and they have surpluses and they are redistrib-

uting funds back to taxpayers and the like, and they are some of

the same States where people are complaining about getting the
Federal budget into balance. \

Mr. PATTEN. Look at-Maryland. :

Dr. BErry. Right. There is an incongruity in demanding that the
Federal budget be balanced and then requesting this aid.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Early, I yield to you. \

1

STATE BUDGET SURPLUSES \

Mr. Earry. Referring, Doctor, to that B surplus, how :hax';y
States have a surplus? - -

Dr. BErrY. | was referring to the State of Maryland in the
comments that I was making. I do not know the ‘exact numbaer. 1
krn-w a number do. We will put that in the record. |

M r. EARLY. Will you supply that with the chairman’s pex;missKon.
[The information follows:] '

w_We have heard of surpluses in California, Maryland, Texas, Washington and
isconsin.
DISASTER ASSISTANCE
Mr. EARLY. On that pinpointed disaster, how do we get the $12

million?

Dr. MINTER. We are not requesting funds for pinpoint disasters,
Mr. Early. That was rescinded. We are requesting $12 million for
major disasters. '

Mr. EARrLy. I see. So that $12 million is for disasters? !

Dr. MINTER. Yes, sir.

Mr. EaRLy. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

HEAVILY IMPACTED DISTRICTS

Mr. NarcHer. Will you explain how the current law deals with .

heavily impacted school districts? I believe the lega! citation is
Section 3(dX2XB). It covers both A and B, but those districts that

are heavily impacted. Has that section of the law ever been
funded?

Mr. StorMER. Mr. Natcher, ye-. That is a provision to allow us to °

increase the rate\oéLpayments to school districts which are heavily

impacted and where it is necessary that a greater rate of payment

be made in order for them to balance the budget or to operate an

gcti(ucational program comparable to ether school districts in the
ate.

Normally speaking, what we would look to is the amount of
money that the school system is able to raise from local taxes, the
amount of money the school district receives from the State, and
the amount of money we would be able to pay if we established a

14
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normal rate and adiust that rate in order to assure a balanced
budget and equal educational opportunities being provided.
. I\il;é(gucnm. What is the estimated cost of funding that section
in ? -

Mr. StorMFR. We do not have a figure at this point.

Mr. NATCHER. If you would submit that in the record, we would
appreciate it. .

Mr. StorMER. It would be very, very rough. '

Mr. NATCHER. Just give us your best estimate.

Mr. Stormer. We will give you what we can.

Mr. NarcHERr. All right. '

.[The information follows:]

At this time, we estimate that Section 3dX2XB) will require $£00,000 in 1980.

Mr. NaTcHER. Can you tell us about how many school districts
are eligible for Section 3(dX2XB)? How many would be eligible
under this provisior of the law?

Mr. STorMER. You are presuming the 1980 budget request?

Mr. NATCHER. Assuming that we funded the 1380 budget request,
how many school districts would be eligible under this particular
provision of the law that we have just discussed?

Mr. STorMER. It will be a very rough figure.

Mr. Narcuer. Al] right.

[The inforiatica follows:]

In recent years, only one or two school districts each year have qualified for’
Section #dX2XB). With the newly expanded eligibiiity, perhape one or two more

may qualify in 1980,
' IMPACT AID DISTRICTS

Mr. NATCHER. Can you tell us how many of the 435 congressional
districts are involved with impact aid?

Mr. STOoRMER. Approximately 427.

Mr. NATCHER. For the record, give the name and amount for the
19 échool districts which would lose the most under your proposed
budget '€ you would, insert that in.the record, plesse.

[The informatior. follows:]

The ten school districts which we believe would lose the most are: Yy
Destnct Milonss Percents
New York City ..o oo i s e s et e e 3130 0.99
Fairfax County, Va..... .. . o et s e e s : 91 3.64
Prince George's County, M . ..ot s e e e 64 245
Montgomery County, M ... .o oot + o s 45 1.73
San Diego, Calil.......cc.ccoovv oo st 37 2.03
Puerto RiCO. ... . ooeereree e s e e ——————— 36 63
Virginia Beach, Va ... .. ... .. e e e e+ oo 34 5.50
Chicago, flF. . . o i 33 KX]
District of Columbia.. .. e e } 33 1.32

'Estmated reduction n 1980 vs 1979
sgshmaled 1979 8 and hold harmiess payments of 1979 estimated tolal current expenditures
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APPROPRIATIONS LANGUAGE

Mr. NartcHeR. Included with the budget preposal are 4 separate
appropriation language provisions. Is it absolutely essential to in-
clude these provisions in the bill?

Mr. SToRMER. Yes, sir.

ALTERNATIVE FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS

Mr. NatcHir. In developing the budget for impact aid, what
other alternatives were considered to reduce the program? What
other proposals did gou have in mind now in developing your
budget for impact aid*

Mr. SrorRMER. A number of considerations, all of them principal-
ly having to do with the B catetgory children. They were examined

~ . by those in position of developing the budget, particularly consider-
ation to funding the budget in accordance with the authorization
statute. One of the problems that was inherent was that the school
districts serving the A category children would have only received
73 or 74 percent of the amount of money they would be normally
entitled in terms of the A category pupils.

The conclusion was it was better to fully fund the A categorf'
children through the second tier paying 100 percent for those chil-
dren heavily impacted, for the Indians, and 90 perce. * for those
which were lesser impacted, and take the cuts at tne B level

TIER PAYMENT SYSTEM

Mr. NATCHER. Is there a way to reduce the program on a more
gradual basis without amending the basic law?

Mr. STORMER. Principally, you are going to have to amend the
authorization in order to achieve significant reductions in the pro-
gram. )

Mr. NatcHierR. How much would be required in 1980 to fund Tier
I of the basic law? Can you give us some idea about how much
would be required?

Ms. Beege. For Tier I in total, according to the total basic stat-
ute, $394.1 million, plus $70 million for Section 6 and $12 million
for major disasters.

Mr. NaTcHER. In order to fund Tier II, how much additional .
would be required?

Mr. StorMER. Which portion of Tier II, sir, the 65 percent, the 90
percent hold-harmless or full Tier I1?

Mr. NarcHER. Give us for each one.

Mr. STORMER. Sixty-five percent of the Tier II would be $823.4
million. To bring it at the 90 percent level it would be $835 million,

_—and to fully fund Tier IT would be $1,038.5 million.

Mr. NatcHER. If you ‘will, for the record, insert a table showing
by section of law the amount required to fund Tier I, then show the
amounts required to fund each of the two levels under Tier II, and
incilude an estimate for public housing payments in each case.

[The information follows:]

The following amounts are estimated to be required in 1980 for payments:

/

Tier |- Miilions
YAT children (sec 31N L e 31047
"B children tsec SUhi o e 230.1

P
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Tier 1: E Millions
Special provisions sec. 2 & (e N eeer et baesees s nentes 13.2
Other Federal agencies (S€C. B).............quies it 70.0
Hold harmless provisions (sec. 30%BXC) .............. oo b b rere e nene 46.1
Disaster asSiStANCE (BEC. T) uerierreeriereretitsister it srssssiasse s ssensines 12.0

POLAL oo ooooeee e seees st s s e e R R 476.1
Total includes $89.2 for low-rent housing children under sec. 3(a) and 3(b).

Tiers | and 2A): Mithons
HAY Children (S80. 3La)) ..t st 296.0
SB” children (S8C. S(D)) co.v ittt st st 419.4
Special provisions (S€c. 2 & B(e)......ocvvuwuuiimimmriviiinssss e 137
Other Federal agencies (88C. 6)......ccvursvveverniiinininnnnsenisinne: e ferereenne 70.0
Hold harmless provisions (sec. 303BRC vt _ 12.3
Disaster ASSIStANCE (BEC. T) ovrriiererreremsiieressssisessissessss ittt sisnscs . 12.0

TOLA! it ieererieecreeeeeee e e e eeereere et isteatebeteite etk bbb n et st ene 823.4
Total includes $162 for low-rent hou'\sing children under sec. 3(al and 3(b).

Tiers 1 and 2: Mullions
Payments for A’ children (8ec. 3@ .o . 403.0
Payments for "B" children (sec. 3(b))....coouviiivnicrsininniisisinnns 532.0
Special provisions (86c. 2 & 3(e)........iivviiisnitiicstisin 14.0
Payments to other Federal agencies (sec. 6) 70.0
Hold harmless provisions (sec. 3OMBRC) ....ccovievinicniniiiniienes 7.5
Disaster ABSISLANCE (BEC. T} wevrirecrreniersisisiinmanaties e s e s tstisnns 12.0

Total .o eeeeeerreaeraeae s aneees e et etbaeeeseaeseaean e e eaentes st beneaebae 1,038.5

Total includes $205.6 for low-rent housing children under sec. 3ta) and 3(b).
PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES

Mr. NarcHer. Do you consider impact aid to be a payment in
lieu cf taxes?

Mr. STorMER. When we are talking totally about impact a.., it's
a combination, sir, of a payment in lieu of taxes and it's also a
payment to assure that the Federally connected children are re-
ceiving the same educational benefits as all other children within a
school district.

It's a combination of both.

Mr. NaTcHER. Have you considered changing the law to transfer
impact aid to the Treasury Department to administer as a program
of payments in lieu of taxes?

Mr. STorMER. Not completely. At one time there had been a
discussion of making payments in lieu of taxes, and maybe Mr.
Dingeldein can back me up on this. If I remember correctly the
discussions in that vein, the total cost of providing a similar pro-
gram would almost double .or triple the amount of money that
would be paid under impact aid.

Is that correct?

Mr. DINGELDEIN. That's right; it would be a very exp :nsive prop-
osition.

Dr. BErry. And we have not. in fact, considered it since we have
been here at all as a possibility.

DISASTER ASSISTANCE

Mr. NATCHER. All right. The budget request includes $12 million
for Disaster Assistance. What is the status of the authorization for
this program?

RO
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Ms. BeesE. It is not currently authorized.

Mr. NATCHER. Is the Administration recommending extension of
authorization without change?

Ms. BEeBE. Yes; we are.

CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

Mr. NarcHErR. Now, under Construction, last year a budget
amendment of $29 million was submitted concerning impact aid
construction. That request came too late for the consideration of
our committee.

What is the present status of that request?

Dr. MINTER. We have not resubmitted that request, Mr. Chair-
man, because of budget constraints. _

Mr. NaTcHER. What are your present plans for dealing with the
problem of Federally owned school facilities?

Dr. MiNTER. We plan to spend $13 million in that section and we
plan to upgrade several of the projects.

I will ask Mr. Stormer to be more specific about that.

Mr. StormER. We are currently obligating or committing funds.
' They are not obligated until the contracts are executed. We are
committing funds to remove the life safety hazards that exist in
the Federally owned buildings and also to remove any architectur-
al barriers that exist to the handicapped and this will take, we
anticipate, until June of 1980, to have our facilities accessible to
the handicapped and the life safety hazards that exist in present
buildings removed.

It may not take care of certain situations where we are having
overcrowding or children housed in temporary facilities.

Mr. NarcHER. The budget request for 1980 is $33 million. Tell us
generally how you plan to use this amount?

"{r. StorMER. Well, primarily, the $33 million is broken into
thiee sections; $3 million for section 5, which are grants to local
educational agencies which are primarily serving the military in-
stallations; $13 millic under section 10, and this will go toward
meeting the l‘fe safety objective and the removal of architectural
barriers objective; and $17 million will be grants to local education-
al agencies serving children residing on Indian lands.

Mr. NarcHER. Is it enough to take care of the more serious
facility requirements ir local school districts?

Mr. SToRMER. It will take care of only the most extremely criti-
cal situations that exist.

Mr. NaTcHER. What other Federal funds are available for con-

struction assistance to local schools?
. Mr. StorMER. None within the Office of Education specifically
oriented towards school construction. There are some limited
public works funds under the Economic Development Assistance
Act. There are, I believe, some grants being made available
through the Energy Department. But these are particularly orient-
ed towards those kinds of activities. -

Mr. NaTcHER. Mr. Michel, any other questions? {

Mr. MicHEL. Just a couple, Mr. Chairman. :

L L
RS
h
.

-t



193

IMPACT AID PAYMENTS

What is the smallest impact aid payment to a school district?

Mr. SToRMER. | don't have a specific number.

Mr. MicHEL. Can you give me a ball park figure?

Mr. SToRMER. 1 would guess it would be about $1,000 or $2,000.

Mr. MicHEL. And that would make up what percentage of that
school district’s budget?

Mr. STorMER. I don’t know.

Mr. MicHEL. | wonder if we could have placed in the record a
table that would show the number of districts, for example, receiv-
ing—if you say it’s as low as $1,000, that boggles the mind, too—so
I was going to start out at something like $25,000 or $50,000, but if
there are those under a thousand, why don’t we have how many
are getting less than $5,000.

Mr. StorMER. I think we have——

Mr. MicHEL. Or something like $25,000 or $50,000, something like
that, and then what perceat of that school’s budget is this impact
aid payment? '

Out of 4.365 districts which received Impact Aid payments in fiscal year 1978: 399
districts received less than a $5,000 payment; 2.059 districts received less than a
$25,000 payment; and 2,833 districts received less than a $50,000 payment.

In 78 percent of the 2,833 districts which received Impact Aid payments of $50,000

* or less in 1078, those payments represented less than 2 percent of their total
operating expenditures for that year. )

I would like to make a start here. Perhaps we could take a
transition period and say that no school district as of this year who
receives an impact aid allocation that makes up less than a percent
or two or some arbitrary figure of their budget would be funded.
That may not cover all of the inequities, because, as Mr. Patten
said, these two neighboring counties here are getting so terribly
xr}x\uch, but at least it’s one angle or one way of trying to get at this
thing.

Ms. Beese. Mr. Michel, in our proposal before you now, for over

90 percent of the B districts that would lose payments, such pay-:

ments represent 2.5 percent or less of their total current expendi-
tures. In other words, the impact on their total budget is less than
2.5 percent for 90 percent of those B payment districts.

Dr. BERRrY. And also, Mr. Dingeldein.

Mr. DINGELDEIN. Mr. Michel, another way of looking at it, if you
required every district receiving impact aid funds to absorb an
amount equivalent to 1 percent of their budget, it would only be
necessary to make payments of about $94 million to about 1,200
districts.'1 mean, those are the only ones that would not be able to
absorb the reductiona within 1 percent.

COMPARATIVE TAX STUDY

Mr. MicHEL. A few years ago I think I asked whether or not we
had made any studies on comparative tax rates and the relation-
ship with these impact aid payments.

Has anything more been done on that at all? We say in one
breath it's payments in lieu of taxes. Why? In the case of military
bases, we don't need justification for that, in my judgment. But
then again to have a district fail to assess their real estate taxes

l
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commensurate with what the rest of us have to do around the
country sometimes and have the Federal Government coming and
subsidizing those property owners, I just don't buy that.

Mr. DINGELDEIN. Well, there have been some studies done in.the
past trying to arrive at some notion of net burden. I am just not
sure. It has been a very difficult thing to try to come up with.

Mr. MicHEL. Well, I appreciate that. '

Dr. BeErry. Mr. Michel, the amendments of 1978 require us to
establish a ten-member Presidential Commission to study impact
aid and precisely the kinds of questions you are raising, and there
is supposed to be a report to the President and Congress by Decem-
ber 1, which will look at all of these issues.

Mr. MicHEL. [ won't take any more time, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you.

Mr. NATCHER. All right..

DISASTER ASSISTANCE

Mr. Early, any additional questions? ,

Mr. EARrLY. Just one question, Mr. Chairman, on the $12 million
for major disaster; how was that number arrived at? .

Mr. STORMER. It's an average of several years. I think the figure
is 8 or 10 years.

Ms. BEEBE. Yes.

Mr. SToRMER. And it’s the average annual, if you take a 10-year
span. That varies from year to year, as I think the highest period
of time was in 1972-1973 during Hurricane Agnes, when we paid
out something in the neighborhood of $25 million to $30 million in
that year, to a lower figure. So $12 million is I believe strictly a
10-year average. )

Mr. EarLy. We appropriated $12 million last year, as I recall.

Mr. STORMER. Yes, sir.

Mr. EarLy. How much of that is 1 nobligated or unspent?

Mr. STORMER. At the present time the figure is partially obligat- . -~

ed. One of our problems is that we do not know the actual costs of
disasters until the costs of repairs, replacement, restoration have
been paid off, and it usually takes a year or two before you have
the final costs.

Mr. EARLy. So this $12 million we are speaking of in this budget
is for anticipated disasters? ;

Mr. StorMER. That is correct.

Mr. EarLy. None of it would be used to pay back bills?

Mr. StorRMER. Back bills? No, it would be anticipated. At the
present time I think we have four major disasters already declared,
and $1.5 million obligated towards disasters that have occurred in
1979, and we have several that are potentially pending.

Mr. EarLy. Fine. :

With the Chair's permission, will you supply for the record
where the $12 million was spent last year, please?

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The inforn.ation follows:]

The following list represents the obligations against fiscal year 1978 appropri-

ations as of March 1979. This list includes ‘both obligations against which final
paymenis have been made and obligations which represent preliminary estimates.
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Because of this latter situation, an additional $4.5 million has been obligated in
anticipation of final estimates far in excess of initial estimates.

Approxmate

State - Number o claims Amount

ATIZONA oo oeeeeeeermmeees o s s snc s m bR SE5800E ? $24.000
Arkansas 3 247,000
California 103 2,418,000
BROMGIA....orrrve vt s 1 10,000
IHIANG oo sreeeeeeeeeerees s sgseessseesss s smsns s 1 6,000
KANSES.......cooner wrveercsscmnssscere s s 2 10,000
Louisiana 5 702,000
MBI . oo eeeeeeeeenemnesssssessnssssese s s easst e : ? 5,000
Massachusetls 35 2,496,000
Minnesota I 374,000
Missouri 5 ' 179,000
. Nebraska 5 29,000
North Carolina 11 649,000
TONNESSBE. ..oooooovevce cevervmreeeenes 3 30,000
(37 TN 4 65,000
VITRINA ...oocovoeveeereeessnssmnsssssssesssseness s ssssssss . 3 117,000
WASHINGEOM. .. rereccecrcnsnmrnse s s ' 5 107,000
WISCORSIN . oo cccsersssmsrss s sesssssssssirmastasans 5 48,000
Eighteen States 206 $7,517,000

Mr. NarcHER. All right.

We want to thank you for appearing before our committee on
behalf of the Impact Aid Program for fiscal year 1980.

[Thée ]following questions were submitted to be answered for the
record:

PAYMENTS FOR A’ CHILDREN

Mr ConTE. You are asking for a $56 million increase for category “A'" students in
fiscal year 1979. Why will the cost of educating these students have leapt so
dramatically in one ‘year?

Dr. MinTER. The [argest increase, $36 million, occurs in the category of children
who rdside on Indian lands. The 1978 amendments increased their entitlements bf'
one-folirth and then made these increased entitlements (125 percent) payable in full
in the second payment tier. Other increases are due to changing the determination
of “Shiper A" school districts from 25 percent ("A” children to total children) to 20
percehit, and to increasing costs of education in general.

PAYMENTS ¥OR ‘‘B" CHILDREN

Mr. ConTE. There are surely areas that receive category “B" funds that have a
dubious claim to being federally impacted. Are there not also other parts of the
country that have a defensible claim to being impacted? If so, can you name a few
of these areas?

Dr. MinTER. Of 3.859 schocl districts that claim “B" children, 232 have a number’

of "B" children that equal 25 percent or more of their total numbers of children. To
name a few:
Daleville City Board of Education, Alabama.
Hydaburg City School District, Alaska.
Sierra Vista JementaB' School District, Arizona.
Trinity Center School District, California.
Hardin County Board of Education, Kentucky.
Kittery School Department, Maine.
Lon ach Municipal School District, Mississippi.
Bunker School District, Missouri.
Trego Elementary School District, Montana.
Papillion School District, Nebraska.
West New York Board of Education, New Jersey.
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Los Alamos Independent School District, New Mexico.
Highland Falls—Fort Montgomery, New York.
Onslow County Board of Education, North Carclina.
Emerado School District, North Dakota.
Beavercreek Local School District, Ohio.

Newport School System, Rhode Island.

Dorchester. County School District, South Carolina.
Oak Ridge Public Schools, Tennessee.

Copperas Cove Independent School District, Texas.
Glenwood Central School District, Washington.
Jeffery City School District, Wyoming.

ErrFect oF Bupcer oN Sctoor DisTRICT

Mr. Conte. My home state of Massachusetts now has the highest property ta:és
in the country, and one of the, reasons for this is that property taxes pay for so
much of the cost of education. Now in this year when local school budgets are
tightest, you are proposing to cut out category B funds, which states have grown
used to. How do égu expect states to pick up the slack in these programs?

Dr. MinTER. Certainly we are aware of the financial straits of many school
districts these days due to a variety of reasons. but these reasons rarely iriclude a
burden due to Federal activities. Many of our applicant school districts, even with
“B" payments, receive less than 1 percent from impact aid payments. Dealing with
limited funds, it seemed wiser tq provide those funds within the Title I program for
the disadvantaged. -

APPROPRIATIONS LANGUAGE

Mr. CONTE. As the law is written now, is it even legal for you to pro zero-
funding for al! category B funds? It is my understanding that it is not. If not, why
are you propoei’xll.ﬁ “illegal" cut backs? ) .

Dr. MinTER. The law was pretty much the same in this respect even in 1979. In
that year, aprropriation language placed limitations on “B’ payments even though
the limitations were contrary to the basic law. Thus, there is precedence for funding
the program in a way that differs from the basic law.

DiSASTER ABSISTANCE

Mr. ConTe. Of the 12 million appropriated for disaster claims last year, how much
money was spent? Which area or areas of the country received the most money?

Dr. MINTER. Thus far in fiscal year 1379, we have received 22 inajor disaster
claims from four States with estimated obligations totalling $1,537,738. Final costs
for these claims will not be available for several months.

£stimated

State Number of claims obitgations
ATIZONA . oo oeveevveessess st s srss s sressrssscessesessisrsss s ssasanesnsens 6 $102.089
Kentucky 10 944,783
Louisiana ... : 1 164,150
West Virginia...... B - _____5 32_6716
TORAIS (8) vovoveccinnnns meveeseresresssirmsssss s s 22 1,537,738

Mr. CoNTE. You ask for $35 million for construction. What kinds of projects will
receive top priority this year for funding?

Dr. MiNTER. The money requested will serve only the most severe and critical
school facility problems. Funding priority will continue to direct funds to alleviate
the facility deficiencies on Federal installations, Section 10, to provide urgentII
needed minimum school facilities for children residing on Indian lands, Section 14,
ggt.progide such facilities for children asscciated primarily with military bases,

ion 5.

Mr. CoNTE. Are there man%' hhgh W’iority projects that you feel ought to be funded
but cannot be due to lack of funds? What are a few of these?

Dr. MINTER. Section 10: Yes, there are high {;)riority projects which will not be
funded due to lack of funds. After funding the first priority group of projects
{emergency repairs for children's safety, Section 504 handicapped dccess and life
and fire safety requirements) there will be sufficient funds remaining from the

R4
o



197

" fiscal year 1979 appropriation for only one project in the new second priority
(upgrading and new construction to meet life safety and handicapped access stand-
ards). The ramaining 16 projects on 13 installations in the second priority group will
require an estimated 386 million (in current dollars) to eliminate potentially hazard-
ous conditions. Those projects will provide facilities for children who are currently
attending classes in temporary wooden barracks, abandoned hospitals, other make-
shift facilities which were not intended to be used for school purposes.

Section 14: According to the current priority index listinghof unfunded projects for
facilities to house children residing on Indian lands, the ighest priority projects,
after exhausting fiscal year 79 funds, are to p1ovide elementary or secondary school
facilities where none currently exist. to replace makeshift, inadequate facilities
which. of necessity are being used for classroom purposes, and to supplement niini-
mal existing facilities which are grossly overcrowded.

CONSTRUCTION BACKLOG

Mr. ConTe. You state that you have applications for construction aid amounting
to $110 million. If my memory serves me, that is a significant drop in the amount of
total claims that you cited last year, is it not? How do you account for this drop?

Dr. MinTER. The $110 million represented the funding need for only those applic.:
tions determined to be eligible under Section 5 of Public Law 81-815. There are
unfunded backlogs in Section 10 and Section 14 as well. The prior year estimates to
which you refer were probably overall total estimates which included the needs
under all three sections of the Act.

/

CoNSTRUCTION OF INDIAN ScHooLs

Mr. ConTE. Are the monies you spend on Indian education and conatruction
sufficient to improve a situation which you yourself last year termed ‘‘educationally
deplorable"? What progress has been made since last year in improving this pro-
gram? .

Dr. MinTER. The money we have spent on Indian education has made a very small
impact on the total situation insofar as applications for school construction projects
are concerned. As a matter of fact, we will fund only three to four new projects with
our fiscal year 79 appropriation. The balance of the funding will go to projects
which had been approved earlier but were beset with rapidly increasing construc-
tion costs for labor and materials plus legal requirements for contracting. Becaute
our priority system is based on numbers of children residing on Federal property;
i.e.. Indian lands and the number of unhoused children, we pay first attention to the
provision of urgently needed minimum school facilities. This generally means the
construction of new or replacement facilities. Correction of life safety hazards in
existing facilities is a responsibility of the local education agency. Program Officers
are becoming increasingly aware of life safety conditions in existing buildings.
When such conditions are serious enough such buildings are declared structurally
and/or educationally obsolete by local and State officials and are considered aban-
doned. In those cases the pupils in those buildings are considered unhoused and the
priority index is recomputed in accordance with those findings.

Errrct OF Bubcer oN ScHoor DiIsTRICT

Mr. Stokes. Do you have a feeling for how school districts will adjust to the
proposed reductions in impact aid: what sort of programs are likely to be cut back?

Dr MiINTER. Over 90 percent of the districts affected by our proposal to eliminate
payments for “B” children and the hold harmless provisions rely on these funds for
less than 2.5 percent of their total current expenditures We therefore expect that
most school districts will be able to absorb these reductions without too much
difficulty. Further, declining enrollments should help to some extent in reducing
budgetary needs without cutting back programs.

If cuts are necessary, [ cannot be sure which programs will be cut. Some school
districts will have access to other resources to prevent major program cut backs.

Mr. STokes. Can you provide aMjst of the 50 school districts who would losge the
most in impact aid for “B'' children‘jn 1980?

Dr MinTER. The following 50 schéols districts would likely lose the most for “B"

children in 19%C. the amounts shown are their 1879 payments for “B" children.
@
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1979 estimated "B” payments of schools districts
. Millions
New York City School DIStrict, NoY cooocv...ovoovvevvesnosissereessosssmions o SN2
Fairfax Co. School Board, Va.........ccooooeiiiinnictcccccccvcsve e K.
San Diego Unif. School District, Calif. ..o e v 4.3
Hawaii State Department of Education, Hawaii............cococviers vivvvninnnns 1.0
Puerto Rico State Department of Education.......ccccovivivrns e, 3.6
District of Columbia Public School ..........c.ccoovvvvviviiiiin o i, 3.4
Chicago Public School No. 209, TH........c.ococvvecrciciniecnee 3.3
Virginia Beach City School Board, Va................ 3.4
Montgomery County Board of Education, Md ....... 3.0
Prince Georges County Board of Education, Md 29
City of Philadelphia School District, Pa ..o, 24
Anne Arundel County Board of Education, Md ............ccooovvviiiricininn, : 2
108 Angeles Univ. School District, Calif ..o, 2
Greater Anchorage Area Borough, Alaska............ocoooooieiies vvivs v, 2,
Cumberland County Board of Education, N.C....ocooooooveviviiiiecv 2.
Norfolk City School Board, Va...........ccceevviiiineiiii i 2
Brevard County School Board, Fla.......ccccocoovivivieevieceieecset e 1
Baltimore City Public School, Md ............ccccomviviivcirnn, et 1
Charleston County School District. S.C......ccccccovrvviieioviveiieeiieeeeiessie e 1.6
Northside Independent School District, Tex ... 1.5
Davis County School District, Utah........... 1.5
Huntsville City Schools. Ala ..o s 1.5
Duval County School Board, Fla ..o, 1.5
Albuquerque School District No. 12, N. MeX ..o 1.5
Oakland Unif. School District, Calif ..o, 1.5
El Paso Independent School District. Tex .......c..ovvvev v, 1.5
Clark County School District, Nev .. ..o, 1.4
Gkaloosa County School Board, Fla..o.....ccooooovviviviniiiiieeeee e, 1.4
Hampton City School Board, Va ...........cccooviiieis oot 1.4
Lawton Independent School District No. 8, Okla........ccccccoovvvovereiceerrnn 1.4
Prince Witliam County School Board, Va ..o 1.4
Colorado Springs School District, No. 11, Colo ..o e 1.3
Escambia School Board, Fla....... ....ccooovvvvvini i 1.3
Denver School District, No. 1, Colo................ 1.3
Baltimore County Board of Education, Md .......... ......ocoveriviicieeei, 1.3
San Antonio Independent Srthool District, TeX ........cccoooooeveerceinerernririeennn, 1.2
Weber School District, Utah ..............ccooovvviiiieecee e 1.2
Muscogee County School District, Ga.........cocooovvvvvicvenviee e, TR 1.1
Atlanta Public School System, Ga.........ccooocovviiiioicoceieeeeseeeee e 1.1
Orleans Parish School Boacd. La ........cccccooovvivniireciceceee e 1.1
Chesapeake City School E. d, Va ... 11
Harford County Board of Education, Md.............co.ocooooimmimree oo 1.1
Houston County Board of Education, Ga..........cccoocevoieevioeiiniecenoees e, 1.1
Hillsborough County School Board, Fla ..o, 1.0
Newport News City School Board, Va ... ..o, 10
Killeen Independent School District, TeX. .........ococcooviiveiioiiieee oo, 1.0
North East Independent School District, Tex Lo
Chula Vista City School District, Calif.................. e 1.0
Onslow County Board of Education, N.C ............ 1.0
City of Bellevue School District, Neb .........c.c.ccocooooveoiii o, 1.0

Mr. Stokes. What proportion of all "B children reside in low/rent housing
projects?

Dr. MinTER. Of 2,008,058 total *'B” children, 710,409 or 1354 percent reside in low-
rent housing. An additional 5,763 (additional 0.3 percent) “B" children have parents
employed on low-rent housing property. tThere are 5,482 A" children who reside in
low-rent housing and have a parent employed on Federal property and 876 “A"
%?‘;ild_ren who reside in low-rent housing and have a parent in the Uniformed
Services.! :

CONSTRUCTION

Mr Stokes In what areas would the 11 facilities expected to be funded by fiscal
year 19%0 impact aid construction program be located?

.
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Dr Minter. It s difficult to identify specific locations for these projects for
serveral reasons. Under Section 14, for exumple, new applications could be submit-
ted for fiscal vear 19x0 that might supersede applications presently on the list. With
the exception of grants under Section 5. which are fixed. we often have to increase
the amounts of previously funded projects due to the drastic rises in labor and
constructiyn costs exceeding the original estimates. Theretore, much of the funding
in a given year which might otherwise be used for new projects has to be directed to
those previously funded projects. The figure of 11 facilities is an estimate based on
past experience when it was easier to project and live up to the estimated costs.

