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FOREWORD

This 11th annual report to Congress on Federally funded education programs is

the second such report submitted by the Department of Education. Most of the

r, programs described were transferred from the former Office of Education to the

new Department of Education in May 1980, and have been reviewed in previous

editions of the annual report. Described for the first time in this series, however,

are many of the programs also transferred at that time to the Depgrtment from
other tederal agencies as a result of the Department of Education Organization

Act. In reviewing all these programs, the report responds to Congressional

mandates in Section 417(a) of the General Education Provisions Act, in Section

1246 of the Education Amendments of 1978 (Public Law 95-561), and in

Section 1305 of the Education Amendments of 1980 (Public Law 96-374).
.41)

A two-volume format is adopted for thè" second consecutive year in order to
respond to the specific needs of report users. Some readers have a general

interest in the evaluation of Federal education programs and in what is known

about their operations and effectiveness. Other readers require detailed
information on specific programs. Volume I of the Annual Evaluation Report is

directed to the firSt category of users, and Volume II is intended for the second

category and to meet the legislative mandates referred to above.

Thus, Volume I provides an overview of education evaluation activities in the

Department of Education, describes innovative information - gathering and

evaluation techniques and management initiatives which will better utilize

evaluation findings, presents the highlights of findings from specific studies, and

describes evaluation activities in the Office of Management during fiscal year

1981. Volume I is intended for general distribution. Volume II contains detailed

program-by-program summaries of available information, as well as an Appendix

on evaluation contracts active during fiscal year 1981, and dn Appendix on

evaluability assessments and rapid-feedback evaluations. Volume II is intended

for distribution to appropriate Congressional committees and, on request, to

other interested readers.
ma-

Program descriptions in Volume II are divided intp 'Aree major areas:
Elementary and Secondary Education; PostsecondSry Education; and Special

Category Programs. The information reported is current as ofOune 30,,1981,

which is the date by which drafts of program chapters were completed.

Subsequent revisions were largely editorial in nature and did not necessarily
include budgetary, legislative, program and evaluative data 'subsequent to that
date. Information for each program includes:

o
G

a brief funding history,

o a description of goals and objectives,

o a review of program operations,

o an analysis of program scope,

o a report on program effectiveness and progress,
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o a listing of ongoing and planned evaluation studies,

o a listing of sources of evaluation data, and

o a list of contacts for furtherinformation about program
operations or program effectiveness.

For copies contact: Ms. Yvonne Briscoe
Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation
Planning and Evaluation Service
Room 3605 Switzer Building
330 C Street, SW
Washington, DC 20202
(202) 245-1625
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',ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATIONJ3ROGRAMS

Program Name:

Education. of Di sadvanfaged. Chi ldren

Legislation:

Title I o'f the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, as amenOed, by

P.L. 95-561, Part A "Programs Operated

by Local Educational Agencies"

Expiration 0ate:

September 30, 1982 1

Funding History: 'Year: AuJiorization:2 Appropriation:2

1966 1,192,981,206 $ 959,000,000

1967 1,430,763-047 1,053,410,000

1968 10902,136223 1,191,000,000

1969 2,184,436,274 1,123,127,000

1970 2,523,127,905 1,339,050,900

1971 3,457,407024 1,500,000,000

1 972 ' 4,138,377,672 1,597,500,000

1973 4,927,272,941 1,810,000,000

1 974 4,182509,627 1,719,500,000

1975 3 7,954,872,444 3,776,000,000

1976 (FY7'7) 4,692,511,963 2,050,000,000

1977 (FY78) . 4,660,666,596 ' 2,285,000,000

1978 (TY79) 5,075,334,514 2,735,000,000

1979 (FY80) 5,680,447,238 3,228,382,000

1980 (FY81) 6,291,969,913 3,215,343,000

1981 (FY82) 7,047,423025 3,104,317,000

1982 4 3,480,000,000

1. Chapter 1 -- "FinanOal Assistance to Meet Special Educ,ational Needs

of Disadvantaged Children" -- of the Education Consolidatidn and,

Improvement..Act of 1981 (ECIA) is scheduled to take effect on7Etober I,

1987. Changes to Title I of ESEA that will occur yhen this new

Act is implemented are discussed throughout this chapter.

2 The authorization and appropriatioR
levels reflected in these columns

pertain to the entire Title I program, and include grants to LEAs

(Part A programs), concentration grants and State administered (Part.B)

programs, viz. the Migrant Education Program and the Program for Neg-

lected and Delinquent Children. The authorizations and appropriations

for Part A programs are shown in Tahle 1. Funding for each Part B

program is reported in the respective chapters on those programs.

3 Commencing in 1976 the program became advance-funded from the prior year's

apOopriation hill. This resulted in a doubling-up of funding in 1975.

4 Budget authority established for ESEA Tiile I, under Section 513(a) of

the,Omnibus Education Reconciliation'Act of 1981.
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Programs Goals and Objectives:

Section 101 of Public Law 89-10, "The Elementary and Secondary Education
Act," as amended in 1978 by Rublic Law 95-561, states:

"In recognit6n of the specific educational needs of children of
low-income families and the impact that concentrations of low-.
income families have on the ability of local educational
agencies to support adequate educational programs, the Congress
hereby declares it to be the policy of the United States to
provide financial assistance ... to loOal educational
agencies serving areas with concentrations of children
from low-income families to expand and'improve their
educational programs by varidus means (including pre-
school programs) which contribute particularly to
meeting the special educational needs of educationally
deprived children."

Section 124, which states the requirements of local district programs,
specifies under (a) "Purpose of Program" that a district may use
Title I funds only for programS "designed to meet the special educa-
tional needs of chfldren ..." a)ld must include in its project evalua-i
tion "objective measurements of educational achievement" (subsection
(g)). Additional emphasis-is given to educational goals and instruc-
tional services to meet those gOals ih Section 124 (f, 2), which
prohibits the use of Title I funds for health, social, or nutrition
services unless the district has requested help from the State in
locating and using other sources of funds for those services and has
been unable to find any. Implemehting these legislgtive provisiona
are regulations requiring the development of educational objectives
and instructional strategies to achieve those objectives (Section
201..105, Federal Register, Volume 46, No. 12, January 19, 1911, p.
5173).

Program Operations:

The.operations of'Title I are clearly specified in the law and
accompanying regulations, and are described below in terms of eight
major -activitfes: (1) the allocation of funds to districts, (2) the
identificatiori of eligible'schools, (3) the selection of eligible
students, (4) the proYision of services to them to meet their needs,
(5) the documentation that Title I services do ;.ot replace those they
are already entitled to .(from district, State, or other Federal programs),
(6) inclusion of important groups such as parents in decision-making,
(7) evaluation f the efforts, and (8) guidance and monitoring from the State

. on the program components described above. Each of these eight major
ractivities is described briefly below in terms of the legislation. In

addition, changes to these sections made in the Education Consolidation
and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA) are discussed. A discussion of
-h-Wr weT1 State and local education agencies have achieved the objectives of
eah activity area is provided in the major section "Program Effectiveness
and Progress."



1. Funds allocation

There are two types of grants to districts: Basic and Concentration.5

As might be expected given the'purpose of this program to assist

local agencies with concentrations of students from poverty backgrounds

(see above), the allocation of funds for Basic Grants to districts is

based on a formula which incorporates, as one J7Eelements, counts

of children from poor, families living within their boundaries. The

other element is the State's average per-pupil
expen'aiture (or 80% or

120% of the Nation's average
per-pupir expenditure if a State's average

falls ()aside this range).

Specifically, a district is authorized under Section 111 of Title I

to receive a grant equal to:

40% times .
the number of students
aged 5-17 from families
in poverty living in
the district plus
the number of students
from local tnstitutions
for the negrected, or

'delinquent, or in

foster homes (Section 111, c)

A family is defined as "in poverty" for the purpose of the above counts

if its income meets either of two conditions: (1).t4e.income falls

below the Census Bureau's criterion for poverty measured b9 the Orshansky

index (Section 111, c, 2A) or (2) the income exceeds that criterion due

to the receipt of AFDC payments (Section 111, c, 2B).6

It is clear that Census data are crucial to the workings of the formula

and the law contains several provisions to overcome problems this pOses.

For example, in cases where Census data describe a geographiCal unit

other than school districts (usually counties), the grant is computed

by the Federal agency for those other units, and the State is

responsible for distributing the funds to districts (often called "sub-

county allocationt") (Section 111, a, 28). Also, since Census data

are,collected infrequently, there are provisions for computing

district allocations on more recent data if the district's population

has changed drastically (Section 111,a, 341).7

times tlle State's average
pe7pupil expendi-
ture\(or 80% or
120%`of the Nation's
average per-pupil
figure, as noted
above)(Section 111,
a, 2A).

'

kthird category of grants, Incentive Grants, has remained unfunded

and will not be discussed in great,detail.

6 Section 111, c, 1B provides, however-, that grants for FY 79

could count.only 2/3 of those children whose families met this

second condition, making the formula for grants that year the

same as before the Education Amendments of 1978.

7 An additional funding
complication requires that 1/2 the funds

in excess pf the national FY 79 appropriation be distributed

to States and districts on the' barsis of the number of

children in families below,50% of the nationarmedian income

for a family of four (actording to the 1975 Survey of Income

and Education). The remaining half of the excess over the

FY 1979 level is distributed according to the formula

'described above. 5



The formula and provisions for collecting the various possible data
are used to determine the sizeof the grant a district is entitled to
receive. When-appropriations for the Title I program a'S a whole
are insufficient to fund all the grants as computed, however, the
Part B programs to State agencies (for migrant, neglected/delinquent,
and handicapped programs) are fully funded, certain set-asides are
computed, and the remainder is distributed as Part A Basic Grants
(in Proportion to each district's entitlement). Section 193(a)
provides, however, that no district shall receive, due to this
"ratable reduction," a grant which is less than 85% of the one it
received the previous year.

Section 117 provides for a second type of grant, the Concentration
Grant. The purpose of such a grant is "to provide more effective
programs of instruction, especially in the basic skills of reading,
writing, and mathematics, to meet the special educational needs of
educationally deprived children" in districts whose coulities have
especially high concentrations of children from families in poverty
(Section 117, a). To qualify, a district's county must have 5,000 or
more students counted for the purpose of determining the size of its
Basic Grant (Section 111, c),or have 20% or more of its students be
those so counted. The size of a district's or county's Concentration
Grant is the same proportion of the national total appropriated for
Concentration Grants that year as the area's Basic Grant is to, the
national total of Basic Grants. The Concentration Grant is viewed as
a supplement to the Basic Grant, to be used as described in the district's
project application approved by the State.

A third type of grant to districts is the Incentive Grant authorized
in Section 116 of Title I. A district's eligibility for an Incentive
Grant depends on whether its State has a compensatory education
'program which (1) serves only ethicationally deprived children,
(2) has performance objectives related to educational achievement
and evaluates projects acccording to them, (3) provides supplementary
services to Eleet special educational needs of participants, (4) keeps
and makes available necessary records, (5) is closely monitored, and
(6) distributes at least 50% of its funds within a district to
schools serving high concentrations of students from poor families
(Section'116, a, 2). However, Incentive Grants have remained unfunded
through 1932.

To summarize, a district's Basic Title I grant (and lts Concentration
Grant if that subprogram has been funded that year) is based on its
numbers of students from families in poverty and,the per-pupil expendi-
tures for its State. The law also contains several provisions for
updating the counts or adjusting for drastic shifts in population.

Chapter I of the "Education Consolidation and Improvement Act" maintains
the same basic provisions for funds allocation as ESEA, Title I (with some
modifications to the funding levels of State-administered Part B programs).
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2. Identification of eligible schools

Once a district receives its Title I allocation it Must rank its attendance

areas on the basis of the concentrations of children, aged 5 to 17, in those

areas who are from low-income families. In making this determination,

a district can use any or all' of 2 number of measures (Census counts,

AFDC, free lunch, housing, health, etc.) if approved by the State.

There are several alternative Ways to do these rankings. One can simply

order the areas,,or use variations: apply the,25 percent rule, meaning

that any school with 25% or more of its students from poverty.backgrounds

can be designated a Title I school as long as certain funding constraints

are met (Section 122, a, 1); serve previously ellaible attendance areas

(Section 122, c); use eligibility,by actual enrollment (Section 122, b);

or, serve lower ranked areas having a greater incidence of educational

deprivation (Section 122,. a, 2A).

An assessment must be made of the special educational needs of children

residing"th eligible attendance areas (called a needs assessment) to:

(1) identify the educationally deprived children, (2) identify the general

instructional areas for the program to focus 'on, and (3) diagnose the

specific needs of children (Section 124, b).