ErrkeT oF BUDGET ON ScHOooL DisTkicr .

Mr Roypat Have vou made any efforts to determine what alternative and
feasuble sources of money wuld be available to local schools districts ‘o make up for
the sudden and drastic cuts in federal aid?

Dr. MinTER. For many of them there would be no drastic cuts considering the
small percentage of their buduets that the "B™ payment represents. For others, it
would be drastic, and thev are more likely to have to curtail some programs or
make up the difference by increasing local revenues, or from State revenues if
available to them.

“B" CHILDREN

Mr Rovkal. You indicate in your justification that the parents of J3ihi children
contribute to local revenues through the payment of property and/or other local
taxes and therefore these children do not represent a significant Federal burden on
the commumty. What studies have you conducted which make you believe that?

Dr. Minter The majority of 3tby children are in this category because their
parents ure employed on Federal property. Thus. the majority of #tb) children live
in private residences which generate local property taxes payable directly by the
homeowner and indirectly by the renter. Other dib) children are in this category
because they live in low-rent public housing. While these units are tax-exempt, they
are generally owned by State or local authorities and thus do not represent a
burden caused by Federal ownership.

Mr. Roygal. How many school districts currently receiving funds would be etimi-
nated if your budget cuts are implemented, and could you provide a chart indicating
how many districts would be eliminated in each state?

Dr. MinTeR, There would be 2,334 school districts eliminated. The number of
districts eliminated in each State is as follows:

State: 1 Districts
Alabama . . : i HX
Alaska . : 2
Arizona 20
Arkansus o 02
California. ... ... ... 221
Caolorado. 43
(‘onnecticut o N S 22
Delawire .. e oo ST §
Florda . D . . e e 13
Georgia . . ) S P Hl
Hawaii . . ) ) R e ) -
Idaho. . . . . o 24
Hlinois o L L . ) ) . 124
Indiana : . . IS L 34
lnwu . . . I . 2?
Kansus . . e e o3
Kentucky . . e e 30
Loursiana oo . TR 1
Maine C - 11
Marvland . . 3
Muassiachusetts . o . X6
Michian ) : R
Minnesota . B]
Mississippl 35
Missourt a4
Montana R
Nebraska ) 4
.\;l'\;l(i.‘l
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State: ) Districts
New Hampshire ..o, e et e et r e renen ts 41
INEW JBESEY ...ttt ettt e es s entetes ereeetes et ensesesene e 14;
INEW MERICO. ...ttt e et sereserese e es e et este e seeeetessss e s tesens 20
NeW YOrk ..ottt sttt s 119
North Carolina...........coooovciviiiioeiinet e 3§
North Dakota.... 2.-3_
Ohio............... 9(_)
OKIBROMA (oo et cssret s st sst et s e et ssstetstssestne 85
OPBEON ...ttt et st et eeee e enestenesres seese s sesasesesessenn 39
Pennsylvanift ..o ettt es s ve e es st sresras s enns 91
RO0de ISIANG ....ooooviiiiicct et e e te st s s 17
South Carolina 19
South Dakota 13
Tennessee 70
Texas 201
Utah 16
VermOnt...coeiieiiiiiierecetere e seee e e . 12
Virginia 39
Washington 53
West Virginia 4
Wisconsin . 14
WYoming. ... )
District of Columbia .. _—
uam.......... T T T T Ty Ty PP P PR TURPR —
PUETLO RICO ..ottt sttt et e e et sees st oesese e 1
ViIrgin ISIANAS ..ot et ses st —_
TOLAL ..ottt ts ctaeesareesetessesesteee et e e et ees e es e e ee et 2,334

Mr. RoyBaL. This is not the first time this administration has attempted to cut off
funds for the 3ib) children. In view of the recent successful State referenda to limit
property taxes isn't this a particularly inappropriate time to be cutting out Federal
funds for education? .

Dr. MiNTER. There is no appropriate time for suggesting a tedirection of Federal
funding. However, in view of the necessity of disbursing limited Federal resources to
programs considered to be of more importance to the improvement of education we
must recommend this action. Increases in local and/or State financial support or
adjustments i educational services will be required.

Low-RENT HousiNG CHILDREN

Mr. RoyBAL. You have indicated in your justificatin that funds would contine to
be provided through the second payment iier for children whose parents live and
work on Federal property, with the exception that payments for low-rent housing
children under this category would be limited to the fiscal year 1979 total level.
How many low-rent housing children are currently covered by this program and
what percentage are minority children?

Dr. MiNTER. In 1978, the latest year for which data from all applications have
been totalled, there were 723,000 Jow-rent housing children in average daily attend-
ance claimed. No data are available on the percentage that are minority children.

Mr. RoypaL. Is the number ot low-rent housing children covered by this program
expected to remain the same in 1980 as it was in 1979 If not, what do you project
the changes to be?

Dr. MINTER. At this time, our estimates assume that the number will remain the
same. :

Mr. RovBaL. Can you provide us with a list of those school districts which would
loge the imost amount of money by that limitation?

Dr. Min"kR. The following school districts will lose the most due to limiting the
payment for “A" low-rent housing children to the 1979 amount:

New York City, District of Columbia., Norfolk. Virginia. Anne Arundel County,
Md . Boston, Mass., Atlanta, Ga., Hawaii, Newark. N.J., Los Angeles, Calif.. Balti-
more City, Md.

(CONSTRUCTION BacCkLoG

Mr. Rovsar Two years ago, in : ~ponse to a question by Mr. Nacwcher, this
subcommittee was informed that it would require $843 million to clear the backlog
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of unfunded cases. ‘This year in vour justification you indicate as of the beginning of
1}981) projects amounting to $1%0.000,000 would require funding. Can you explain
this? :

Dr. MixTer. The information that it would require $%4:3 million to clear the
backlog of unfunded projects was based on the total number of eligible applications
we had had on file for several years. The amount of dollars indicated was based
upon the requests stated by the applicunts and included all applications determined
at the time of processing as eligible under Sections 504 10, and 14 of P.L. 81-815.

In the pust year we have been examining those applications and have purged
many because they are no longer eligible for funding due to declines in Federally
cor .ected pupils. This process is continuing and we should be able to eliminate
some other applications. The $180 million referred to was an amount estimated in
1976 dollars to fund the Section 10 applications. However, in terms of current
dollars. this figure approaches $244 million due to rapidly rising costs Jor labor and
materials. The most up-to-date estimates of construction assistance under Sections D
and 14 are 3112 and $240 million respectively, or a total of about 3552 million.

Mr. Rovsat. Can you give us the amount and number of unfunded applications in
each of the Sections 5, 10, and 14? )

Dr. MINTER. The current priority listings reflect the following:

Section H—3112 million representing approximately 320 applications.

_Section 10—3$244 million (current dollars) representing approximately 127 applica-
tions. :

Section 14—$240 million representing approximately 120 anplications.

CONSTRUCTION OF INDIAN Scuools

Mr. Rovsal. With regard to the construction of facilities for children residing on
Indian lund: You ir.dicate that many of these schools present life safety hazards as
well as being disruptive to educational productivity. Can you discuss some examples
of just how bad these conditions are? ’

i)r. MINTER. The following conditions exist in the Menominee Wisconsin school
district which is coterminous with the restored Menominee Indian Reservation:

Neopit Elementary Schoo! has been declared t‘))r the HEW Regional Office of

Facilities Engineering and Construction, Region V, to be not suitable for school
purposes even though it continues to be used by 200 pupils in grades 1-6. It is
obsolete educationally, is a woodframe building that cannot meet current construc.
tion specifications. The boiler room is located underneath two classrooms.and the
boiler itself is in need of replacement. The building is not at all suitable for the
physically handicapped nor would it be justifiable to try to make it so. Several
rooms have been a(s) ed on to the building and rooms are continugusly being divided
up to previde space for more needed activities. , .

The building at Kashena was originally designed to accommodate grades K- but
is being used by pupils in grades 2-12. The capacity of the building is 250 pupils. but
520 pupils are presently enrolled. There is a 14' x 70" metal trailer currently beiug
used for the high school Industrial Arts shop. There are also eight temporary
classrnoms being used by elementary grades. Rooms are being rented from the local
parochial school for classrooms, graphic arts and the central administration. Facili-
ties for art, music and physical education are lacking. T .cre is no first aid station.
Two guidance counselors+are located in one room. measuring 6 x 8" with a curtain as
a divider. The school faces the loss of it accreditation because of the lack of physica:
education facilities.

Facility conditions are quite similar in the schools at Red Lake Independent
School District No 3% in Red Lake, Michigan. The Ponemah Elementary School is a
woodframe building. entirely combustible. The building\s elevated about three feet
on u concrete foundation, making it inaccessible to the handicapped. The gymnasi-
um. very poorly lighted, serves also as a lunchroom. The floor is warped and
buckled in spots. The stage opening has *.en boarded up and the former stage area
made into a library. The nurse's room is located in the former girls’ locker room in
a subground area beneath the former stage area. The cafeteria kitchen is located
across the corridor from the gym with the serving line in the corridor. About 175

meals are served here each day. There is a small room for dry storage that also -

houses the school’s hame size refrigerator. Sugar and flour are stored in 2h-gallon
garbage cans. :

It has been recommended that this building be abandoned and replaced, as well as
the original portion of the high school building. The high schoo!l building has had
several additions to it, most of which are at different levels. It ir not accessible to
the handicapped The boiler room is at the basement level underneath a classroom.
The dining room is in the sub-basement with the hitchen which is small and

o1
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c‘rowded. The dishwashing machine is located'in the dining room L2cause there is no
room in the kitchen for it. Most of the classrooms in this portion of the building
have been converted from time to time and are at different floor levels, Generally
speaking. all of the classrooms are  much too small for the purpese they should be
serving and are ill-equipped. This is due to-lark of space to set up the equipment.

Mr. Rovsal. Can you provide us with the variables you take into consideration in
assigning priorities to construction needs?

Dr. MinTER. The priority index of an application is a precise computation which
combines two percentage factors: (1)9percentage of the total membership in the
school district us of the end of the application period which is Federally connected
and countable for payment; and (2) the percentage of the total school district
memuership as of the end of tae application period which is without minimum .
school facilities. L :

Variables which may. affect the priority index of one applicant’s needs as com-
pared with the need of another applicant include: The rate of growth in Federal

- membaérship, the proportionate changes in Federal membership and total member-

ship, changes in category of Federal impagt which occur subseguent to prior eligible
anlications. State stdndards for rating capacity of existing facilities, and the extent
of prior Public Law 815 entitlements (which may affect both the number of Federal-
l){ffgnnected children currently eligible for payment and the number of unhoused
children). .

Also there may be a significant variation between the tentative priority (which is
based on the applicant’s preliminary estimates of membership anticipated as of the
end of the application period, and the applicant's initial assessment of facilities in
use at the time the application is filed) and the firm priority (which is based on
membership data that has been verified, and capacity ratings which are adjusted, if
necessary, to exclude temporary or other facilities included in the application but
which are found to be substandard during the on-site review'

Mr. Royeat. Will the money you request cover the correction of all the life safety
hazirds known to exist'at these schools? If not, what sort of program plan do you
have to eventually repair these defects and how long will it take?

Dr. MINTER. No, it will not. The basic premise of Public Law 81-815 is to provide
financial assistance for constructing urgently needed minimum school facilities in

‘school districts having a substantial membership increase due to new or increased

Federal activities. When funds available for any fiscal year will not be sufficient to
pay in full the maximum allowance to all eligible school districts, the act requires
that the Commissioner shall establish a priority listing for the approval of those
applications, based on relative urgency of need. Projects are arranged in order from
the highest to the lowest indéx number. - )

Since our priority systemn is based 6n the numbers of children residing on Indian
lands and the num{;ers of unhoused children we pay first attention to the provision
of urgently needed minimum school facilities. Where | .nanent school facilities
exist and have an extended useful life, correction « = e safety hazards in these
buil-"'ngs is, we believe a responsibility of the local adu onal agency.

‘ ASRESTOS

Mr. RovsAL. You have indicated that the correction of the asbestos problem will
be conridered as a iife safety factor. Have you identified all of the schools in which
asbestos waig used in the construction? In how many schools does asbestos currentl
presen. a life safety factor? How many children are enrolled in those schools? Will
the funds you have requested cover the correction of all of the '‘asbestos problemns”
known to you?

Dr MiINTER. As yet, we have not identified school buildings constructed under
Section 10 of Public Law X1-%15 in which asbestos may have bezn used. However,
the majority of those buildings are of single story masonry contruction and little if
any asbestos was used. That fact notwithstanding, we will survey all of them to
identify those which may need correction.

We are engaged in a massive effort (o incorporate both the Section 504 architec:
tural barriers requiremnents, making all of the Section 10 buildings accessible to the
handicapped, and life and fire safety standards in accordance with Code 101 of the
National Fire I'rotection Association As an addendum to these projects, we will
incorporate surveys of the tederally-owned school buildings to deteérmine the pres-
ence. if any, and the extent of asbestos conditions~and what it would cost to
overcome them

In an in.depth survey of the ggction 10 schools which was completed two years
ago. there was a total of 71,000 pupils attending these schools. The funds requested
for Section 10 will not he sufficient to cover all the life safety problems. As soon us

.t
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d .
we can identify the extent of the asbestos problem in the Section 10 schools, we will

be able to estimate t
safety problem.

he funding requirements for this particular aspect of the life

[The justification submitted by the Department follows:]
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Appropriation Estimate

School Assiatance in Federally Affectad Areas

Por carrying out titla I of the Act of September 30, 1950, as amended
(20 U.S.C., ch, 13), ($786,100,000] $495,000,000 of which (S63.500.000il $70,000,000
shall be for payments under saction 6, and {8710,600,000) $413,000,000 shall be for
paymenta under sections 2 and 3 in accordance with section 5(c) (1) and (2) of said
Act, and $12,000,000 ehall be for payments under aection 7 of asid Act: [Provided,
That the total amount paidwith raspect to entitlements under section 3(b) of that
title shall not axceed the amount paid under that u;uon in fiscal year 1978, and
any reductions required thereby shall bs derived by proportionately reducing the
payments appliad fur by sll local aducational agencies under section b))
Provided, That notwithstanding the provisions of section 5(c), no local educational
agency shall be antitled to payments with respect to children dascribed in
section 3(b) of said Actl/t Provided further, That the total amount paid with
respect to antitlements under section 3(a) attridutabls to children who reside of,
or reside with parents employed on, property which is descriled in section 403(1) (C)
of said Act shall not sxceed the amounts raid under that asection in fiscal yaar 1973,
and any reductions required thereby shall be derived by proportionately reducing the
p.aynntn attributadle t'o childran who reside on, or reside with parents enployed on,
property which is described in section 403(1)(Cc) epplied for by all local educetional
ayencies under section J{a)i/: Provided further, That none of the amounts so
appropriated shall bde availedble for payments under section 5(e)3/: Provided further,
That none of the amounts so appropriated shall be availedble for payments under the

second paragraph (2) of section 105(a) of the Bducation Amendments of 1574.4/

Por -arrying out ths Act of Septembsr 23, 1950, aa amended (20 U,S5.C., ch, 19},
{$30,000,000) $31,000,000, which shall remain available util expended, ahall be for
providing school facilities ss authorized by said Act: provided, That with the
exception of up to $13,000,000 for section 10 and up to {$16,000,000] $17,000,000
€t saction l4 nona of the funda containsd herein for providing school facilities
shall be svailable to pay for any other section of the Act of September 23, 1950,

until payment has bean mada of 100 per centum of the amounts payable under saction 5:

\ 61
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Provided further, That, notwithstanding section 421A(c)(2)(A) of the Genersl Education

Provisions Act, the Commiseioner of Education is suthorized to approve applicestions

ifor funds to increase echool facilitias in communities located near the Trident

Support Q{te. Bar.gor, Washington, on such terms snd conditiona es he may reasonably

require without regsrd to eny prcvtsidn in law,

RY)

2

4/

Explaenstion of Language Changas

This provision propoass to eliminate paymantas for 3(b) category children, those
whoae parents live or work on Federal property. Ths psrents of these children
contribute to locsl ravenues through the paymenc of property snd/or other locsl
taxes and tharsfora theae children do not represant a aignificent Pedersl burden
on the community.

This provision proposes to limit psyments fot 3(s) cestagory low-rsnt housing
children to ths totsl gmount peid for such children in fiscal year 1979. 1In 1980,
esch locsl sducstionsl sgency thet sppliss for psyments for 3(a) cetegory low-
rent housing chiidren will have those payments proportionstaly reducad so thst the
totsl emount psid to gll districcs combined doss not axcaed the totsl amount paid
in 1979. The existence of such children does not constituts a fedsrally imposed
burden, as public housing is locslly ownad and the Padersl govarnment alresdy
provides subsidies end in-1ieu-of tax psyments for this property.

This provision proposss to sliminsts s 90 parcent hold harmless clsuse in ths basic
law, since ths budgat intent in 1980 is to fund on tha bssis of current need not
histovical prscsdent. The Education Amsndments of 1978 suthorize a auh-tier pay-
ment systssm undsr ths saecond payment tier. Under this paymsnt system, locel edu-
cationsl agenciss would first raceive 65 parcent of the amounts psyable under the
second payment tier. Sacondly, from any funds remaining, s distribution would

ba mads to provids aach locsl aducstionsl sgency with 90 psrcent of what it had
recaived under Section 3 in the previcus year. Thircly, if sny funds still resain,
the balence of 1S parcent of the amounts psysble undsr the second psyment tiar
would be paid in accordance with tha sppropriations sct. Thie language is proposed
to eliminate the hold hermlsss proviaion of Saction S5(e), tha second atep distri-
bution, which assures each local sducetional sgency of 90 parcent of the previous

.year's Section ) psywants snd to permit tha payment of the 35 parceant balance of

amounts psysble undar tha sscond psyment tiar.

This provision proposes to aliminsta psyments for hold harmlsss proviaions (B)
and (C), authorized under Saction 305, as they provide compansstion for diatricts
which have axpsrienced a dacrease in anrollment of fadarslly comnected children
due to closurs of militery installstions or which havs axperisnced a dacresse in
paysent dus to the prasent inaligibility of children whose psrents live or work
out of the county or out of the State in which s particular district is locaeted.
Such peyments are inequitabls bacausa they are made for childran no longer
receiving eervicea or no longer conaidered to be a faderslly imposed burden.

62 ¢



Language provision

Explanation

|
.1»Provided, That notwithstanding the
_provisiona of aection 5(c), no local

i educational agency ahall be entitled to

paymenta with reapect to children
described in aection 3(b) of maid Act..

The basic law authorizes payments
for children who reaide, or

whose parents work, on Federal
property (Section 3(b)). This
language {8 neceasary in order to
terminate payments for this categury
of children,

,..Provided further, That the total

amount paid with respect to entitlements

under secrion 3(a) attributable to
children who reaide on, or reside with
parenta employad on, property which is
described in aection 403(1)(C) of aaid
Act ahall not exceed the amounta paid
under thia section In fiacal year 1979,
and any reductiona required thereby
ahall be darived by proportionately
reducing the paymenta attributable to
children who raaide on, or reside with
parenta esployed on, property which is
described in section 403(1)(C) applied
for by all local educational agencies

under aection 3(a)...

The basi~ law authorizes payments
for 3(a) category children
connected with low-rent houaing
according to the three-tier payment
system with 25 percent of entitle-
ment payable in the firat tier,
between 63 percent sra 75 percent
payahle in the aecond tier and the
balance payable in the third tier.
This language would Provide fun
for 3(a) category children who
reside on low-rent houaing and shose
parents are employed on Federal
“property or are in the uniformed
gervices at a8 total level not to
exceed the amount paid for auch
children in ffscal year 1979, Rach
educational agency that appliea for
payments for 3(a) category low-rent
housing children will have thoae
paymenta proportionately reduced so
that the total amount paid to all
districts combined would not exceed
the total amount paid in 1979,

.+ +Provided further, That-none of the
amounts ao appropriated whall
able for paywents undex le:§§on 5{(e) ...

¢ - ——

be avail-
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This appropriation request proposes

to fund local educational agencies

at 100 percent of the amounts

payable under the second payment tier
for all 3{a) category children, except
for those who reside on low-rent
houning who would be paid according to
the previoua provision. The Education
Amendments of 1978, however, authorize
a sub-tier payment aystem utder the
aecond payment tier. Under this pay-
ment aystem, local educational
agencies would first receive 65 per-
cent of the amounts payable under the
esecond payment tier, Secondly, from
any funds remaining, a diatribution
would be made to provide each local
educational agency with 90 percent of
what it had received under Section 3
tn the previoua year. Thirdly, if

any funds still remain, the balance

of 1S prroe-t of the amcunts puyeuic

o
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1 Lengusge provision

Explanation

j —

ocmoan—

under the second paywant tier would *
ba paid in eccordence with the
sppropristions act, This lengusge
ie proposed to sliminats the hold
hsrmless provision of Sacticn 5(d),
the sacond step distributiom, which
sssures each locel educetional
agency of 90 percent of the pravious
year's Saction 3 payments end to .
pernit the payment of the 35 parcent
balence of emounts paysble under the
second jpaysent tier,

{ +ooProvided further, That none of the

amounts 80 appropristed ghell be aveil-
able for paywents under the second pere-

greph (2) of esction 393(a) of the
!ducnt;on Amendaente of 1974,

This lenguage sliminetes paymenta
wndar ho1ld harmlesa proviaions

%l) end (C). Hold hermless

8) provides compensation for
dietrictes which have experienced a
decreass in enrollment of federeally
cobnactead children dus to closurs of
ailitery tnstellations. Hold harm~
lase (C) provides compensstion for

» diatricte vhich heve experiencad

decresase in paymant dues to ths
présent ineligibility of children
vhoas parents live or work out of
the county or out of the State in
vhich e perticuler dietrict s
located,
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Amounts Avails
]

for Obligation

1979 190y
ApPropriation..eesseccncsssraretersainsenae $816,100,000 $528,000,000
Unobligated balsnce, start of year...ocoeses 28,956,000 —

Total obligatic B.vevereeereneecrncins 845,056,000 528,000,000
Susmary of Changes

1979 Eatimated Budget SULROTAEY:+:ceoossesacnarransraroncoranssncee, $816,100.000

1980 Bstimated budget BULhOTLEY..ou,erseneserrrarsstacerasesraesen, 528,000,000

Net ChBNGE..cdevovaorssssssersasorsssstsrtvestossccasence = 288,130,000

Incressea:
frogram:

1.

2,

3

Maintenance and operations--change is

due to an eatimated incresse in per pupil
expenditures for 3(a) category children
due to riwing costa; expsnded eligibil-
ity for districts heavily impacted with
3(a) category children; and increased
entitlement for children residing on
Indian 1a0dE.seciaeerissccctscssiscnansne

Maintensnce and operations--increase

in the .eatimated per pupil expenditure
for Section 6 category children due to
rioing COBEB..cocrvsoscssvarisnsranccnaes

Conatruction-=to provide additional
funds for the conatruction of minimun
school fscilitiea in districts serving
childran who reaide on Indisn lands

and in areas heavily iwpacted by Federsl
T3 R 3 N Y T N R R LA

Total tncreasesd.veveveivecoonre

Decreases:
Program:

1.

2,

O
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Maintenance and operations--termination
of payments for 3(b) category children...

Maintenance and operstions--elimination
of payments under the hold harmless pro-
VEBLOMB s evotosesorososrotosantsnsasse

Total decTeRBEN. .o verotosoans

Net chanfl@...ceoeeesosnen

. 65

1979 Base

Change from Bese

$343,000, 000

63,500,000

17,000,000

320,000,000

13, 600,000

+$ 56,000,000

+ 6,500,000

+__ 3,000,000

+ 65,500,000

-320,000,000

- 33,600,000

-153,600,000

-288,100,000
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. Budgst Authority by Activity
- 1579 1980 Incresse or
Estimate Potimate _Dacresse
1. Maintensncs snd opsrstions:
a. Paymants for "a" childrem..... $343,000,000 $399,000,000 +§ 56,000,000
b. Payments for "b" children.....  320,000,n00 -— - 320,000,000
c. Special provisions.....c.vvune 14,000,000 14,000,000 -—
‘d. Psyments to othsr Federal .
AReNCLBB. e i ii it rriaras 63,500,000 70,000,000 + 6,500,000
e, Hold harmlsse provisions...... 33,600,000 , =-— - 33,600,000
. Disaster aasistench......c.... 12,000,000 12,000,000 -
Subtotal..iceeeviees 786,100,000 495,000,000 - 291,100,000
2. ConALructioN.iiiireeeeecrronnonnas 30,000,000 33,000,000 + 3,000,000
Totsl budgst suthority.......... 816,100,000 528,000,000 - 288,100,000
(Obligations) . vevvrvvaveasesea.  (845,056,000) (528,000,000) (-317,056,000)
\
Budget Authority by Object -~
1979 1980 Incresse or
Estimate Estimate Decresse
Land snd structursd...ccvecaceasevea.  $ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ ~——
Grante, subsidies, snd
contribution®.iieviiiieviavinannsiess 803,100,000 515,000,000 -288, 100,000 -
Total budget authority by object. 816,100,000 528,000,000 ' -288,100, 000
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School Assidtance in
Pederally Affected Areas:

1, Maintenance an
Operationa (F.

b.

d.

e,

f.

Paymenta for &
children

(Sec. 3(a))ivivavnn
Payments for "b"
children

(Sec. (DI} vaannns
Special proviaions
(Secs. 2, 3(e), 4).
Payments to other
Federal agencies
(Sec. B)evurvrannen
Hiold harmleas pro-
visiona (Sec.
305(b) (2) and

Sec. S5(e})....v.uns
Disastey assistance
(Secs 7)evenacsonnn

2., Conatruction
(P.L. 81=815)¢s0vvinnn

Total BA, . covresanrasannas
Total BA Against Definite

Authorizativfeesveoveas 1,323,600,000

-1/ Entitlements for hold harmless provic

d
L. B1-874):

211

Authorizing Legislation

1979 1980
Amount 1979 Amount 1980
Authorized Estimate Authorized Estimate
$365,900,000 $343,000,000 $418,700,000 $399, 000,000
859,700,000 320,000,000 920,300,000 .
15,000, 000 14,000,000 15,130,000 14,000,000
63,500,000 63,500,000 70,000,000 70,000,000
19, 500,000/ 33,600,000 7,200,000t  ---
Indefinite 12,000,000 2/ 12,000,000
Indefinite 30,000,000 Indafinica 33,000,000
816,100,000 528,000,000
774,100,000 1,431,330,000 483,000,000
ions are based on full funding. As funding

1s prorated down, huld hatmless requirements increase,
2/ New authorization is required.
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Yaar
1970
191
1972
1973
1974
1975
1576

Transition
Quarter

1977
1978
1979
1980

1/ Tha amount available for obligation aftar application of a
provision in tha fiacal yaar 1974 appropriation.

2/ Includes tha Budgat Amendment of $29,000,00
submittad to tha Congrass in mid-1978.
it vaa received by the Congrews too lat
year 1979 appropriationa bdill.
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Schoél Anatatanca in !}dlrnlly Affected Areas

Budget
Estimata

o Congress
$201,107,000

425,000,000
439,300,000
430,910,000
292,500,000
340, 300,000
266,000,000

. 5,000,000
325,000, 000

426,000, 000

885,400, 0002/
528,000,000

2

e

House
Allowance

$519,507,000
438,900,000
606,880,000
641,405,000
610,000,000
656,016,000
659,000,000

70,000, 007
788,000,000
805,000,000
856,400,000

08

Senate
Allovance

$599,107,000
672,700,000
676,880,000
681,405,000
633,000,000
656,016,000
725,000, 000

70,000, 000
798,000,000
825,000,000
799,100, 000

Aggrogrxat{gg
$519,507,000

549, 968,000
611, 830,000
671,405,000
593,416,0001/
656, 016,000
680,000,000

70,000,000
793,000,000
805,000,000
816,100,000

five percent reduction

0 for Construction which was
No action vaa taken on thia request as
8 for conaideration with the fiacal
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Juseification

School Assistance in Pederally Affected Areas

1979 1980 Increane or
Eatimate Estimate Decrease
1. Maintenance and
operationa:
a. Paymenta for "s" children... $343,000,000 $399,000,000 +$ 56,000,000
b. Paymenta for "p" children... 320,000,000 -——- - 320,000,000
c. Special proviaions.......... 14,000,000 14,000,000 ——
d. Payments to other Federal
BgeNCied caicrcrarrisisantnn 63,500,000 70,000,000 + 6,500,000
' ¢. Hold harmleaa provisiins.... 33,600,000 .- - 33,600,000
f, Diacsater asaiatances.sceises 12,000,000 12,000,000 ———
Subtotalaceirreriannens 786,100,000 495,000,000 - 251,100,000
2. Constructiofeseesssserarssssnans 30, 000,000 33,000,000 + 3,000:00Q_~

Total budget authority........ 816,100,000 528,000,000 - 288,100,000
(Total obligatfons)..i.ssuvre (845,056,000) (528,000,000) (-1317,056,000)

General Statement
To compenaate for the coat of educating children in areas where enroliment and the
availability of revenuea from local acurces have been advcrsely affected by Federal
activitias, Titie 1 of Public Law 81-874, as amended by Public Law 95-561, and
Public Law B1-815, as amended by Public Law 95-561, provide funds for current operat-
ing expenaea and conatruction assistance. A major portion of the funds are allocated
on the basia of children who reaide on Federal property and/or whose parents work on
Federal property or are in the uniformed servicea. In addition, funds are provided
under both laws for the educatfon of children wha reaide on Indian lands and for
children who reside on Federal property where State or tocal laws or other reasons
preclude them from receiving a auitable free public education, Major and pinpoint
disaster assiatance alao is authorized under both laws. Applications for assistance
are submitted by local educational agencies through their State educational agency
and payments under both laws are made directly to eligible school districts.

In fiscal year 1980, the budget request proposes to alter the funding priorities
under the Maintenance and Operations program (P.lL. 81-874). Specifically, funds
would continue to be provided through the second payment tier for children whose
parents live and work on Federal property, with the exception that payments for low-
rent houwing children under this category would be limited to the fiscal year 1979

. total payment level. Payments would be made also for special provisions and to
other Pederal agencies. However, in 1980, no payments would be made for children
vhose parents live or work on Pederal property or for the hold harmlesy provisions.
This would result in a decrease of $291,100,000 below the fiucal year 1979 level.

An amount of $12,000,000 is requested in anticipation of claims due to mijor
disasters. No funds are requested for pinpoint disaster claims.

The budget request proposes a $3,000,000 {ncrease for school construction

(P.L. 81-815) of which $1,000,000 would be provided to schools serving children who
reside on lndian lands (Section 14) and $2,000,000 tu achools on local property
heavily impacted by federally connec’ed children (Section 5).
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1. Maintenance snd Operations
(P.L. 81-874)

1979 Estimate 1980
Budget Budget Increase or
Pos, Authority Authorization Pos. Authority Decrease
88 $786, 100,000 $1,431, 330,000 88 495,000,000 -$291, 100,000

Purpose and mathod of operations Kl

To help compensate achool districts for the cost of educating children where
enroliment snd the savailability of revenues from local sources have been adversely
sffected by Pedaral activities, Public Law 81-874, as smended by Public Law 95-561,
provides maintenance snd oparations funds.

The legialation provides psyments for current opersting expenses for the purposes
1iated below. Sections 5(c) and 5(a) establish the portions of entitlements that
will be aliocsted and paid when an sppropristion for & fiscal yesr is not enough
to fund in full all entitlements under Sectiors 2, 3 and 4.

Section 2 = School districts having s partisl loss of tsx baae
(10 psrcsnt or more of sasesssd value) as s result
of tha scquisition (since 1938) of resl property by
the United States;

Section 3(s) - Children vho resids, snd whoae parents work, on
Fedaral property;

Section 3(h) = Children who reside, or whose parents work, on
Pedersl property;

Section 3(d)(2)(B) = To increass rates of payment for children under
specified circumstances to the extent necesssry
to enable 8 achool district to provide g level
of education equivalant to that provided by
comparable achool districts;

Section 3(e) -~ To phsse out entitlements under specified
: conditions to school districta losing a subsatan-
tial number of children due to & deerease or
cessstion of Faderal activities in the State {n
vhich the school district {a located;

Section & - FPor sudden snd substantisl {ncreases in
federslly-connected attandance resulting from
activities carried on by the Pederal government
either directly or through & contractor:

Section 6 - Payaents to other Peders! agencies or local
educstional agencies to provide the full cost
of educsting children who reside on Federal
property when the State or local educstional
agency is unsble, becauae of legal or other
ressons, to provide a saitable free public
education*

Section 7 ~ Assiatance to iocal cducational agencles
sffected by major or pinpoint disasters:
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Section 305(b)(2) - Two hold harmlens provlslon; dosigned to
(3, () soften the impact of the reform smendments
made by P.L, 93380 and to offaet decreased
military activities that occurred in 1974
and 1975,

Payments are made directly to local school districes where Federal funds are
comeingled with State, local or other funds used for general operating expenses
which benefit .\1 students enrolled {n the district.

1980 budget policy

1n fiscal year 1980, $495,000,000 i{s requested for the Maintenance and Operations
program., The emphasis of this budget request {8 to fund through the second payment
tier those school districts which are significantly impacted by the Federal govern-
went in that they provide education for children whose parents both live and work
on Federal property. :

In addition, full payments would conrinue to e made for children who reside on
Federal property when the State or lucal educational agency is unable, because of
legal or other reasons, to provide 8 sui able free public education, Full payment
would be made under special provision, Section 2; and the ather special provision,
Section 3(e), would be funded through the second payment tier. An smount of
$12,000,000 has been requested in anticipation of claime due to major disasters; no
funds have been requested for pinpoint disaater claims. New authorizatfon {s reauired

Under the 1980 budget request, school districts would not be compensated for 3(b)
category children, those who reside, or whose parents work, on Federal property.

The parenta of these children contribute to local revenues through the payment of
property and/or other local taxes and therefore these children do not repregent a
significant Federal burden on the comaunity, Funds for children who live on low
rent housing and whose parents are employed on Pederal property have been requested
at the level paid in 1979 for these children, This policy reflects the continued
belief that such children do not constitute s federally {mposed burden as public
houaing {s locally owned and the Federal government already provides subaidies and
in-1leu~of tax paysents for this property, Although the Education Amendments of
1978 {ncreased the amounts payable for low-rent housing children through the second
payment tier, the goal of thias budget requeat {8 to limit Federal responsibility for
thege children under this program. Funds for hold harmless provisions (B) and (C)
of Section 305 and the new hold harmless provision of Section 5(e) are not requested
as these provisions are not firmly based on a significant Federal impact.

In fiscal year 1979, the appropriation prcvided funding through the second payment
tier for 3(a) category children, funding at the fiscal year 1978 total payment level
for 1(b) categsry children and funding for hold harmless provisions (B) and (C). 1In
addition, ful] funding was provided for Section 2 and £4r schools located on Federal
property /S~~:ion 6), and Section 3(e) was funded through the second payment tler.

§
Below {5 . comparison of payments as a percent of entitlement, and the number of
school children and achool districts served {n fiscal years 1979 and 1980. This cou-
parison i~ based on the requested appropriatioc of $495,000,000 for 1980 and the 1879
appropriation of $786,100,000,

"
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Piscel Year 1979/1980 Comparison

. Payment , Butimated Number of Betimated Number of
. e as Percent Children on which School Districts
of Ent{tlement  Payments ere Basedl/ Receiviiig Paymental/
1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980
R Section 2 100 100 N/A N/A 249 249
‘Section 3(a) 88-100 = 88-100 355,000 355,000 1,764 1,764
low-reant 25 . 2/ 6,350 6,350 195 195
Section 3(b) si-sg;/ - 2,009,000  -=- 3,903 —
Low-rent . 252 ——-, 716,170 - 1,232 ——
Saction 3(s) s7 s7 N/A N/A 14 14
Ssction & 4 4/ &/ ﬂﬁl . &/ LY}
Section 5(a) BN ~e- N/A — N/A —
Section 6 100 100 42,000 42,000 25 2%
Hold harmless 100 -_— 5/ - 920 ——-
(8) eng (C) .
Sectgon 7 "6/ 8/ & 8 s/ Y
o 1/ Pgures rlpr‘llnt the children and recipient districts for each saction or

subsestion exelusively,
2/ Total psyments in fiscal year 1980 will not excesd total peymants made in figcal
ysar 1979. .

3/ Percenteges ars those spacified in the legisletion. In fiecel year 1979, 3(b)
cetagory children were funded st the totsl peyment leval for Jsction 3(b) in
fiscel year 1978, with reductions proportionatsly distributed among sll applicents
in this catagory. . .

/ No epplications ars snticipeted. ,

/ Hold harmless provisfons (B) and (C) only. The number of children on which pay-

mente sve based cannot bs sstimated.

Requirements cannot be setimated. The requested amount 4s bused on the aversge

requirements over the past 10 years.
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SUPPLIMNTAL FACT suart
Matatousmcs émd Opsrations

L)/ )
. WMM_

1978 1979 1979 2 1979 ! 1980 1980

Section 2 School eletricte Naviag

parctiel less af rax dasa by

remvel of real preparty

frem tax relle throvgh

Pederel scquleition 8 13,750,000 § 13,750,000 § 12,600,000 & 13,750,000 & 12,600,000 § 12,500,000 ¢ 12,300,000

saction }(a) Childres vhe tedide, and

whose pateats weork, s
federal preparty 323,000,000 318,000,000 %3, 900,000 337,000,000 343,000, 000 418, 700,000 399,000,000

Secticn )(») Childten vhe reside, Q¢

vheta parsats work, om
fedaral property 784,000,000 324,000,000 839, 700,000 374, 300,000 320,000,000 920, 300,000 ——

faction }e) Schaol districte having o

reduction of fedarelly-

consected children due to

cossation or decrease of

Pedatal activity $,000, 000 2,850,000 2,400,000 2,850,000 1,400,000 2,630,000 1,500,000

section & $udden and ewbstantiel to-

crasees of children result-

ing fram Fedaral activities

cerried gu divectly or through

o ceatractor Ko epplicetions exvected. .

Section 3(a) Nold harmleas provisicn s/a L I1Y "/A N/ n/a —=3/ —-—

Section & Arrasgensate with Fedavel or

lece’ educationsl sgencies
for mducating certein childresm
residing on Padarel property 37,700,000 32,700,000 63,500,000 63, 500,000 63,300,000 70,000,000 70,000,000

saction 108(h)
() & (€)
(P.L. 93-380) Koléd barmless provisiomad/ 13,%00,0003/ 38,700,000 19,500,0003/ 20,000,000 13, 600, 000 7,200,0003/ —

Sectton } Majer end Pingoist Dissaters Isdefiaits, 3,000,007 Indafintte 12,000,008’ 12,000,008/ 1adersstte 12,000,000%/

6

Tetal 1,194,950,000 773,000,000 1,123, 600,000 823,400,000 786,100,000 1,434,3%0,000 493,000,000

Paymente through tier 2 sad held harmless provisions {3) awd (C).

Sseed on estimstad satitlemmmt ot tiwe of Dudget request,

Payusute through 214r 1 with Xb) paymeats limitad to the totel paid for 3(b) fe fiscal year 1978 and hold harmless ; ovisien, (3) end (C).
Paywente threugh tier 2 far 3{u) cetegory childrea vith total paymente for 3(a) cotagory ‘ow-tent howsing children limited to the fiscel yeer 1979
payesc: lavel fav those childrea,

Zatit lowants for Nold hermisee PTovisions are based oa full fueding., As fundieg ie proseted down, hold harmisss requireamte {ncrease.
Requirements tausot ba estimsted; request 1s besed s eveTage réquifemsata Over the paet ten yesrs.

2210
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(p.L. 81-815)

1979 Rstimats 1980
Budgat Budgat Incrasss or
Yoa, Authority Authorization Pos. Authority Dacrease
10 $30,000,000 Indefinits 10 $33,000,000 +%3,000, 000

Purposs and mathod of aparstions

To halp compeasats for the cost of educating childran in areas vhars emnrollment and
the availability of reveauss from loesl sources hava been advarssly sffected by
Fedarel ectivitiss, Public Law 81-815 as amendad by Public Law 93-561 providas fimde
for ths construction and repair of urgently nasded minimm school facilities.
Saction 5 provides ssatstance for achool construction in sreas sxpariemcing an
incressa im Pedarel activity aither directly or through a contractor. Rligibility
1s datarained by ths numbar of children rasiding on Pedaral proparty sand/or ths
number of children vho raside with a pareat employed om Padarel property. Under
Section 9, comstruction funds ars provided to achool diatricts sxpsriencing e tempo-
rary Fedsrsl fmpact. Legal or othsr reasons pravent some locsl educational sgemcies
from spending Stats or local fuands on the proviaion of s auitabla €rea public
aducation or the construction of school facilitiss for children who reeids on Pedersl
propartiss. In thass instancas, tha Commissionsr is directed by Section 10 to make
arrangements for constructing or otharwias providing achool fagilities for thess
children, 9chool disgricts that ers comprised mainly of Indian landa or that provids
free public education to children who resids on Indian lande racaive funds for the
sostruction of school facilitiss under Section 14, Saction 16 provides assistsncs
3 local educetional egencies in sreas suffering major dissstars.

[

Tha sections of P.L. 815 srs prioritized in the lav for funding purposes. According
to tha authorizing lagisletion, vhen sppropristions sre tnaufficiemt to fully fund
currant spplications, funds ers first providad for Sactiona 9 snd 10, with the stipu-
lation that Saction 14 ba funded at s level at lesst equal to Sectiov 10, end that
ths remaindar of the sppropristed funds bs mada aveilable for Section 5. Howsver, in
Tecent years, Ssctions 10 and 14 hava been fundad at lavals apacifiad by the
Muinietretion and Congrass with tha balancs of ths funds used for Saction §S.

A nationwide priority index bassd on ralativa urgency of naed is devaloped for each
saction of the Act. lnsofer as funds srs availabls, thay are then distributad to
recipient achools basad on thess prioritized liata. Thes spplicstions on thia list
vhich ara not funded srs raranked with new applicationa that atc received. Therefors,
8 particular project's ranking might changa saveral timeg bafore baing fundad,

1980 budgat policy

To incresss construction asaistancs to local aducational sgensiss, $3J,000,000 1e
requasted in 1980. Emphasia 1s agein placed on ths comstruction of achool facilitisas
for childran ressiding on Indian lands (Section 14) with s raguast for $17,000,000
and on construction activities for achools located on Pedarsl installations

(Section 10) with s raquest for $13,000,000. The ramaining $3,000,000 would be used
for Saction S schools, thoss locstad in sreas axperiencing an increass iu Pedersl
sctivity, asithar dirsctly or through s contrsctor.

The condition of many of thes achoola for children residing on ladisn landa and thoas
~sted on Pedsral instslletioms present 11fa safaty hazarda &s wall as batng disrup-
8 to sducational productivity, In addition, whan remodsling existing facilitiaes,

«¢ correction of gabsatos problems will be considerad as & 11fa safaty fector.

Applications for construction of achool facilitise which sarve children reaiding on
Indian lends emownt to $350,000,000 (exprassed in ths dollar requiremsnts at the time
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of filing). Requests sre currantly on t11e for projects whoss costs rsngs bstween
$42,000,000 end $43,000 per school buflding. It {s enticipsted thet the budpet
request of $17,000,000 would rssult in the tmplementation of construction of three
school buildings vhich would provids ainimum school fucilities for sepproximately
2,400 children. :

An indepth study documenting the nseds of schocls locetsd on Fsdsrsl instsllstions
(Section 10) was submittsd to the Congress in March, 1978, As of the beginning of
1580, projects amcunting to $180,000,000 (expressed in’ 1976 dollars) would requitre
funding. It 1s anticipsted that ths budget request of 813,000,000 would result in
the implementstion of construction of threa school buildings which would provide
min{mun school fscilities for spproximately 2,600 studemts.

Applicetions emounting to spproximatsly $110,000,000 (expressed {in the dollsy
requirements st ths time of filing) for Section 5 funding ere currently on file.,
Generslly, funding requssts srs for sdditions to existing fecilities and it {s
expectsd thst the budgst request of $3,000,000 would snsble conetruction activities
on two or three school buildings which would provide minimum school fscilities for
600-900 children.

(5]
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Comstruction
7.C. §I-81% 67T 1979 1979 Backlog 1980 1980
Section Baste of Bligibility Appropristiom Roquest Appropristion _Prior to 1980 Entielewant Sudget Requaet
] Children whaes pareuts resids amd/cr ,
work en Pederal preparty or who
represont a incresss im Pedarel
sctivity eithar directly or thyough
o coatracter $ 4,000,000  § 4,000,000 $ 1,000,000  $110,000,0001 Iadefinite $ 3,000,000
8 Perovision of son-Pelderal share vhen
construction imposea a fimascial
burden om lecelity — — -—— - ~— -
9 Tamgorary {acreases of Pederelly
consected childrea for whom LERpOTETY
eachesl fecilitiss sre provided 5,000,000 — - — e —
a,] 10 Podorally cosstructsd sshools oa
Pedarsl preperty 10, 500,000 42,000, 0002/ 1,000,000 180,000,000/ Indetinite 13,000,000
14 School districts sarviag children
residing oa taz-exempt lmdian lasde 10, 500,000 16,000,000 16,000,000 350,000, 0008/ indefinite 17,000,000
1 Majos dieasters &/ Y & &/ & Y}
Total 30,000,000 62,000,000 30, 000, 000 640,000,000 indefintte 13,000,000
)/ Cxpreused 1a dollar reguirenmee at the cise spplicetioms were [{led.
3/ ncludes the Buiget Answiment of 929,000,000 vhich vas subsitted to the Congress fo aid-1978.
Y/ Expresced i 1976 dollare.
4/ Lsquiremsnts csumot be setimared and era Paysble out of regular eppropristion, subject to replocement by supplemsntal sppropristion.
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School Asaistence in Federally Affected Aress

Maintenance and Operations - P.L. 81-874

State or 1978 1979 1980
Outlying Ares Appropriation Appropriation Estimate
TOTAL $775,000,0001/  5786,100,0002" 495,000,000
Alabama 12,799,396 12,781,700 4,850,000
Alaaka 47,109,135 51,086,500 $5,003,000
Arizona 26,163,292 28,564,600 28,791,000
Arkansas 3,835,727 3,976,300 2,313,000
Californis 96,943,084 96,677,500 61,104,000
Colorado 14,285,723 14,042,000 6,053,000
Connecticut 4,887,789 5,123,700 3,179,000
Delawars 3,104,704 3,569,200 3,619,000
Tloride 22,595,508 22,668,300 11,920,000,
Georgils 21,282,382 20,688,200 12,044,000
Hawail 15,070,717 15,710,600 13,598,000
tdaho 4,834,159 5,007,000 2,993,000
Iilinois 14,274,317 14,795,200 8,465,000
Indians 3,299,378 3,42C,900 1,551,000
Towa 965,510 1,087,200 413,000
Ransas 8,390,793 8,816,000 6,689,000
Kentucky 15, 356,126 16,832,000 13,771,000"
louiatans 6,647,191 6,247,100 & 3,149,000
Mains 1,322,183 3,555,200 2,691,000
Maryland 30,193,664 28,914,400 9,558,000
Massachuaatts 14,402,155 12,344,200 7,352,000
Michigen 7,097,566 7,832,400 5,556,000
Minnasota 4,438,294 4,282,100 2,851,000
Missisaippd 4,400,225 4,521,900 2,374,000
Missouri 9,265,247 9,490,100 5,316,000
Montans 8,962,888 9,723,600 9,630,000
Nabrasks 8,770,756 9,102,100 7,494,000
Nevada 4,922,787 5,067,100 1,483,000
New Hempshire 2,367,008 2,390,800 1,530,000
New Jeraay 14,966,552 15,305,700 7,560,000
New Mexico 21,788,492 22,967,200 20,762,000
New York 39,050,704 39,274,000 13,237,000
North Carolins 23,976,458 24,740,900 19,075,000
North Dakota 6,105,566 6,643,200 6,819,000
Ohto 11,295,079 11,801,800 3,574,000
7
.'j L)
— f. ’
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State or 71978 1979 1980
. Outlying Arsa Appropriation _ Appropriation Bstimats
1
v Oklahoma . 17,539,976 18,385,300 13,602,000
Oregon - ) 3,839,812 4,430,100 2,319,000
\ Pennaylvenia 11,420,880 11,555,300 3,269,000
Rhods Ilalend 1,966,994 3,592,200 1,468,000 :
South Csrolins 13,850,290 14,642,600 10,693,000 :

8,151,593 8,945,400 9,057,000 {:
8,856,939 8,580,200 1,120,000 e
37,636,129 37,994,000 16,007,000 Y
9,471,122 9,155,100 3,253,000 %
219,635 253,000 66,000
46,546,2 19,974,000
Weshingkon © 19 11,993,000 g
West Virpinia 113,000 ¥
Wisconein 3,970, 364 , 344, 2,603,000
¢ Wyoming 3,886,430 3,962,700 2,373,000
District of Columbia 4,668,376 4,411,700 1,219,000
Amarican Samos —— —— —— t
Guam 2,037,325 2,111,200 1,755,000
Pusrto Rico 11,220,013 11,597,500 10,144,000
Truset Territorisa - - ———
Virgin lelends 439,439 398,700 5,n00
Mariens Islande ——— ——— ——
Anticipeted disaater
assistancse 12,000,000 12,000,000
Lapes 24,668,666 ' L

1/ Toral 1978 obligations for Sections 2, 3, 6 and 7 amounted to $750, 331,334,
including §5,000,000 currently undistributed.
2/ Includes §15,195,50" currently undistributed.
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~ ' o TukspAY, MARCH 27, 1979..
EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID
WITNESSES N

TllOMﬂS MINTER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER FOR ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION '

ACCOMPANIED BY:

DR. MARY F. BERRY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION
GEORGE R. RHODES, ACTING ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER FOR
- EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS '
- JESSE J. JORDAN, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF EQUAL EDUCATION-
AL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM OPERATIONS
C%RA P. BEEBE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF PI ANNING AND BUDG-
TING
MO.uKA E. HARR'IS()N, BUDGET ANALYST, DIVISION OF PLAN-
NING AND BUDGETING .
. BRUCE S. WOLFF, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGIS-
LATION (DESIGNATE) .
WILLIAM DINGELDEIN, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF EDUCATION
BUDGET ANALYSIS, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

—— EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID

Mr. Natcuer. Now we take up the Emergency School Aid re-
%uest that is before the committee, and we have Mr. Minter, the

eputy Commmissioner for Elementary and Secondary Education
before our committee, along with Dr. Berry, and there may be one
or two additional associates you might want to present to the
compmittee on this request. :

f Whom do you have on this request?

2 Mr. MINTER. Mr. Chairman, we have with us George R. Rhodes,
Acting Associate Commissioner for Equal Educational Opportunity
Programs, and Jesse J. Jordan, Director, Division of Equal Educa-
tional Opportunity Program Operations. '

Mr. NarcHER. We are delighted to have all of you before the
committee at this time.

We have the statement before the committee which we will place
in the record in its entirety, and if you desire we would be pleased
to hear from you if you want to highlight this statement before we
take up the questions.

[The statement follows:|
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DEPARTHENT OF NLALTH, FEDLUCATION AND UELFARE

NAME
POSITION
BIRTHPLACE
AlD DAGE

EDUCATIOR

EXPERLENCE

Present

7/15-4/77
1/72-6/15

6/70-1/72
7/68-6/70
9/671-6/49

Summer of
1567

Spring of
1967_

1959-1966

1955-19%9

19791912

Office of Lducation

Biographieal Sketch

Thomas Y. Minter

Deputy Coatzissioner for Tlementary and
Sccondary Education, U.$. Office of Educatioa

7]

Bronx, Maw York - Junc 28, 1924

B.S., New York UnivarsiLy, 1949
H.A., Yew York University, 1950
S.H.M,, Unlon Theolopical Seminary, New York, 1930
Ed.D., Harvard Univetrsity, 1971

Deputy Conaissioner

Burcau of Elementary & Scco‘daxy Educatioa

U.S. Oifice of Education

Superintendent of Schools, Wilmington, Delaware

Superintendent, District Seven, Philadelphia, Pa.

Director, Pennsylvania Advancement School,
Philudelphia, Pa.

Adninistrative Assistant to Superintendent,
Distriet Seven, Philadelphia, Pennsylvaniﬁ~

.
Adninistrative Assistant to Director of Ficld Services

Boston, Massachusivtts

Consultant, Office of Educational liaison
Hunun Resources Administration, New York

Research Assistant, Special Projects & Coordiunator
Title 11 Program, Office of Supcrintendent, Medford, Has:

Teacher & Acting Chairwan, Music Departaent
Beajanin Mranklin Hih Schiool, East Havloem, N.Y.

Teacher of Chordl and Ceneral Musle -
Jawses otia dunjgoer Mhigh Schoal, Fast Hardlemg NOY.

In tvector, Chonal & Pearuacutal Masie
Havltat Sate Moo ey Colte o, Howie, Mayland
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Crasultunt to Superintendent of Schoels,
Purtland, Oregon

Tri-Comnunity Desepraogation Problem Clinie,
Ens;lewood, lew Jersey .

Consultant to University of Pittsburgh
Learning Research and Developrent Center

Carter/Mondale Transition Planaing Group-Education
Washington, D.C., Decamber 1970

Intermediate School 201, Maahattan: Center of
ContYoversy. Ca=bridge Publications Oifice,
Harvard Graduate Schooal of Education, 1967

A Study of the Yew York City Board of Education
Demonstration Proiccts: 15 201, Two 3ridzes
Occan Hill-SBrownsviile. Combridge, October 10, 1967

The Role of Conflick in the Developnent Operation
of Two new York Cit: Decentralized School Projects
August 1968

Statcment, pages 28-36, inc., in Covering the
pescgrega:ion Storyv: Current Exnerieaces and
Issues

Article: “How Does A District Mobilize for Deseare=
gaticn??. {n School Desecrepation! Makina It Work,
Rohert L. Green, cd.. Collcge of Urban Development,
Michigan State University, Eost Lansing, Mich.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AMD WELFARE

Office of Fducation

Statement by the Deputy Commissioner for Elementary and Secondary Education

on

Emergency School Aid

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: !

1 am happy to have the opportunity to apgéar before your committee
today to present the fiscal year 1980 budget for Federal desegregation
assistance. This budget reflects the President's continuing commitment
to the goals of bcown v, Board of Education, now embodied in law for
over 25 years. Clearly, desegregat;on remains .n unfinished national
agenda, and integration a goal toward which the Na\’on must continue to
work, We believe that this budgét allows us to move ahcad, to encourage
new and voluntary desegregation while at the same time providing ;on-
tinuing assistauce to school distrlcts past the initial implementation
stages but having second-generation desegregation problems. We are
requesting a total of $354,100,000 for de;egregation assistance, an
increase of $22,100,000 over the comparable 1979 appropriation.

Federal school desegregation assistance is comprised of two separate,
but complementary programs, Title IV of the Civil Rights Act (referred
to in the budget as Training and Advisory Services) and the Emergency

.
School Aid Act (ESAA). In 1980, all programs under Title IV and ESAA
will be focused on providing funding for districts just entering the
costly first stages of the desegregation process. Our emphases are on
fiew and voluntary desegregacion with Federal funda flowing to districts
in a more timely fashion, Although the Pederal role has changed since

the beginning of Federal desegregation assistance in the late 1960's,
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Federal involvement has been cruclal to comprehensive implementation
strategies.

Under the Emergency School Aid Act, we are requesting an increase
of $18.5 million for Special Programs and Projects awards to districts
receiving court orders after the regular ESAA funding cycle or having
unmet financial needs. These awards can often provide the financial
stimulus necessary to'begin large scale desegregation activity. We
anticipate supporting both required and non-required plan districts with
these fund: .

' ,Anotﬂbr highlight of this budget is the iatroduction of a new
“digcretionary” account, estimated at $5 million, under Special Programs
and Projects to allow lmmediate respomse to requests from districts
unable ty rvcﬂcive sufficient funding, either because of timing or inade-
quacy of resoﬁrces. This account is patterned after s similar one in
the Title IV program where awards can be made throughout the year upon
request by a school district which is desegregating.

In past years it has become increasingly evident that the success
of implementing desegregation plans is tied inextricably to adequate
funding for many diverse activities. In order to assist districts using
a variety of approaches to desegregate their schools, several new ESAA
programs have been initiated in the past two years. Among these are
pre-implementation assistance, State agency incentive awards (up to $2
million), and magnet school swards. We view mapnet schools as uot only
an effective desegregation tool but an excellent way of encouraging
educational quality within the coutext of degsegregation. For this

reason, we have requested an increase of 510 militoun over the 1979
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funuing level for magnet schools, pairing with businesses and universities,
and the development of plans for neutral site schools.

Another pressing need is for the development of thorough plans
which can be implemented on an orderly, well-reasoned schedule, For the

" first time, as a result of the Education Amendments of 1978, we will
provide funding for districts which are developing a plan of desegregation,
be that plan voluntary or required, We have requested $2 million for
such projects. Funding this activity is one example of our continuing
commitment to encouraging new desegregation throughout the Nation.

Other funding increases in the Emergency School Aid Act are in the
area of educational television and radio. As you know, the Education
Amendments of 1978 authorize the funding of tadio'programmtng beginning
in 1980. We consider both television and radio potential tools fpr
enhancing the self-image of minority children znd for promoting under-
standing of desegregation and integration amoung all children. Ten
percent of the $9.8 million request will be used for radio programming.

Our emphases for Title IV programs for race, sex, and national
origin desegregation complement our emphases for Emergency School Aid
Act programs. Although the activities which can be supported under
Title IV are more limited than those allowed under ESAA, the necessity
of providing funds in a timely fashion is of ultimate importance.

Toward this end, $14.35 million of the $16.35 million increase above the
1979 level will be used for direct grants to school boards for race and
national origin dzgegtegation. These awards are made throughout the
year as needs arise, and thus are especially helpful to districts just
beginning the desegregation process. Funds can be used for any training

associated with the district's desegregation plan and for the employment

Q D)y
ERIC <1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



N

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

229

of advisory specialists to help with the problems arising from the
implementation of the plan. The remaining $2 million increase will te
used for State and loc;1 educational agency awards for sex discrimination
prevention and elimination. Awards will also be made for desegregation
assistance centers and training institutes.

In summary, we feel that this budget for Federal desegregation
assistance represents effective utilization of the flexible authorities
granted under the Education Amendments of 1978 and the experience of ten
years of program operation. In addition, we think that our emphasis on
timely assistance and comprehensive desegregation plans will result in

wore orderly implementation and educational quality in many of the

Nation's largest school districts.

My associates and I will be haépy to answer any questions you may

have. /\

RS
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Mr. MinTER. Yes, I would, Mr. Chairman. ‘ o
We believe that the pursuit of desegregation of the Nation’s

schools is clearly an unfinished national agenda, and that 20 years

after the Brown Decision we still have a good way to go to accom-
plish the goals of totally desegregated school, systems throughout

* our country.

We are requesting a total of $354.1 million for desegregation
assistance, :nd to show our increased commitment and our hope
that we will encourage greater desegregation, we are requesting an
increase of $22.1 million over the 1979 appropriation. -

Federal desegregation assistance is comprised of two separate but
complementary programs; title IV of the Civil Rights Act and the
Emergency School Aia Act.

All of the programs under both of these Acts in 1980 will be
focused on providing funds for districts just entering the first
stages of the desegregation process, and our emphasis will be on
new and voluntary desegregation.

We are asking for ar increase of $18.5 m'ilion for Special Pro-
grams and Projects under the Emergency School ‘Aid Act. We want
to award these prujects to districts that are receiving or will re-
ceive court orders after the regular funding cycle has been complet-
ed or for unanticipated needs within desegregating school districts.

We are askingz aisa for $5 million for a new discretionary account
under Special Programs and Projects to allow us to respond imme-
diately to requests from districts that have unique and unanticipat-
ed desegregation needs. This is similar to an account in the title
IV, Civil Rights Act program.

Among the new ESAA programs that have been initiated in the

past two years we will be requesting up to $4 million for State:

agency\ incentive awards and $35.2 milli- for magnet school
awards.\We view magnet schools as a very .tective tool for aiding
in the desegregation of school systems, and also for enhancing
quality education. Therefore, we have requested $10 million over

"the 1979 level for these activities. .

We will also use these moneys for encouraging the pairing of
businesses and universities with school systems that are desegre-
gating and also for the development of plans for neutral site
schools.

We have requested :dditional funds for integrated radio and
television programs. Ten percent of the $9.8 million request will be
glseﬂ);gr radio programming which will be funded for the first time
in 1980.

Under the Civil Rights Act, title IV, which emphasizes programs
for race. sex and national origin desegregation, we are requesting a
$16.35 million increase, of which we plan to use $14.35 mitlion for
direct grants to school boards for race and national origin desegre-
gation.

We will also make awards to desegregation assistance cen:ers to
help .~hool districts desegregate on the basis of racial discrimina-
tion, on the basis of sex discrimination, and on the basis of national
origin discrimination.

The remaining $2 million increase will be used for State and
local education agency awards for sex discrimination prevention
and elimination.

¥
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In summary, we feel that this is a very flexible budget, and will
help us to meet the national goals of desegregating our public
school systems. ,

My colleage and I, Mr. Chairman, will be proud to answer any
questions that you and your committee might have.

ECS POSITION STATEMENT

Mr. NatciEr. Fine. Thank you very much, Mr. Minter.

Now, Dr. Berry, you and Dr. Minter and any of you at the table
there, | presume that all of you have had an opportunity to exam-
ine the position statement on desegregation which I believe was
funded by the Education Commission of the States.

Have you had a chance to examine this?

Dr. BERRY. Yes, I have seen it, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NATCHER. On page 1, and I read a portion of the second
paragraph which reads as follows: “Twenty-five years after Brown
there is still no clear national.commitment to reducing racial isola-
tion in the schools.”

Is this a true statement? How do you feel about a statement like
this now under this study that was commissioned here by the
Education Commissioner of the State?