Chapter I of the "Education Consolidation and Improvement Act" Will revise

these procedures when it becomes effective. School districts will be

eligible to receive funds if they pcovide assurances in their grant applica--

tions to the State a.gency that projects are conducted in "attendance areas ...

having the highest concentrations
of low-income children or are located

in all attendance areas of an agency which has a uniformly high concentration

of such children, (Section 556b, 1, A and B) or are designed to utilize

part of available'funds for services which promise to provide significant

help for all such children served by an agency (Section 556b,l,C). An

annual assessment of educational needs which identifies educationally

deprived children, permits selection of those with the greatest needs

and determines the needs of participating children is.also required

(Section 556b, 2).

3. Selection of students to participate

Once the eligible attendance areas and general instructional areas of

emphasis have been identified, the district must §elect students to

participate who show the greatest need for those services (Section

123, a). In general this means serving the neediest students, but

there are also provisions for continuation of services to educationally

deprived children no longer in greatest need (Section 123, b); continu-

ation of services to educationally deprived children transferred to in-

eligible areas in the same school year (Section 123, c); skipping

children in greatest need who are receiving services of the same nature

and scope from non-Federal sources (Section 123, d); and serving all

students (in a schoolwide project) if the school has 75% or more of its

rstudents from families,in poverty and contributes funds from its own

sources to the special compensatory program (Section 133).

As described ahove, ECIA maintains the policy of serving the neediest

children, hut allows for programs which will, in part, serve all children.

7



4. Provision of services to meet special educational needs
of participating students

As noted above, Title I services are primarily instructional in nature.
Health, social, or nutritional services can be provided if the district
has requested State help in finding other ways 'to support them but has
been unable to locate such other sources of funding (Section 124, f, 2).
The services must be of sufficient scope to show promise of remediating
student needs (Section 124, d), be coordinated with services from other
sources (Section 124, f), show consideration for sustaining student
gains (Section 124, k), and whenever possible, be guided by a plan
developed for each student (Section 129). Services must he available
to students in public and non-public schools of the attendance areas
identified as eligible (Section 130).

The requirements of sufficient size and.scope, evaluations examining
sustained gains and agailability of services for non-public school students
are maintained in ECIA (Sections 556b, 3 - 5).

5: Documentation by'the district that Title I services do
not replace those to-which students-are already entitled

The presence of Title I funds in a district should not diminish the
services available to students from other sources of funds. Specifi-
cally, the amount of resources devoted per-pupil to education in the
local agency must equal or exceed those expended the year before
(maintenance of effort (Section 126, a))., If for some unforeseen
reason, this cannot be the case, the district can get a waiver from
the requirement, but Only for one Year. Furthermore, Title I funds
can be used only for services which exceed the average per-pupil
expenditure in a district (excess costs (Section 126, b)). Similarly,
services supported by State and local funds in Title I schools cannot
differ from the amount supported on the average in non-Title I schools
by more than 5% (comparability of services (Section 126, e)). For
individual students, the Title I services must be extra to those pro-
vided from non-Federal sources ("supplement, not supplant" (Section
126, c)). In some special instances, costs and services for State
and local compensatory programs -- or for programs being phased in to
restructure education in a distric,t to meet needs of educati-onally
deprived students -- may be excluded from the various computations
(Sections 126, d and 131)). Sites offering school-wide projects
need not comply with all the fiscal, requirements as long as certain
other conditions are met (Section 133).

Provisions regarding supplement, /lot supplant, maintenance of effort
and comparability of services are provided in ECIA, but in general
grant distri-cts and States greater flexibility in applying these provisions.

8



6. Inclusion of important groups in decision-making

The Title I law specifies requ'rements for local and State activities

.aS noted above but also requires that teachers and school boards he

included in the planning and evaluation of the effort (Section 124, i).

Similarly, parents of participating children must be informed of the

program's goals and their children's progress as well as make recommenda-

tions-and assist in helping their children (Section 124, j). Parent in-

volvement is required in a formal sense, also, in the establishment and

operation of Parent Advisory Councils. Each district, as well as each

school having one or more FTE Title I staff and more than forty Title I

participants, is required to have such a Council with a majority of the

elected members being parents of Title I participants (Section 125).

-Under the "Education Consolidation and ,Improvement Act," a district

will no longer be required to have Parent Advisory Councils, but may

continue those Councils if it wishes to do so.

7. Evaluation of the effectiveness of the services

Districts must evaluate the effectiveness of their programs in meeting

the special educational needs of participating
students according to a

schedule approved by the Department
which..ensures that each year the

State's evaluation report is representative of efforts in the State

(Sections 124, g and 183, b). These required evaluations must include

"objective measures of educational achievement"
(Section 124, g, 2),

be structured according to one of three evaluation models or -an approved

alternative (Section 183, d and 45 CFR Sections 1f6a.170 - 116a.177),

and include a measure of sustained achievement over longer than twelve

months (Section 124, g, 2).

EC1A will require districts to evaluate projects "in terms of their

effectiveness in achieving the goals set for them, and that such evalua-

tions shall include objective measurements of educational achievement

in the basic skills and a
determination of whether improverperformance

is sustained..." (Section 556, h, 4).

8. Administration of Title I by.State agencies

Several requirements of local districts in their design and conduct

of Title I are described above. The responsibility for ensuring that

districts comply with the law and regulations falls on State educa-

tional agencies.
Specifically, the law provides for State approval of

district applications; rule-making, technical assistance, monitoring,

withholding of funds, program audits, and auddt resolutions (Sections

164-170 of Title I). To perform these duties, a State is authorized

by Section 194 to use up to 1.5% of the total grants received by

districts and agencies in the State (or $225,000, whichever is more).

9



The "Education Consolidation and Improvement Act" will enact substantial
changes in the nature of the State role and responsibilities for overseeing
compensatory education programs. State agencies "shall" approve local
applications if the program assUrances described earlier are provided.
States must keep records and provide information to the Secretary as
needed for fiscal accountability and program evaluation. However, the
role of States in monitoring and enforcing local programs is greatly
reduced (Section 596, a), and the State administrative set-aside will
be reduced to a maximum of 1% of the'total grants received (with a
minimum payment of $225.000 per year). (Section 554, d)

The remainder of this Chapter describes the "Program Scope" and
"Program Effectiveness and Progress." In the former, brief descriptions
of overall funding and program participation estimates are provided.
The latter of the two sections summarizes available information on
the characteristics of districts, schools, and students participating,
as well as descriptions of the nature and effects of that participation.

Program Scope:

Title I funds continue to represent about 3% of the total Otional
,expenditure for public elementary and secondary education. Table 1
depicts the funding of Part A, Regular grants to local districts, over
the twelve-year period from 1970-1981. Shown there are the authorized
level, the actual appropriations, and those appropriations adjusted
for inflation with 1970 as the base year. The increase in authorization
during that period was 160% while appropriations increased 106%6 however,
"constant dollar" appropriations decreased about 22%.

Table 1.

Year

ANNUAL FUNDS FOR ESEA TITLE I, PART A REGULAR GRANTS
(millions of dollars)

Authorized Actual "Adjusted"
Level Appropriations Appropriations

1970 2,418 1,219 1,219
1971 3,335 1,340 1,274
1972 3,997 1,407 1,292
1973 4,750 1,536 1,355
1974 3,993 1,446 1,172
1975 8 6,106 3,212 2,341
1976 4,151 1,721 1,172
1977 4,085 1,926 1,239
1978 4,293 2,356 1,420
1979 5,075 2,630 1,389
1980 5,680 2,633 Ic237
1981 6,292 2,513 955

8 Commencing in 1976 the program became advance-funded from the prior year's
appropriation bill. This resulted in a doubling-up of funding in 1975.



Funding for the two other types of Part A grants: Concentration

Grants and Incentive Grants, has been smaller of course: Table 2

shows those figures.

Table 2. FUNDS FOR PART A, SPECIAL GRANTS

(millions of dollars)

Budget Year Concentration Grants
Incentive Grants

1979 (FY 80) 147
00

1980 (FY 81) 98
00

1981 (FY 82) 99
00

CurrentlY' all 50 States, the District of Columbia and all outlying

,territories (e.g., American Samoa, Guam, Trust Territories of the

'Pacific, the Virgin Islands,
Puerto Rico, and the Northern Marianas)

and the Bureau of Indian Affairs receive Title I funds.9 About 87%

of all school districts received Title I funds for the 1979 fiscal

year, and about half (7,000) receive Concentration
Grants, 80% of

which are in urban areas.

The size of Title I grants varies considerably. Most (62%) are between

$10,000 and $100,000, but 25% of them are $100,000 or more (accounting

for 84% of the funds). Nearly 5 million students, or about 10% of the

elementary and secondary students in public schools, are provided,

services with Title I funds. Nearly 200,000 students, or about 5% of

the enrollment in non-public schools, were served by Title I during

academic year 1978-79 (State performance
reports, FY 1979).

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

In the re-authorization
of Title I in 1977-78, members of Congress

inquired about many aspects"of the program, including the following --

effectiveness of the funds allocation procedure, school selection,

student selection procedures for targeting services to educationally

needy students in impoverished neighborhoods, the degree to which

those services supplement other educational activities of the par-

ticipating students, the effectiveness of tha services in improving

student performance in the basic skills, the extent of parent involvement,

and the ways in which State personnel
administer the program. This

section is organized to discuss available data on each of the eight

aspects of Title I described under "Program Operations" above--funds

allocation, school selection, student selection, provision of services,

documentation that they do not replace those normally provided by

9 Some territories have elected to receive consolidated grants (e.g.

American Samoa and the Virgin Islands). In these cases, while

Title I funds are included 4n the consolidated grants, each

territory can select, from a limited list, which program requirements

to follow when submitting theil. consolidated grant application. To

date, Title I has not been selected by any consolidated grant applicant.
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local and State funds, evaluation of project effectiVeness, incorporation
of parents and others in decision-making, and State administration.
As a ninth and major topic, the effectiveness of Title I services in
improving student performance in the basic skills is discussed.

1. Use of the formula in allocating funds td school districts

As noted above, the purpose of Title I is to provide funds for extra
services to educationally disadvantaged students in districts with
areas of high poverty. The formula oes estimates of the amount
of poverty in the area (counts of children from poor families) and
average educational expenditures to determine the size2f district
grants. One rough way to assess the adequacy of the ftrmula for
allocating funds to districts in poor areas is to note the correspondence
between the numbers of children counted as being from impoverished back-
grounds and the amount of funds received. The Department of Education's
1980 Annual Evaluation Report described the relationship between the
numbers of formula-eligible children and per-pupil expenditures.
It was shown that the South, with 45.5% of the formula-eligible children,

- received 39.9% of the allocated Title I funds. In contrast, the Northeast
received 22.9% of the allocated Title I funds although only having 18.8%
of the Nation's formula-eligible children. The reason for this difference
is primarily due to differential regional costs of education. Most
Northeastern States receive over $200.00 (in FY 77) for each formula-eligible
child as a result of high State per-pupil-expenditures in these States.
In contrast, over one half of the States in the South received the
minimum sum of $163.00 (80% of the national average) per formula-eligible
child as a result of their lower funding in education.

The correspondence between numbers of students from poor backgrounds
and receipt of funds is high. The Natiortal Institute of Education (NIE)
found, specifically, that: (1) as the number of formula-eligible
children in a county increases, the average Title I allocation to the
county rises consistently, and (2) district allocations reveal patterns
similar to those observed at the county level (NIE, Survey of Compensatory
Education, 1977).

2. The result of district practices in selecting eligible schools

Two recent surveys have found that districts have Title I programs in
90-95% of their eligible schools (NIE, 1976; Wang, et al, 1978). Of just
over 62,500 public schools having any of grades 1-6 in 1976-77, about 68%
received Title I funds (27% only Title I plus 41% Title I and some
other compensatory program funds); 14% received only other compensatory
funds, 18% received none (Hoepfner, et al., 1977). A survey of 213
Title I districts in 1976-77 found fRit most often (in 73% of the
districts) they used data on the number of children receiving free or
reduced-price lunches for each of th?.ir schools to rank them for the
purpose of determining Tttle I eligibility. Second in frequency (in
57% of the districts) was the use of AFDC counts; third was centus
data on family income (42% of the districts) (Hemenway, et al., 1978).
These practices result in Title I programs being offered more often
in schools with larger proportions of their students from families
in poverty, as shown in Figure 1.