Dr. BERRy. There is a national commitment to desegregation if
you look at the budget requests ‘ve are making and the budget that
wle have, the funds which are designed to implement desegregation
plans.

I have no idea exactly what they meant in the statement but, as
1 recall it, they felt thaw since desegregation had not taken place
completely over the last 25 years and that since the statistics
indicate that large numbers of minority children are still in isolat-
»d or segregated schools, more in the North than in the South but
stili all over the country, that this to their minds indicated a lack
of commitment to finishing the unfinished business of desegrega-
tion.

I am only inferring that from what they said.

Mr. NatoHer. Dr. Berry, I would judge from your answer then
that you are of the opinion that there is a clear national commit-
ment to reducing racial isolation in the schools as far as the
Department is concerned and as far as this Administration is con-
cerned; is that a true statement?

Dr. Berry. It is a major priority of the Administration which we
demonctrate in all of our actions and all of ou: policy recommenda-
tions and decisio.is, including the requests that we make in our
judgment. We lament the fact that desegregatior. has not occurred
completely over the year, as I think most people in the country
wouid, and we recognize it has vot fully taken place but we are
committed to making it occur. '

Mr. MinTER. | think we would also point out, Mr. Chairman, that
the Emergency School Aid Act under which we are asking for
funds is to help school districts which are in the process in the
process of desegregating and we do feel that this is a major com-
mitment.

25
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EFFECTIVENESS OF ESAA

Mr. NaTcHER. What evidence is available to show that the Emer-
' ge}x:cyl Sr)chool Aid Program has been effecive in desegregating local
schools?

Mhr. MinTER. | will ask either Mr. Jordan or Dr. Rhodes to speak
to that.

Mr. NarcHer. Either one of you gentlemen go right ahead.

Mr. JorDpAN. Mr. Chairman, in the past I don't think we could
realistically say that the Emergency School Aid Act resulted in
school districts desegregating because of it. Prior to the 1978
amendments a school district would desegregate, identify certain
problems, make certain changes that were necessary in the school
districts and then seek ESAA assistance to deal with those prob-
lems, and try to make their desegregation efforts work.

With the changes made in the 1978 amendments we now have
the flexibility to go into school districts and work with them at the
beginning of the desegregation process, thereby encouraging school
districts to achieve voluntary desegregation in lieu of court ordered
desegregation.

We feel that this budget, reflecting those changes will, in fact,
carry out a policy of reducing isolation.

CHANGES RESULTING FROM EDUCATION AMENDMENTS

Mr. NarcHer. For the record, summarize the major changes in
the Education Amendments of 1978 relating to the Emergency
School Aid Act. If you will do that for the record for us we will
appreciate it. '

[The information follows:|

235
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Changen in the Emergency School Ald Act (ESAA)
Resulting from the Education Amendments of 1978

The Emergency School Atd Act is incorporated into the Flementary and Secondary
Education Act as Title VI. This change becomes effective in 1980; ESAA
programs are reauthorized through 1983.

Authorization for the State apportioned part of the program is limited to
$155 million for the years 1980-1983,

The authority for Pilot programa is eliminated.
"Pollow the Child"” servicea are separately authorized at $7.25 million.
Special programs and projects are authorized at $245 million.

Twenty-five percent of sums appropriated for ESAA programs or $20 miilion,
vhichever is greater, is required to be spent for magnet H#chools and related
projecta annuslly.

Seven percent of sums appropriated for ESAA programs is required to be spent
for educational television and radio annually. /

Integrated radio programming 18 added to the integrated :clevis;gﬁ programming
authority; ten pervent of the total for both can be used for radio programming.

s
The following are added to the list of eligible plans in section 606:

(a) school districts required to provide educational activitiea in minority
group iaolated schools not affected by the reassignment aspects of a
desegregation plan (606(a)(1)(A)(41)), and ’j .

(b) school districts planning to implement a plan 1ssuéd by a court,
approved by HEW, or undertaken voluntarily. Such a plan could cover
not more than two yeara, and funds for such planning would come only
from the special projects authority in section 608(a). (606 (a) (1) (E))

In order to be eligible for a planning grant, LEA's would be excepted from
the "cease to exist” requirements relating to assignment of children to or
within clasaes (paragraph (C)), and other practices, policies, or proce-
dures which discriminate against children on the basis of race, color, or
national origin (paragraph (D)), but only 1f the plan will address any
such violations.

The liat of suthorized activities has been simplified and made generic rather
than exclusive. FPlanning grants are specifically included.

The requirement for proposed waivers to 1ie before Congress for 15 days prior
to being granted has been eliminated.

The special projects suthority has been modified to include its present broad
purposes plue magnet schools, pairing of schools with institutions of higher
education and businesses, and neutral achool aiten,
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The bill includew the Administratfon's § .posal for grants to State educational
agencies or other State agencies for desegregation related activities,
including planning, technical aseistance to LEAs, and training. State expen-
ditures would be matched at twos Federal dollars for each State dollar svent

on authorized activities, wi‘h a maximum of 10 percent of the State's | isic
apportionment or $500,000, whichever 1s greater.

The bill requirea all determinations of civil rights eligitility for granta
from State apportioned funds to be made by March ! preceding the applicable
school year, and all grant awards from such funds tn be made not later than
June 30.

The funding criteria have been revised to make clear that priority may be
given to more recently desegres:.ting districts; othar criteria include the
scope of activities tu be undertaken and the cost thereof, and the degree of
reduction in minority group isolation.

The bill permita applications to be approved covering a five year period, with
funding for each year conditioned on availability of funds, continued deter-
minations of civil rights eligibility, and demonastration by the applicant of
satisfactory progress toward achieving the objectives of the program.

The meparate BSAA Bilingual program has been transferred to Title VII of the
Elementary and Secondary Bducation Act. However, general authority to support
bilingual activities related to an eligible desegregation plan is inciuded
under Special programs and projects.

‘9 -
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PROPOSED APPROPRIATION LANGUAGE

Mr NaTcHER. The budget includes proposed appropriation lan-
ruage concerning paragraph 2 of the section 604(b) of the Emergen-
cy School Aid Act. Why do you need this language?

Ms. BeeBe. Mr. Chairman, the language siates on the face that
appropriations for magnet schools and television and radio shall be
.gsspecific percentage of the total amount appropriated under
SAA.

We feel that the intent was to make those magnet schools and
television and radio appropriations a percentage: of the amount
appropriated for Special Programs aad Projects. The effect of our
proposed language is to change that reservation from funds appro-
priated under the total Act to funds appropriated under the sec-
tion. The budget impact would be for the magnet schools' appropri-
ation set at 25 percent of*the appropriation to be a tocal of $74

million; changed to section, that would make an appropriation of

$45.2 million. Similarly, for the radio anu television, it is set at 7
percent. Without the amendment the appropriation would have to
be $21 million: with the change it would be $9.8 miliion.

These amounts of moneys at the lower levels are the amounts we
think can be spent and effectively for these activities.

TRAINING AND ADVISORY SERVICES BUDGET

Mr. NAaTcHER. The budget request for Training, and Advisory
Services under title IV of the Civil Rights Act is $)57.7 million, an
increase of $16,350,000 over fiscal year 1979. That's a 40-percent
increase.

Why can't you hold the line in this program since this is an
austere budget? Why a d0-percent increase?

Mr. MINTER. We want to give school districts greater monetary
assistance, to provide services and desegregation specialists to aid
with desegregation.

We have found through evaluations, Mr. Chairman, that it is
very helpful to have specialists who move throughout the school
districts to work with parents and with teachers and students and
all facets of the community to aid in the process of desegregation.

Dr. BErry. I might add, Mr. Chairman, we have looked and did.
in the process of developing this budget. a number of studies on
how do vou achieve successful desegregation and one of the ele-
ments in all of the successful approaches has been early planning
and training when the process first started.

This title IV is the most flexible statutory authority we have to
give that kind of early support. and that is why we thought we
should have a large increase this year in that portion of the
budget.

Mr. Natcrer. Instead of 40 percent could you take 15 perdent
and accomplish what vou have in mind?

Dr Brkky. Not given the widespread problem all across the
country in the many districts and areas where we need the funds.
This 1~ why we made the request at that level. s

:Z (f >y
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DIFFERENCES IN ESAA AND TITLE IV, CRA

Mr. NatcHeRr. What are the major differences between the Emer-
gency School Aid Act and title IV of the Civil Rights Act’

Mr. Ruoprs. The Emergency School Aid Act is directed primarily
at educational programs, and title IV at training related to deseg-
regation. In addition, title IV is directed toward school districts
which are correcting conditions of racial separation which are the
result of State or local law or official action.

Ms. BeeBe. Mr. Chairman, the chart might be helpful, and I have
some extra copies here.



SOURCES OF YEDERAL DESEGREGA™ION ASSISTANCS IM THE ESAA & TITLE 1V PROGRAMS INSERT

29 A

Type of Devagregation
Assiatance

ESAA Progrems

CM-1V Programs

1. Help in Devaloping A Plan

LEA planning grant®

Tachnical essiatance provided by!
SEA
DAC

Pre-laplesentation
2. Help in getting stsrtad

Neutral site planning grants
Pre-implesentation swarde
Magnet achool grants

Discrationary grsnts to achool boards
Inatitute teacher treining
Continue support by SEA and DAC

tmplamantation
3. Help with descgregstion pro-
blems

Ceneral grente to LEAs
Esergency spacisl projecte®
Susinsas and university pairing
SEA incantiva swvards

Discrationary grants to achool boards
Inatituts training
Continued suppart by SEA and DAC

Cansrel grants to LEAs

4. Replacemant of lost Title 1 ear- Ganaral grante to LEAs ons

| vices to reassigned studsnts Yollow tha child_comsonent)

T, Comwnity support for Grants to nonprofit organiea-
desagragetion . tions None

6. Support from Stats educationsl
sgency (SEA)

SEA incantive avards

Continued aupport by SEA and DAC

F. Full funding at the nagotisting
laval for LEA's isplementing
plans that sre not more than
six (6) yaars old

Emargency spscial projacta®

Wone

8. Halp at any time

LEA plenning grentst®
Pre-implementation everde®
Emsrgency spaciel projacta®
(LEA & NPO)

Diacrationary sssistance®

SEA incentiva averds (emrvices
from SEA

Service from the: SEA
. DAC

9. Relp with unique end apecial
problems wiiether or not e grant
award ia in place

Discrationary eseistence®

Discrationary grants to school bosrds

tion activities I

Ganaral grants to LBAs

1

0. Help in the apecialty areas of Other apecial projecta Wona
Arts and student cuncerns

11. Help in sedia coversge for Educational television and None
children's programming in e radio

| desegregated setting/

12. Help In identifying And diases- Evalustion SEA
tnating succeasful deaegrega- SPA incentive awards DAC

¢ Yunds aveilsbls thro.,";hout the yssr as nseded.

!
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What we have tried to do on this chart is to focus attention on
the various kinds of desegregation assistance that we can provide
to districts as they begin first to think about desegregation activity
and to eventually follow all the way through the various stages.
We. have tried to comipare what we can do under the ESAA pro-
gram and the title IV, Givil Rights Program.

I think it’s important ‘to keep in mind that we talk about these
as being a single program. But, in fact, they are multifaceted
activities, each activity designed to help a district in a specific way
at a specific point in time in their desegregation process. We begin
that process by helping a district to develop a plan.

We can do that under the ESAA Program through planning
grants and through neutral site grants. Those are two strategies.
We do that also under title IV of the Civil Rights Act by providing
funds or technical assistance through our LEA grants or through
our desegregation assistance centers.

Going on down the chart, I think you can pick up the key points.

Mr..JorDAN. Mr. Chairman, it might help to point out that title
[V of the Civil Rights Act is basically designed to provide technical
assistance and teacher training. It was set up to provide districts
with people who have special expertise in school desegregation to
advise school boards, and superintendents on how they are to pro-
ceed in their desegregation efforts.

The Emergency School Aid Act goes one step further and allows
the school district to conduct those activities with children, parents
and teachers and staff that are necessary to make the effort work.
The two go together quite well. .

FLEXIBLE DESEGREGATION ASSISTANCE

Mr. NarcHER. All right. Does your office have more flexibility in
awarding grants under title IV than you have under the Emergen-
cy School Aid Act?

Mr. JorbpaN. Mr. Chairman, prior to the 1978 amendments we
had more flexibility under title IV. With the passage of the 1978
ggl:\c;:tional Amendments we now have more flexibility under

Ms. BeeBe. In combination the two programs, however, help us
direct aid flexibly at different times and for different needs, and we
need both kinds of flexibility to help the districts.

M:. NarcHER. Can a school district not eligible under the Emer-
gency School Aid Act receive assistance under title IV?

Mr. MINTER. Yes, sir.

Mr. NarcHeR. Under what circumstances would this be possible?

Mr. RHopEs. As you know, districts applying for ESAA assistance
are reviewed by the Office for Civil Rights for the title VI compli-
ance. If there are compliance problems they are ineligible for
ESAA unless the preblem is remedied or they are able to get a
waiver. Since districts applying for title IV assistance are not sub-
ject to OCR clearance, it is possible for a district ineligible for
ESAA to get a title IV award. Baltimore and Lorain, Ohio are
examples of districts that might get an award under title 1V, but
Xould not be able to get an award under the Emergency School Aid

ct.
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Mr. NaTtcHer. All right. \
Mr. Michel? "\\
Mr. MicHiL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. -

DEFINITIONS OF MAGNET SCHOOL AND DESEGREGATION

Doctor Minter, for the record would you define for me a maé\nut
school. Then, also define for me desegregation, and tell me tke
difference between desegregation and integration. \

[The information follows:] \

DEFINITIONS OF EMERGENCY ScHooL A Acr TERMINOLOGY

Magnet schools for desegregation purposes under the Emergency School Aid Act
are programs, courses of study and/or teaching methodologies which are not gener-
ally offered at a grade or age level within a school district, designed specifically to
attract substantial numbers of both minority and nonminority students.

Desegregation for Emergency School Aid Act purposes means the assignment of
children or faculty to public schools and within such schools without regard to their
membership in a minority group. It does not mean the assignment of such persons
to or within public schools in order to overcome racial i1..balance.

Integration in a school system may be considered to have been achieved when
students throughout the system attend interracial classes, and when the schools and
classes afford students an equal educational opportunity without regard to racial
background. In addition, an integrated system includes racial heterogeneity and
parity in administrative staffs, teaching faculties, and service personnel. Further,
curricular and extracurricular activities and programs are designed or have been
redesigned so that they appeal to and include racially heterogeneous groups of

students.
DESEGREGATION EXPENDITURES

Mr. MicseL. Now, do you have any figures as to the total amount
spent per year on desegregation activities such as busing, magnet
schools, etc., by all levels of government?

Mr. MINTER. No; we don’t have that figure.

Mr. JorpAN. Not all levels of government, no, sir.

Mr. MinTER. Perhaps we could get an estimate.

Mr. JorDAN. We can provide that for the Office of Education, but
not for all levels.

Mr. MicHeL Do the best you can for the record, what we are
doing Federal-wise, and the States, as I am curious to know what
the States are doing specifically in this regard, too.

Mr. MiNTER. There are many States, Mr. Michel, that are provid-
ifng funds for desegregation, and we know that some States, in
act——

Mr. MicHEL. Put those figures together so we can have them all
in one place, would you, please?

[The information follows:|

DESEGREGATION ExPENDITURES THROUGHOUT THE NATION

local and State Boards of Education cannot provide, on short notice, the exact
expenditures that relate entirely to school desegregation. As one example, however,
the Boston Public School District estimates its total desegregation expenditures at
* $% million per year. The Massachusetts State Department of Education estimates its
desegregation related expenditures at roughly $2 million per year. While local and
State desegregation related expenditures are not available at this time. the Office of
Education's expenditures for desegregation activities are listed as follows:
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Bilingual education ... .. .. . ... et e+ et st 10 $8.600,000 (*)
Educational television and 1adi0 .............occoerveerevvrevevecosvconrre s rirrssess 6,450,000 $9,858,000
Special programs and projects................cccen... ettt e B 70,000,000 95,769,000
BVAIBHION. oo e vt et e et e s e e 2,900,000 2,964,000
Magnet schools; painng; and neutral Site SCHOOIS...........ovcvvrreeceerrrcrrivven, 25,000,000 35,209,000
Grants to nonprofit organizations ..............c..ocoocvveve .. e 17,200,000 15,000,000
Pilot projects ............. et messseseeteeeteeseees o s oo oo 32,250,000 () -
Grants 10 LEA'S ........cccooce woveeereceeemsneecee s esseeesee st oo oot ' _137600000 _137699000

Subtotal et . 300,000,000 296,400,000
Training and aQViSOMY SBIVICES................coeee. covvememssssenemssmsesssssnnen + cone _ALsso00 57,700,000

TOMR s s et 341,350,000 354,100,000

FORMULA GRANT PROGRAM

Mr. MicHeL. The general formula“ grant program obviously does
not rank at the top of your priorities, and if that is the case why
not just totally discontinue the program?

Mr. MINTER. You are speaking of the State apportionment?

Mr. MicHEL. Right.

Mr. Ruobes. There are still certain problems existing in districts
that can best be taken care of by the State apportionment. Just
because a desegregation plan is not recent does not mean districts
desegregated four or five years ago could not still have certain
problems they need to deal with.

Mr. MicHEL. How long are you going to say that? If you and I are
back here five years from now, is that going to be a stock answer?

Mr. RHobEes. To be very candid about it, I think you would have
to actually go out in the district before you could make a judgment,
because the principal of the school is the one who has to open the
dcor each Monday morning.

Consequently, I think you would have to make an assessment
there, and I think that the whole question of race and color in our
country indicates that it is not something that is finished.

When you talk to the superintendents or the persons who work
with Southern school districts that have done an excellent job,
excellent in the sense of having done away with the dual school
system, they indicate to you that they still have difficulties with
suspensions of minority students.

In fact, this is one of the major problems that we have in deseg-
regated schools. You also have the question of segregated class-
rooms in desegregated school systems, so it's not something that
ends simply because you reassign the students.

Mr. MicHEL. | was going to ask you what are the specific types of
activities that funds under the formula grant program are used for.
You mentioned two there. Anything more than that?

Mr. JorpAN. Mr. Chairman, the districts that have the older
desegregation plans usually refer to their problems as second gen-
eration problems. Second generation problems revolve around
three areas primarily.



One is a problem that they expepience in desegregation, in segre-
gation reoccurring after a plan haé been implemented. In trying to
deal with this, school districts quite often try to improve their total
education program to try to help stabilize the school district.

Another problem that they cite in these districts as has been
indicated, is the over-representation of minority group students in
those expelled or suspended. This may turn out to be one of the’

“most difficult second generation problems that school districts have
faced. .

Mr. MicuEL. The expelling of students?

Mr. JorDAN. Yes.

Mr. MicsEL. Brought about by what?

Mr. JornaN. Usually brought about by very acts of discrimina-
tion within schools based on school board policy or individual
teachers or counsellors or principals in dealing with students. If
you look at the statistics of those school districts you quite often
find that the number of minority students suspended or expelled
exceeds the number of non-minority students suspended or expelled
several times, much more so than would be normal in such a
situation.

These are very subtle kinds of problems that school districts are
taced with.

" M;. MichiL. You mean given the same offense by a white and a
ack——

Dr. MinTER. Mr. Michel, 1 think I can elucidate on that, having
been in a school system. Very often youngsters are moved from one
school to another; most of the busing and transportation in the
United States has been from minority districts into predominantly
white districts.

Very often two students will have an altercation. The minority
student is not known to the general community and is not known
to the custodians and various people, secretaries or teachers within
that building, whereas the other child has been in that building for
a long period of time, and though I don't think the authorities
think of themselves as overtly discriminating, they are more likely
to take the side of the child they know than they are the child that
they do not know.

We do have, through readings and records, examples of that kind
of behavior.

Mr. MicHEL. How do yc 1 address yourself to that problem? How
do you meet it; what do you do about it?

r. MINTER. What we do is have training. I have just come out
of the Wilmington/Delaware system, which is now a part of the
Wilmington/New Castle County System, and what we did in prepa-
ration for that desegregation was to train bus drivers, bus matrons,
teachers and auxiliary personnel to help them recognize the kinds
of p-oblems that not only may they encounter, but that they do
oncounter as they mix large numbers and diverse numbers of
children.

Mr. Riones. Another thing we do is to help them develop policies
that can be published within the school community and for par-
ents. that is. you would have parents. school people, students work-
ing on policies that you could put in print. That way students know
what the policies ure, teachers know what the policies are, and
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then when the situation arises there is less of a tendency to dis-
crininate in the application of those pollcles because everybody
knows what they are.

NEW APPLICATIONS FOR FUNDING

Mr. MicHEL, Of those 430 projects funded under the Formula
Grant Program, how many will be from new school districts?

Mr. JorpaN. Do you mean applying for ESAA for the first time
or implementing a plan?

Mr. MicugiL. Applying for first time.

Mr. JorpaN. Ten percent, about 30 to 40.

Mr. Ruones. That is on the high side.

Mr. MicHEL, You are submitting your 1980 budget, so you are
estimating that is about the number in 1980?

Mr. RHoDEs. Yes, sir.

Mr. MicHrL. Has that been a pattern?

Mr. JorDAN. Yes, sir. -

Mr. MicHrl. Where would it be kind of a uniform pattern"

Mr. JorpaN. The school districts in the 17 Southern and border
States that have been implementing court ordered desegregation
plans for.a number of years tend toc be rather constant. However,
the State apportionment formula makes moneys available to all of
the other States too.

Those States are the ones that represent school districts coming
in for the first time. Sornetimes it represents a new plan. Some-
times it's a school district that is ex; -encing difficulty and wishes
to apply for the first time.

There has been quite an increase in the number of eligible
districts applying for this from New York, California, Ohio, Indiana
and Illinois.

Mr. MicHeL. How many of these projects have been funded for
more than five years?

Mr. JorpAN. Again, in,the 17 Southern and border States most of
themn have been funde(f for seven years when you consider the
companion program prior to the Emergency School Aid Act called
E}JelEmergency School Aid Program. That operated in 1470 and

971.
DURATION OF DESFEGREGATION ASSISTANCE

Mr. MicHEL. | have to ask the question whether or not we 4re
going the same route in this program 'as we are in impacted aid,
starting something for good cause, but then continuing to be stuck
with it even though the need may be diminishing.

Am I looking into the wrong crystal ball?

Mr. RHopEes. Well, I see a difference, I think, in that there has to
he an assessment made by the district of the nature of the prob-
lems. The Office of Education, namely our office, EEOP, has to
agree in looking at the application that their assessment was cor-
rect, the problem still exists.

[ think it's reasonable that you would expect that over time that
the number would. in fact. decrease. but I don't think that there
would come a time in the next few years that say the number
would decrease by 50, 80, or T0 percent because there are always
problems when you have students of different races togrether.
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Another problem that is moving in on this is the question of
minorities other than blacks that are in school districts. When you
have the Hispanic students, in addition to the black and white
students, you have situations that teachers are, generally not ready
to deal with. When you have two, in fact, sometimes when you
have one race schools——

Mr. MicugL. Does that say something about our educational
system?

Mr. RHODES. Yes. :

Mr. MicHEL. Are we correcting it?

Mr. RuODES. Our program deals with elementary and secondary
education. , .

Mr. MinTeR. I think it says more about our general society, Mr.

. Michel. )
REDUCING FORMULA GRANT PROGRAM

Mr. MickeL. Let me ask you one final question in this round:

If we- wanted to cut the formula grant program, would that
legally affect funding for any other emergency aid program?

Mr. JorpaAN. No, sir.

Mr. MINTER. No.

Mr. JorDAN. Mr. Michel, under the amendments now we have
the authority to do something we have not before, and that is to
give priority to recentness and we will do that, both in discretion-
ary funding under ESAA, as well as in the State apportioned
funding programs. N

Ms. HarrisoN. That relates to the earlier question about simply
giving funds year after year. While it is true Federal desegration
funds have now been spent for eight, nine, ten years, I think th
point to be made is that we have not simply been giving the mon€y
Out. A | .

The Office of Education has looked at the state of desegregation
in the.Nation and asked what the proper Federal role should be.
Where can we be most effective, where can we best target our
finds to do the most good?

ifically, with regard to the Education Amendments of 1978, I
think there was a comp:chensive assessment made of where deseg- -
regation is and where we need to go, and so while the money has
continued to grow, it has been growing with some purpose.

Mr. JOrRDAN. And that is reflected in the chart. For example, we
will no longer have necessarily a fixed cycle to provide funds when
a school district applies for money. A school district applies when
they have a problem, whatever the problem is.

Mr. MiciL. That makes sense, and you see why I express the
concern on the other side of that, that if it just comes so natural
then we tend to refrain from looking at it as closely as we ought to.

Mr. RHopEs. I think during the last two years in particularly we

have looked very carefully at the targeting of funds and making
certain that the activities were linked in some way to desegrega-
tion. We have had some studies; we have had the General Account-
ing Office look at the program and make certain suggestions, and
that .was one of their major suggestions, to make certain of the
linkage.

We have made a very special effort in that area.
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Dr. Berry. And I might add, too, Mr. Michel, the Congress
looked at this whole issue of apportionment and whether the funds
should still be going to the Southern States and the like, when they
reauthorized the legislation, the Education Amendments of 197X,
and it was decided to cap the apportionment formula at that time.

There was a general recognition there were these second and
third generation, third generation now almost, problems that they
have been referring to in some of these Southern and border
States.

Mr. MicHEiL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NATCHER All right. :

Mr. Early?
Y QUALITY OF EDUCATION

Mr. EArLy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Doctor Berry, over the years I have been more impressed with
you than most everyone else who has testified here. It has seemed
to be more important to you to reach our goals rather than simply
to establish the statistics.

Now, when you say successful desegregation, does that translate
into improved quality education? In States that have desegregated
have they accomplished the goal of improved quality of education?

Dr. BErRry. I should have known, Mr. Early, when you congratu-
lated me, you were going to ask me a very tough question, and [
should have expected it.

But thank you for the congratulations and I will try to answer it.

What I meant was there have been some studies of the achieve-
ment of students in districts where there has been desegregation,
and those studies, which we just recently reviewed again, indicate
that desegregation has no harmful effect on the achievement of
white children, that is, their achievement does not decrease gener-
ally as a result of the desegregation that has taken place.

It indicated that if desegregation takes place in the early grades,
the first ‘three or four grades, that the achievement of the black
children will improve, that is, they will make higher test scores,
read better and so on, in the desegregated setting.

There have been studies of other effects of desegregation, the
whole issue of white flight and all of the rest of the issues that are
very controversial, and you have people arguing on both sides, but
I think there is general agreement if desegregation takes place
early, the first three or four grades, and if you have community
support fer it, which you don’t always have, that, indeed, you can
end up improving achievement for blacks and not harming the
achievement of white students in those settings.

Mr. EarLy. What alarms me, though, Doctor, is that we seem to
have more outreach, and more studies but less imple..entation for
improvement.

If I had heard testimony that the medical schools were getting
more mi.ority applicants, then I would say that something is work-
ing. Never mind all of the studies and all of the statistics. The
testimony before the Lommlttee is that the medical schools are
getting less minority applicants. So I don't see where spending
dollars 1s really improving the situation.
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Dr. Berry. If 1 may, in general terms there are more minority
students graduating from high school and going on to college,
graduating now than before the Brown decision, before 25 years
aglol, the percentage of them in that population that are going on to
college.

ng. FarLy. You know, Doctor, you are always talking about
percentages. Secretary Califano is excellent with percentages and
st-.tistics. There was a very simple question asked here with re-
gards to alcoholism which we spent millions of dollars on. How has
it improved over the years? It has not.

I think we are doing the same in education. I see all of these
programs, but I can't see us improving the quality of education,
and that’s the most important concern.

Dr. BERRY. To avoid too many numbers and percentages, there
are just more minority students, more black students in particular
who are going on to graduating from high schooi, going on to
college and graduating now than there were if you looked at the
years before Brown.

There have been tremendous improvements.

MINORITIES IN PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS

Mr. EarLy. Why, Doctor, is there a decreasing number of minbdr-
ities going into professional schools?

Dr. Berry. There are several reasons that have been given by
folks who work in those professional schools.

I will avoid numbers.

One reason is that they think black students who would have
gone to medical school or who would have applied to medical
school now are applying to a wider range of fields because they
now know about that wider range of fields.

Years ago, for example, even when I came out of college or high
school, which was years ago, if you were black you thought about
teaching, Ereaching, beiug a doctor, perhaps, if you could go to
medical school, or being a porter or maid. ®

[ mean, that was about what you thought about as professional
opportunities that were open to you. Now, students are taught by
counsellors and people in school that there are other fields to go
into, so you have some of the folks who go into the sciences, for
example, as undergraduates, not applying to medical school and
applying to graduate school to go to be physicists or engineers.

MINORITIES IN LAW SCHOOLS

Mr. EarLy. What about the number of minorities in law school?
Have minority applicants increased? Can you give us statistics in
this area?

Dr. Berry. Yes. We can give you that there have been increases
in the numbers of folks applying to law schools. There were first
increases in appli -ants to medical school, and they have now de-
creased. In other areas there are increased numbers of applicants
and we can give you some numbers.

It's clear, in fact, there are more going on. We are concerned
about the numbers of applicants to medical school, and that is why
in another part of this gudget we talked about the new biomedical
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program we are funding to try to focus people’s minds on medicine,
again as a place where they ought to go.

Also, black people listea to political commentary like everybody
else, and they know how the Secretary and everybody else has
talked about there are too many doctors. But one may not focus on
the Nation while there are too many doctors, there are not enough
serving underserved communities and there are still opportunities
and demand there.

So we are trying to focus people again on e notion of being
doctors.

Mr. Ruoprs. Might I add something?

One of the things has to do with the high cost of going to medical
school.

Mr. EarLy. When tuition goes to $13,500, you have to assume
that cost doesn’t mean anything. I suggested to him that the HEAL
program is self-defeating but he suggests it is not.

Dr. Berry. The argument is, of course, as you know, since you
have been in the interchange, that a doctor makes so much in the
way of income they can, in fact, pay those loans back in HEAL,
and that it's such a good risk for banks.

Mr. Earry. It depends on whether they become general practi-
tioners. They have to go into specialties to pay off their obligations
under HEAL.

But, Doctor, | see us spending more money in education, but 1
don't see us getting any closer to our goals.

Let's talk about successful desegregation, and the route of in-
creased funding in hiring more professionals. 1 don’t see that as
effective. Thig country is too big. There are too many States and
cities and towins -or you to tell me you are going to send people to
school committees and get your purpose better translated than to
by just putting out directives from Washington.

We know if you put out directives from Washington not everyone
is going to read them. | just say that when we use money that way
we are not going to accomplish our goal of attaining quality educa-
tion.

I see education as the source of real progress in our society.

However, | think we keep implementing new outreach, and we
are not improving quality. We get a different set of statistics, but
we don’t get more minorities and underprivileged reaching our
roals.

F PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN EDUCATION

Dr. Berry. Mr Early. if | may say so, one of the depressing
things about the general public’s decline in confidence in education
is that people do focus on what they se¢ as the problems, and when
they do, those problem areas the people they hear about who are
functionally illiterate. the people they hear about who didn't apply
to this school or that. who didn't get in or do well. they failed to
note that the numbers—and numbers are important, they do show
something-—the numbers do indicuate there are more people learn-
ing more than thev « ver have in the history of any country in the
world in this country right now. and there are more minority kids
being educated, more underprivileged kids of all races who are
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beir;g educated and who are going on into professions and doing
well.