12



Percent
of All

. Elementary
Schools

11 schools with 040% of their students reading

one year or more below grade level

I/ Schools with 21-60% of their students reading

one year or more below grade level

I/ Schools with 51-1001 of their students reading

one year or more below grade level

No Ccopensatory
funds

Other Compensatory
Funds Only

7, Title 1 fsmds

Only

loth Title I end
Other Compensatory Funds

Figure 2. Elementary Schools with Differing Proportions of

Educationally Deprived Students

The pattern is similar to that in Figure 1. In fact, the correlation

between the number of educationally disadvantaged students in a school

and the number of economically disadvantaged ones is .67. The correla-

tion between those two numbers for schools within the same district is

even higher -- .91 (Breglio, et al., 1978). Most schools (91%) having

greater than half of their sfirdents from poor homes and greater than

half performing at least one year below grade level offer Title I

programs (97% offer Title I or some other compensatory program). The

3% of these schools which do not have any compensatory program (Title I

or something else) are most often located in urban settings.

3. Student selection for services

Title I services are supposed to "meet the special educational needs

of educationally deprived children" attending school in the eligible

attendance areas. The current regulations state that a district

must use "specified
criteria and -- to the extent possible -- objective

data to select ... those educationally
deprived children who are in

thèNgreatest need of assistance ..." (Federal Register, Volume 45,

No. 114, June 11, 1980, page 39751, Stction 116a.103).

It is diffi ult to assess how adequately local procedures achieve the

intent of th regulations due to differing definitions of educational

deprivation, atest need, etc. Analyses of targeting of serv ces

on students foun that 7 of the schools in the "Sustaining,Effects

Study" (which formed,,a representative
sample of the Nation's schools
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serving grades 1-6) had more than half of their Title I students falling
Hat or below the 35th percentile on the nationally standardized reading
test used in the study (Kenoyer and Cooper, 1980). (The 35th percentile
represents a,level of performance below which most teachers judge
students to need compensatory services.)

Another way to assess the adequacy of selection procedures is to assess
the degree to which, for each school, the low-achievers tend to be in
Title 1 and the higher achievers not. This can be examined by a correla-
tion between student achievement ranks on standardized reading tests and
whether or not each is in Title I. These correlations are almost
all positive in reading, but not strongly so. The average correlation
across schools was .37 in reading and .24 in math (Kenoyer and
Cooper, 1980).

It is also possible to depict student participation in Title I
separately for each quartile of the achievement distribution. The

. figures for grades 1-6 according to the "Sustaining Effects Study" are
shown in Table 3 below (Breglio, et al., 1978).

Table 3. ACHIEVEMENT STATUS AND PARTICIPATION IN COMPENSATORY
EDUCATION, GRADES 1-6
(Numbers in thousands)

Compensatory
Education Participants

Students Not In
Compensatory Education

Ed.Title I

Other
Comp. Ed.

In Comp.

Ed. School

In School

w/out Comp.
Achievement Status No. (% ) No. (% ) NO. (% ) NO. (% )

Bottom Quartile 1,579 (32) 718 (14) 2,110 (42) 560 (11)

2nd- 910, (19) 543 (11) 2,809 (58) 605 (12)

3rd a 368 ( 7) 411 ( 8) 3,600 (70) 762 (15)

Top 89 ( 2) 301 ( 6) 3,772 (75) 869 (17)

It is important in reading Table 3 to note that the percentage figures add
to 100% by row (except for rounding errors): that is, for example, 32%
of the Nation's students in the bottom quartile are in Title I; 14% of
the students in that-quartile receive services only from other compensatory
programS; 42% are in schools with compensatory programs but receive no
services 10; and 11% are in schools which have no compensatory programs.
Difficulties in targettng services on the neediest is evident in this

10 Of particular interest IS' the 42% figure, showing that many students
scoring poorly on standardized instruments do not receive services
even wheh they attend schools that offer compensatory education'programs.
A combination of factors has been suggested: poor selection procedures,
funding levels too low to serve all needy children, and in some cases,
the lack of Title I programs at certain grade levels.
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table since 457,000 (16% of the students in Title I) placed in the
upper half of the distribution (left column, 3rd and 4th rows). Possible

explanations are problems with tests, teacher or parent preferences for
certain students to be in Title I, eto.

As a final note, it should becAinted out that the data reported on
in the "Sustaining Effects Study" were collected during the 1976-77

school year. During the last five years, the Title I evaluation
Technical Assistance Centers (TACs) have worked extensively with the
National Title I Program Office an0 with many SEAs and LEAs to develop
and train district staff in improving their needs assessment and student

selection procedures. The effect of this work is not visible in the
data presented here, but will be reported on more fully in the Department's
1982 Biennial Title I Evaluation Report to Congress.

Other aspects involved in"targeting" involve thenumbers of students with
different characteristics being served by'the program (as a consequence,

presumably, of the selection procedures emphasizing educational need).
Data on the sex, age and language groupings of participants in Title I
are shown in Table 4 (as reported in the,1980 Annual Evaluation Report and

dating from Fiscal Year 1977; from the "Sustaining Effects Study.")

Table 4.

Race

CHARACTERISTICS OF TITLE I

(fn thousands, grades 1-6

PARTICIPANTS
only)

Number (% )

(61)

(26)
White, not Hispanic
Black, not Hispanic

1,762

740

Hispanic 328 (11)

Other 58 ( 2)

Language

Engli10 spoken at home 2,470 (84)

Spanish spoken at home 353 (12)

Other language spoken.at home 113 ( 4)

Age

354 (12)5-6 years
7 506 (17)

8 519 (18)

9 503 (17)

10 510 (17)

11 418 (14)

12 128 .( 4)

Sex

Female 1,094 (44)

Male 1;412 (56)

The above data on race was provided by several of whom did not have
actual counts available and thus had to estimate. Other estimates of

these counts come from NIE, 1977, and may be more accurate': Whi,e.,(54%),

Black (34.5%), Hispanic (10%) and other (1.5%).
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4. Services to Title I students

After major district-wide areas of need are identified through the annual
needs Assessment, students are then selected to participate in Title I.
Services are provided to them preferably according to a specific plan con-
structed for each student (Title I, Section 129).

The following subsection addresses three ways of describing the nature of
services provided to Title I participants: (a) per-pupil expenditures,
(b) types of services provided, and (c) measures of the intensity of
services in reading and mathematics.

(a) per-pupil expendit'Ure§

Although estimates of per-pupil expenditures are difficult to collect
from districts, and where available are subsequently difficult to interpret
(due to different accounting methods, etc.), it is possible to obtain
rough indicators of Tftle I efforts by this method. A survey in 100
Title I districts estimated the Title I per-pupil expenditures to be
$347 in 1975-76 (NIE, 1976). An estimate for the following year from
the "Sustaining Effects Study" was $415, compared.to $371 per-pupil
from special district or State compensatory education programs (Hemenway,
et al., 1978).

(b) types of services

NIE estimated that the proportion of Title I funds spent for instructional
services in 1975-76 was 75%; a somewhat comparable estimate for the
following year is 81% ,(Hemenway, et al., 1978). This in part may be due

to a renewed emphasis in Title I on basic skills instruction. Table 5

displays the data provided by each State via the new Title I Evaluation and
Reporting System (Form 686-2) participation, training and evaluation report

for Fiscal Year 1980.

Table 5. STUDENTS AND SERVICES IN TITLE I, FISCAL YEAR 1980
(from Title I Evaluation and Reporting System)

Service Area

(in 000's)

Public
School

Non-
Public

Local11
N or 0

Total
Number Percent12

A. Instructional

Reading 4,010 147 133 4,190 78 1

Mathematics 2,390 68 20 2,478 46

Language arts
(other than Reading)

1,132 1,157 22

Vocational . 5 0 0 5 0.1

English as a second language 352 14 2 368 7

Other instructional
(early childhood,

913 15 3 931 17

science, art, etc.)

11 Includes children served by local-NOglected or Delinquent programs.

12 Percent of total unduplicated count of children served by Title I,

5,347,000,children.
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B. Support Services

Table 5, continued

Public Non- Local Total

School Public N or D Number Percent13

Attendance, social work,
guidance, psychology

768 17 8 793 15%

Health, nutrition 1,505 12 1.7 1,519 28

Other support services
(libraries, resource

409 10 1 420 8

centers, etc.)

As is evident in Table 5, reading and mathematics instruction are

the.areas of activity most frequently supported in district Title I

projects. Much less often, of course, is support found for Title I

support services, with the exception of health/nutrition services (often

the services of a school nurse). These services are offered most often

in southern States with low per-pupil expenditures in dducation.

Within a district, non-instructional support services tend to be focused on

students with greater needs. For example, in 1976-77, in both the

psychological and the health service areas, students receiving non-

instructional services:

-- were more likely to be poor than non-poor; and

were more likely to be low achievers than high achievers.

(c) the nature and intensity of reading and math services

It was noted above that it is hard to analyze costs or services

in education using per-pupil expenditures. In two national studies

of Title I, an analysis method has been used which involves estimating

the amount and type of educational resources (teacher training and

time of instruction, type of materials, etc.) to which students are

exposed. Then, the method applies to each resource an estimate of its

average (or "standard") cost. Hence, for each Title I student or

group of students, one can record the "inputs," or resources used,

multiply each by its estimated standard cost, and sum across resources.

This yields an estimate of per-pupil costs attributable to the particular

educational activity rather than to local salary and expense schedules.

Comparisons across sites and various analytical efforts (relating costs

to degrees of effectiveness for example) thereby become more meaningful.

(See especially Haggart, 1978, for more discussion of this technique.)

It is possible, through this method, to note the costs of; programs

received by Title I students in contrast to those received by their

peers. Results of these analyses were presented in detail in the 1980

Annual Evaluation Report, and will not be repeated here. In summary,

13 Percentages do not add to 100% because some students received more

than one type of service.
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Figure 3 describes the comparison of "standard" costs for bOth Title I
and Non-compensatory stufients, in reading and in mathematics. The
resobrce costs estimated include thoe due to teaching Rersonnel, support
(clerical aides and other auxiliary personnel), and equipment:and materials.

de"-

00
,r5

300

"Standard
Dollars"

200

100

459x(107%) 469x(140%)

427 ' )(5. . Non-Compensatory

,X

X 41,1)(051%)

399 (180%) 361 (216%)
X X X. 344 (171%) X

,336 X X X X

X X X

X X x X

272 X 258)(071%) 273x(178%) X 260)(080%)
T-240 (168%) X

206/149%) 214 (147%) I X 221 X 2 f 'x X X

X X. X 151 153 X

X X X T X X 167 X

138 146 143 144

Title I

Grade 4 2

Figure 3. Etimates of Services to Title I and Non-Compensatory
Students; Reading and Mathematics, Grades 1 - 6 (1976 data)

, (

Of interest in Figure 3 is the)lear difference between the amounts
of resources comprising reading and math programs for Title I and non-
compensatory students. For both reading and mathematics, the Title I
students are offered substantially mote services/resources than are
offered to their non-compensatory peers. The amount and the patterns
of supplementary service allocations vary somewhat across grades, as
shown in Figure 3, with the resources devoted to compensatory reading
greatly incteasing as the grade level increases (although the total
amount of eesources devoted to reading declines, and the amount of
resources devoted to non-compensatory reading declines dramatically).
The level of regular matheMAtics'resources allocated remains fairly
constant across the grade levels, while the amount of compensatory
mathematics resources increases slightly.

To repeat some of the observations noted above, and in an attempt to
describe what accounts'for the majority of the differences in costs
between services received by Title I and non-compensatory students,
it should be noted that:

o especially in grades 3-6, Title I students receive more hours
of services in reading than their non-compensatory peers

2 ( )
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o Title I students in ail, of grades -redel-ve--more math

o Title I services are more often in smaller groupi, and/or

0
o those services are more often offered by a subject area,

specialist;

-These figdres about specific measures of services in reading and math

are taken from a study in public sch6ols. ThePe is little comparable

information to desCribe services to non-public students. In_a_samp1e__,

of214:Title I districts in L7-32,--98-or-4-6-%--werejpr6Viding services

to-non-pubtit-S u entS; most of those services (in 89 of the 98) were
,
provided in the non-pubpc school itself; and most of them (in 92 of

the sites) offered the services during normal school hours (Hemen,way,

et al., 1978).

_

---6----DocumentatI6n that Title I services do not replace those

to which students are already entitled

Title I has four fiscal requirements to ensure that Title I students get

.
their "fair 'share" of Services from their districts: (a) comparability

of services (district and State-funded services in each Title I school must'

-be coriparable to the average provided in a district's non-Title,..I schools);

(b) .maintenance of effort (local and State funding in a district cannot

decrease from one year to the next); (c) excess coSts (Title I funds can

be used only for costs of Title I projects which exceed the district's

per-pupil expenditure); anti (d) Title I funds must supplement, not

supplant, other funds for services to.Title I students.

. (a) Comparability

Some members of Congress heard testimony during the 1978 Title I reautho-

rization hearing's that the current comparability requirements are burdensoMe

and overly rigid, and that;they unintentionally detract from the effective-

ness of Title I services. As a result, the Education AMendments of 1978

aUthorized (in P.L. 95-55.1, section 102) a study in Which a limited

number of districts were to formulate and use alternative comparability

criteria, which would.provide greater flexibility without compromising

the purpose of the comparability prOvision. The study, "Utilization and

Effects of Alternative Measures of Comparability," has been completed.

A report of its findingS was to delivered to Congress, as mandated, by

September 30, 1981.

The study was designed to address five questions: (1) what are the

comparattve administrative, reporting, monitoring, auditing and enforce-

ment burdens created by the existing provisions; (2) to what extent do the

cOmparability Orovisiions and alternattves confli-A with local, State or

Federal Policies; (3) to what extent do the provisions ensure that dis-

trtcts provide equal local and State resources to .Title I and nbn-Title I

schools alike; (4) to what .extent do district and State proCesses account

for variability in the above three areas; and (5) to'what extent are the

administrative burden, policy conflicts and allocations of,equivalent

resources-influenced by contextual factors Alf districts (e.g. enrollment

size, staff, ett.).
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A sample of approximately 500 school districts was.selected from 23 states.
The 500 were telephoned to determine their interest in participating.in
tihe study and of the 405 for which responses are available:

o 27 reported administrative burden

o 94 reported conflict with state/local resource-allocation policies

o 18 reported both administrative burden and conflict with state/e
local resource allocation policies

o 266 reported no problem with comparability.

Of the-44 participating distritts, 34 were granted waivers to implement
alternatives and 10 were nat, but were to report under existing provisions.
Of the 34 waiver districts, 24 implemented an alternative as proposed
or with minor changes and reported under their Alternati,,e to th2ir
SEAs. Three districts implemented their alternative but chise to report
unier the existing provisions to their SEAs. Seven districts (=Aid not

imdlement their alternative and chose instead to comply with the existing
comparability provision.

While detailed study findings were not expected to be available until
September 30, 1981, some preliminary findings follow:

o Little evidence was found that the existing comparability
provision results in excessive administrative burden. Ninety-

five percent of the study.'s 44 districts identified one or
more comparability-related task as burdensome. However,-over
50% reported spending less than 10 staff days per school-year
on comparability and 23% reported spending 10 to 30 staff days
.per school-year on comparability. Most of the burden reported
by districts is associated with data collection because often
data are not available in a format required for comparability.

o Seventy-five percent of the 44 districts perceived comparability
requirements to conflict with State or local resource allocation
policies. However, only one of these districts was able tO provide
a concrete example of how it was prevented from carrying out
local poli,cies for allocating staff, programs, and services.
All other districts reported that they did carry out local poli-
cies for allocating staff, programs and services. The one conflict
described was the reallocation of staff to comply with compara-
bility after the school year began: Except for eight districts,
reallocations involved fewer than three staff members.

o Alternative comparability provisions were shown to have little
uniform impact on administrative burden. Some changes examined
could eliminate tasks many districts consider to be burdensome
(e.g., inaccessible-data need not be collected). However, changes
could increase burden for some other districts (e.g.., coflecti.ng'
data on expenditures for instructional services per pi:1'01 for

districts that do'not now collect such data).

o Since most implemented alternatives were designed to reduce,
administrative burden, they had little impact on conflict.



o No evidence was found to support changing the existing coMParability

provision. However, it was found that if SEAs are given greater-

.discretion in administering comparability (e.g.; by permitting

districts to use alternative criteria, on a case-by-case basis),

many districts could benefit.

While these study findings have been mad-e-somewhat mod-t- 6y the passage of

the."Education Consolidatio* and Improvement Act of 1981," which will take

effect on October 1, 12, they can serve as valuable evidence in later,

debates on the merits of the new provision as opposed to merits of the,

provision as of 1978-80. The intent of the comparability requirements

has been maintained in the new Act (i.e., to equalize resources in Title I

and non-Title I schools). Under the new Act, however, a district can

satisfy the comparability requirements by filing a written assurance

with the SEA that a districtwide salary schedule,will be established;

that a policy to ensure equivalence among schools in teachers,

administrators and auxilliary personnel will be developed; and, that a

policy to ensure equivalence among schools in the provision of curriculum

materials and instructional supplies will be developed.

(b),Maintenance of Effort

Section 417(a) of the General Education Provision Act (as amended by

Section 1246 of the Education Amendments of 1978) requires that special

attention be given in this Annual Evaluation Report to the maintenance =

of effort requirement. As noted earlier, this requirement is intended

to insure that an.SEA or LEA does not.lower its level of eZpenditures in

a fiscal year (or years) so that Federal funds constitute a greater

proportion of their total expenditures. This determination is made

by comparing expenditures on an aggregate or per-pupil basis for the

two fiscal years preceding the year in which funds are sought. If

an SEA dr°LEA fails to maintain its level of effort, it risks losing

its Title I funds. (An allowance is made for exceptional circumstances

which lead to a decline in the financial resources of an SEA or LEA,

but waivers are granted for one year only, and agencies receiving

waivers may not take that year into account when computing the final

effortin subsequent-years).

There are three main,sources ef information on maintenance of effort:

waiver applications, audit r orts; and a Study completed by the Rand

Corporation in October, 1980entitled-"Maintenance of Effort Provisions:

ori " (Gurwi tz and Darling-Hammond ,

1980). In the period'from October 1. 1978 to September 30, 1979, four

waiver requests were received and three were granted by U.S.O.E.

.
The reason for granting these three waivers was that the school ditricts

presented special levy propositions to the voters which were defeated

twice within'a 12-month period. In the single district where the request

was denied, the district elected to maintain a large cash reserve in

anticipation of future levy failures and therefore had sufficient resources

to'meet the maintenance of effort requirement. There were no HEW Audit

Agency reports with a finding that a local district failed to maintain

effort during that particular period.

The.Rand study involved visits to ten States. The highrights of their

report include the following:
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o Local districts out'of compliance with the maintenance of effort
requirement typically are poor, spend little in education, have -

a large proportion of minority students, and are "Federally
reliant." Many are also small.

o Only 28--LEAs-fellautaf-tompliance-wtth -tire matfftenance af
effort provisions between fiscal years 1977 to 1980. Of these,
25 were granted waivers by the U.S. Office of Education.

o The _current rules for maintenance of effort did not distin-
gufsh between "unwillingness and inability" to maintain
&pending levels.

However, the Rand researchers predicted an increasing problem
in meeting maintenance of effort provisions due to the effects
of inflation and the declining tax bases (-sometimes the.,result
of tax-limitation initiative, such as_ "Proposition 13" in California
and "Proposition 2 1/2" in Massachusetts) in many districts,
particularly in the Northeast and North Ceritral regions. .Rand
<estimated that over 100 districts would be out of compliance by
fiscal year 1981.

The,pitture painted by Rand may be offset somewhat by revisions in the
"Edutation Consolidation and Improvement Act." While continuing the
intent of the maintenance of effort provisions, the requirement for
maintenance is decreased from 100.percent of the previous fiscal year to
only 90 percent.

(c) Excess costs

The excess costs provision of Title I was designed to require districts
to use Title I funds onlY for the "excess costs of programs and projects."
Excess costs are defined aS those which exceed the average per pupil
expenditur of LEAs. In the final regulations for Title I, published on
March 27 in the Federal.Register, the excess costs proposed regulations
were releg ted. to the status of guidelines. In the "Education Consolidation
and Improv ment Act," the excess costs provision was repealed.

) Supplement, not supplant

The intent f Section 126(c) of Title I was to have LEAs use funds received
under this itle so as to "supplement and,.to the extent possible, increase
the level or funcis that would, in the absence of Federal funds, be made

'availahle . . for,the education of " The proposed rules for
the supplem nt, not supplant prOvision were published as guidelines, rather
than progran e'equirements, on March 27, .1981, in the Federal Register.
In the "Edu ation Consolidation and Improvement Act," the intent of
supplement, not suPplant is maintained without the administrative tests
provided foh in ESEA, Title I.

6. Incusion\of important parties in deciSion-making abou4Title I

'V \As noted abo e, ESE A requires that teachers in Title I schools, school,
1

boards, and parentsAbe involved in the planning and evaluation of local
Title I projects (Section 124 (i) and (j))'. The extent of such involve-
ment, is difflcult to\assess because "planning" can mean many different

0

I
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types of activities, and "involvement" is also subject to many inter-

pretations.

When asked about planning activities in conjunction with the NIE Study

in 197677, 84% of the Title I districts described a process beginning

--v.-wild-April (on the -avera-§0)-eff-the-p-r-esed-i-n-g-year-,-ahd--cneAtioned the

importance of district planning meetings. The topic most often covered

at such meetings was needs assessment; least often was in-service training.
Participation at such meetings is depicted in Table 6.

Table 6. PEOPLE ATTENDING TITLE I DISTRICT PLANNING MEETINGS

Attended Planning Meeting % of Title I Districts

Compensatory education teachers
Other compensatory education staff
Non-compensatory teachers
Principals/Assistant principals
District staff
Parents.

(from NIE, 1978, page 116).

76

68

62

94

81

74

A second aspect of the involvement of these persons in Title I is

keeping them informed. Districts have a variety of ways to accomplish

this, and their relative effectiveness is difficult to assess. A survey

of administrators in 213 districts in 1976-77 found districts using dif-

ferent numbers and combinations of eight major information dissemination

strategies, as shown below in Table 7.

Table 7. FREQUENCIES OF DISTRICT TITLE I COMMUNICATION PROCEDURES

Question: During this school year how many times did

your district use the following procedures to keep such

persons informed about the district Title I programs? ,

Ave'rage

District-wide meetings of all concerned persons 2.5

Meetings of principals of Title I schools 3.8

Meetings of teachers of Title I schools c 4.0

Meetings of District Title I Parent Advisory Council 3.9

Meetings of School Title I Parent Advisory Councils 3.8

Presentations of Title I information to the Board

of Education 2.3

Presentations in district publications not specifically
devoted to Title I 2.4

Stories in local news media 3.0

(from Hinckley (ed.),.1979, page 247)

23



Parent involvement in varicus aspects is also formalized in the Title I
law by a requirement for the establishment of Parent Advisory Councils.
A study of parental involvement in four Federal education programs was to
be completed in the Fall of 1981. Estimates of parent activity infor-,
mation are available from the fiscal year 1980 State evaluation reports.
These are qiyen in Table 8.

Table 8. PARENT ACTIVITY INFORMATION FROM 1980 STATE REPORTS

A
A. Advisory Councils Number

1. Elected members of school advisory council who:
a. w&re parents of Title I public schools students 271,964
b. were parents of Title I non-public school students 19,332

c. received training related to council activities 398,778
2. LEAs that provided funds for advisory council activities 6,617

B. Parent Activities
1. Parents of Title I students who:

a. participated in project planning, implementation
or evaluation

h. worked as volunteers in Title I classrooms
c. worked as volunteers outside of Title I classrooms

2. Parents (not of Title I students) who.participated in
above three activities

386,898
126,173
89,606

163,288

, Table 9 provides more detail about types of planning and training
activities available to parent advisory councils.

Table 9. PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL PLANNING ACTIVITIES AND TRAINING

Type of involvement in planning the
district's Title I program: %

a

Percent of
Districts

Regularly scheduled meetings 78

Briefings by Title I staff 68
PAC meetings with Title I staff to plan-
the program 47

Mailed information on-plans - - -34--
PAC not involved in planning the program 4

No district Title I PAC 1

Training topics provided to the PAC by the district:

Needs assessment, program planning,, evaluation 86
How Title I works at national, State and local levels 82

Budget preparation 53

Ha4 to get people to work together 40

Parliamentary procedures 26

No training provided 8

No district Title I PAC

(from Hinckley (ed.), 1979, page 247)
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Title I contains the requirement that parents of participating children

be permitted to participate in the establishment of programs and "are

informed of, and permitted to make recommendations with respect to, the

instructional goals of the pragram and the progress of their children in

such programs," and that parents are "afforded opportunities to assist

-thetr children_tm_achieming such goals."

The only related requirement in the new Act states that programs "be

designed and implemented in consultation with parents and teachers."

In addition to information about the training of parents and Parent

Advisory Council members, the 1980 State Title I ref:tarts contain

descriptive information regarding training opportunities afforded

to staff members. This information.is'summarized in Table 10.

Table 10. TITLE I-FUNDED STAFF TRAINING

(Numbers of staff receiving trainin0

Job Classification

Title I
Staff

Non-Title I
SAff

Administrative Staff 6,933 10,433

Jeachers 79,467 86,134

Teacher Aides 86,492 5,978

Curriculum Specialists 4,583 1,644

Other (e.g. Tutors, Community 10,882 10,906

Aides, accounting personnel)

7. Local evaluations of the effectiveness of Title I services

While evaluation and reporting have been requirements of ESEA, Title I

since the inception of the law in 1965, early attempts to synthesize

and consolidate information about the program, based on State evaluation

reports, proved impossible. Not only did the quality and .thoroughness

of the evaluation reports vary tremendously, but.the types of information

presented ranged from complete Participation and effectiveness data

down to the Presentation of only a few case studies and testimonials.