We need more jobs on the other end for some of them. But this is
just the fact, and there are more people literate in this country
than there are illiterate.

So we should not let the fact of the problems obscure our vision
of the successes.

Finally, Mr. Farly, we don't know what, in fact, would have
happened if we had not had all of these Federal programs. 1 mean
to argue, if we had not had them, things would have been better; I
am not sure they would have been better.

Mr. EarLy. Doctor, I look at the budget and there is just too
much outreach for me. When we have to keep promoting and
promoting to attain goals, that is when the public perceives waste.

REPORT OF THE NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS

Mr. MinTER. Mr. Early, I would like to add to that and perhaps
submit for the record, with your and the Chairman’s permission,
the report of the National Assessment of Educational Progress,
which indicates that across the country children are reading better
and are performing better at certain grade levels in schools. And
that, as you know, this is not a unitary problem.
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‘RESULTS OF TWO NATIONAL
READING ASSESSMENTS

Some Performance Up,
Some Down

Results  from Nalianal  Asseswnient’s
swvond survey of tcading skilly spinvs up
the edus ation wenc will some intliguing
new  facls and  subsequent wosing
Questions

The findings shnw dratnatic improse-
ment i teading abilitles among hlack
9.year 0lds gnd 3 genyral tniprovement
amoug 31l youths of Thal 4gc 1n the 1t
yeats between NAEP'S first 11971} and
second (1975 teading assessnitents

Duting the same period, feading levels
of 13- and 17 year-slds remained stan'c.

NAEP surveys have detected declines
In other tearntng areas such as ssicnve and
wnling. ARG there have becn nativnwide
teports of sagamg scores on a vanety of
collcge entrance tests

Why, ther, 13 teading apparently
*'bucking the trend”?

Does 1t mean that the dnft downward
i competence and skitls of students Is
being teverted?

National Assessment’s role is not o
provide the snswers But «f can give the
facts Here aze some facis from the NAFP
1eading asseasments

NINE YEAR-OLDS

Overal) resutys

A pananal probability safuple nf mnte
than 2 500 9.year olds anuwered eath of
the 37 items in the two National Assess.
nent resding surveys

On atl reading nems, 1he aversge pei
centage of childien who were ahle to
answer the dems correutly nygeased 12
percentage pounls dunng the fouryear
period befween the (st and second
assessmenis An increase of | ) percent-
sge points indicales that appronimately
$0,000 niote 9 year olds are able 1o re-
apoitd corrcutly 10 3 typical reading stem

A sgnifivant 2 K penoentagepoind in
crease wis found for the Southeant
tegron. This region s now unly Y percent,
age pownls below ihe natinnal average
The tedding levels fus the West. Centrsl
and Nortlieasl reguns have nui changed
signifis antly,

The avewdge poetevnlsge of  Mak
9 ycat 0lds answeltng .orteddlly increased
4 & percentage points while the average

- R Ll T T ey

National Ass.cisment tesulis are prescnted for Males and females.

reading peitarmance of white 9 year-olds
increased by 1 ! percentage points, how-
eser, black children are 13 percenage
points below Then white couaterpans in
nverall reading fevets

The percentage of males aged 9 an-
twering correclly increased by 14 per.
ceutage points, bul as in the st reading
awessinent, femdles o this age level are
il perfurming shightly beller than malee

Thete was an inciease nf | 4 percent.
age points In cortect responses Among
shildren whose parenis had graduated
from high schoo! but had no further
eduvahion .

tor chidren whose parents had no
Mmgh schnol educanon thete was én m
crease of 2 4 penentage prinivin cnnect
tespontes bunpig their ascrage achieve-
ment level to B poinis below the national
tevet

No change 1r readiog tevels was detecr.
e (o the 9 year-olds whose parenis hat
auvnded high school but did not gadu
e Thete was also no change in reading
wvels {or chilkiten whase parents had

continued thewr education past  high
school

A significant snciedse of 2 3 perent.
age poinls was found fur children wha
altend schools in areas where the lown’s
population i lgsy than 23.00U Achierve.
ment levels did nor change signifivanily
for children who hive in athet types and
sizes of communitres. such as high woenw
economic wibin arcas. low-sociocconouti
utban aress, urban frnge, medin-used
citres {25000 1o 200.000 pupubi:ony
and rural ateas As in the 1971 tcading
survey, averapr redding perforntaney fevel
for children liviog in high-to v anumic
metiopolitan areas 13 shill 6 penentage
points ahose the nationdl level of pet
fnimance. and 1he perfnemanic lesel far
chiidren 1n low.socioevonomi, metiopol
tan areav 0 sull 10 pereentagy points
below the nationdl level

Literal comprehension
Niucicen of the reading nuns medsy
ured the skl of Witeral compeler wo n

National Assessment of Educational Progeess / Sutte 700 / 1B60 Lincoln St, Denver, Colo 80295

A pturect of the fducatinn Commussion of the States
funsf iy andd under contract vath the N ianal Center for fducation Statisties f)mcp of the
Awistant Secretay lon bducgtion U'S Department of Hestth, Education anel Welfare
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- Improvements and Declines Mix With

whith o veltned at heing anie Lo lu ate R
remembet the evd.! meaming o) 5 wootd,
senithce ur PAIPLap

There was nu  hange In the averin
nanongl petfstmanse level uf 1 ekt
an teading e, feang W ctendd
coinpiehension thitl ~

Howsver, between 1971 an 1974

® The penentage bl Suntleatern
9 year-olds antwening the s ilems
cotrectty increased hy t 48 peruent
age points

® 1he acheveinent level fi.r blak
childten ncreated 48 perentige
pu.niy

® The perfurmance lese. uf chilifren
whose parents had high swhoal edy
cationy invreased 1 perceniage
points

® There were no wgnif:vant vhanges
1n reading achiesement levels for
the othes repnrling ginups

tnfarsntisl comprehennion

The 27 reading items nn anfereninl
comprehension requured 9 yeas ohiy do
plek sdeas thai wete not explinatly stated
from wrltten maienal The readers had i
ute 1he information 1n the pavues along
with thet? perwsnal experenies and think
Ing abihities tn make predniliong futm
genetalizations, ted b vonchusions. make
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-| Status Quo in Reading Assessment
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It's a problem of our total society, and what we are doing here in
the Emergency School Aid Act is attacking one facet. We are
attacking the facet of desegregation within communities which
reflected in schools. Not only is it difficult, as Dr. Rhodes has said,
for teachers to teach two children of diverse backgrounds, two
groups of children within a class room but, again, our readings tell
us that where there are three groups of children, if you have
Hispanic and black and you have Anglo children in the classroom,
that the teachers tend to relaite to iwo groups, with one 1eft out,
whichever those groups are.

We also are very much mterusted ir. setting climate. There are
other reports that indicate the push-outs and the dro outs and so
forth, and we are trying to keep children in school inuch longer.
Not only are we keeping them in school longer, but I think they-
are achieving more. But, education is a very, very long, long haul.

Finally, there is a paper that was done by Ralph Tyler, a re-
nowned educator, who compared American education with educa-
-tion abroad. Not just in terms of dollar amounts, but in terms of
the public perception, the students who finish American high
schools, public schools, do just as well o~ better in most areas than
the children who finish schools abroad, e-en though the clientele is
much more restricted.

Mr. EArRLy. My ten minutes are almost Fp

We had Attorney General Bell coming to my other subcommittee
teliing me that there is less crime. Well, there is not less crime.

Now, my point is this—we are spending over $12 billion yet the
statistic that impresses me the most is when you tell me we are
educating more of the underprivileged. Why wouldn’t we be better
off putting all of the money into programs to educate the under-
privileged both in higher and secondary education?

Dr. BErry. Yot mean desegregation money?

RESULTS OF DESEGREGATION IN MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. EarLy. No; that is here. These administrative costs are what
are frustrating and infuriating the public, and it is disappointing to
me. You say that we are educating more minorities, and I say that
that is the best solution to our long range goals and our social
problems. But why aren’t we better off in all of the outreach type
programs in the magnet schools?

Doctor, I have not seen it working.

Would you supply for the record, with the Chairman’s permis-
sion. what the results are in desegregation in Massachusetts as far
as its being successful or unsuccessful in the magnet schools? I am
not trying to put you on the spot, but I just want to find out where
we are going.

Dr. BErrY. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

DESEGREGATION (N BostoN

In Massachusetts the city of Boston has the majority of the hlack population in
the State The results of Boston's desegregation have been successful in meeting
court order requirements The success of magnet schools has been judged by the
ability of the magnet school to attract students of different races Based on that
criterion. Hoatnn s program s successful

¢
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ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION

Mr. EarLy. I still think the most effective statistic you gave me
is that we are educating mere underprivileged, which is excellent.
But why wouldn’t we be better off in simply making monies availa-
ble for them to attend high school,fcollege and graduate schools?

Ms. Beese. Mr. Early, I would just like to point out the chart on
the goals of the 1980 budget. I think 90 percent of the Office of
Education’s 1980 budget proposal before you is driven to help stu-
dents attain one kind or another of access to a quality education.

In one of our two biggest programs, title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Act, we have firm evaluation data that shows we are
taking students whose educational attainment is low and we are
moving them up toward grade levels. In our basic educational
opportunity grant, our second largest program, we feel we are
approximating the goal of reducing financial barriers, if not elimi-
nating them. :

Supporting these positive evaluation fundings of our’programs
for these students are the general statistics from the Census De-
partment which shows that for all classes of students and particu-
larly for minorities, they are completing more years of school and
that earned incomes are increasing and that this is in direct pro-
portion to numbers of years of schoo.ing completed.

The national assessment data, which is measured over a two or
three year period, f'ust in the vears we have been before this
committee, show children are learning more in the basic skills, and
that the absolute amount of reading and math achievement they
have has been increased..

So, I think we have some very good stories to tell, not only about
our Federal programs, but about the state of education as a whole.

Mr. NatcHEeRr. All right.

DISCRETIONARY FUNDING IN ESAA

Mr. NATCHER. The committee will come to order. . -

You are requesting $5 million in discretionary funding for
schools needing immediate desegregation assistance. How would
this program differ from emergency special projects for which you
are seeking $70,769,000 in 19807

Mr. JorpAN. Emergency special projects are primarily designed
to provide assistance in the programs that we have outlined on the
chart. These funds are targeted primarily for three things: one, to
deal with some of the cities that have severe unmet needs such as
Buffalo, Boston, Detroit, Kansas City,zSeattle, and Los Angeles.
The second thing that we intend to usé these funds for is to deal
with court orders or voluntary desegregation that occurs too late in
the year for the district to apply for other funding. Third, our
primary goal here is to try to -achieve voluntary desegregation as
an alternative to court-ordered desegregation.

EMERGENCY SPECIAL PROJECTS

. Mr. NatcHer. For emergency special projects you requested
$70,769,000, an $18.5 million increase over last year. What is the
justification for such a large increase?
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Mr. JorpaN. Last yeua: there was a $25 million supplemental
apprepriation to meet needs in special projects. This figure ta\kes
into account that supplemental appropriation.

Mr. NartcHer. To which areas of the country would the increase
be directed?

Mr. JorpaN. This is national competition and it would be availa-
ble to any school district in the nation which was moving into
desegregation. \

Mr. Narcher. How many special emergency projects do you
expect to fund in 1979, and how many in 19807

Mr. JorbaN. We expect to fund in 1979 approximately 70. In
19%0 we expect that to go up slightly.

Mr. NarcHiR. For the record, insert a list of the school districts
with emergency projects in 1978 and 1979 to date.

[The information follows:]

Senool Distaer RECEIVING EMERGENCY SPECIAL PROJECTS AWARDS

Awards for 19479 have not yet been made. Districts receiving emergency special
projects awards in 1978 were:

Alabamia Greene County Board of Education....... .. S40,277
Culitornia

Inglewood U.SD. s s s 11,408

Los Angeles US.D ol SUUTUUURURION 2615654

Los Nietos School District ... ... ... e e e e 65,010

Vallejo City USD . .. e e 240,421
Culorado: Denver School District No. 1 ... ... .. e v e e 110,387
Delnware: New Castle County Planning Board .. .. ... S 6,614,100
Kentucky: Jefferson County Bouard of Fducation ... 1,143,946
Massiuachusetts:

Boston Public Schools ... U e e, 3 K44 632

Metropolitan Planning Project ... oL X4, 186

Springtield Public Schools........ . o L L 159577
Michigan:

Detroit Public Schoals ..~ . . . . R ) e V10,4994

Ecorse Public Schools ... e e e 66,014

Lansing School District. . . o s e e TR5.6.40

Ypsitanti School District ... .. o oo e e e 27248149
Minnesota:

Minneapolis Public Schools . o : e H71.x63

St Paul Independent School District No 625, : L IXK 322
Mississippi: Laurel Municipal Separate School . ... . 0 0 . 117,676
Missours:

Kuansas City School District ... ... L. oo e 226,078

St. Louis Public Schools .0 .. ... e e 624074
Nebraska: Omaha School District S U o 1641, 2RK
New Jersey:

Bayonne City School District . . ) IO6h.R16

EFlizabeth Board of Education . e . A2 1o

Morns School District. . . . L 102 666
New York:

Buffalo City School District . . 2112

Mount Vernon Public Schools 2710494
Ohio

Cleveland Public Schools 1.6:30 '~

Manstield City School District . . 177,791
Oklahoma

Millwood Public School . XX, Th

Red Rock 103 HERU



255

Texas: Austin Independent School DIStRCt oo 71,626

77,626

Washington: Seattle School DAStrict NO. 1 oot sensianes 4.084,574
Wisconsin: Milwaukee Public SChools ... 2,702,280
TTORAL 1vovovveeseesearsenessesessbams e s s8R $:30,044,637

STATE AGENCY INCENTIVE AWARDS

Mr. NATCHER. You request an increase of $2 million to help State
agencies provide technical assistance and training to local school
districts with voluntary desegregation plans. Why can't this be
supported under the budget increase of Title IV of the Civil Rights
. Act?
" Mr. RHopgs. One of the things we want to be able to do is to
ha - :he State agency be able to deal with all of the districts that
a1. chere. Under Title IV we are dealing only with districts where

there has been a determination that the districts have been guilty

of illegal separation of students. .

We would like the States also to be able to deal with voluntary
desegregation which would involve those districts that have not
been guilty of illegal discrimination against students but want to
make things better with respect to the isolation.

So we have complementary programs for the States. On the one
hand, Title IV dealing with illegal separation of students; under
the Emergency School Aid Act dealing with situation where people
voluntarily want to do something about it.

Mr. JorDAN. That also conforms to the 1978 amendments. Con-
gress indicated its desire for State departments to take a greater

leadership role in school desegregation. That was not always possi-.

ble for State departments to do under Title IV of the Civil Rights
Act: therefore, this program was written into the 1978 amendments
and it is a matching program. These funds are to implement that
program.

SPECIAL ARTS AND STUDENT CONCERNS

Mr. NATCHER. You also show an increase of $2 million for other
special projects such as special arts and student concerns. Explain
this program and tell us why you need an increase of $2 million.

Mr. RuopEs. With respect to the arts, we feel that that particular
program has been one of our most successful programs. We have
found that the pregram is one that parents, teachers and adminis-
trators accept. It brings about a degree of desegregation without
some of the confrontations that we have in other places. We feel
that it is a program worth supporting here.

With respect to student concerns, we spoke earlier this morning
about the suspension of students. We feel that this particular cate-
gory is one that we have to work very hard on and give support to
those components out of the field that want to address the problem.
We feel that it is a growing problem and that we want to keep a
?an(;ile on it. Consequently, we have asked for the increase in
unds.

Ms. BEEBe. Mr. Chairman, there is one other small increase and
that is in the jurisdictions other than States. We now have newly
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eligible the Marianas for funding so they would be part of the
increase.

LEA PLANNING GRANTS

Mr. NatgHER. You have a request of $2 million for local school
district planning grants. What is the criteria for eligibility?

Mr. Jorpan. A school district applying for a planning grant does
not have to meet the same criteria ak a school district applying for
regular ESAA assistanc: A school district ordered by the court to
develop a desegregation p.an may apply for a grant to develop that
plan, or a school district: that wishes to reduce, eliminate or pre-
vent minority group isolation from occurring voluntarily may
apply for a grant under that to develop such a program.

Mr. NatchHer. How do you plan to distribute the $21 million?

Mr. Jorpan. Again, this will be national competition and school
districts that are planning to develop a plan will submit an applica-
tion.

MAGNET SCHOOLS

Mr. NaTtcHER. For magnet schools, pairing and neutral sites, the
budget is $35,209,000, which is an increase of $10,209,000. Can you
tell us anything specific about the effectiveness of magnet schools?

Mr. Jorpan. We find the effectiveness of magnet schools to be
greater when they are a part of a more comprehensive desegrega-
tion plan and where they are located in a school system or city
that lends itself to attracting students from different ethnic groups.

Mr. NarcHer. Generally speaking, how does a magnet school
differ from other schools?

Mr. RHoDES. A magnet school usually has a curriculum that is
different from one you find at other district schools. You could
have a school that was devoted to the arts. You could have a school
that was devoted to technology. You could have a school that was
devoted to drama. It is really a special-interest type of school that
has something that is different, not found in other schools, that
would attract students to it.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Early.

Mr. EarLy. On that last question, on magnet schools, you suggest
that they are more effective when they are integrated with a
voluntary desegregation program. I thought when vou started
tbos§= schools it was with the idea that there would be desegrega-
tion:

Mr. JorpaN. The m.gnet schools program that is funded sepa-
rately under the Emergency School Aid Act is primarily designed
to serve as a means of achieving voluntary desegregation.

Mr. Earvy. If it is that amendment of 1978, we had magnet
schools back when Boston was implementing desegregation. |
thought the magnet school was to make the desegregation imple-
mentation more effective, but now you are telling us it is more
effective with a voluntary-type desegregation.

Mr. Jorpan. For this particular funding of $35 million this is a
special program set up two years ago by Congress to provide special
funds for magnet schools for districts to try to achieve desegrega-
tion voluntarily rather than being ordered to do it by court. Court-

) -

LRI



257 o

ordered desegregation can also include magnet schools as part of
that plan to desegregate schools also, but those districts are gener-
ally funded under the basic ESAA program. These particular dol-
lars are available only for operating magnet schools where enroll-
ment is voluntary.

Mr. EarLy. What was the idea of the magnet schools four years
ago when Boston had their integration?

. Mr. JorbaN. The same purpose.

Mr. Earvy. It was not a voluntary-type program?

Mr. JorpaNn. No. it was part of a comprehensive desegregation
plan, but attendance at those schools funded under ESAA had to
be voluntary.

Mr. EarLy. So you have changed the role?

Mr. JorpaN. No. In Boston the court ordered some magnet
schools, it ordered some schools paired, it ordered some boundary
changes. Magnet schools were a part of an overall plan ordered by
the court.

Mr. Earvy. I read an article By the Superintendent of Schonls in
Detroit that said the magnet schools were not very effective. How
do you comment to that?

Mr. Ruobes. I also saw that particular comment. I think there
were some others who made comments around the same time. 1
think the Superintendent from San Diego indicated that he felt
that the magnet schools were very effective. 1 think it depends
upon the location. '

Mr. EaRLy. Don't you think any time there is any funding for
any program there is going to be some advocate?

Mr. Ruopes. But I think that it depends upon the place. I think
that magnet schools are not universally the kind of program that
should go into all districts. I think that one of the things Mr.
Jordan mentioned had to do w:th the location of the school and it

b Jbeing part of a plan. [ also think it is quite possible that the racial
/ composition of the school district is also a factor in whether or not
they are successful.

Mr. EarLy. Certainly with the problems of Detroit there would
be problems anywhere. -

Mr. JornaN. We found that the sucress of magnet schools to
achieve voluntary desegregation also has a relation to the percent-
age of minority group students within the school district. The city
of Detroit has a very high percentage of minority group students.
The chances of success there for a magnet school to totally achieve
voluntary desegregation is much less than it would be in a school
district with a smaller percentage of minority students.

GRADUATES OF MAGNET SCHOOLS

Mr. Earty. Do you have any statistics—I am sure you do; you
have statistics on everything else—on what happened to the gradu-
ates from the magnet schools?

Mr. MinTER. [ do not think we have any specific statistics on
that. but we do know that magnet schools also have a dual pur-
pose, that the, improve the quality o. education at the same time
that thev provide an opportunity for desegregation. Imprcving that
quality of education would indut ite that there are students in the
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magnet school who, because of their interest in the specific courses
that school is giving, are achieving.

INCREASED FUNDING FOR MAGNET SCHOOLS

Mr. EARLy. Are you looking for a 40 percent increase in funding
for the magnet school? Do you think it has been that productive a
program that that should be where we should be putting our

MinTER. We believe it is a very attractive program to school

#ts. especially school districts that still have a chance of get-
uny a great deal of desegregation, especially if those schools are
located in largely separated areas. And if we have one of a kind,
let's say if a city has three magnet schools and each is different,
then we get a cross movement of children voluntarily.

Mr. EArLy. How many magnet schools do we have?

Mr. Jorpan. Fifty-three funded in 1978, In fiscal year 1979 we
have 69 school districts thet have applied for funds.

We teel that there is a justification for increasing the funds for a
magnet school program from $25 million to $35 million. We do not
feel, though, that we need the $75 riillion for magnet schools that
was indicated in the 1978 amendments. That is why we think that
was a technical error. Congress . | not mean to really increase it
three-fold, but we do think a slight increase is fair.

Ms. HarrisoN. We also intend to put greater emphasis on pair-
ing with businesses and universities as another desegregation tool
rather than just encouraging the magnet schools themselves. That
is another component that we really have not encouraged as much
in the past as we might, so we intend to put additional funds in
1979 and 1980 on that.

Mr. EArLy. Is there a magnet school in the District of Columbia?

Mr. Jorpan. Not funded under this program.

Mr. EarLy. Do you think there should be? ;

Mr. JorpaN. [ do not think that a magnet school program of the
District of Columbia is one that would fit this program'’s require-
ments,

Mr. Earry. How many magnet schools are currently operating
without emergency school aid funding?

Ms. Harrison. There is a Federal evaluation that was recently
undertaken, and. there was mention of a survey of at least 227
schools. I do not know that is the actual number which exist, but |
know there must be at least that many in the country to have been-
included in this survey.

Mr Farey. How many are operating without Federal assistance?

Mr. Mintek. They may have magnet school churacteristics but
they may not be called as such. [ would think that it would be
rather difficult to find out what that number is but we could try
For instance, the School of Performing Arts in New York City is in
essence amagnet school type, but it 1s not operating, to my knowl-
edge, with federal funding; the School of Aviation Trades also in
New York City is essentiallv o magnet schaol.

Mr. FAarLy. Weren't we better off when we identified them ' ¢
way rather than throwing them under the umbrella of the RTINS
school, where we cannot say it is a specialist schonl?

-;)()'j :
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Mr. MinTER. | think the original idea was to borrow a model that
did call children, or encourage children, fron a large city to come
to a specific school for a special interest, and then we certainly felt
by adding that to desegregation we could help the desegregation
process.

USE OF TITLE [ FUNDS FOR MAGNET SCHOOLS

Mr. EarLv. Has Title [ of the Elems tary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act been used to support a magnet school?
. __Mr. MinTeR. Not totally, because Title 1 ha certain restrictions.
There has to be eligibility.
Mr. EArLy. Can it be used partially? My quection was, can it be
used? You said, not totally.
Mr. MinTER. There' may be some children in a magnet school
«m. who are Title I eligible but we could not fund a magnet school out
of Title I, to my knowledge.

gI)U(JATIONAL TELEVISION AND RADIO

Mr. Natcher. Describe your plan for the use of $9 million for
educational television and radio projects in fiscal year 1979.

Mr. Ruopes. One of the things we intend to do with the televi-
sion money that we may get is to institute for the first time some
things on radio. The idea would be to have spots, to have serials, to
have programs that deal with various cultures. The feeling is that
young people do look at television and listen to radio, that we are
certain of.

Mr. EarLy. What is the breakdown on television and radio?

Ms. Harrison. Not ore than 10 percent under the statute can
be used for radio, so the total amcunt of radio out of the $9.858
million would be approximately $985 thousand.

Mr. JorDAN. Approximately $1 million. Radio was added for the
first time in the 1978 amendments. We expect with television
dollars to fund what we call two national TV series. Those are two
serieslof tapes for home and public viewing that have natiunal
appeal.

Mr. EarLy. Why can’t you maintain the same amount for 1980
instead of requesting an additional $3.4 million? That is a H3 per-
cent increase over 1979, in this year of austerity. Evidently to get
that type of increase from OMB this must be a prime project.

Mr. JorpaNn. That is the saume amount that we spent last year:
last vear we took discretionary funds and supplemented the
amount in the setaside for TV to produce the national and regional
television programs that were necessary. This year we are simply
aszing for the same amount, with the exception of the addition of
radio.

Mr kakny. You used discretionary funds for that last year?

Mr Joroan. Yes, sir.

Mr. Earty. What was your discretionary fund appropriation last
yeur? :

Mr. Jornan. Out of the Emergency School Aid Act. $10.7 million.

Mr. EarLy What is vour request this year?

Mr Jorpan. #12 million.

o 9 ;.
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Mr. Earty. We used X amount of dollars out of that for this
program but we do not decrease the discretionary funding and we
are funding it under a different process. Don't we ever eliminate
anything? This is just a shell game. I cannot understand how we
say we are being fiscally responsible. You used discretionary funds
to fund that last year. Now you are looking for funding, 52 percent
increase from what was appropriated specifically for that program.
Now you are going to fund the discretionary fund to a 20 percent
increase. How do you explain that?

Mr. MinTER. Our feeling, Mr. Early, is that we are encouraging
greater desegregation, that the radio and TV programs have been
very successful, that they have a wide viewing audience. Most of
them are on public TV. We are trying also for other commercial
outlets, but we believe this is a very worthy program.

Mr. Harrison. The reason .we requested the amount we did is
because the statute requires us to request 7 percent of the amount
for Special Programs and Projects for television and radio.

Mr. Jorban. According to the 197%-statute, it indicated that it
should be $21 million for radio and television. Again, we think that
was an error and we applied the 7 percent to the Special Project
figure, which brought it to this rather than the $21 million indicat-
ed.

Mr. Earry. How many States are you going into with this radio
and TV?

Mr. Jorban. That is national. All States.

Mr. Eariy. You have to be selective. My State has 351 cities and
towns with at least one radio station in every one of them, so you
are not going in every one of them. I am sure you can have an
unlimited amount of money requested if you are going to cover all
the districts.

Mr. JorDAN. These shows are to produce tapes. The tapes are
made available to all public and commercial broadcasting stations.

Mr. EarLy. When we use them on public TV, does it cost any-
thing?

Mr. JorpaN. No.

Mr. EarLy. Why do we have increased funding? Why don't we
Just use them on public?

Mr. RHobes. One of the things we are trying to do is. to increase
the carriage of this, and we are funding an organization to see that
this is done because we have the tapes that we have produced over
the years and we thought it would be a good idea to try to increase
the carriage

Mt JorpAN. We are also increasing the number of tapes.

Ms. Brrsk. You might be familiar with some of the shows: *Villa
Alegre,” “Infinity Factory.,” “"As We See It,” "Que Pasa, USA,”
“Rebop,” and "Watch Your Mouth.” These are some of the national
"V shows that we have that we support with these funds.

Mr. Earvy. If we take that route. why do we go down the the
route where you say you want ‘) go to school committees and get
additional personnel to carry your message? Why can’t we just
tape one message that delivers what you want to do with regard to
this and send that up to all the school committees?

Mr Minter. There is an in-school program as-well as the pro-
gram for outsidd Most of the programs that we are tatking about

oy
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now are programs that are shown during regular broadcast hours.
The in-school services are very important. It is very important that
we train teachers and administrators and auxiliary personnel to
work with children in school, so we see that as two different
prirposes. «

Mr. Jorpan. A lot of this is for home viewing. It involves the

parents.
1980 FISCAL CONSTRAINTS

Mr. EarLy. As I listen to this colloguy I just cannot believe that
your agency thinks there is a fiscal pinch if we are into programs
like this and we are looking for a 52 percent increase in funding.
Evidently you people do not think the public is serious.

Mr. MinTer. We do recognize the fiscal pinch, Mr. Farly. As we
said earlier, we do feel desegregation is an unfinished agenda and
we are working very hard always to increase the voluntary deseg-
regation of schools. It is our feeling that we also improeve the
quality of our society at the same time we are doing this.

Dr. Boykr. May I comment?

Mr. EarLy. I wish you would.

* Dr. Bover. The overall budget for desegregation is about $355
million. That is about a $22 million increase over last year. We did
identify that as one of the two or three areas where our budget
showed an increase. On the other hand, the overall Office of Educa-
tion budget shows about a $400 million decrease, so we struggled
with priorities internally to the overall budget and we also strug-
gled with priorities within this Emergency School Aid budget.

We show some increase, as you mentioned, in the ETV and radio
programs, but the oversll total—we reallocated about $30 million
that was in something called Pilot programs and we distributed in
_ other areas where we thought the impact would be greater and we
would have more flexibility. T just wanted to throw into perspective
the fact that item of going from $6 million to $9 million was in fact
based on tradeeffs internally.

USE OF OE DISCRETIONARY FUNDS

Mr. Earry.<Doctor, do you anticipate using any discretionary
money in this program this year?

Dr. Bover. No, I do not. On the strategy here, I do not know how
we are going to deal with the desegregaticn issue. I do not think we
have found the keys yet, quite frankly, but I do know that it has
fundamentally to do with attitudes and reiationships. Some of our
activities in thr past have dealt with mechanisms and mechanical
approaches. Some may be necessary.

Mr. EarLy. May I just make a suggestion. Money is not the
solution to all problems. Desegregation is a very impurtant item
but it is not always going to be increased funding that is going to
solve the situation.

Dr. Boyer. I respect that. I just wanted to make this point, that
the increase here, n wiiat is & relatively small program, is trying
to deal with whe I think is the power of communication and
changing and influeacing attitudes which, as I look at our culture,
is probably as important a social influence as any other single

factor and, if careful communication on television and radio -
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through public service and the like can help young people and
older ones think about the issues of desegregation, I think the
school will benefit.

Suv I believe that television and radio are probably shaping our
relationships even more than schools. I just wanted to note that
this small item seems to create some problems. But to comment on
your query, overall there is a very small increase for the total
desegregaWion effort, and most of the increase is reflected by inter-
nal judgments as to where those dollars might best be used.

Mr. Eakry. But the public.television and public radio come to us
and are funded through this committee, and they come in for the
funding to do what you are looking tor additional monies to do
what you say vei do.s

Mr. Jornpan. These funds do not go to paying for the operation® of
any public broadcasting. -

INUREASED FUNDING FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

Mr. Eaury. I know they do not, but the increased public TV is to
cover projects such as this. So I would think it we are fundin’ the
public broadcasting to accomplish this type of goal to deliver this
type of message, maybe in education the amounts of monies we
would spend would diminish.