Frustrated by the perennial lack of nationwide information available

--th-rautitr-t-h-e-State-reportsr-Gargres-s-used-t-he-E41
4.1c.a-t-ton--Ameadments..af 1974

to rework completely the evaluation requirements of local and State Educa-

tion Agencies. Specifically, Congress added requirements that the U.S.

Office of Education (now the Education Department) publish standards and

uniform criteria for evaluation, develop models that can provide comparable

information on the effectiveness of projects, provide technical assistance

to State and local school personnel to assist them in performing their

evaluations and report periodically to Congress. ,(ESEA, Title I,

Section 183)

In 1976 the Office of Education began the long process of implementing

a new set of evaluation models, supported by the newly initiated Tech-
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nical Assistance Centers (TACs). Even though the new evaluation_require-
ments were not published in the Federal Register until October 12, 1979,
as early as school year 1976-77 about twenty States implemented the new
models on a pilot basis. In school year 1977-78, virtually every State
had identified school districts willing to try out one of the proposed
evaluation-models, and several States were already using the new system
statewide. School year 1976-79 saw most_States not only fully-implementing
the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System (TIERS), but working with ED
and the TACs to improve generally their procedures for selecting, admin-
istering, scoring and analyzing tests, to perform district needs assess-
ment and to select appropriate children for participation in compensatory
educational programs.

After five years of developmental work and consultation with States and
locals, the Department published regulations requiring uniform collection
and reporting of information about Title I in the following areas:
(1) student participation; (2) parent activities; (3) staffing and
training; (4) summer projects, and (5) student improvement in the basic
skills. (Federal Register, October 12, 1979 as amended in the Federal
Register; January 19, 1981). The evaluation regulations incorporated the
requirements mandated by the 1974 amendments, as well as the new evaluation
scheduling provision added to Title I by the Education Amendments of
1978. This latter provision requires local agencies to perform the required
evaluation activities at Jeast once in three years, according to a schedule
established by their State and approved by ED. (This latter approval ensures
that data reported to the Department each year are representative of
each State as stated in Section 183, b.) About half the States have
pursued such a sampling approach, allowing their districts to do the
required evaluations less often than annually. The others still require
an annual evaluation.

The system of ten regional evaluation Technical Assistance Centers (TACs)
is crucial for helping States and locals conduct their evaluations. The
results of a 1978-79 NCES (GOor, 1979) survey of districts about their
technical assistance requirements', and what types of assistance they
might request from the TACs also offered a glimpse into the evaluation
practices in Title I districts. At that time, 62% of the Title I districts
said they would need help from the TACs when regulatiOns made the implement-
ation oi a recommended evaluation model mandatory.

When asked about topics with which they would like assistance, the
districts answered as shown in Table 11. This tabulation shows the five
evaluation areas thought at the time to be of greatest importance in
districts. Other topics were mentioned by fewer than 25% of the districts.

Table 11. PROJECTIONS FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN TITLE I EVALUATION

Topic # Title I Districts (%)

Evaluation for continuing program improvement 4,703 (34)
Role of Parent Advisory Councils in evaluation 4,538 (33)
Preparation of evaluation reports 3,953 (29)
Selection of evaluative measures other than
tests 3,892 (28)

Implementation of normal-curve-
equivalent (NCE) scores 3,718 (27)

. (from Goor, 1979)
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In fact, States and local school districts have proved to be avid consumers

of TAC services. In school year 1979-80 (the first year for which the new

evaluation regulations applied), the TACs stressed training activities

that would lead to improved methods for selecting participants and for con-

ducting needs assessments, and evaluation procedures
that could be used

to identify program strengths and weaknesses. In addition, the TACs

continued to assist districts in evaluation model implementation, inter-

pretation and quality control procedures.

During the six month period from October 1, 1980 through March 31, 1981,

the TACs provided about 900 workshops and 1100 on-site consultations,

all at the request of State and local personnel. In addition, States

and districts were provided services through telephone consultations

(probably the most popular, in terms of actual numbers of State/district

contacts for technical, assistance), through correspondence, through

participation in regional meetings and through the development and provision

of stand-alone training materials. 'Greater detail on the TAC effort will

be published in the report to Congress, due February 1982.

As discussed, nationwide
implementation of the TIERS occurred during the

1979-80 school year. By the summer of 1981, all States had submitted

their Title I participation and evaluation reports, allowing the required

report to Congress to be based upon complete national data. (In previous

years, no more than 40, and frequently fewer, States provided comparable

annual information on Title I program services and evaluations to ED.)

In addition to fulfilling their reporting
requirements, many States have

have successfully implemented extensive "quality control" procedures for

reviewing, editing and correcting evaluation information submitted by

local school districts. Many States have also hegun providing information

back to participating school districts on their comparative status to

other similar districts in terms of descriptive information and achtevement

gains, and are also providing districts with
infoMilation on how their

evaluation procedures can be strengthened.

A focus on identifying and sharing information about exemplary programs

has emerged nationwide.
Often with the help of the TACs, States are

coordinating activities with ED's Office of Compensatory Education to

identify and then assist school districts with unusually effective

educational programs to prepare and present submissions to the Joint

Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP). Projects validated as exemplary by

the JORP are described annually in the ED publication Educational Programs

that Work, are often used as educational models by other projects in

similar academic areas, and become eligible for funding as developer/de-

monstrator projects from the National Diffusion Network.

8. State Administrative
Activitie,s,In Title I

As described earlier, State agencies are responsible for approving LEA

-applications, providing technical assistance to the LEAs and monitoring

local programs. (The LEAs bedr the major
responsibility for designing,

implementing, and evaluating their programs.) Each LEA provides to its

SEA, in its three year
application for a Title I grant, information

describing its plans to comply with Title I regulations, guidelines,

and program criteria.
Similarly, States are required to submit a

"Monitoring and Enforcement Plan" describing activities to insure that

such compliance exists.
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An NIE study of State administration found that States varied widely
in how they administered Title I (1977). For example, some States had
no general information mailings to Title I districts, while others
reported as many as 30; the number of conferences held to provide
assistance ranged from 0 to 500; and the number of individual visits
to Title I districts ranged from 0 to over 1,000. The enormous
diversity was attributed to two factors: (1) a lack of clarity in
the Federal legal framework about precisely what States are supposed
to do, with many States confused about their exact responsibilities
and authorities in the areas of rulemaking, disseminating information,
providing tethnical assistance, and monitoring and enforcing compliance,
and (2) substantial variations among States in the number of staff they
have available to administer the program.

The NIE study noted the importance of State staffing, finding that those
States identified as having administrations of poor quality had lower
staffing levels than would be expected given the size of their set-asides,
the proportion of the liopulation that was urban, the number of Title I
districts, and their organizational characteristics. A study of selected
cases showed that: (1) the greater the efforts a State made to clarify,
record, and disseminate regulations, the less likely its districts were
to experience compliance problems, and (2) the degree of personal inter-
action and amount of time spent between State Title I officials and local
district personnel appeared to be strongly related to the general quality
of local district administration.

Given these findings, the 1978 Amendments to Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 were written by the Congress to provide
greater clarity in the law, and the set-aside for State administration was
increased. A study is underway currently to describe the effects of these
changes on State practices and 'to identify particularly effective State
procedures, documents, checklists, etc.

In 1981, budget recisions reduced the State administrative set-aside
back to the 1% level. While the effects of this reduction are not
yet fully known (although some States have reduced staffing levels),
the State management practices study will provide some information.
The role of States in managing Title I will be revised when the "Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act" takes effect on October 1, 1982.

9. The effects of Title I participation on student performance
in the basic skills

The preceding parts of thfs section on "Program Effectiveness and Progress"
have described the process of providinl services funded by Title I to
meet students' special educational needs. Emphasized throughout have
been indicators of the degree to which actual practices meet the intent
of the law in terms of the students being served, the nature of the
services, the persons involved in assessing the appropriateness of the
services, and the probable effects of legislative revisions. While the
effects of various legislative and regulatory provisions on how local
administrators conduct Title I projects are important, of equal
importance to members of Congress, program administrators, educators,
and parents nationwide is the ultimate question of whether or not all
this effort helps the students to achieve better academically.
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Evidence about the effectiveness of Title I services comes from two

sources: reports from States based on local evaluation data and focused

Federal studies of specific effectiveness issues.

Two earlier national studies have been the "Compensatory-Reading Study,"

based on data collected during the 1972-73 school year in a nationally

representative sample of schoolS (Trismen, et al., 1975) 4nd the

1976-77 "Study of Instructional Dimensions" in sites selected to

illustrate a variety of instructional approaches (NIE, 1977). Both

concluded that Title I services are leading to student improvement (in

reading and math) which although modest on the average, provides

evidence of the promise of compensatory education. The highlights of

the findings of these studies are discussed in the 1980 Annual Evaluation

Report.*

The "Sustaining Effects Study" is a major, five-year study of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act (P.L. 95-561) Title I programs that is nearing

completion. Authorized by Section 183 of Title, I (which requires the

Department to conduct independent evaluations "Which describe and measure

the impact of programs ... assisted under this title"), the "Sustaining

Effects Study" was designed to document the following: (1) the character-

istics of districts, schools and students participating in Title I; (2) the

nature'of Title I services provided to program participants; and (3) an

analysis of the effectiveness of those services over several years of program

participation.

The "Sustaining Effects Study" represents the most comprehensive effort to

date in attempting to document and analyze the nature and effects of compen-

satory education programs. Data were collected on all students in a nationally

representative sample of over 200 elementary schools during the three-year

period from the fall of 1975 through the spring of 1978. Not only were data

collected on student, teacher and principal characteristics, student progress

in the basic skills and in attitude toward school, but interviews were also

conducted with parents of a representative sub-'sample of 15,000 students.

Information on the nature of compensatory services and on the effects of

se'rvides on student achievement over one year is now available. By

early'1982, the Education Department will make available results-of the

study of student academic achievement over three years, asessing various

patterns of participation in compensatory education programs.

The major findings to date of the Sustaining Effects Study include the

following:

o Of all Title I program participants (approximately 5 million

children, spanning 68% of the nation's schools), about 82 receive

reading instruction and 34% receive math. The level of instruc-

tional resources devoted to Title I participants is about 1.5

times greater than for similar non-compensatory students. More

than half the schools in the survey provided Title I services to

students in private schools, and with a comparable per-pupil

expenditure.

o Compared to similarly needy but non-compensatory education students

in economically deprived areas, the Title I students learned more

in reading for grades 1 - 3 (though not for grades 4 - 6); in

mathematics, the Title I students significantly surpassed the

non-Title I students in each grade from 1 - 6.
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o The achievement gains made by Title I students tended to persist
over the summer and through subsequent school years, even after
services had been discontinued. While an ear ier study sliggested
that,Title I students who did not attend summl r school in selected
sites showed considerable losses (Pelavin and David, 1977), the
"Sustaining Effects Study" results show that on the average
losses tend not to occur over the summer for compensatory studerits.
Additional evidence (Hoepfner, 1979) shows that all studegts
tend to grow somewhat over the summer months in their reading
skills (though not in mathematics) but that this growth is much
less than that which takes place during the regular school year
and is at a slower rate than that of average achieving Students.
Limited evidence indicates that low achieving students who receive
summer school instruction id reading appear not to catch up with
their more advantagAd peers (Hoepfner, 1979) as a result of this
participation.

,

d

o The factors found to be related to idcreased student achievement
growth during the first year of the study include: greater amounts
of regular and tutored instruction, greater teacher experience,
lack of disruptions to instruction, frequent feedback on.progress
and greater teacher effort in planning and .evaluation. However,
there are not many strong relationg'hips between the size of
the improvement andiTeTe other factors (Wang, 1980).

o Of thoge who receive Title I in any.one year,- about 40% will not be
in the..program the following year; most (60% of those discontinued14)
of these students "graduate out" due to high achievement. This
standard for selection is supported by the achievement data -- the .
average percentile for those continuing in,Title I is 22, while the
average.percentile of those "graduated out" is 34. After a year
without services, children who "graduated out" tend to maintain
their achievement at th4s higher level.

Subsequent reports from the "Sustaining Effects Study" were due to ED in the
fall of 1981. These were to discuss growth over a three-year period for
students receiving different types and numbers of years of Tire I services,
as well as the pattern of student performance after Title I services end
for them. The findings of these later reports will be discusSed thoroughly
in the February, 1982 report to Congress.

As mentioned previously, 1979-80 was the first school year in which all
States and local school districts participated in the implementation of
the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System (TIERS), the system of models
and reporting forms designed to yield aggregatable, nationwide information
about Title I participation and effects. As of summer, 1981, ED has
reteived reports from all the State agencies, but analyses of all the
information will be completed only in time for inclusion in the mandated
report to Congress, due February I, 1982. However, preliminary results
are presented below.

14 This figure pertains only to students who remained in the same district for
the two years spanned by this analysis.
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Table 12 presents the results of evaluations of reading achievement gains
,

conducted over a full-year period (fall-fall or spring-spring testing) and

those collected using an academic year (fall-spring) testing cycle.

Table 12. READING ACHIEVEMENT FOR TITLE I STUDENTS
(from the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System,
1979-80, 50 States and the District of Columbia)

4, Number
Grade Tested

Mean Normal Curve Equivalents16 Percentile Percent16
Additional

GrowthPretest Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest

2 . 43,109 37.6 .38.6 1.0 29 4 %

ANNUAL 3 78;452 34.3 36.7 2.4 221 26 16

TESTING 4 78,832 ,34.7 36.6 1.9 23- 26 17

CYCLE 5 79,731 33.9 36.2 2:3 22 27 20

6 75,396 . 33.9 37.2 3.3 27 37

7 44,375 33.9 35.8 1.8

4 Is
2 25 22

8 38,894 33.6 35.8 2.2 22 25 23

2 208,101 30.8 40.2 9.4 18 32 67 %

ALL- 3 198,743 28.7 36.1 7.4 16 26 92

PRING 4 183,500 28.7 . 35.6 7.0 16 25 118

TESTING 5 168,233 29.4 35.5 N., 6.1 16 25 145

CYCLE 6 147,247 29.7 35.7 6.0 17 25 154

7 113,211 28.8 34.3 5.5 16 23 149

8 90,863 29.0 34.0 5.0 16 22 132

The data presented in Table 12 must be viewed at this stage with great

caution, since these data: (1) are based on scores aggregated across

many different tests, of varying quality and appropriateness, and

admintstered under locally controlled conditions.; (2) in some situations

were obtained in States or 'districts implementing new evaluation procedures

for the first time; and (3) in some situations quality control procedures

may,not have been adequately implemented. While these particular problems

ard'not features of the "Sustaining Effects Study," it isnevertheless the

dase that sometimes the TIERS data may prove More valid than the "Sustaining,

Effects Study" data, since local control over test selection may account .

for a better match between the test and the instrktional objectives of the

Title I programs.

As can also be seen in Table 12, the results obtained from the annual

testing cycle evaluations more closely resemble the results obtained in. the

"Sustaining Effects Study" than do the results of fall-spring evaluations.

However, the differences between the annual 'and academiclyear results are not

fully understood at this time. These differences do note however, appear to

15 The Normal Curve Equivalent, or NCE, iv the metric usedlor national i)

aggeegation. It has a national mean of 50, and a. standard deviation

of 21. The percentiles reported here were obtained directly from the

:mean NCEs and rounded off.

16 The percent additional growth measure represents the'academic growth made

by compensatory education students above and beiond that-made by gingerly

needy students not in compensatory educational programs.
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result from summer drop-off so much as froni-artifacts of the testing/student
selection situation. ED is investigating these issues and will report more
fully on the achievement results and their interpretations, as-well as on the
similarities and differences obtained from the different evaluation strategies
(local vs. national studies) in the next biennial evaluation report to Congress.

Table 13 presents the results of evaluation of mathematics aChievement gains.

Table 13. MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT FOR TITLE I STUDENTS
, (from the.Title I Evaluation and Reporting System,

1979-80i'50 states and the District of Columbia)

Grade
NUmber
Tested

Mean NOrmal Curve Equivalents Percentile' Percent
. Additional

GrowthPretest Posttest 'Gain Pretest
.

Postteit

2 39,008 41.9 43.0 1.1 35 37 '5 %

ANNUAL 3 49,451 39.7 40.1
,

0.4 31 32 3

TESTING 4 52,203 37.5 39.2 1.8 28 30 16

CYCLE 5 51,364 36.6 39.0 2.5 26 30 22
6 5Q,46 35.4 39.3 3.9 '24 31 ,. 44
7 25,075 34.5 36.7 2.2 23 26 27

8 21,196 34.3 37.1 2.8 23 27 30
,

2 85,134 32.0 42.5 10.5 20 36 74 %
FALL- 3 96,336 31.5 40.1 8.6 19 32 106

SPRING 4 100,379 30.8 39.8 9.0 18 . 31 153

TESTING. 5 92,650 30.5 38.T 8.2 18 30 194

CYCLE 6 81,059 30.9 38.6 7.7 18 29 198

7 56,621 30.6 36.9 6.3 18, 27 171

8 46,231 30.1 36.3 6.2 17 26 164

b

While the results from locally conducted evaluations in mathematics
have not yet been analyzed fully, preliminary evidence indicates an
achievpment pattern similar to that evident in 'le reading results of

Tab% 12, but with generally larger pverall gains. This conforms
somewhat with the results of the first year evaldation from the "Sustaining
Effects Study," which also detected slightly larger mathematics gp'ns
than reading gains.

As mentioned earlier, the results obtained 'from fall-spring testing seem to
over-estimate the "real" impact of Title I programs, due to methodologial
problems-in the fall-spring data, e.g. pPetest scores that are consistently
too low. The results frop annual testing are more realistic as measures
tY the lasting academic,pgrowth of Title I participants. The fall-spring
results (which.4*.somecases may accurately portray g4ins made during the
course of the school year,*rather, than,results which persist across years)
are included here for completeness rather than ai an accurate estimate of
the'effectiveness of Title I projects.
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Additional achievement results will also be available in the 1982 report

to Congress, covering grade levels 9 - 12 in reading and mathematics,

and grades 1 - 12 in other English language arts.

Also, for reading and mathematics projects in grades 2, 6 and 10, States

have provided ED with detailed information on program characteristics.

ED will be thoroughly examining the distributions of various instructional

strategies, allocated resources, student-teacher ratios and other

background variables and their interrelationships. In addition,

extensive data on evaluation model implementation, test selection and

summer effects will be examined in relationship to achievement gains.

,

In summary, Sit is important to note that a consistent pjcture emerges

from a variety of sources that Title I services can lead to improvements

in student performance. To differing degrees, this conclusion is supported

by the results not only of the "Sustaining Effects Study" and by the TIERS

results, but also from results obtained from recent surveys,conducted by

the National Assessment of Educational Progress.

rd

As stated; the fulf analysis and interpretations of the evaluetion results

in the area of student achievement in reading, mathematics and language

arts will be presented in the 1982 biennial evaluation report to Congress.

For the interested reader, a preliminary outline for that report is'

presented following the discussion of Title I-related studies.

Ongoing, Recently. Completed and Planned Evaluation Studies!

There are six studies underway or recently completed that describe the

operations and effects of Title I. Some have been discussed at

length in this chapter, but all are presented below for completeness.

1. Sustaining Effects Study - Documentation of the charactenistics

of schools and students in the program, the services received over a

3-year period, and the effects of services. An, interim report is now

available, presenting highlights of the findingOn all areas except student

growth over three years. The final report will tie available in early 1982.

2. Comparability Study - Mandated by Section 102 of the' Education

Amendments of 1978, the.study documents resource allocation changes,

burden, and feasibility estimates associated with alternative measures

of comparability being tried in 36 districts. The final/report was.to

available in October, 1981.

3. Description of State Management Practices - Do umentation of

State responses to changes in the management of Title/ , as effected

by the Education
passer of the "Education

Consolidation and Improvement-Act." Includes identi ication of especially
Amendments of 1978 and by the

effecttve practices for dissemination to program managers. In additioh,

the stddy will examine the need by State personnel iFor,future Federal

technidal assistance.

4. Desc-iption of District Prntices Since 1978 - Documentation

of district plementation of Title I, especially in areas changed

, in 1978 and 1 kely to be effected by the new consolidation legislation.

The study will also focus on the effects on services to non-public students

and secondary students by legislative previsiohs and changes.
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5. Study of Maintenance of Effort - Analysis of problems,and solutions
with maintenance-of-effort provisions, recently completed by the Rand
Educational Policy Center. ,

6. Study of Parent Involvement in Four Federal Programs - Documentattonof Activities with parents as supported by four Federal education programs:ESEA Title I, Title VII, Follow Through, and.ESAA. Final reports and field
handbooks to improve parental involvement components of programs were be
completed inthe Fall of 1981.

). Analysis of the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System - Examinationand documentation of the operation of the evaluation models, its effectsand State and local evaluation practices, the utility of evaluation resultsfor program improvement at the local, State and Federal levels, 'and a
follow-up study of the operation of the Title I evaluation TechnicalAssistance Centers.

There is at least one new study planned for Title I, to provide additional
information on how well ED has implemented its mandate to develop a uniform
evaluation system and to assist States in its implementation:

OUTLINE

REPORT TO CONGRESS -- Title I, ESEA
(Due February 1, 1982; as required by P.L. 95-561, Sec. 183(g))

I. Executive Summary

-- Highlights of findings in the area'S of participation,
service delive6 and student achievement.

-- Discussion of ED effOrts to help improve State and local education
agency (SEA/LEA) program management and evaluation practices.

II. Program Operations

-- Overview of legislative mandate and funding history, program
requirements'and operations

III. The Nature' and Implementation of Compensatory Education Programs

-- Highlights and patterns from the Sustaining Effects Study (SES), the
NIE Survey of Compensatory Education, and the Title I Evaluation and
Reporting System .(TIERS) State participation, student performance
and district project characteristics reports, including:

o Wha,t are the characteristics of Title I participants

o What are the characteristics of Title I programs, including a
description of the types of services provided and the types of
instructional strategies employed

o What kinds of staff are used in Title I

34

-4. A,



IV: The Academic Achievement of Compensatory Education Participants

-- Highlights from the S$16, the TIERS results and results from

the N4tional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), including:

o Educational status of Title I students and patterns of achievement

gains over the academic yeui-

o Patterns of sustained gains and relationships to service discontinuity

V. Improving State and Local,Evaluation Practices

- - Brief discussion of the evaluation requirements of Section .183 and of

ED work to implement .evaluation mandate, including the following:

o The TIERS and the Technical Assistance Centers -- working with

SEAs and LEAs to implement a ngw evaluation system

o

o.

Other. joint ED/SEA/LEA work, including State Refinements contracts

and Joint DisSemination Review Panel activities to identify

exemplary programs

o ED and TAC efforts to improve testing and evaluation practice

arid to foster the use of evaluatiOn resultS for improving

educational serViceS

o Special topics and tase study reports, e.g. qualit'Y'control

efforts, summer school evaluations, improved reporting and

communications, etc.

VI. Future Directions of Federal Evaluation and Technical Assistance Support .

- - Results from the assessment of the TIERS and its technical assistance

components, including:

o Local, State and Federal reactions the TIERS strategy toward

evaludtion and reporting, changes in evaluation procedures and

utility of evaluation in program improvement
\\

o .As prograM consolidation progresses, what can ED do to continue

helping SEAs and LEAs to improve their compensatory programs?

-- Implications for changes to ESEA, Title I legislation and/or implementation,

based on findings of the following studies: SES, State management practices,

district management practices, parental involvement, early childhood,

migrant, neglected or delinquent, and Policy Center activities.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

_Program Name:

Title I, ESEA, Migrant Education Program

Legislation:

Sections 141-143 of Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1981

Act of.1965, as amended by P.L.

Funding History: Year:

95-561.

Authorization: Appropriation:
1967 40,394-,401 $ 9,737,847
1968 41,692,425 41,692,425
1969 45,556,074 45,556,074
1970 51,014,319 51,014,319
1971 57,608,680 51,608,680
1972 64,822,926 64,822,926
1973 72,772,187 72,772,187
1974 '78,331,437 78,331,437
1975 1/ 189,043,638 189,043,638
1976 130,909,832 130,909,832
1977 145,759,940 145,759,940
1978 173,543,829 173,548,829
1979 209,593,746 209,593,746
1980 252,315,000 245,000,000
1981 288,000,000 266,400,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

Title I of P.L. 89-10, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, authorized a national education program for disadvantaged children.
In November 1966, Title I of ESEA was amended by P.L. 89-750 to incorporate
special provisions for migrant chidlren of migrant agricultural workers.
Tbe new program provided for grants to State educational agencies (SEAs)
or combinations of SEAs to establish or improve, either directly or through
local educational agencies (LEAs), programs and projects designed to meet
the special educational needs of migrant children. P.L. 89-750 also pro-
vided that grant monies were to be used for interstate coordination of
migrant education programs and projects, including the transmittal of
pertinent information of children's school records. Section 101 of P.L.
93-380 (the Education Amendments of 1974) further amended Title I to
include migrant children of migrant fishermen. The Education Amendments
of 1978 (P.L. 95-561) reorganized the Title I legislation; currently
section 141-143 pertain to the Migrant Education.