Dr. Boyer May I just say you are raising an issue that, quite
frankly, I am not fully informed on, but one I think we should
pursue, Do you mean by that the tunds for Corporation for Public
Broadcasting, for example?

Mr. Earty. They come in for increased funding because they are
going to do the type of project you want specific funds for.

Dr. Boykr. I can only say that [ am not knowledgeable about the
area of their programming that is focused on this, but I certainly
feel that we have an obligation to inquire of them us to what their
programming is that might have these as goals. I was not as aware
of that as you are reminding us now.

GRANTS TO NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. Eariy. You are proposing a reduction of 82,200,000 in grants
to nonprofit organizations. Your budget indicates that the reduc-
tion is based on a decrease in the authorization level, That may be
a valid reason for the reduction,sbut what can vou tell us about the
need for these grants? :

Mr. MinTER. Nonprofit organizations have been very helptul to
desegregation in the past. Very ofton they are community organiza-
tions They do ouch the community, and have helped to build
bridges between school districts that are under court-ordered desey-
regation and the rest of the community. So they have been helpful,
but we do feel that the major responsibility "does rest with the
school district, school districtg personnel. and boards of education

Mro EFarey Why can’t woe make o large reduction in grants to
nonprotit organizations?

MroMinter. We do think ey are valuable, Mro Barly, so we
would not advocate cutting them out

Mr Eariy. Due vou feel v vogrien for nonprofit orgnizations
has been administered in o - ciive manner”

4 .
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Mr. MinTER. We think so.

Mr. EarLy. Are you familiar with the recently completed evalua-
tion of the Nonprofit Organizations Program?

Mr. MinTER. I am not.

Mr Ruopes. I can speak to that. I think that one of the things
that the Office of Education has had to do with nonprofit organiza-
tions and LEAs is to walk a very narrow line in terms of what sort
of direction has to be given to these particular groups.

I think that the study seems to indicate that we should focus the
efforts of the nonprofit groups to activities that are more related to
the community than to educational programs. We have recently
started with the development of regulations for 1980 to, in fact,
emphasize that.

Mr. EarLy. So your office is proposing changes in the program?

Mr. Ruopks. It's a change in the focus.

Mr. Jorpan. Change in the focus.

Mr Ruopes. In other words, these groups would not be working
on heavy tutorial programs or activities that would normally be
carried on within the school district, but would be working with
parents, providing programs for inter-racial groups, building the
bridge that Mr. Minter talked about.

Mr. Earry. Mr. Michel?

Mr. MicHiL. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

[Thg ]following questions were submitted o be answered for the
record.
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tinergency Special Projects

Mr. Cont¢, what kind of "emergency” situation would the $5 million in the
Emergency School Aid Discretionary funds be used for? Please cite an example of a
situation wi.cre you wish that you had had such funds available.

Dr. Boyer. 4&n "emergency" situatiqn involving the need for Emergency School Atd
Act digcretionary funds could be as follows: A large urban school district
receives a court ordered desepregation plan which requires reassignment of between
50-75 thousand students, The court requires that the plan be implemented during
the next semester of school. The logistica for carrying out the reassignmfent re-
quircmentsa, preparing the students, teachers and comnunity for the changes, the
ad Justments required for the educational programs {a the affected schools require
additional resources and manpower {f the plan {8 to be {mplemented effectively.

The Emergency School Aid Act discretionary account i8 designed to provide asaistance
in this "emcrgency" situation until the district can apply for regular ESAA funds
under other categories of assisgtance. .

Special Student Concerus
Mr. Conte. Under " ther special projects" of your Special Programs and Projects,
you state that moncy may be provided for "student concerns;’ among other things,
What are ''student concermns?' How is this money applied? Please glve concrete
examples of uses of these funds. -

Dr. Boyer. Under 'other special projects,” "Student Couccrns" {8 a category of
asaigrance in which funs are reserved for programs and projects designed to
identify disproportionate suspensiona and cxpulsions of minority students in
participating school districts, study of the policies which might contributa to the
disproport: nut» rifes, and design projects which could make suspension and expulsion
policies more equitable, while at the same time reducing the incidences of
suspension and expulsion of minority students, One program receiving an award
under student concerns has developed a students rights handbook, in which students
and administrators have identified specific procedural ond behavioral requiremen.s
for all students. A second propram {dentifies students with behavioral problems
and provides counseliny hefore the student becomes a suspension referral,

! Preimplementatior. Assistance
Mr. Coute. . What is "pie-implementation assis ance" for desegrepation?

Dr. P yer - Pre-implementation assistance Is a category of funds under the
Emersiency School Ald Act that is available to districts that need supplemental
educational services prior to the actual fmplessntation of u descgregation plan
Svhuol districts that are wt fn violailun of Title VI of the Civil Rig' . Act and
which adopt plans requiriny new or additfun2! reassipnment of stndents in the
elemertary and sccondary schoolg of the district, may 'se Emergeacy Scheo Al Act
funida b vieabict act fvities that will nelp prepa~ studeucs, treachers and G
cormanity for the reassignmeat betore {t actusiiv s..urs, Ctuer categorivs ¢ the
Emergency School Ald Act are desigied to previle supplemental s.ivice after the
reassdignment of gtudents actually rakes place,

20
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Magnet Schools

Mr. Conte. Can you provide a breakdown of who gets grants for magnet schools?
Please state succinctly the goals of magnet gchools. Do you feel you are attaining
your goals?

Dr., Boyer., Types of school distficts that recelve grants for magnet schools

ure those that have mapnet schools as part of a court order and those that have
desegregated previously but are resegregating with shifts in population. Urban

, school districts with declining non-minority student population have had the great~
est interest {n the program. Currently, 40 districts have magnet programs supported
under Emergency School Ald Act and 32 are considered urban school districts. . The
goal ot the Emergency School Aid Act magnet achool progtam is to enccurage districts
that have racially isolated schools to voluntarily desegregate the sciiool Bystem
by means of exceptional educational programs that attract both minority and hon-
minority students, The newness of the magnct school concept requires that school
districts begin with small programs and expand with success, Successaful magnet
schools produce interest from other school diatricts. The Emergency School Ald Act
maghet school Program 1s growing and the goals of the program arte proving more and
more successful each vear. !

.

Magnet School Grantees

El Dorade School District #15 (AR) $ 52,302
“yla Vinta City School District (ca) 179,770
Compton U S D (CA) 208,227
Los Angeles U S D (CA) 505,889
Sad Diego U S D (CA) 437,011
San Francisco U S D (CA) 453,475
Stockton U S D (CA) CA TOTAL ($2,368,157) 583,785
Bloomfield Board of Education (CT) 69, 330
Board of Public Education (GA) 55,112
Kankakee School District No. #111 (IL) 61,190
Waukegan Public Schools (1L) 11, TOTAL ($103,306) 42,116
fndianapolis Public Schools (1N) 183,620
Jefferson Co Board of Education (KY) 168, 317
Orleans Parish School Board (LA) 143,915
Mon.gomery Co Public Schools (MD) 144,841
Boston Public School (MA) 111,465
. Lawrence Public Schools (MA) MA TOTAL (§221,217) 1€3,752
Inkster Public Schools (MD) 63,022

S hool District of <he Clty of
Highland Park (MT) MI TOTAL ($1,156,251) 1,093,229
Independent School pistrict #625 (MN) 488,322
Kansas City School District (MO) 365,959
Montclalr Board Of Bducatlon (ND) 603,423
Teane- k Board of Education (NJ) 591,322
Vineland Board of Education ($:8))] NJ TOTAL (51,074,745%) 80,000
Buffalo City Schools (NY) 1,104,801
Community School District #4 (NY) 177,186
Ithaca City School District (NY) 97,900
New York City Board of Fducation 827 (N¥) 406,322
Nev York Gity Soard of Fducatlon #3 (NY) 259,526
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Magnet School Crantees (cont '.{_)
-

Newburgh Cdtv School District (NY) $ 93,800
Rochester City School District (NY) 250,367
Syracuse School District (NY) NY TOTAL ($2,h27,369) 1,471
Cleveland Public Schools (OH) , 940, 565
Columbus ity Schevs dserive (OH) Vo 115,316
Dayton Gity Schools (OH) OH TUTAL (S1,934,856) 6R8,955
Providence Schnol Dept. (RI) 290,000
NDallas independent School District (TX) 132,490
Seattle School District #1 (WA) 1.181.95757
Milwaoker Pablic Schonls (W) L 2,002, 3%

TOTAL 514,914,425
Nentral Site Schools
Connininity Nchools Districe #4 (NY) $ 131,350

TOTAL $ 131,30

Status of Desvgregation

.
Mr, Contes Do vou feel that noteworthy progress has heen made {n tuerms of
dunegropat Ing the mijority of our Nation's schools?

Dr. Boyer, Noteworthy progruss has been made In descgregating our Natfon's
schools, hut much remains to he done., The southern States, of course, desegregated
many years apo, but large urban school districts are only now buginning to address
tmany of their desegrepation requirementa. Por these districts {mplementation cnn-
tinues and F3AA fu.ds can often provide the stimulus nocessary to encourage compre-
lrﬂﬂlvv desegregation activity,

Civil Rights Compliance

Mr. Conte. I have read ahout the fact that the Deparument of Health, Education,
and Welfare is loathe to take actlon against the city of Chicago and the State of
North Carolina for alleged segrepation that persists {n thelr school systems. Arc
these allegations true, and if so, why s no action heing taken?

Dr. Boyer. The Of, cce of Civil Rights (OCR) has started administrative
procedurvys ageinst the State of MNorth Carolina hecause of civil rights prohlems
relating to {ts system of higher education, OCR has alse c¢fted the Chicago Puhlic
ool Dlstrice forcivil rights viwlations under Section 706(d) of the Emergency
wronl Ald Act,  The distriet {s cxpected to request a show cause hearing to refute

the OCR charge.
L4

ESAA Grants'to LEAs

Mrl Conte.  Yon 4tate chat sonr request for $137.6 million will fund approx{i-
Mately 431 awards of rougllv 5320,9000 cach,  Please deacribe the ways grantees mipht
e thf o monev. Dy the nee of thfy money prescribed at the nat{onal level, or left
to the obty retion of the focal communitfes?
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Dr. Boyer. A scheol diutrict may use ESAA funds to support any of the twelve
authoricud actlvities 1lsted in Section 707 of the Act provided that (1) the activity
addresses a specific problem artsing from the implementation of a desegregation plan;
(2) the activity would not otherwise be funded nor would it be necessary to the nor=-

mal operation of the diatrict's schools; and (1) the activity {g directly related to
and necussaty for the successful implementation of its desegregation plan.

The school district determines the actlvities for which funds are requested.
The use of funda s limited by statutory requirements. :

Nonprofit Org nizations

Mr, Conte. Under "Grants to Nonproflt Organizatlons"” what are the criteria for
determining who receives funds? How is the use of these funds monitored? Can you
cite any project(s) that have been demopstrably effective?

Dr. Boyer. Nonprofit organization criteria are bagsed on a composite Scote as
published in the Federal Reglster on May 12, 1975, The points awarded the statistl-
cal score are one-half (1/2) the statistical ncore recelved by the school district.
The quality score is the same as a achool district--forty-five (45) points. Appli-
cations within each State are placed in rank-order by categorv--nonprofit, hasic,
and plleot., Nonprofit applicants compete only with other nonprofit applicants within
that State, and are funded in rank-order until funds are exhausted.

Program offtcers from the U.S, Office of Education do an on-site monitorinf of
vach project at least once each year during which ESAA grant funds are in place.

Grants are made’ to nonprofit organizations (NPOs) to assist school districts
{mplement {ny desegregation plans. An example of an effective NPoggrunt is the
T.L.T. Augociatlon in Los Angeles, California. The NPO provides fOr the tialning of
parents, students and school pursonnel to enrich home and achool situations {n the
understanding of the raclal and cultural differences which tend to be divisive,
{ncluding myths, stereotypes, and fear and tension raising gituations. This results
in increased freelings of safety for all students in desegregated schools.
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pecfal Programs and Projects f‘
[\
9i’ Michel, What Is the 4l fervnce between the Emergency Special Projects
program and the Discreticnary Assistance program?  Aren't they both almed at emer-
gencies?

bDr, Bover. Emergency special projert awards are made to loeal educational
agencies (LEAs) which are {mplementing a qualifying plan which was ordered or volun-
tarily adopted too late In the fiscal year to permit the LEA to applv for an Fmer-
Mency Schonl AMd Act (FSAA) basic grant. Fligible LFAs must have either a mandated
or a nonrequired plan a4 deserthed in the regulations determining vlipgibility for an
ESAA hasfe grant and must not have previously applied for ESAA assistance based upon
that plan. 4

Discretionary grants can be awarded to local vducational agencies to meet nnique
and unexpected desepregation needs that were not anticipated at the time the FESAA
baifs appltcations are normally prepared for submission to the .S, Office of Bduca-
tim, Applications can be accepted At any time the local educational agentcy can
justify the need for a special discretionary wrant whether or not {t already has
anuther ESAA award.

Mr. Michel, Do vou have a st of eriteria governing apectal profects awards, or
Are they totally subjective in nature? If there is a4 wer of criteria, what s {¢?

Dr. Bover, Emerpency special projects are voverned by eriterta contained in
o1 CFR, Subpart B, Section 185,14, Thesge regulations will he utiiized through fiscal
vear 119 when new, a4 yet nowritten regulations will take effect. Other special
projert< catewor{es of fundings are contained in Subpart J, sections 185,91 (Special
arts projects); 183,92 (Special mathematics projects); 185.93 (8peclal student con-
rerns profects); and 183.94 (Other special projects). These repulations are being
rewrftten to sikee leglslative changes resulting from the recent reauthorization of
the Fmergencs Sehool AMd Act amd alse to conform to other Education Divisfon rep-
lations requirements. ‘

Mrs Mbrhelo Is "financlal need” a basiy for awding specfal projeet funds?

Dr, Bover. Speclal Pratertd awirds are made upon evaluation of the educat{onal
aeeds Indicated by o sehool dlstrict dn an application for assistance. In general,
diatrfces are eligible to recelve assistance for activities authorized in the Fmer-
2uney Sehonl Ald Act and program regalations and which conld not otherwise be funded,
The funds recelved must be ased solely to pav the additional costs involved in varry-
g ot the project ar getivity described in the application for assistance.

Finane {afl Need

r. Michel. How Jdo you determine shat {s 2 penuine financial need, and what may
wimply e g tocal anwillingness to 1oat the hiti?

Dr. Bover. A genadne financial need (< one that {s an extraordinary expenye
crrated by the aecurprence of seohlems dlirectly pelated to the desegrevation of 4
school system.

« State Acency Toaent {ve Awards

. . .- . ) . . FEGE) > )
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Dr. Boyer, - State agenty {ncentdve awards are available to State agencies
{nvolved in or responsible for the desegregation of public e¢lementary and secondary
schools. Funds ate available for three purposes:

1. planning for the implementation of voluntary plans to eliminate
or reduce minority group isolation in those schools; and to
assess future needs, and to develop further strategies to mect
thuae needs;

2. providing technical assistance to encourage local educational
agencies or groups of those agencies to develop or implement
voluntary plans to eliminate or reduce minority group isolation
ip those Schoola} and

3. providing training for educational personnel fivolved in developing
or carrying out a voluntary plan to eliminate or reduce minority
group fsolation in thoae schools.

The amount of asaistance available for a State agency under this program will be
twice the amount of State funds expended in the preceding fiscal year for authorized
activities but cannot exceed ten percent of the amount apportioned to the State for
that fiscal year under Grants to LEAs, or $500,000, whicheven ia greater.

Magnet School Program
Mr. Mirhel, Why the big increase in funding for magnet schools? .

Dr. Boyer. There are two reasons for requesting a $10 million increase in the
Magnet school program in 1980. The first s programmatic--we think magnet schools
are an excellent voluntary desegregation tool, a3 well as a way of cncouraging
quality cducatiunal programs for both minority and non-minority students. The
second reason relates to section 604(b) of the recently reauthorized Emergency School
Atd Act which requires that the amount for magnet schools be tied by a percentage
reservation to the Emergency $chool Ald Act appropriation. We have submitted a tech-
nical amendment to tie the reservation for Magnet schools to the amount requested for
Special programs and projects; the 1980 budg.-t reflects that reservation,

My, Michel., What types of schools are paired with businesses and universities?

Dr. Boyer. Types of ychools palred with businesses and universities include
magnet schools, a achool affected by a plan or project suitable for establishing eli-
gibility for a Grant to 1.LEAs, or a minority group isolated school in which minority
group children constitute more than 50 percent of the enrollment of the school.

Th. 4e types of 4chools are set oul in program regulations.

Mr, Michel., Have you undertaken any evaluation of magnet schools?

pr. Boyer., Yes, ABT Assoclates in Massachusctts was awarded a contract from the
ffice of Educatlon in late 1977 to do an evalualivi uf the ESAA Magnet echonl pro-
grams. The final report will be ready for release during the sumaer of 1979,

Educat fonatl Television and Radio

Mr, Michel. What speciflc tvpe of radlo and television programs are vou
funding?
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Dr. Boyer., the padio seriva to he developed in 1980 will be funded for the
first tlme, as these segles were just authorfzed in the Education Amendments of 1978,
ESAA television will be in itu seventh year of operation in 1980, The legislation
for both television and radio calls for production of programming that s bath inte-
grated and producaed by a staff representing the minority groups FSAA designates for
serfes.  Specifically, in 1980 radio programming will bhe of two types: (1) series of
15 minutes for broadcast stations that are programmed to carry sericg of that length;
and ) short segments of two to five minutes for stations which attract large num-
hers of vouth of bhoth minority and mainrity groupy. Both types of proprams will be
multicultural, some of cognitive value (prammar, mathematics, ectc.) and some of
affective value (musie using ethnic and coutemporary fdioms, ete¢.). Television pro-
pramming suoported in 1980 will be hoth rueglonal and national series. National
serivs are * o 2 which are intended for natjonwide distribution; reglional series are
inténded fur  oess than nationwide utilization and are for merting the special needs
of subyroups of minority groups included in ESAA which may be unique to a particular
propgraphic reglon. In addition to the produetion of radio and televi :iou program-
minyg, efforts to promotye these scerivs for hoth commercial broadeast and {u-school
viewing will he continued in 1980,

Training and Advisor: Scrvices
Mr, Michel, %What type of training programs are you funding?

Dr. Bover. Training programs are funded to ald in the preparation, adoptien
and Amplementat fon of desegregation plans and in coping with prohlems resulting from
desegrepgat ton, Four types of award: are made:  State educational agencies, desepre-
gation asglstanee centers, training instiwutes, and local school hoards, Separate
awards are made to address race, sex, and mational origin desvgregation except that
training fnst{tote awards are not made in the arca of national origin deseprepatiou.
Rer[pients ol State ducational agency and desegregation agsistance conter awards
mav provide technical aqsistence (which may Include training) upen the re out of u
loral schoul district to public schoual pordonnel, students, parenta, aund other com-
ounity @embers,  The recipients of training {nstitute avards mav provide training
tar public whool personne] onjy,  School bhoard awards may include advisorv services
as well as tridning tor jublie school personneld,

Mr. Michel,  What are desegregation assistance centers?

Dr. Bover, A desegresttion assistance center {5 a public agenev (other thian a
State cdycational agency or a school boiard) or a private, nonprofit organfzatifon
Pded to provide tecanical assistance (Includes training) in the preparation, adop-
tion, amd implementatfon of plans for race, sex,.and/or national origin desegrepa-
tion, This Incindes asistance in roping with ecducational problems resulting from
that dewegregation. “eparate awards are wade for race, sex, and national origin
disegtegation, W odare presently funding fifteon race desvgregation assistance rens
tirs, ten sex desegregation assfitance centers and nine natfonal origin [IIRTRITY SPPCH 3
T s bl e cetiters to serve the f{fty States,  The recipfents of award. mav
provide Qcbatan-ce oaly I assistance 1. regueited from o local sohaal Jistrice.

onrt Ordered oetrfet .

Mrooffelssbe o gl conar Gpe 1l Proeteots aaard s taf oo vetr, Wit percentape e
st s bt fet s uneder conret opder!
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Dr. Bower, Ap o roofmabs 14 41 goersent of the Sipesial Profeets awards ave gelqp

* o districts under o mrt order.

Mr, M{ hel, How many school districts are under vourt order this year?

Jr. Boyer. We do not know the vxact number of school districts which are
current tv under court order. We know that there are at least 303 because that num-
Lor ap- aow reeelving FSAA assfa:tance. There mav he otbers that we wonld not be able
o tdentits bevause thew have never Applicd for ESAA Asnlatane

Mr. Yi-hel. OF these, how many are ot tviny, formula grant funding?

Dr. Bower. Phe hreakdown of s hool diatricts under econrt order thid vedr by
reglon {n as tollowst (107 73 bandedy -
— Number of Districts Under

Court Order that are
Recoiving ESAA Funds |

I Bodton 4
1t New York . 19
11 Philadelphia k0
IV At lanta 128
v Chivcago 25
vy Dallas 17
vl Vanea. ULty 4
VILE tevner A
X san Franvico R
X eattle L a

4 118

Cood lege Desegregation fn North Carolina

Mr. Yichel.  Is the 016 3¢ of Educat fon fnvelved at all in the problem of
collage Jdedegrogition in North Carotina?

Dr. Bover., We dare now involved with the D-",\..xrtm--nt'-: cfforts to desegprogatae
North Carolina's pnblic higher cducation sysfem.  However, {f the Departmeat s un-
Ihie to obtain an seceptable desegresation pPan thirty davs from the day the State
roeoived the Depactaent 's notice of administrative proceeding, we will he involved
{n the bDepartaen 's selective fund deferral orocess.  The Bepartmeat mafled the
adniniatrar e preoeeciing notice on Mareh 29,
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Bilingual kducarfor /

Hr.o Roybal. Could vou explain the linkave that exi<te hetwinn Wi tingual,
desivgrogation prant: under Elementary and Secondarys Fdueation and E:m-.rgvnc;." ‘ehool
Afd for desegregation?  Are we simply keeping these twoe acesunts separate or do thev
reprosent. different types of programs?

bro Boyer. There curventiy i4 ne forral Vivnkage cetween bilingual prante
fundizd nnder the Elementary and Secondars Education At and the Emergenes Schecol 41d
Art. Thevte dre several basle differences (n the fvpes of programs both of these
b Hatherp dge,

31 ugual grant, upeeated by ucheol disteicte uinde 1 the Emergency Schood Ald
Act have a much broader range of allowable cctfvitfes,  This glves wchapla the capa-
sty ta o ddress fmedfate short~range problen, encountered by children fn o molef-
Biegual setting. Flexibility fn destign {= the Fevnote approdch of this prosram,

Prajects operating under the Bilingual proyream fu Tiele VI of the Elementars
And Sesandary At oseck long-range solutlons te the same tepe of JifEfoaltice.. Multd
vedr yrant - e awdarded to partooipatiog school s and allowable actbvitien are mon
irriotly deflned.

Filtgibatity coiteria alse vary between the twe gt s, Under the Elementary

md Sevowdar - Flucation Act any school district demoustiating billngual needs for
thedr tdieats may receive o grant avard.  Funding umder the Emergenc s School At
At e restrtnted to thioae distrlets nperating a desegregat fon plan,

While trere mav exist <ome dup Heation an servicrs provided thee do fndieed

re e aent Mo nt topes o programs, T FSAA Bl npaal program, have heer, tran. -
teree £t o bt e W1 SEltagnat prepeam in 1980, s Wil ensure that t- re i«
e Jathe 4t b pviees b the tuture,
Maguet Coonen] Twaluating
Mr, #etl, A vou buow, the Los Angedl s L (e sring beedng e
trineg them dnt s compdianee with decregreva AT TR £ Fideral meadter

Voang e 11 ally Gargeted for evaluation of oo magnet cchonl . In the fr1-thote

civetoemme al et Lo Angeles eptesents !
ar, Beooers Yels Parsc ot San ot £ aal o vear Procoo et Lchaol THAA
FASK strear . opetatiae i Loy Angeles s aet g ide tar b ' [S PRI RN TP
L T N T TL R
’
Pt m-.
oW, el s Prim tar tiacal sear P wbat will boas (b
R T | I XVH TENL AN F17 S n mlnerity grong cerformanoe L Tonog ity
B vate 1o .
(TR ST Pl faaXs ot e ol tre PO} At Dnbed o soede r b Bt e v
Ty i e 4 vong e ey 380 un e gy EL P 25 28 1% ICR RTTCONE PRI PR TS PR § NI R
i . [ TY SEFOCEE EFRNCTER 1100 SO SURRY SPTTHTINE ST PR VIR S M TP I Weo tne bearne st W e
T ' B RN st leer b alhorein tlexthii e -l bunovar lon fa oaest
e f FRPEY SIS SEIRURRPIE P 1S S PERNS SULIUNE EMRY SRR SRR DYCTRN SERUY B 1Y SN AN FENT IS L

-
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L4
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Each grantoe must levelop and tmpdement 4 prosedure wherchy thelr project is shared
with ather school dtstricta {u thelr yeographis area.  This pragram bas allow--l an
s{nformatfon sharing avtwork acrosas the country Lavolving schools experienclng the
sane tupes of academic difffenltles.

Tratning and Advisorv Servives

Mp. Ruvhal, For tiw record, please Liat the reciptenes of Training st Advlgory
wepviews awards (n Reglon 1X (Page 102 - tustiffcat fon-d.

/

Dr. Boyer. Tialning and Advisory Service awards for 1918 are lleted helow:

Dysugregation Asslstance Centper:: ’
Race: Far West laboratary for Educat fonal bDevelopment
Long Beach, Caltfernia
Sex: raltfornia State Unjversity at Fullerton
Fullerton, Californta
wational urigin: San Diego State tnlversity Foumdation
San Diego, Calitornia

staty Fducatlonal Agencles:
Race: Calffornla State Departuent of Fducation
. Jex: Caltfornia Brate Departm nt of bducation
National Origin: California Seate Department of Fducation

fratning Inaritutes:

Ctee: Galifornta State University at.Northridge
California State Univerklty at Los Anpelen
Galifornia State University at Pullerton

e X Unfvrrsity of California at Berkeley

lucal Fdwatfonal Agenclrey:
3 Sar gamento Tty Unitted School Diwtrict, Callfornia
\ Gro-kton 'niffed Schoul bistrivt, Californta
Board of Trustees laguna, Salada Schnol District, Calftorania
San Dlego Unifled School Dratrict, Caltfornia
tmerv Untfted School Distriet, talifc nia
hine Unifled School District, Californls
Whiaman School District, Caltfornia
Novato Mnifivd School District, California
wan luan Unified Schoul Diwtrict, Cilifornig
Brerkeley Unitied 3¢ hool District, talifornia

wpart F (13 {~. rotiomare prants te LEA+ far race, aud mit fonal arigin
dreeregregaet {on)
Roe #: sequala Unton High wohool thearter, talitornta

J Ur. Kepual.  Fer 1449 7an Tt Thae more monles will oo dpent on sex
dyoaeere Rt ion Awatd e than 1at Jonal arigin de cenre st {ieny, I leave ceeveral -;--.--niuu.

Attt L. e th. men shat settieonn] ricin depregat fon 15 {ar oo 0f 3 prinniey
than aex o T o' .

() -..
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br, Bover., Rave dessegregation ts the highest priority of Title IV of the Civil
Rights Alt, as 15 cledarly {rdicated hv the bistory of the program and the prejected
spending plan,

One must bear in mind that when we speak o1 race desegregation, this term
tnc ludey the deswegregation of national origin mimority children and staffs since
these groups are af fected by race desegregation plans {n the same manner blacks and
whites darv. As a result, assistance {s given to natfonal orfgin minorities through
rdce desegregation programs to the extent thev are faced with the same prohlems. It
{s recognized, however, that national origin minorfiv children a1 faced with vet an
addttional problem--discrimination on the basfs of langnage.  For ¢. .t reason funds
ar~ available to address that one particular form of discriminatine - wther the
problem arises in connection with ur {adependent of race (or sex) desegregation,
Contrasting the projected spending for national origin and sex, the difference
between the two 15 $199,000, with a significantly greater {ncrease gOING to national
origin desegregation under the propose. spending plan. Finelly, {t should be noted that the
tunds ava;{able for sex desegregdtion are potentiaily avatlable to everv school dis-
trist tn the Nation, whercas the funds for natfonal origin desegregation focus onle
on thuse districts that have nat ivnal ortifin minority children,

Mr. Royhel. Why are no mon:es allocated to "ot fentes” under nat{ongl arizin
desegregat fon?

Dr. Bover. No tunda have been aflocated to Tramning In:stitutes for national
vrigin deyegiegat ton for two tedaons.  National origin training tt rough In.r{ituts
ot higher edueat i tas beon and s avarlable through Title VYI of the Elementarv ard
Secondary Edaration Avt, with a greatsr amount of funds than {s projected to b
avatlable fur the entire national oiigla dewegregation pragram srojected ander Title
IV ot the fivsl Righes Act.  In addttion, iven the timited funds that will be
availatle, cven with an ancrease to STL Y millhon, we dYelfese il
tat donal orogin desepreyat 1on el dtan e oo by provided most otfective 1 through
Mrratement s st SREAS, DAL and o ool T oarnde.

[The justification of the Department follows:|
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Appropriatifon Fstimate

Emeggency Srhool Ald

bor czrrying aut title IV of the Civil Right« At ot 1984 g40d the Emergers v

Schaol Atd #.t, "$341,350,000 0 gy s - Metartheepnding thy peesigr o o f
parmigraph ool section 86416 H¢ Ry Mmergeney Sekl A 4.~!.-‘- 5Pr-ovx'lmi, That the

Assistant Secretary, In awarding tunds onder this pregram, shall not give less

tavorable - ensideration to the applt-attan ot a local educationdal agency which has

voluntarilv Adopred 4 plan qualitied tor assistuawe under this ritle than to the
application ot a4 (oral 9du|.ul|/)nal agenc v whivh has heen legally vequired tao adupt

surh a plan, =

3
. Explanation et Language “hangpes -
i ot Fmergenvy Schoul Atd Act langudage sequires that Magnet S hools, Piiring

and Negtral Sire Schoal arrtojt,es and Bducational Tel.visg a- and Kadis activi-
tles re-etve a set perce oo ' the tetal amount approvriated under the A t.
Eltm-nat{o~ ot that regu Ls proposed and 4 substitute req frement relgting

the percentage set-aside ro the amoun: appropr'ated under Special Programs and
Projects (s previded tor tnst 4. .

2 The Emergency S hool Atd Act all:ovs ,sstistamoe to districts tmplementing both
tourt ordered .- : foluatacy desegregatian plgac. The lang tage propoased tor,
delerion (s tepeated 1 Pul. 9%-%01, whith authurizes the Fme.gency Schio! Ay
Act thr-ugh tiscal year 1983 - unspnuentiy., this appropriatiin language haw 1
pra-ttcal eftest on the poeratisr/-t tnl< program

- “_\ -
- k) 1
v
-~
,
2
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tanguage Provisfan

e e e

21

— o ———

...notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph 2 of section 604lb) ot the
Fmergen:y School Atd Act.

. men mm————t .