1/ Commencing in 1976, the program is advance funded from the prior year
appropriation. This resulted in a doubling up of funding in 1975, because
funding for both 1975 ($91,953,160) and 1976 ($97,090,478) were appropriated
in FY 75.
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In discussions associated with the preparation of the Education

Amendments of 1974, Congress emphasized "that local educational agencies

should give priority attentiOn in operating Title I programs to the

basic cognitive skills in reading amd.mathematics, and to related support

activities to eliminate.physical, emotional or,social problems that impede

the abil,ity to acquire such skills." 2/ Final regulations (published in the

Federal Register on April 3, 1980, 45-TR 22660) for the Migrant Education

Program emphasize the same point with the inclusion of the following criteria

for the approval of State applications (Section 204.39(b)): "Projects to

be funded...hold reasonable promise of making substantial program toward

meeting the special educational needs of the migratOry children to he

served, particularly any need for improvement in the basic academic subjects."

In addition, Section 204.59(a) of the regulations states: "An SEA or an

operating agency may provide health, nutritional, social, or other

supporting services with migrant education funds, but only if these

services are necessary to enable eligible migratory children to participate

effectively in instructional services."

A list of services to be provided by the Migrant Education Program

is contained in Section 204.51 of the final regulations:

(1) Academic instruction; (2) Remedial and compensatory instruction'

(3) Bilingual and multicultural instruction; (4) Vocational instruc-

tion and career education services; (5) Special guidance, counseling,

and testing services; (6) Preschool services; (7) Other educational

services that are not available to migratory children'in adequate

quantity or quality; and (8) The acquisition of instructional

material--such as books and other printed or audiovisual materials--

and equipment.

An implicit goal of the Migrant Education Program is to serve all

eligible migrant students in order that they may benefit from "regular"

and supplementary educational and supportive services. In the case of

migrant students, identification and recruitment of eligible students

requires special efforts.

Program Operations:

The Title I program for migrant children is a State-operated program

which typically involves financial assistance to local educational agencies

as subgrantees. Administrative responsibilities are shared by the U.S.

Department of Education, State educational agencies, and local educational

2/ See pp. 20-21 of House Report No. 93-805. Both House and Senate

discussions (see Sentate Report No. 93-763, pp. 30-31) recognized that

such an assertion was not intended to preempt the prerogatives of

local authorities to give priority to other areas (e.g., teacher

training), If such emphases were required to better meet the needs

of disadvantaged children.
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agencies and other public and non-profit private organizations which operate
migrant education projects. Funding'of local Title I migrant education
projects is administered by ED through State educational agencies. The
formula for computing the maximum grant a State may receive is based on
the number of full'-time (that is, formerly migratory and currently
migratory intrastate students) or full-time equivalent (that is, currently
migratory interstate students)"school-aged (5-17 years) migrant children
residing in the State over a 12 month period. Beginning in FY 1975,
State allocations have been based on migrant student counts contained in
the Migrant Student Record Transfer System, a computer system housed in
Little Rock, Arkansas under contract to the State education agency.
Changes made in the law by the Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-
561), as reflected in final regulations, include: (1) providing a
mechanism for adjusting the count of eligible migrant children in each
State during the summer months in order to reflect the special needs of
migrant children for summer projects and the additional costs of operating
these projects (Section 204.20(b); and (2) authorizing the Secretary to
reserve at least $6 million (and not more than 5% of the total national
appropriation) for coordination of migrant education activities across
States (Section 204.24).

The SEA is' directly responsible for the administration and operationTv
of the' State's Title I migrant education program. The SEA approves o1
disapproves project proposals, and is responsible for the design and
preparation of State evaluation reports. Annually, each S,EA also submits
a comprehensive plan and cost estimate for its statewide program to ED for
approval. Section 204.12 of the regulations requires that this plan
contain information on: the strategy for identifying and recruiting
all eligible migratory children in the State; the estimated number of
children in the State and the number of these children to be served; the
educational needs of the children; the objectives for the program
evaluation, how the measurement will be conducted, and how the results
will be reported; the types of instructional services to be provided; the
participation, of parent advisory councils and parental involvement
strategies; the efforts for assuring interstate and intrastate coordina-
tion (including full use of the Migrant Student Record Transfer System);
the State's monitoring and enforcement plan; the use of Title I adminis-
trative funds; and the inservice training of staff members and the train-
ing of parent advisory council members. Each State application also
contains an appropriate budget. Section 204.14, of the regulations states
that the Secretary approves a State plan for migrant education only if
it is designed to meet the special educational needs of migrant children
and holds-reasonable promise of making substantial progress toward meet-
ing those needs.

If the State's application is approved, it is awarded a grant,
entirely separate from its regular Title I application, to finance the
migrant education program. Two or more SEAs are permitted to submit an
application for a joint program or project to be administered under an
appropriate interagency agreement.
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An important component of the national program'is the Migrant Student

Record Transfer System (MSRTS). This_computerized data system receives,

stores, and transmits educational and health informati.on on children

participating in Title I migra.lt education projects in each of the 49

States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Schools are responsible

for submitting, to the local terminal operator, healthLrelated, educa-

tional experience, and status
information on the migrant children they

serve. When children move to new locations,, this information can then

be retrieved by their new teachers and by school health officals.

Information from a recently completed study (Clayton, et al.i 1980)

of the student counts used to allocate funds for the Migrant Education

Program ir,dicated the foll.owing:

° MSRTS counts ofmigrant students provide an adequate and-

equitable.source of data for use in the allocation of funds.

° Overall, the 1977, FTE counts (both for the nation as a

whole, and for the geographic regions defined for the

study) seemed to represent a conservative estimate of the

total number of migrant children.

A GAQ study (Sept, 16, 1975) of the use of the Migrant Student

Record Transfer System, as a means of estimating the number of full-time

equivalent migrant children residihg in each State concluded that MSRTS

data were superior to Department of Labor data for determining migrant

education program allocations. However, GAO did not assess the accuracy

and completeness of the MSRTS data.

A 1978 Internal audit of the administration of the Migrant Educa-

.tion Program resulted in a number of recommendations pertaining to: (1)

the application process
(including the use of specific criteria for

assessing the quality of State applications the use of non-Federal readers,

conduct of pre-grant site reviews, fixing
application receipt and response

dates, and employing sanctions to assure compliance with the terms and

conditions of grant awards); (2) the allocation of program funds (includ-

ing use of the by-pass mechanism and procedures for reallocating excess

funds); (3) increasing pa:rental involvement; (4) improving intrastate

and interstate coordination; (5) re-ordering.the priority given to pre-

school currently migrat6ry children; and (6) raising the organizational

structure of the Migrant Education Program from a branch to a division.

Many of the recommendations have been incorporated into the final regu-

lations (45 FR 22660).

Program Scope:

Migrant students typically are
educationally and economically dis-

advantaged in comparison to the rest .of American society, and in addition,

active migrant students by definition miss the systematically sequenced

and sustained educational programs available to most non-migrant children.

41



The following list indicates the number of full-time equivalent
students enrolled on the MSRTS since 1973. These counts-serve as the basis
for program funding, e.g., the 1978 FTE figure was used to determine FY
1980 funding. One full-time equivalent equals 365 days of enrollment
on the MSRTS.

Calendar Year Full-time Equivalent Students (ages 5-17)

1973 212,473
1974 207,474
1975 267,791
1976 296,428
1977 323,504
1978 346,205
1979 369,082
1980 396,311

A count, of the actual number of students identified as eligible for
program services and enrolled on the MSRTS is provided below. Many students
are not enrolled for the full calendar year, which accounts for the difference
between FTE and actual counts.

Calendar Year Number of Eligible Students

1976 458,241
1977. 467,796
1978 494,417
1979 522,154
1980 550,253

The Migrant Education Program has grown from 121 projects in 1967 serving
approximately 43,000 students to 3,000 projects in 1980 serving approximately
550,000 students.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

In 1981, three final reports from the Study of ESEA Title I Migrant
Education were published. ,These reports described the impact of the
program (Wisenbaker, J.M., West, 0.B., and Novak, T.P., 1981), future directions
for evaluation activities.(Pyecha, J.M., 1981), and summarized descriptive,
impact and observational data (Cameron, B.F., 1981). The information
detailed below is from the Comprehensive Summary (Cameron, B.F., 1981).
Due to space limitations, much of the discussion of findings iS not
included here.

Major study findings are summarized by three topical areas: (a)
general descriptive information about migrant children; (b) the types of
compensatory instruction received by migrant children; and (c) the impact
of the Migrant Education Program. Study findings should be considered
applicable primarily to the children of 5igrant agricultural workers.
Though samples included children of migrant fishers also, the population
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of fishers, and the portions of the samples representing that segment of

the population, are too small to permit the exertion of much influence on

study findings. Following these findings is a general hypothesis con-

cerning the characteristics of the migrant child population, and the

interaction of these characteristics with the distribution of services by

the Migrant Education PrograM. This hypothesis is consistent with study

findings, and it provides a logical and useful context for their proper

interpretation.

A. Descriptive Information about Migrant Children

Major descriptive findings regarding migrant children are concerned

with those children who in 1977 were in the 5-17 age range, and who had

active enrollments on the MSRTS. These findings focus on: school

enrollment and attendance patterns; race, ethnfcity, and English-language

competence;, and mobility. Findings regarding academic achievement i4

readinTand mathematics (No. 2, below), and program impact (Section C)

are concerned with migrant children in school in grades 2, 4, and 6 in

January 1978.

1. School Enrollment and Attendance

o Those migrant children enrolled in school less than the full

year miss, on the average, about six weeks of school during the

calendar year.

o Only about 24 percent of the estimated population of 372,000

identified migrant children in 1977 showed enrollments in more

than one school district during the calendar year; an additional

30 percent were enrolled in only one district during the year,

but for less than the full year. The remaining 46 percent

were enrolled in the same school district for the full calendar

year.

Throughout the grade levels, migrant childreii are significantly

older than their modal cohorts of all school children in the

specific grade (or of all Blacks in the specific grade). For

example, in kindergarten and first grade, about 30 percent of

migrant children are older than the modal age-for-grade; the

proportion over modal age at grade 8 increases to about 50

percent. About 44 percent at grade 11 (when At may be assumed

proportionally more older students have dropped out of school)

are over modal'age.

o During the periods when migrant children are enrolled in school

their attendance rates are somewhat higher than those for the

school population as a whole.

There appears to be, from estimates of the migrant student

population by grade level, rapid dropout of migrant students

beginning at about the eighth'grade.
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2. _Academic Achievement in Reading and MatheMatics

o In terms of their pretest scores in reading. (and, to a slightly,
lesser'extent, their pretest sores in. mathematics), migrant
children in grades 2, 4, and 6 are significantly educationally

Aisadvantaged. In early 1978, migrant children in grades 4 and 6
had mean scores 0.8 standard deviations below the grade-level
counterpart general population in reading, alnd 0.6 standard
deviations below the counterpest general population in 'mathematics
.(because the migrant population is significantly over age in grade,
the age-based discrepancy would be much larger). On the reading
test, across all three grades, it is estimated that at least 48
to 62 percent of the migrant children scored lpelow the 25th per-
centile fOr the population as a whole; on'the mathematics test,
at least 27 to 39 percent scored below the 25th percentile. The
degree of this disadvantage overshadows all other education-

.

related factors for these children.

Migrant children in grade 2, 4, and 6 showed statfstically
significant gains in reading and mathematics test scores over
the year between pretest and posttest; in fact, reading score .

gains (expressed in standard scale score points) are nearly
as high as the gains expected for the population as a whole.
Nevertheless, the absolute achievement of migrant children
appears to fail farther behind that of the general population
popu9ation as the children get older.

3. Race, Ethnicity, and English Language Competence

The national population of migrant children in 1977 was pre-
ponderantly Hispanic, with the large majority of Hispanics being
MeXican American.

o Hispanic migrants were iingificantly more active (mobile) than
other racial or ethnic groups. Most Black migrants appeared
to have settled out, and were presumedly being replaced by
Hispanic in the active population.

o Most migrant children were thought by their teachers to display
sufficient facility with the English language for this factor
alone not to be an important impediment to academic achievement.
Nevertheless, the group whose language proficiency was judged
by teachers to be sufficiently limited for it to interfere with
classroom work was large enough to warrant continued cOncentrated
attention, particularly in the early school years.