-

Explanation

Tt Emergency S hool Afd Art, as

reauth sr1zed by Public Law g5-561, tiea
the set-asides t-r Magnet Schaols, Pavr-
Lopa and Nea! ral Sate Sthools a. tivities

4 Fa ate cal televiston and Radrie 1 ' -
Satte oo ttal oamannt anpr aprrare
wodet the A t. A set-astde of 2GS oprrcent

4t sums appropriated under the At is bt
be reserved tor Magnet Schools, Palriog.
ant Neutral Site Schools activities 4nd 4
simitar wet-aside ot 7 percent ls required
tor Educational Television and Radio acti-
vitirs. This budget proposes to tie rhe
set ~aside percentages tor these activitices
to the amount appropriated under Spec ial
Progrars and Profjects, rather than appro-
priated under the Act 1~ & whole. Such a
change ts propoied because those amounts
which would be availsable without the lan-
guage provision are excessive and could
aot be spent etfectively. Furthermore,
insufficient funds would remain for assis-
tance to newly descgregating or needy
4istricts. This appears consistent with

Congressional {ntent under the authorizing
tegislation. .

€9

~~
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Amount s Availtalle tor Obligat to-

1_979
APPTUPT AL LOM. (it as it st tasta sttt tionoanetarases $3al,31%0,000
Comparative transter to: f
“Eiempatary and Secondarv Fuo gt [ T Hyagr
i
Skitils Improvement ) tor Specfai Mathemgri- ‘.
program under Specrai Programs and Projerts... 150,000
-
“Elementary and Secondary Fduation™ (Rilingual
Educat ton) for ESAA biltnpual desegtegat fon
Prograt.coveeenn., - H,600, D00
Subtotal, budget authartty,coiieueaony 132,000,000
Tutal, oblIgations e i eiteenvaoain, P32 con, 000

281

1980
$154, 100,000

154, 100,000

Y96, Lo o0y

v



1979 Estimated budget R S I T R R R R R R R R LR $ 132,000,000
1980 Estimared budget anthority.e.ceercaceeeenoenrnnerers et 154,110 W

Net “hanReeseesssrosessssatotsaasisaatacoserrstrers nssss . ?,'.“'(.‘-.Oﬂﬂ

. 1o by
In rease o T
Srogram:
1. Speaial Programs and Frojer ts mew Lo BEN
tor a discrertonare 4. cant ta ke tund .
avatlable to acedy deserrega ing distrt t.
threughaut rhe yedr, rather than after a
stngle + 105ing datecerriiurrcsnonveecrens -—- % 5,000,000

Coange Iron M

2, Speutal Programs and Projects--tncrvease

tr emergency upecial projerts whivh pro-
vide tunding tor new desegregation or

vnmet needs ot recently tmp lement ed
degeRTERATION . dosrr e rarsostisrestrtnasnss $5

o
.o
s

250,000 o 1R, 819 000
1. Special Programs and Projects--invreased

tunding far State agencies providing

tv hat al asnsistance and training to [.LEAs

developtng nr implementing voluntary

desegregation plans and tor State activi-

r{es reiated to ptarning tor the {mplemens=

tat1 i~ ot voluntary desegregation plansee. 2,600,000 . 2,000,000

4, Spe 1a! Pr.grams and Profe: ts--in reased
toeding tor orher’ spe tal prajects, su-h
as spe tai arts and student conNCATRS e L0, ene o . 2L en

. Spe-ial Programe and Profe rec-tunding !t

graars tn in al e it1ona! agencies whish

are develping a plan ot desegregalion,

vither & -lunrarily o by diyection ot 4 !
it T State 4ARen VL rants are made ae.

4 otwertame oaly Basiseeee i .- . Py, e

Be Fuyiieatisr ssuphiemestal tandieg foroan
R T Y O O T B Ceri e [P PRI . ey ooy

Mypaet S haet i oo

L hoatn -t rease t Awdarl.o oo b
§l-r-1 to b or oy iUt Ies related v magtet
wrh e iR 4t th h [T T BT

et dees g plare ter the feoelopmede

eatrai o =ite s hoend ) R LU . | IR BT

Q -
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. * 1979 Base Ch;ﬂje trom Base

10, Tratning and Advisory Servires--increase’{n
local educational agency and State educa-
tlonal agency awards for sex desegregation
activitiegseesiisssvnssvnvrsvsorssssnsssssssas $ 3,650,000 o 2.000.000

Total fnfredasessveveviioieiovivnnnonas o 99,850 000

Decreases:
Program:
l. Spec tal Prugrams and Projects--Fallow the
child projects will not be tunded sepa-

rately but school districts can buitd valid '
* tollow the child activities {nte thelr
Basic grant applicationscveseviiivivivnecnos 1,000,000 - 3,000,000

2. Grants to Nonprotir Organizations--reduction
at $2.2 mitlion {n Grants to nonprotit
nryanizations, occamioned by decrease in
autharlzatfon leveleviieviiviiivisvsssenases 17,200,000 - 2,200,000

3. Pilot Frograms--elimindtion ot this categery
af awards {s based on the Education Anend-
ment s of 1978 which delete this program

brom FSAA . ceevneientioniensusnainsaenaeses 32,250,000 =~ 32,250,000

Totd]l decreaseseeeesssssnsssssnnssnnns

- 37,450,000

Net change..vs vevirvenssesnsnsnnns v 22,100 000

]

'

O
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v Budget Authority by Attty
z/ .
ke 1979 ~ 1380 Increase or
Estimate Estimate Decrease
1. Emergency échool atd:
a. General grants to LEAS. .. e BT b 00 ot g, ey oo
b. Special programs and project-..... hed 250,000 ¥5,769,0) « 26,519,000
~, Magnet schools; Pairing; neutr
site schoolgeeenevvvvrnivevivvey 25,000,000 15,209,000 . 10,209.000
d. Grants to nonprotit organlizartuns. 17,200,000 15,000,000 - 2,200,000
e. EBducational televislon and radio.. 6,450,000 *9,8%8,000 - 3,408,000
€. EvaluUaliOfeeseoerovsorssnsresss s 2,900,000 2,964,000 64,000
R Pllot Programs..esvsssevsorvcrvons 32,250,000 --- -~ 32,250,000
SUBLILAL cvovrsononacsnassnssssunses 290,650,000 296,400,000

2. Training and advisory services (Civil
Rights Act = Title IVIicoenieveevnnnes 41,13508000

57,700,000+

+ 9.750,000

. 16,350,000

Total budget authorfity..coevioscecs 332,000,000 3%4,100,000 - 22,100,000
Budget Authuority by Ob)ec(
1979 1980 Inirease oOr
Est imate Estimate Decrease

Other Serwtres:

$ 14,100,000

320,000,000

+$22,100.000

Project Ontractsssevessssvsssss veeenes $ 36,100,000
Grants, substdles, and contributions..... 297,00, 00X
Tutal hudget authority by obje-c.a., 132,001,000

&6

354,100,000

o 22,100,000
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Appropriationa Committae

1979 Sanata Raport

Spacial Programs and Projacts

1.

Tha Committas directed that, in 1979
funds ba awardad to newly applying
school districts {n amounts and undar
terms aquitabla to those districts
alraady racaiving such assistance.

The Comnmittae expacl; that. {t the
amount appropriatad for Emergancy
Special Projacts in fiscal yaar 1979
is lass than tha tota! amount pro-
vidad for this program whan tha funds
includad in tha fiscal yaar 1978
urgant supplamental appropriations
bill ara tignrad in, tha Dapartment
will monitor tha rata of naw applica-
tions, ai4, if nacassary, submit a
supplamantal raquast to continua
funding for major desagragation pro-~
grams that ara in naad of thasa furds.

The Committaas urgas an i{ncraasa in

tha amount allocatad to Projact SEED,
to allow for its furthar axpanaion.

l')’Y _)

Bignificant Itams (n Housa and Senfta

Raports

Action takan of to be taken

All applications, new and cont‘nl//’

uing, are reviewed by a pane! of
experts who use the same criteria
4gainst which to evaluate pro-
posed projects. No prelerence is
given to new or continuation
applicants,

The 1979 Emergency Special Pro-
jects appropriation s $52.25
million This s $2.25 millfon
more than was appropriated in the
total of the 1978 regular and
supplemental appropriations for
Emerguncy Special Projects.

-3

The spectal Mathemat{:s Projpot
for which Project SFED applies {s
a competitive program and Project
SEED {s only one of several appli-
cants aach year. However, {n
addition to {ts Special Mathema
tics Projact application, Projzct
SEED applies as a nonprofit organ-
fzation (NPO) under the State
Apportionad Grants to NPOs pru-
Rram and has often cuompeted
successfully for such awards. In
the past, Project SFED has
received funding for projects in
Boston, los Angeles, and Atlanta.
Special Mathamatica Projecta are
tranaferred to Baaic Skills Improve-
ment in 1980,
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Authortzing legislation

1979 1980
Amount 1979 Amount 1980
: Authorized Estimate Authorized Estimate !
Emergency Schootl Atd: !
1. Emergéncy School Atd
Act:
a. General grants to
LEAs (ESAA, Sec.
606( a1 eeneenseces $368,800,000  $147,000,000  $155,000,000 $137,600,000
b. Spectal programs
and projects (Sec. 1 Y .
806(ad)eceenraeae  27,250,0003, 10,000,0007, .
100,000,000 59,23 .000= 245,00 ,000 95,769,000
. Magnet schools;
patring; neutral
s{te schools (Sec. IE 4
608(ad(1),(2), ()% 50, 000 M- 25,000,000~ 74,100,000 35,209,000
d. Grants to nonpro-
tit nrganizationy
. (Se. . 608(B))..ee. 43,600,000 17,200,000 15,000 ,(X00 15,000,000
e. Educational tele-
vision and radio
(Sec. 611) S/.0u0s 16,350,000 6,450,000 20,748,000 9,858,000

t. Evatuation (Sec. .

15 ) R 5,450,000 2,900,000 2,964,000 2,964,000

R. Ptlot programs (not

author(z®d in 1980) 81,750,000 32,250,000 ——— b/ -—
h. Bilingual education -
(Se.- . 6UR(a))e.0sn 21 300,000 - — 1 -—- 8/
“MiTunded authorizatfons: .
Follow the child (Sec. 9/ ‘
604(cH1IVeuvnnrsnnsnns 3,500,000 3,000,000~ 7.250,000 ———
Metropolitan area pro- \
jects (Ser. 609, 0 ivuns “-- — ——— 9/ -——
Ractally tsolated school -
disrricts (Sec, 1322,
P.L. 95-561) 10/......0 —— ——— 1,200,000 -—
2. Tratning and Advisory

Servi-es (CRA 1964,

Tirle IVieeoaooonnnnas Indefinite 41,350,000 Indefinite 57,700,000
Total BA..... ~ 332,000,000 354,100,000
Total BA Agalnsr Detinite :

AULhOTLZat1nnSes s essess 698,500,000 290,650,000 521,262,000 296,400,000

b Anthorized 1n tasic author‘zati{on (Section 704(a) in 1979) tor all ESAA programs.

2 Authurized scparately in ESAA, (Secrtion 704(c) tn 1978), and extended urder GEPA
tor 1179, ¢

V; Requested under ESAA, Sertinn 704ta).

P Requeare=d ander ESAA, S - tion 706(r ), as extended under GEPA for 1979.

é' Radin a tivity sttective In 1980,

6 Repealed by Puhitc Law 995-561.

T Not authorired separately in Public Law 95-561

A Transferred te Title V11, ESEA.

30 4 tuded a. part of Special Programs ard Project s,

Lo Nt s adel 10 Fmergincy Sihool Atd Aty pla.ed tn this se-tion tor displavy
Poatposre miv,

s
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- : - Imargancy SchodlA1@ -~~~ -~ —- = === -

Budgat
v/ Eatimats * Housa Sanate

Yoy to Congress . Allowancas Allowancas Aggggpri.tlon:
1970 $27,150.000  $15,500,000  $22,150,000 $17,000,000
19 166, 200,000 16,000,000/ 163,900,000 88,900,000
1972 86,602,000 86,602,000 86,602,000 86,602,000
1973 469,708,000 2/ 261,424,000 261,523,000
199¢ 260,682 ,000 257 215,000 253,235,000 253,235,000
1975 100,950,000 26,700,000 26,700,002’ 231,898 0002
1976 100,950,000 217 950,000 281,898,000 22,150,000
Transition Quarter 325,000 3,325,000 3,125,000 3.325.000
1977 20 350,000 2460 350,000 5,600,000 282,850,000
1978 85.350,000  25350,000  314,600,¢00 300,850,000 '
1979 2,150,000 18850,000 13 350,000 12 000,000 _
1980 354,100,000

1/ Estimates, sllowances and epproprietion figures include only those activigies

par yaar as indiceted balow:

1968-1970 - Training and Advieory Sarvices (Title IV - C{vil Rights Act)

1971-1972 - Training and Adviasory, Services and Temporary Emergency
School Assistance Progrem (ESAP)

1973 ~ Training and Advisory Sarvices, ESAP. and the Emergency
School A{d Act (ESAA)

1974-1979 ~ Training and Advisory Services and ESAA

In 1971, tha Hosa Allowance considared only Training and Advisory Services.

In 1973, tha ESAA, ESAP and Title IV raquests were not considared by the House.
In 1975, tha ESAA dasagragation sssistance raquest was not cons{dered by the
House or Senate, dua to lack of asuthorizing legislatfon; ESAA appropriatinn was
provided for undar tha sacond supplemental.

59
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Juseificarfon ~

Emergency School Aid

1979 1980 Increase or
Fstimate Estimate Decrease

. Emerveniy s.hool ald:
a. General grants to LEAs .. oooivvans t, 37 o $137,600,000 ——-
b. SGpeital programs artprofe ' ... KU, 150,000 95,769,000 +$26,519,000
c. Magnet schaols; patring: neatral

alte SChOOlg . it eedanniaaans e 25,000,000 15,209,000 + 10,209,000
i. frants to nonprofit organizations. 17,000,000 15,000,000 - 2,200,000
. Edwat{onal televisten and radie.. 6,450 000 9,458,000 « 3,408,000
te Evaluatlof.ceeosesvecaraasaantoanns 2900 00 2,964,000 . 64 .000
R. Ptlar Programos .. «..uvvevecseenvaes 32,050, 40 —a- ~ 32,250,000

Suhtotal ceeiv e oo, MBS0 i 296,400,000 « 5,750,000

2. Tratming ot advisory services t{vil
Rights Ant - Tttle IV)eviavaacvannene 41,319,000 57,700,0C0 » 16,350,000

“Potal hudBer aULROrILY.c.vesvsseeneen 332,000,000 356,100,000+ 22,100.000

General Statement

‘n the 2% years since th. Brown v. Board of Education landmark decision on
edurationa’ equity, it has become increasingly evident 1%t the work of drsenrcga-
tfor ts vt .mplete; that desegregation is sti{ll a natt u«l agenda: that pressing
dvsegregatia needs are still unmet. Although the Federal role has chanped since
the heginning of Federal desegrrgation assistance in 1965, it has always been «
i tal fa-tor in the harmonfous implementation of desegregaition plans. The need
now (s tor the development of comprehensive plans, fmplemerted on an orderly, well-
reas-ned e hedule, and for encouragement of voluntary plans lesigned to eliminate
minority Rrour fsolatiun. Thls rveyuires adequate finan 1a’ rosources and the flex-
ibllity for Federal officlals to respond to emergency needs ctuickly. To maximize
the Otttce of Education’s abil{ty to respond to presstng desugregation needs in a
timely fashlun, the 1980 Emergency Schocl Atd budget proposes to increase the *tlexi-
hitity t=1 burh the Emergency School Atd Act {which now in.orprrates the Education
Amendments >t 19M)and Title 1V, CRA progiams. Such flexibility 1s {ncreased {n two
<1gni‘l-ant saya: 1) through a 8 bstantially {ncreased request for funds to s hool
heards 'or race and national arigle desegregation tn Title 1V, CRA; and ?7) through
the .rearl'n of a companion discretionary account {n Special Programs and Profects
ander the Emergeary Schoul Ald Act. The request tor increased funding in combina-
+1.n aith the Education Amendments ot (9/8 which liaited the authorization for the
rate 4pp rrtionment s etlminated aurharization for Pllot Programs, transferred
Biliagua. Educarion to the ESEA appropriation and mudif{ed the Special Programs and
Pr.)f ty 4 rivity to provide addittonai authority wii; asslst the Administration’s
attres ¢ desegregatian. Majnr abiectives for both the Emergensy School Ald Act

4 Tirle (v, "RA prugrams are.

t premete s hoal desegrexation hy praviding 4sslstance to lecal edurat toual
agene Loy wht hoare Juaegreqari=g 45 4 reenlt nf a .onrt order. Title VI requice-
mynt 1 wntantary a thong

et owy bederal Jdesegregation asaicry. oo newly drdegregating distrists at the
time tluy #ner the inieial, Lot ly stages ot the desegregation prosess,

e et e ity cdesegregac ton thiugh 4 vartety ol pograms tpre -implemen-
Las s geet ot s e WA b T RTare ageuns e, magnet s heds,
i)

£

H
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to provide some long-term assistance to districta past the ir{tial implementation
staga. but continuing to experience aecond-ganeration problams (Grants to LEA«);
to promote the dovalopment of comprehensive, well-reasoned desegregation plans by
approving granta to school districts for more than one year, {f appropriations
are available. This allows districts to plan far {n advance of each year's
activit{es and to map carefully the progresaion of the desegregation process:

to corcentrate Title IV assistance for race and national origin desegregation on
the early stages of tho desegregation process, by assigning priority to school
diatricts {n the firer years of implementing desegregation plans: and ‘

tn continue and further expand an emphas{s on educational equity for women by

providing grants for acti{vit'es designed to {dentify, prevent and eliminate sex
discrimination.

The 1980 budget request provides $296.400,000 fur the Bmerg. ncy School Ald Act and
$57,700,000 for Title IV, CRA (referred to in this budget request as Trafni'.g od
Advisory Servicas). Under the Emergency Schoo! Ald Act, awards will be made 1

lacal educational agencies, State agencies and nonproff{t organizations for desegre-
gation-related activitias. Monfes will be spent tor the two basic purposes remaining
{n the Emergancy School A{d Act, after reauthorization by Public Law 95-561: 1) to
meet educat{onal needs fncident to elementary and’or secondary school desegregatton;

’ “.and 2) to ancourage voluntary elimination of minority group {golation in elementary
and aecondary achoola.

Major categorias of awards {nclude educational television and radic; magnet schools,
pairing and neutral s{te schools; grants to local educational agencies; grants to
nonprofit organizatione; avaluation; and apactal programs and projects. The latter
category {a furthar divided {nto "other" apactal projects {{ncluding categories such
as special arts and atudent concerns, atc.), pre-implementation awards, grant: to
State agencias for activitiaa ralatad to voluntary deacgregation, grants to local
aducational aganc{as, emergancy spacial projacta, and discretfonary grants to locai
aducational agancias. Both categoriast of granta to local aducat{onal agencies will
be naw {n 1980, one group of awarda baing available to local educatlanal sgenct,
which are devaloping new dasegragation plans, and the other being availahle to incal
aducational agancies neading {mplamentation aaaistance {mmediately. These awards
for {mplementat{on aasistanca can be mada thr0u8h0u§ the year, as needs arise. Both

strategy to encourage new and

A tignificant expans{on of amergancy spacial projects is proposed also tn aliow
adaquate funding of out—of-cycla court orders and subatantial aesisatance for school
districts with unmet dasagragation neads. Another dasagregation tool which s parti-
cularly uaaful for voluntary desegragation i{s the magnet schools program. An
increase of $10.2 millton over the 1979 level {s requested. To expand even beyond
the promotion ot deaegregation and towards {ntegration, awards for educational tele-
vision and rad{o programming will be ava{lable. The radio component will be new in
1980; an amount up to tan percent of the total talevision and rad{o amount can ba
spent for radio programming.

This budget proposes ta change tha language requiring educational television and
radio and magnet schools to be funded at a percentage of the total ESAA appropria-
tion to a percentage of tha Special! Programs and Projects amount. This appears ccr-
ststent with Congressional {ntant i{n the authorizing language.

The Tratning and Ad i{sory Services request reflects the {ncreased emphisis on dirert
grants to -cal educational agencies begun i{n t{acal year 1978. A total of 43 per-

of th Training and Advisory Services requast {5 earmarked for discretinnary

school board grants for raca and national origin desegrapation. The remaining
amount {s divided by desegregat ~ ossistance centers, State educational agenciss,
tratning {narttutes, and local cational agencies seeking sex desegregatinn awarda.

51
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OF the $16.3% million Increase requested {n 1980, $2 milifon {8 tor Rrants to local
aducational agenciea and State educational agencien for sex desegregation activities,

and $14.33 miilion for diacretionary achool board grants for race and national
origin. :

In summary., the 1980 budget containa $22.1 m{llfon i{n new budget authority. but

because the Education Amendments of 1978 1epeal the autharfzation for Pilot Projecty

(-$12.2 atllfon) and reduce the authorization for Grants to Nonprofit Organizations
an additional $34.4 millfon i3

from $17.2 miilion to $15 milifon (-$2.2 m{1lion),
the moat flexible

avallable f r activities under Spectal Programs and Projects.
authority in the Emergency School Ald A t. Theae tunds will be targated on naw and

voluntary desegregation.

I

g4 3V . s
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1. Emergency School Ald Act: a. General Grant~ to Local Educational Agentvies
(Emergency School Afd Act, Section 605{(a))

19719 Estimate 1980
Budget Budget tnccease or
Pos. Authority Authorization Pos. Aithority _Decrease
768 $117,600,000 $155,000,000 h $147,600,000 -

Purpo~- and method of operations

.

To mee the sperfal needs {nctident tev the elimlnation nf minority group sepregation
and dis. rimi{nation ameng students dnd ta.ulty 1n elementary and secondary schoolsy
and to encourage the voluntary elimicaticn, reductian or prevention of mlnority
group {solatfon {n c'ementary and se.~rdiry wchools with substantial proportions of
minority group students, awards are made to local eduratianal agencies (LEAs). These
funds are apportiined to the States on the basis of thei: minnrity children aged
5-17. Dollars per State are determined by providing each State with a minimum allo-
cation of $75,000 and then adding an amount which bears the same ratfo to the sums
available as the ratlo of the State's schoolwaged chil-iren to the total number of
children {n the Natfon. HNo State shall be apportioned less than $100,000. while
tunds are apportioned to States, LEAs must apply directly to the U.S. Office ot
Education for funds. Consequently, LEAs compete against other LEAs in their Stite
for the amo.nt of the State's upportionment. applications are judged by a panel of
experts composed of professional educators and -ommunity parti.ipants who have spe -
cial expertise in dealing with school desegregation.

1980 budget policy

To provide assfstance to school ‘districts which may be beyond the {nitisi stages of
the desegregation procass, but wh ch have ongoing desegregation-related needs, grants
are made to local educational agancies through a formu'a based on minority. s<hool~
aged children. General Grants to Local Educational Agencies {s the only Srate-
apportioned activity under the Emergency School Afd Act in 1980. 1In order to meet
educational needs that arise from the development,of or the {mplementation of a
desegregation plan, LEAs may {mplement activities {ncluding, but not limited to, the
provision of additional ataff members for plan lnblemeu(altnn,“cquls(t(un of new
curricula, {nnovative educational activities, and community relations activities.
Evaluations have i{ndicatad that human relations-type sxctivities are more effective
than remedial/{nstruction activities; consequently these endeavors will be stre<sed
in both 1979 and 1980.

The fund! 13 level of $137,600,000 for 1980 will b: the same as 1979, and the number
of award. «{l! remain at approximately 430. Average award size will be $3120,000.
The funding level for this program {s held constant because this program {s no longer
expected to serve as a primary source ot desegregation assistance. While this pro-
gram can most definitely provide si ficant financial assistance to di{stricts
experiencing second-generation des «dation problems, {t {s not {ntended to provide
the magnitude of fundin, necessary for those school districts just entering the
critical, costly first stage of the desegregation process. Special Programs and
Frojects are intended to be the primary vehicle for serving this {nitial desegrega -
tton functton: consequently, General Grants to Local ®ducaticnal Agencies zan serve
as the maintrngnce-level {ntagration assistance tool.
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\“1/
1. Emerger.v SiTool ATd At b Speiial Frograms and Projects T
(Emergen.y School Ald Act, Section HOB(a)) -

I
-

1979  Estimate . 1980 .
Budget Budget Increase or
Pus.  Authorfry Authortzatfyn © _ FPos. _ _ Authority Degrease
6 $69,250,000% $245 000,005 10 $95,769 ,000 426,519,000
1/ Tnls amount, is ohown t 1 mparle 1.ty putpuses oty An dmount of $750,000 was

appropriatred jor Spe.tal Mathemilics prajects, but since these projects are
tranaterred to Elementary and Secondacy Eduration, Basic Skills Improvement in
{9R0, the reduced authority tor 1979 (s shown. .
2 Thes authorizatton of $247.,000,000 .« ates the autherefty cived tor Magare! Schools
" parring. and Neutral Stte S-heeos and Fducati.nal Teirvision and Radio. The
total requested agafnst this pathe socatsan 10 $1AGBRE 000,

e — e ————— e e . e . RS ——

1)
Purpoge and method ot operattions

N
Ta voonduit special programs which will make suhstanti:  progess towards el iminat {ng
or preventing rinority group {solatton and {mproviug the qualfity of eduration,
grantse and (ontracts are made tc State and local edur at fonal agencies, and other
nonprot{t agencies and organizations. These awards fund z wide varfety ot activi-
¢les, Including special arts, student concerns, pre-implementation activities, State
edugational agency tncentive grants, and emergency special project awards for
esper ially needy school distrigts. Applications are reviewed arcording to criteria
established for each category of desegregation activi’v and awards are made 45 a
result of a natfonal competition {n all categories exi pf one. In Lhis expected
discretionary account, funded for the tirst time in 1980, applications will be
judged according to criterla relating the proposed proje t to the purposes of the
Emergency School Ald Act, but they will not be rated against other sim{lar applica-
tions. In an effort to provide timely emergency arsistar. e. these awards will be
made throughout the year us needs arise. Some swards msy be approved for project
periods of up to five years, but yearly funding wilt be contingent upon avatlabiliey
of funds, OCR T{tle VI clearance. and sutcess {n meet{ng the stated goals of the
projec:. Applications ere judged by a panel of experts romposed ot protesstional
educators and (obmunity participants who have spectal wxperrise (n dealing with
school desegregation.

7

1980 budger pclicy

T¢ emphasite new desegregation and tu encourage voluntary desegregarion, Special
Programs and Projects awards in 1987 will be targeted on districts planning tor or
tmplement ing rew or recent desegregation plans. Major inireases are p-oposed
because of the flexib{l{ly available to asstst districts at the time they require
assistance and with the typas of sssistance they most need. Asa means of maxtmiztag
the Offfce of Fducatfon's ability to yespond quickly and with significant financial
resources, a new discretionary account tc assist districts needing {mmed{ate assis-
tance {3 planned. Approximately $5 nmillfon {s reserved for these purposes.

A wide variety of types uf projects w111 be supported, recognizing the divegse needsy
of districts and the different types of assistance needed in different stages of the
dessgregation process. Funding for Special Programs and Projects categories
{nclude: 1) “other special projects” such as student concerns, special avta,: and
{nterdistrict transfers ($12 mtllton); 2) gre-{apiementation sassistance for school
dtatricts having an ordered or approved plan which has not yet been {mplemented ($2
mtitton); }) emergancy specfal projects for districts recefving out- of cycle vourt
1ders or having severe unwmec naads ($70 millton); and 4) State educat{onal agency
swards to encourage SEAs to play + latger role in the planning and {splementation ot
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veluntary desegragation ($4 mtllton). 1In addition to these activities and the
discretionary account ment{oned ebove, there will be a new category of LEA planning
grants for school districes developing a plan of desegregation, efther as {ssued hy
8 coutt or as undertaken voluntarily ($2 millton). while they are separate funding
categories, all of these activities are designed to asslst schaol districts Jus:
entering the (nitial, costly stages of the desegregation process.

Twe changas from 1979 are proposed: 1) No Follow the htld profjects will be funded
separately {n 1980. Districts can. % -we s, pupld suth (ompensatory education
services (nto their Cenera! “ra -t~ 1t - LEAs application and recetve funding through
that mechantsm; and 2) S.pv1ai Mathematics projects (under "ather specfal projecrs"
{n 1975 4sre transterred to Elementary ind Secondary Fducatton, Basfc Skills
Improve seot, (n 1980.

Spree vl brog: ims_and It je.ts
{D.llars 4 Thousands)

1918 1979 1380

l. “Other™ speclal projects..v.v.uov...,. $10,000 $10.000 $12,000
2. Emergency spectal pProjectsiiiriescsns 50.000£/ 52,250 10,769
3. LEA planning Brants.e......vveevnnns. — —— g.oool!
4. SEA Incentive awards................. -—- 2.000 44000
5. Pre-t{mplementation awaxds.......vu.., 2,000 24000 2,000
6. Follow the childuvovvrvirennninenn, 13,5008 3,000 -/
7. Dtacretionary asajatance. ..cvvvenau,, - —— 5,000

Total. vieiiiiiiiiiiii e, 15,750 69,250 95,769

17 Authorized for tha firet time {n 1980,

2/ Some of these funda were reprograamad (nro other Spe!
activities.

3/ While no separate awapda for Follow the Child activitiés will be made, districts
may duild such act tie} (nto thefr Basic Grant applications.

|

al Prograns and Projects

v,
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- .- — —— :
T Emergency School Ald Act <. Mragnet Schools: Pairing: Neutral Site Schools
(Emergency School Atd Act, Secti'n 608(a) (1Y, (2), and (3))

1979 Estimate . 1980
Budget. Budget Increase or
Pos . Authority Authorization Pos. Authority Decrease
' $2%,000,000 374,100,000 4 $135,209,000 +$10,209,000

Purpose and method of operations

T assist school districts with snecfal programs and projects designed to eliminate,
redur ¢ or prevent minority schonl ts0'lation, tunds are made available for three types
of projects. These {nclude: 1) the planning for, des{gn of, and conduct of programs
In magnet schools; 2} the pa‘ring of schools and programs with institutions of higher
education and with businessea; and 3) the development of plans for neutral site
.chools., Awards are made to local educationa! agencies or combinations of such
agencies tor any combination of suthorized activities. This program {s oprrated as
a national competition program. In 198G, as a result ot the Education Amendments of
1978 (P.L.. 95-561), an application for this program may cover & period of trom one
to five years. Funding will cover one year of operation with added years dependent
upon availability ot funds and successful performance. Applicarions are judged by s
panel o experts composed of professional educators and community participants who
have special expertise {n dealing with school desegregation.

1980 budget policy

To encourage voluntary desegregatton by attracting students other than those Hving
{n the surrounding community to a psrticular school, magnet schools are suppotted.
These schools, through otferings of specialtized curricula not generally avsilabdble,
ate often used as a means of attracting a variety of students to desegregiated schools
they would not otherwise attend. Sfuch schools not only ofter innovative curricula,
but do 50 fn an integrated setting. Another activity often related to magnet schools
{s the patring of programs and schools with {natitutions of higher educaffon andwith
businesses; these activities are also funded. Finally, funds are available for the
development of plans for neutral site schools which are geographically located so as
to We attractive and accessible to students from many ditterent living areas.

A recent evaluation of the Emergency School Atd Act magnet school program | dicares
that magnet schools sppear to have aome success in establishing themselves as dese-
grpgated schoo's, and slso that they are an eftective tool in helping to {mprove

< unity attitudes toward desegregation. Additionally, this study reports thar the
moft critical strategy used by districts in the stccessful implementation of magner
schools is cateful and comprehensive planning. In order to allow such comprehenstve
planntng and hiso to expund funding tor districes Already operating large numbers ot
magnet achools. an tncrease of $10.2 million over the 1979 level {s requested. In
1979, $2% militon {s avatlable for magnet st hools, pairing activities, and the
development of plans fotr neutral site schools. Approximately 42 awards will be made.
Average .unAd size tor magnet and pairing activiry grants will be $150,000: average
avard size thor neutral site schools planning grants will be $100,000. In 1980,
{ncreased empheata wiil be placed on activities pairing schools with unfversities
and colleges and businesses. Awards for 1G80 are expected to be approximately the
wame sige as {n 1979, and the number of awards 18 expected to be approximately 57.
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History of Magnet School Punds

1977 - 1980
Appropriation Awvards
1977 $ 7,500,000 14
1978 20,000,000 79
1979 25,000,000 42
1980 3%,209,000 57

_ )
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T Emcrpeniy School Ald Act: d. Grauls to Nonpiofit Qrganizations
(Fmerpn aey Sthonl Atd Act, Sectian 608(b))

NIy E-timate O ... S e

Hindpet Kit et Ini rease or

Lo o lMathocity Agtharization  Pos. _ Auilerity Necrease

e $17.,200 (10 $0 0 U00 e 1 $195.000 1X) -$7.200,000

«and mechud w1 operat taus

T vedi Uospedtal progeams sopnertave O wihoel desegrepation, (onrrarts and goants
gt made to nonpralit apedacies, anstatnroans ani viganiZat vins ., Awards are availahble
1ol etivities doestgued 1o vty nal progeams wr praje 1o e sappert the developr.nt

o amplementatian ot 4 qualityving descgregat ton plar. Noaupretit nrgavizations must
b cvrs iy 'ocal edin ittonal agendc les which ace {mpleme-1inp a qualtfying desegrepa-
tien plan oo tving PSAA assfstante.  Beglnning in 198-, 1pproval tor project perfiodds
“f up to 1ive years can be made. Applications are fumget by a panrl of experts com-
pvecid ol protvssioual cedurators and community participant~ who have sprcfal expertice
T Jealing with school desepregation.

1980 tdger policy

The Edu. dtton Amendments of 1978 (F.1., 95-561) remove CGrants to Nonprotit
Urganizations (NPOs) trom the State apportionment progrim ander the Emervency "1 h .-
Atd Act. ' snsequently. in 1980, grants will be awarded «~ the result of a natiurdl
competition. The authnrization for this program for 198.- »1 {s 415 millfon, This
represents 4 decreass of $2.2 million trem the 1979 appropriatinn.

All activities must be designed to support the LEA'« {mplum.ntation of 4 pian
described i1n the Ceneral Grants to LEAs section of the Fmerwency School Atd Acr. Iv
the past, such activities have frclrrded comanity relat{ons programe, home-focuced
programs ter ¢hildren afltected by the LEA's plan, culrural e~r{ichment programs. {nno -
vitive interracial educational enrichment activities. and supplemental remedtal
services to students. Preparation of children and parents tor desegrepation has heen
one of the most effective efforts of nonprofit organizations. A recent evaluation
ot ESAA nonprofit organizations {ndicated that community relat!ens and desegtegation
monitoring may be more effective activities for NPOs to undertake than the education
service activities pertormed in the past. Apother finding is that NPOw should Larget
their activities more specifically to the host LEA's particular stage of the dessgre-
gation process. These evaluation data and others will be considered as NPO appllca-
tions are reviewed 1n 1980. The average avard for both 1979 and 1980 1 expected to
be approximately $86.000, but because the authorization level, and consequently the
1930 budget request, is $2.2 million less than (n 1979, fewer awards will he made in
1980 than 1979. The number of avards {n 1979 will be approximatety 200.

&y 7
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1. Emevgeuy Schonl Afd Ace  ». Elurational Television and Radlo
(Emergency Schaol Afd Act, Sectinn 611)

1418 Ectimere » 1980
Budget Budp‘ Increase or
Pus. ___Authority Authorization Pos . _Autho™ty ssTease
i $6,450,000 $20, 0w 1 $9.85R,000 -%3 408,000

Purpasr and method ot operat i.ms

Teamprove the ebfecrivencss ot devegr. pated odio- at1on on regional or natfanal
level, vontrarts and grant< gre awardoed to publi- wid privat nonprolit agencies tar
the development and prodac tian of - hildren tntegeated televisfon and tadiopragram-
mirgs Up tn seven percent ot the ESAA appropriation Is available for hath television
and gadto programming: of that toral amount , a portion., not to exceed ten percent .,
shall be uard ' o radio programming. Thiw hudget rejues's seven percent of the
amuunt appropriated for Specfal Programs and Projects wince a technical amendment
changing the set -aside will he propnsed.

There sre separate regional and natiunal telev'sion <ories competitions, and,
heglnntug (n 1980, there will be a <eparate radiu competition as well. Applirations
ate targered toward only one category of award, and panels of non-governmental
vxperts review the applicativns by published regulatory criteria. Awareds are .nsue
atter all applicants In a category are ranked-ocdered. 1In addition to puhlished
regularory criterfa, applicants must meet four statut..ry requirements: 1) the
Rranter or -uatractor must employ members of minority grups In development, produc-
rior, and admin{strative staffs; 2) there must be an Assurance of subsrtantial artia-
tt- or edurational a{gificance {n the development of prductions; 1) modern
television and radio techniques of research and producticn must be used: and &)
etfective pracedures for evaluaring educational and ather changes achieved by chil-
dren viev'ng the program must have teeo adopted.

1980 budger pelfey

T ensure viewership of quality, Integrated televisiab serirs. emphasis tn 1980 wilt
he on enhancing school use and Increasing hume viewership ol BSAA-funded telsviston
series. In past yearw, primary smphasis has heen placed on activities related to
the development and production of televictan programming. While this emphasis will
continue (n 1979 and 1980, promotion ot viewership, within the contect of the auth-
Stezing statute will also be explored. The Education Amendmenrs of 1978 authorize
radfo progranming tn addition to telewision programming heginning fn f{scal year
19800, Aq In past years, televis{on programming will be developed and produced for
regi-nal dnd narional series. National serics are intended for nationwide utllfza-
tinn: regional sertes are atmed at neeting the special needs of subgroups of minarity
groups which may be unique to a part.inlar geographic regton, In 1979 there will be
two national series and flve reglm werles awards. In 1980, two national gerfes
and toor regional television serfes (e anticipated; ta addition, up to tive radlo
programming swards are cxpe. ted,

‘) 'j -
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1. Emergency Schaol A Acr. € Evaluation
(Emergvncy $chool atd Act, Section 611

1979 Estimate e — t9go —
Budget Budgret Increase or
kos, __Authority Authertzatius  Pos.  Autherity Do rease
2 $2,900,000 $2,964 000 ! $2,4964 000 «$04 ,000

Purp:se dnd method of nparitlnns

T.. fetermine the lampact ant »tfe Livensss ub spe (11, plogrdms and profects an.t e
wizh 'ueds appropriasted under the kmergemy Suheol ard Act, Sectton 613 auth.rfres
the Asatistanrt Secrelary to mdke grant and contract awarsds tn State educationai awen
cles, {nstityttoas at higher edusdti-n danl private urgantzarions tor evaluat o ot
aathorized pregrams. An amount up ta ane percent ot tunds appropriated undder the
Act ts asthortzed for “hese purposes. The scope ot work tor evaluating awards nos -
na.ly rxceeds o twelve-month periad. Awards are:ompetitive ani ate made ot s revlew
t prapousals submitted (9 resporse to g request ter propesils, «hich detatis perfor
mance expe. tatinns for the evaluation proje-t.

1480 budget_po.1ty

Tn ptovide tmpart and effectiveness data necessary ro improve programmatf{c perfor-
matce dumb t.. nake 4nuni managemuent decisfons, evaluatinns ot ESAA-tunded aod compar-
Lsn non-FGAA & hools are funded. These wvaiuations provide at least two lmpurtant
types of intormation tor local ESAA program managers, distrizt staft and Otftce ot
Edu-atton staft: !i the Impa.t of Federal financtal assistance on local deseRrega-
ti.v pragrams, and 2. analywes al types ot activities which most actively and
smceathly tacilitate the focal desegregation etfert. This intormation, when analyred
and translated 1nto policy. allows the most efltecttve use of Federal descyreration
funds. Recent evaluetions tsuch as a study of ESAA prugram operations) have had
substantial impact on legislative pruposats which were subsequently €nacted a« .hw
Educat{on Amendments ot 1978, Propased regulations for the publtc and private No.
protit Jrganizations program ut FSAA are heing developed with active canstderativn
At the result of a new evaluation report ar ‘he current program.

1a 1980, two new avwards and two tompeting ¢ontinuatlons will be funded. In 1479,
wne dew tour-part study will examine the rnle of ESAA funding tn both pre-imaplemen-
tarian and newly deseRregating school distrfcts, as weli as a study of the (mpact

af ESAA civil rights eligibliity requirements and second generation school desegre-
gatio- pron.vms. There also will be campet {ng cant tauationy ot ear)ter ESAA studtes
on FSAA-tunds § human relations actfvities; parent tnvolvement In ESAA and other
Federa'! educatton ptograms;: atd the pruducticn, distribution and financing of ESAA
tejevision progcams. Reports due In liscal year 1980 tnclude some ot the final
reports tor a4 study of ESAA humar relations programs and the parent involvemenet
stuiy.
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1. Emergery 5 hool ALd 8t k. Piiot Frogtams
(Emetgency Scho] Atd Avt, Se-tyan Tohths top 4 anlys

I1e Fstimate S A ) _
Budget Madye t o,
Authotsty Authoriz e oMtk oy

o $10.20 .00 ° $4.0 .7 0 Ak
LoThin prokeam ds vt guthapee ] hey ! Y- 0 g i
e e e e e = e e - e g e

1

Purpose and method ot Hperatian,
To overiome tlre adverse etlects o8 mioag,ty RIE-UD 0 At e, S tias fOhiehs 0 1 b

Fmergency Schea: And At authotize ., graci- ta Joval educational agedlen bor o coasyg
atly promistog ptlot programs and protes rs desigaed 1o imprave acadepic achtievement
(n aone o more minority group tscdlated o hoolw.  Fode ape apportioded to States oo
the huasis ot thetr smpaority niodren aged =37, bat tea al edutdational agem tes m 0
appiv dise t,v to tte M tice o8 Fdu ation 1oor lund .. L 4! eduwationa, aen les
pete with ather FFAS to the r Syare tor the State'- apeartiooed sam, Applfoa-
Proves gre frodoed by g opanel o expetr o ampe wed ot psteastaam ] odus at ot avd . ome
mutd iy parts panr . who hgve e g expoertise 1nodearnteg with sihaol jesegregat s

1184, butyet v

This progrsm da~ ot roauth,riced 1o (L ;1. a7 Areadment s b UIAL Clnaogent y,
Gooswdrdn Wi he made for Priat Proegra - oan 1980 B 19T, appraxdimatetly 169
Awdards averaging $1709 (MK Wil be taoded, in LR, distrd te termerly revefving
Frlor Froagrer. gsagstateoe oan re oebve similar oas v e through THtle T, FSFAL Grart-

to Disadogar ged.
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2 Teartes o and My tanty tarie e
Goowtl Roghts Act on %6, Topte v
RIY Fatimate ™
Reodyer ' (Y

oo Athotiry A et . ¥ S ol
IR $ 1 “ h ' “ $ . X FRANRAAY]
crpoxe dand methad

H Setar o oo b e e v

Cptasde o ho .
Right - At oantt rrze dooeet

HEY ST I R B A R D
crages ot desegregatys coa, Tt T the

Pree bogneastaenr Lo dosogiepdt e feoab o at 1onal

arrd oL

AR N

egros it . S oassastane e

providod tor dace, sex, 1ol ponal sragia Jeesgregat oo g tivtt e Thete vt
Py . st programs sappeeetedd e trarmiar a0 Adutaoty Ciervan e H award:
Grargiegalion seatstasor s rnters, “taie ohiatioral oaw tese 11 e vt ot es,
A Lol vdaratainmal agene 1o e deseg gt ten and Joas et oty gract ot
Byl boards tor ra e asd gty oql aapae desegregatinn, A dn toar State ey, 1
t1 ! amen tes, trapaiog asetitates deregre gaty o noan s sTanoe tors, and <o
Eoard grasts tar sex deeegregat, oo are cmade dateativ o che asis o0 o MVdiadl o

app i 1t rars ter assistan o oweiehred terer to the prog am exa:
tgtienn. App.. atioas ate of experte ompsed ut prete stoegld
v diaors and  cmmun.ty membier o App cdationes ltuaa Stare rdgs gtrenal e e e

approved 1t cnec e eive a8 b A et L a Carhe D0 et e s

Appiicatineas b trartarg anstetates and Foe o bogrd gra te for sex Jespeygtegdt oo

mist feceive A 4 are ot A to b v feted tor awards Applisatiens that -~ e oaf
least 6. p rats are faaded o0 rgnk oy ittt e extaanted. Applitoacts b
drsegregat v FIPCY IS &F SU UNEIFTRTE S LE S pply P vt Ke- 21 l-x-."\wr‘cl (LTS TR R

watds A L e
twe bl -

"he haigheat
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Attt e pach e Atoar e e Ves
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ter tet 1w
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th omdd deats 1ottt mests the orrterig oo e et peeas 0 PR cegaialloase Ut
desegiagat 1an assistbara ety tal Mot il t1tetia, a cew wapeet ity
heid P'a onerst o oeoarta. b b Peard grants P tde amd ot gl e 0 e
wregd' At male thevagh 0 the sear s O O T S O O N TL R 11 L )

4 ootaterra atalel an the regelatay sy

148 b SRef oy *

T e entrace Titiv v va v Apsegregat for as cistan e iy Tha o owtages out trg

[ N TR e o bl

!

draty oo WPt

desegiegatbes jrocesy, puanraty e
stages 1t
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ViRt
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tbe temat oo R $) mil Lo Wit te el e pra ot oo oand ftate eedu artetad

age ten torr o sex descytewata

Yy cnorrtrgtorg trradeo oo bt e e vl it b e
pt e tyMmely Aassista oo T et loate o Loaer part heges T g
st oad-nt leseapesats o 3 bars s et e ter e ] motfaner ¢ fans =rth o che
it e tar cavil Kightsae  The tar ' pro v hed ecded tho v At -wan hrip meer the oo
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State ~du atf o] agens fes and Descgrogdal oo g 18Pan - enters t- e {ving awards
tor_wex desegregation preo- et may prov:

ansantance amd frgining in nine regula-
tory ativity sreas, rthree ot whith ae. tede thee development ot programs ta ‘ndrease
the understanding vt publs s hool per.onnel about the prohlems ot sex hfas {n
edication, the adentits catva qnd resolution ot edw aticnal prohlems that have a=-
thsen 1 meectiug the reg. tents ot Torhe IX, ard the ve, paftment of women and
men. tor employment 1o poh’ 5- hoolsy

e i, -

teoposfefoas (0 whi- b they are underrenresent -

Toorhe wria ol gty rioo o ulesegreggtion tavirty, thery qie also nine allowable

Asxsistan o drean et 1 cegnl gt oo o LA 5-\:1 i w, 1hepre ot these are the recrufir-
nent ot members it el i SCIRIn minrity group, far vmplayment {1 publis schaols,
the devel ipmeat ab pro vdure . o sdent iy stafent s wh oon dominant Linguage 1< aat
Eagitst and rooasaras rher Engla 3 Pyrguage proty temy, and the development ot

testruott snal program. tor stadeats whoae domiagnt language (< not English and whe
ta k kegin o n prety oaee oy,

Fa v decesmrugar: oo oo s may b prp s ded by GFAG e DArG (o 1D regulatory

steds vl e dher 3reas rhar o the  ammihoadone e ot Fdu 1tan devermine s tn advan e
vulb o ard an v he preparat fan, adaption, \d tmplementat ten of race desegregation
plaas e 10 aprag with eda at 1 anal prohlemy reaulting trom ta e desegregation.  Na
Avaistar e - an he previded tor the pravisien af Compensatory edne at fon or the
developme-t ot basia wkil1.Y

Examples of the 1) regulitory area. are the prepara-
tr o«

and adaprgoae ot race desegtegat ton plana, the rev rultment ol merbers of rac{al

mitarlty Rroups ter o emploveeat o puhlic acheosls, and the development at disc{plin-

Aty pric edures char de nat lias rimtnate oo the hasis of facne,

Treopegelatoary a tavttiee Losred tar gl thre s tenen of Jesexgregation will ke

4 theazed hoth o DY gn] TURO tor SFAS aad BA .. Reviplents of Training institure

dwir Is 1 heth vears will e able 1o procide trainming only {- areas whith wili

tapr oo the abtloty cf parttioapants te doal efte.tively with edgcat fanal protlems

resait. w trem o ras e ddesegrevat s o and sex decegregatior, L awal educat ional ARPIL 1es

reoerv.ny e desngregat fanr awards on thewe years say use tunds for two purposes:
teovrniLy 1 specfalist who aduises oo oedy att el piroblems {mfdent to sex

Pregregatt o and or 20t peoeide iaser e o catng o dealing with those pro-

Liems, Final v, Linal edu P4l agen ies reve.v,ug disoretionary grants tor race

47 ) varteral e desereedtt on on 1Y o (YRD may use {unds to- Lo empliny one

Sromacr apecbebast ot aderoe 1o the w0l - 1 b oard s pteparation, adeptian, ar {mple -

Merta 1 0t 4 plan b1 pace ap ndt: e rigia desvgtegation or in Jealing with
prcblems e et that fesegregatyee ;o {20 providioag s hoal personnel tnservie
Crateicg oo Jegaang with o prchlems e Dder ta that desegreRa T ion,

o
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A comparison >f 1979 and 1980 funding levels follows:
T CRA-1v. 1980
(dollars (n thousands)
oL 1980
ig1y % Estimate
1. Race Desegregation
SBA c.ovcncacnnnrisosanns Cereieeeeeeenns 4 4,500 $ 4,500
DAL s et eeeeeesoseotossssasssssssonsnccses 9,400 9.400
Institutes..eeeeeeaons e eeeereeseeas 3,000 ) 3,000
Discretionary grants to school boards.. 7.9 17.950
Subtotal conee veenns et eee e Ceeee 24,850 34,850
1. National Origin Desegregation
SEA .. covieeenetianne Lo oeoaooasosnos 1.500 1.50C
DAC..... D Cea s 3.1%0 3.15%
st {BUL@S e avesoaorosssoontsracoronsos - _——
Discretionary grants to schou! baards.. _.2.3% 6,700
Subtotal..coee coceeroeens Cerbee e 7.000 11.35%
) V. Sex Desegregat:on
EEAceoeneeononenononansasanasas e 1,350 2.350
SEA.vereennnnnnnsoananenn Cere et 2,300 3,300
[ S R 3,350 31.3%
b THACITULES oo coas oo L res s s cer e easer e _ 2 _SQQ 2.500
Subtotal cv e v ireeoeeeaeenne Veoseenn 9,500 11,500
Total, CRA-IV..cvetieivneninenenn . 41,50 57,700
“y
s .
o =
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EMERGEJICY SCHOOL AlD

Grants to Local Educational Agencies

States or 1978 19 "~ 1980
Outlying Areaa - Appropriation _ . Apprepriatic.. o _Estimate
[

e JOTAL L $155,636,7900 513,600,000 3137,300,000
Alabama 4,684,400 4,022,019 4,011,695
Alaska 204,054 362,827 380, 301
Arizona 1,252,761 2,021,292 2,026,167
Arkansas 2,162,890 1,638,408 1,646,193
Caltfornia 19,927,327 17,889,700 17,774,026
Colorado 1,909,670 1,418,417 1,427,874
Connecticut 1,225,562 1,138,558 1,150,140
Delaware 704,232 408,923 426,048
Florida 6,008,415 5,662,274 5,639,489
Georgla 4,642,209 5,126,292 5,107,579
Hawa{{ 1,736,481 1,741,694 1,748,695~
Idaho ——— 180,962 199,819
Illinots 6,660,214 7,410,988 7,374,919
Indiana 588, 699 1,827,637 1,833,985
lowa 289,836 259, 395 277,657
Kansas 531,131 679,171 694,243
Kentucky 1,153,147 - 982,952 995,716
Loule{ana 6,115,065 4,906,814 ©,889,786
Maine - 81,680 101,291
Maryland 3,340,614 3,085,968 3,082,755
Massachuyetta 1,111,97% 1,073,976 1,086,049
Michigan 5,473,128 4,565,431 4,550,980
Minnesota 679,900 398,524 415,728
Misgiastppl 3,989,402 3,858,464 3,849,363
Missour 1,661,854 2,126,311 2,130, 389
Hontana 140,027 227,860 246, 360
Nehragka 557,716 323,846 341,618
Nevada ——— 281,610 299,702
New Hampahire .- 73,564 100,000
New leraev 4,532,019 4,211,116 4,258,901
New Mex{co 2,053,182 1,990,268 1,995 9
New York 14,313,695 13,186 7% 13,106, 6
Norrh Catr--'ina 6,514, 744 9,092,577 5,074,170
ovth Dak.eza 188,242 149, 740 163,835
Oh-e 5, 161, 109 4, 318,145 4,305,572
ik Laboma L, 4, 7 1,300,259 1,310,699
Cregan 469,421 164,071 181, 940
fennavlvaria 4,HHY 409 4,304, 35/ 4,297,881
Khoide o land 14, 0% 184, 205 N0
Wty Caralina G, Mo hln 3,059, w0 1,651,891
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e T T __‘_1_9_78_‘_"-—" 1979 1980

i ... _.Appropriation Appropriation __Ee imate
South Dakota s 400,597 s 232,612 s 251,077
Tennensee 2,437,941 2,677,207 2,677,100
Texaa 18, 394,048 13,761,760 13,677,446
Utan 315,041 326,026 143,780
Vermont -—- 13,564 100,000
Virginta 4,706,978 3,686,427 3,678,652
Washingten 1,925,260 885,665 899,168
West Virginta / 461,421 331,749 349, 461
Wirconsin 1,538,396 891,293 906,739
wyoming 187,821 143,728 162,867
District of Columbia 1,979, 199 1,990,547 1,995,652

Amer ican Samos - - _—— ——
Guanm .- - -—
Puerto Rico - - —
Truat Territories . - ——
Virgin Islands .. - . -
Mariana lolands .- —— .

VALY lndes $17,RA3%,707 {n supplemental appropriations from P.L. 95-26.
1
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FMERCENCY SCHOOL AID

Grants to Nouprofit Organizations

State ot TTTOTTTOUhg R T TS T T T TR0
Qutlytng Areas _ Appropriatton _  __ Appropristion _ ___ _ Fstimate
N .. JTOTAL . $17,200,000 . _S17,200,000 0 ooo Ll
Alabama 511, 56k 502,175¢ -
Alagka 46,129 45,393 ——
- Arizona 256,985 252,661 -
Arkansaa 208, 06 204,801 -
Califoraia 2,274,484 2,21,2113 ——-
Coloradn 180, 3 & 177, 302 .-
tonnecticut 144,79 142,320 ---
Delaware 51,9489 51,118 .-
Fiortda 114,897 101,784 ——
‘ Georgia 691, 754 h40, 7R7 —_——
Hawatt 221,438 217,712 _—
Idaho a-- 22,620 ---
Ilitnots a2, 2R 926, 374 --
Tadtana S22, 365 228,455 -
[owa 12,979 32,424 _—
Kansay 33,189 84,896 e
Xentucky va,9n 122,869 -
Loulsfana 023, 849 613,352
Malne - 10,210 ———
Marvland 390, dan 189, 746 -—
Masgd, husetts 13h, 545 134,040 ———
Michigan 715,994 570,679 - -
Minnesota 50,669 49,816 .
Misufuutppd 499,559 4R2, 105 ---
Mignogr 279, 1R 265, 739 ——
Montana 2oang 2B ARD .-
Nebrask. 40}, 441 _———
Nevada 15, 203 -
New Hamp thire . 9,195 -
New letraoy AU R Y 543,890 c-e
New Mext oo AR R ITHS AT PR ---
New York 1,417,101 1, s, bl .
Nt gralfaa WAl hee RLIRPN
North Yak ta [T 18,714 - -
1ih fo [ I 9 W IhY -
Dk gboma b b1A AR Lo
LR L SR e, et Why e
ettt o0 vy Vih, 1 FRENS i3]
Hiu. te o RN TS| RETS RN
S i PRERTRRATY ERTII Ce-

O
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Soith Nakota
Tennessesr
Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virgiria
Washington
Woeant Virginia
Wiscongtin
Wyoming

District ot (olumbla

Amerfcan dama
Luam

Puerto Rico

Trust Territourfey
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Pilot Programs

Energency School Aid

State or 1978 eI T 1980 &7
Cutlying Areas _Appropriation Appropriation Estimate
TOTAL §32,250,000 $32,250,000 —
Alabama 1,118,849 942,661 ———
Alaska --- 85,037 ——
Arisona 562,285 673,740 ———
Arkansas 455,774 384,002 -
Califoruia 4,976,575 4,192,898 ——
13
Colorado 350,887 332,442 -
Connecticut 316,734 266,849 ——-
Delavare 81,722 95, 841 —_-
Florida 1,358,718 1,327,096 ———
Georgla 1,426,037 1,201,475 —-—
Havail 406,402 408,210 ——
Tdaho -—- 42,411 ——
‘Illtnois 1,065,592 1,736,951 ———
Indiana -——= 428,353 --
Iowva -—— 60,796 ———
Kansas -— 159,181 ———
Kentucky 168,884 230,379 ——
Louisiana 685,015 1,150,034 -
Maine --- 19, 144 ——
Maryland 98,857 723,274 ——-
Massschusecta 270,171 51,713 -
Michigan 1,270,016 1,070,023 —
Minnes ta - 93,404 -
Hissisaipp{ 1,073,347 904,323 _——
M{saourt 591,500 498, 354 -—-
Montana 63,185 53, 404 ———
Nebraska 49,1700 75,901 ——
Nevada = 66,002 .-
New Hampahire --- 17,241 .-
New faraey 1,188,144 1,001,043 .
New Mexico 136,130 466,469 ——
New York 3,668,298 3,090, 64n -—
North Carolina 838,037 1,183,573 ———
North Dakota 33,274 35,096 ———
Ohio 1,234,569 1,012,065% ——-
Cklahoma 242,465 304,747 ———
Oregon -— 85,330 ———
Peunaylvania 1,197,669 1,009,068 -——
Rhode laland - 43,173 -
South Carolina A98,%96 857,667 ——-
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Star- or 1978 1979 1980/
Outlying Areas Appropifation Appropriation Estimare
South Dakota § 46,875 §  54,5i8 -—-
Tennessee 869,537 627,470 ——
Texas 3,828,257 3,225,418 ——-=
Utah . ——— 76,412 ---
Vermont - 17,241 -—
Virginla 1,025,494 864,006 -
Washington 137,064 207,578 ———
Waat Virgiotia - 17,75 -
Wisconsin 126,089 209, 166 o
Wyoming 19,1380 13,686 —
District of Columbia 553,731 466,934 ~——
American Samoa --- - -—
Guan —— ——- e
Puerto Rico - - --=
Truat Territorius - ~—— -
Virgin Iolands - - —--
Mariana lslands ——- ——— -—-
Lapae 15,961

1/ Program not authorized beyond 1979.
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Turspay, Marcn 27, 1974,
LIBRARY RESOURCES
WITNESSES
ERNENT L. BOYER, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

ACCOMPANIED BY:

DICK HAYS. ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER/DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF
LIBRARIES AND LEARNING RESOURCES

ROBERT KLASSEN, CHIEF, PROGRAM COORDINATION STAFF,
OFFICE OF LIBRARIES AND LEARNING RESOURCES

HERMAN R. GOLDBERG, ACTING ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER,
STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

CORA P. BEEBE. DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF PLANNING AND
BUDGETING

WILFORD J. FORBUSH. DEPUTY  ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
BUDGET

PETER RELIC, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY

Mr. NaTCHER. We take up at this time the Library Resources
request, and we have Dr. Boyer, the Commissioner of Fducation.

Doctor Boyer, who do you have with you on this part of your
budget request?

Dr. BovEr. Mr. Chairman, the first two members to my right
represent our Library Program, Dick Hays, who is the Associate
(‘ommissioner, and his Associate, Bob Klassen; Herman Goldberyg is
here, who is Associate Commissioner, administering our local pro-
yrams; Cora Beebe administers us all, and to my left is Peter Relic,
from the Assistant Secretary's Office, Deputy Assistant Secretary,
and Bill Forbush. ever present with us, Deputy Assistant Secretary,
Budget.

Mr. Natcrer. Thank you. Doctor Boyer.

. Now, we will place your statement, with your permission, in the

recard in its entirety and if you want to highlight this statement
you go right ahead.

We wiil be glad to hear from you.

[The statement follows:|
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FEBRUARY 1979

BJOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

NAME: Ernest L. Boyer

DATE OF BIRTH: September 13, 1928

PLACE OF BIRTH: Dayton, Ohio

FAMILY: Married -- Kathryn Garis Tyson, August 26, 1950

R.N. -- Montgomery County (Ps.) Hospital
B.S. -- State University of New York
C.N.M. -- (Certified Nurse Midwife)

Georgetown University

Four children--Ermest, Jr. (1951), Beverly (1953),
Craig (1955), and Stephen (1964)

CURRENT POSITION: -

1977 - PRESENT UNITED STATES COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION
(Appointed by the President of the United
States and confirmed by the U.S. Senate.)

PREVIOUS POSITIONS:

1970 - 1977 STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK. Chancellor

1965 -~ 1970 STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK, Vice Chancellor
and Executive Dean for University-wid.
Activities

1962 - 1965 UNTVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, “anca Barbara,

Director, Center for Coordinated Education

1960 - 1962 WESTERN COLLLSE ASSUCIATION, California,
Director, Commission to Improve the Education
of Teachers

1956 - 1960 UPLAND COLLEGE, Califormi., Ac.Jemic Dean
- and Professor of Speech Pathclogy and
Audtology
1955 - 1956 LOYOLA UNIVERSITY at Loa Angeles, Assiatant

Professor and Director of Forensics

Sy
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Biographical Information -= Ermest L. Boyer 2.

DEGREES AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION:

1950 -- A.B.. GREENVILLE COLLEGE

1952 -- Graduate Studies, OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

1955 -- M.A., Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF SOQUTHERN CALIFORNIA

1959 ~- Postdoctoral Fellow, UNIVERSITY OF IOWA HOSPITAL
(Medical Audiology)

1976 -- Visiting