4. The Mobility of Migrant Children

None of the informtion readily accessible to this study revealed
as great a degree of movement for the migrant populatiol as is
generally expected. However, it is probably that the greater
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.difficulty experienced in keeping'track-of the.more mobile

members of the population .(who are often unidentified, unserved,

and out of school) distorts-the inferences made about mobility

from accessible records (from the study's survey or from MSRTS)

to.such a degree that valid statements about the mobflity of the

entire migrant population cannot be made with assurance from any

available,data. Study data however',,permi.t valjd inferences

about the mobility of the' popu1ation served. Only 24 peicent of

the estimated population'of 372,000 identifled migrant cNildren

served by the Migrant Education Program were enrolled.M mre than

one school district in 1977; 30 percent were enrolled in only

one district, but for less than 'the'full school year; and, the

the remaining 46 percent (or nearly half) were enrolled in

one district for the full school year. However, approximately

half the children enrolled in_ong district for the entire year

were classified as active migrants.

B. The Receipt of CompenSatory Instruction ty Migrant Children

o For the Nation as a whole, identified migrant children (i.e.,

those covered by this study) were.over twice as likely as poor

children in general to receive compensatory ;instruction. .While

most'of this 'compensatory instruction was supplied through the

Migrant Education Program (from which 64 percent of the elementary

school migrant childrenreceived instruction); a migrant child

was more likely than a poor nonmigrant,child to receive also

regular (LEA Grant) Title I instruction.

1. As Related to Mobility

o Migrant children classified (by'a combinatio'n of survey data

.
and MSRTS entries) as being active (interstate or intrastate)

were somewhat more likely to receive instructton and support

services.funded by the Migrant Education Program than were in-

active migrant children, whether or not their migrancy led to,

actual schooT disruption. Differences found were not great,,

however, and were not always statistically significant.

o Thbugh inactive migrant children were less likely than active

migrant children to receive instruction from the Mfgrant Education

Program, fully one-fourth of the MEP-funded instructional effort

went to formerly migrant children in 1977.

2. As Related.to Subject Matter

o Nearly all migrant children (97 percent) at any school le%el velo

received any instruction funded by the Migrant Education Program

received instruction in reading or language arts; 66 percent

instruction in mathematics; and 39 percent received instruction

in one or more than subjects.
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3. As Related to School \Level

° Elementary and seCondary school migrant children were equally

likely to receive some instruction funded by the Migrant Education

Program during the regular school year. Participation in summer

programs was heavily concentrated in the elementary school grades;

however, three-fourths of, the children who received migrant-funded

instruction in:summer school were enrolled in the first five

grades; and an individual migrant child in one of these grades

was three times as likely to receive instruction as was a high

school migrant child.

4. During the Summer Term

Though substantial portions of the compensatory instruction

received by migrant chidlren during the regular school terms

came from funding sources other than the Migrant Education

Program, virtually all instruction provided during the summer

came through the Migrant Education Program.

,

C. Impact of the Migrant Education Program

° Analyses of study data failed to indicate any consistent, signi-

ficant relationship between pre-to-posttest score gains for

migrant children in grades 2, 4, and 6, and any variable that

had to do with compensatory instruction provided by the Migrant

Education Program, or by any other funding source. In fact, no

relationship was found between score gains and attendance in ,

school. Given the one-yeart, pre-to posttest ttme period, the

fact that pretest scores were generally low ana large gajns

were not anticipated, and the global'foclis af the norm-referenced

tests used in the study, this finding is not a surprising one.

D. A General Hypothesis Cancerning the Migrant Poliulation

A general conjtctute, which is supported or variously implied in

several diffdrent ways in the body of this report, can serve to synthesize

most, of the elements that are important in considering study results,

and their significance/to program policy and plans. This conjecture

draws on the discovery' that a large portion of the members of the study

sample who were remoVed from the,MSRTS in January 1979 because of the

inactivity of their records were not onlY eligible migrant children,

'but were also among the most actively migrant in the sample. It is

also consistent with good statistical evidence that nearly 40 percent

of the children listed by the MSRTS and estimated to be in grades 2, 4,

and 6 during the 1977-7.8 school year were found not to be in school in

early 1978. Nevertheless, some conjecture and a degree of suppbsition

are involved; consequently, this general result in couched as an hypo-

thesis rather than as a finding.
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The .hypothesis ma,y be stated as follo The population of migrant

agricultural morkers that has regularly ( r frequently) moved with

children who are eligible to participate n the Migrant Education

Program is composed of two (or perhaps th cc) tiers:

1) An established, relatively stable, population that has
characteristics closely resembling those of the impact popula-
tion for this study; it Moves relatively, 'little; it shields-
its children to a surprising degree\from\the rigors of migrant
life'and disrupted schooling; it is'slightly more Hispanic
than the general population of migrant work\ers; it makes maximum
use of the Migrant Education Program; it returns regularly to
the same home base; it tends to move in well\-establishell
patterns, returning each year to the same areas, at about the
same time; and it contains something over half (but not all)

of the population of eligible formerly-migrant 'children.

2) A constantly changing, relatively upstable, population that
is only occaSlonally and fleetinglY recognized bY the Migrant
Education Program, either by the prOvision of services or by
enrollment on the MSRTS; it is largely invisible to established
social agepcies, such as schools; its children, traveling with
their parents'or guardians, are constantly subjected to severe
rigors of migrant life, and seldom attend school in this country
(and those who sic, attend school are likely to attend regularly);
it contains a substantial representation of the formerly-migrant
population, including many Blacks who are really tenant farmers,
but who intermtttently qualify as active migrahts because of
moves across school district lines; it is more frequently
mobile than the first group, but moves are likely to be for
shorter distances; a large portion of it's sizable Hispanic
povlation has no stable home base in this country, and returns
frequently to Mexico or one of the Caribbean islands.

3) A possible third group is a downward extension of the second,
differing primarily in that it is almost completely invisible to
formal social agencies, including the Migrant Education Program
and the MSRTS recruiters; it is likely to contain from time to
time large, a typical groups, perhaps transiently; if this
group exists (and it is likely to), it was represented only
incidehtally and fleetingly in study samples.

The implication of this hypotheSis, if it be tenable, for the
findings of this study is obvious': the migrant children identified a
studied, and forming the basis for thi's report, are drawn largely f

the first tier.

The above summarizes the major findings of the study. However,

during the course of the study, observatidhs were made and variOus
aspects of program operations as well. TheSe,observations are distussed
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in the Comprehensive Summary', which is,available on request. The major

conclusions of-the study are presented below.

CONCLUSIONS FROM STUDY FINDINGS

At least partly through the mechanism of the Migrant Education
Program, a,larger proportion of the identified (by continuing enrollment
of the MSRTS). migrant children receive compensatory instruction and
other services than is recognized for_any. other group of disadvantaged

children. Despite severe educational disadvantage, the migrant childr2n

° who are served are learning in school, as attested by score gains on

standard achievment testS the approximate the gains shown by non-migrant,
nondisadvantaged children, even though migrant children appear to fall

farther behind as they go through school. The fact that these score

gains could not be assoCiated with Compensatory instruction, or with.

other school experiences, is not surprising in view of the imperfections
associated with the tests themselves, and, particularly, of the.fact
that.the approach used in seeking program impact for the study required
the averaging of both/score gains and service receipt over all children
in diverse projects ip all parts of the country.

Nevertheless, stUdy results indicate that the group of children identi-
---44ed by repeated and !continuing enrollment on the MSRTS, and served by the

Migrant Education PrOgram, consist primarily of subsets of the population

of migrant children who move very little, or not at all; those who move

tend to!do so in stable and predictable patterns, returning year after
year to the same places at about the same time. There is also good

evidence for the existence of a group of much more actively migrant
children that is served by the program.muth less well, if at all.

These.'study findings lead to a number of other tonclusion:3 regarding
the identification and recruitment of migrant children, the provision of

instructiohal services, and the coordination of these services within

and between,States. The summary presentation of these additional conclu-

sions is oranized by these tOpical areas.

1

A. Identification and Recruitment

The conductiof three components of the present study (the Validation

Study, the Imp dt Study, and the Student:Descriptive Component) produced

a variety of i ormat;lon indicating thata large proportion of the migrant

children iden fied
/

and recruited (as reflected by MSRTS enrollment's)

were lost sightj)f; they were, in effect, "passing through", a limitedN.

contact with the Migrant Education Program. Moreover, many of these

occasional and empprary enrollees are among the most active migrant
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Conclusion:- The results of the failure to recruit these children

earlier, and.to keep track of them better once they are identified and

enrolled, are to deprive those children who have the greatest needs for

the Migrant Education Program services of those services, to limit the

continuity O'f-education aceesslble-to
these-children, and to decrease

the numbpr of FTEs that have formed the basis for the allocation of .

funds for the program.

B. The Provision of Program Services

The Migrant Education Program is charged with providing for the

special educational needs of migrant children on a supplemental basis.

Some of these special needs are associated directly with the actcof

moving, and are, in one way or another, consequences of the dtsruption

of the normal process of education. The only children with these needs

are those who,move. (It is recognized and acknowledged that migrant

children whose school experiences are not directly interrupted, and

formerly miorant children, also have special needs that are included

among those that the Migrant Education Program should strive to meet.)

High in priority among the program needs directly associated with school

disruption are those associated with interstate and intrastate coordina-

tion.

Conclusions: Nearly half of the compensatory instruction pro-

vided.by the Migrant Education Program goes to children whose regular

school year educational experiences are
not interrupted by move; over

half of this amount of instruction goes to formerly migrant children.

If more of the educational needs
(which undeniably exist) of this group

of children could be met through other compensatory.programs, it might

be possible to divert from other applications some of the funds needed

for improved recruitment and more effective coordination.

C. Interstate and Intrastate Coordination of Program Services

Throughout the planning and conduct of\this study, it was,noted that

State Directors of Migrabt Education have leen clever and effective in

devising ways to enhance the continuity of e4ucation for migrant children,

particularly by providing mechanisms for coorination on'an interstate

%basis (e.g., the MSRTS itself, and the developi nt of the several skills

lists). While some variation was noted , in mos States local preroga-

tives in the design of education programs take pre edence over cooperative

efforts for migrant children. As a consequence, diS'continuity of instruc-

tion for migrant children often results.
N .\

Conclusion: While the fully operational and continUally updated

description of a migrant child's educational experiences, tr'ansmitted

through the MSRTS, may be very effective in reducing some of the effects

of lack of continuity in education, it is unlikey that dramatic Changes

can take place unless the needs of each particular child are recognized

as being paramount in the development of education plans, indicating
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that the subordination of some local and State prerogatives may be required.

Ongoing and Planned Projects:

No studies are currently underway. Future studies of the migrant program
are now under discussion.
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Sources of Evalaution Data:

Cameron, B.F. Comprehensive Summary: Study of the ESEA Title I

Migrant Education Pro ram. Research Triangle Park, N.C.: Research

Iriangle Institute, arc , 1981.

Clayton, C.A., Drummond, D.J., Alexander, B.U., and Cameron, B.F.

Validation of Student Counts Used to Allocate Funds for the ESEA Title I

Migrant Education Program-Technical Report. Research Triangle Park,

N.C.: Research Triangle Institute, November, 1980.

Pyecha, J.N. Revised Strategy for Evaluation the ESEA Title I Migrant

Education Program at the National and State Levels. Research Triangle

Park, N.C.: Research Triangle Institute, January, 1981.

Wisenbaker, J.M., West, P.B., and Novak, T.P. Impact of the ESEA

Title I Migrant Education Program on the Reading and Mathematics Achieve-

ment of Participating Students in the Second, Fourth, and Sixth Grades-

Final Technical Report. Research Triangle Park, N.C.: Research Triangle

Institute, January, 1981.

Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA Title I Program for Migrant Children

of Migrant Agricultural Workers (Volume I-IV). Falls Chruch, Virginia:

Exotech System, Inc., January 1974.

Evaluation of the Migrants StudPnt Record Transfer System (MWD-76-21). \

Washington, D.C.: General Accounting Gffice, September 1975.

Grants to State Educational Agencies to Meet the Special Educational

Needs of Migratory Children: Rules and Regulations (Final). 45 Federal

Register 22660 (April 3, 1980).

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Vidal A. Rivera, Jr.

(202) 254-2222

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Gerald P. Burns, Jr.

(202) 245-9401
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

.Program Name:

T-i-tle I Program-for In stftu Kind lz edltegfiteted or Dellnquent Chlldren

Legislation:

by P.L. 95-561.

Authorization:

Expiration Date:

1/

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, as amended

Funding History: Year:

September 1983

Appropriation:

1969

1970
1971

1972
1973 2/
1974
1975 3/

$13,946,100
15,962,850
18,194,106
20,212,666,
27,545,379
25,448,869
47,724,183

$13,946,100
16,006,487
18,194,106
20,212,666
27,545,379
25,448,869
47,724,183

1976 TFY 1977) 28,841,151 28,841,151
1977 FY 1978) 29,821,338 29,821,338
1978 (FY 1979) 31,807,484 31,807,484
979 (FY 1980) 33,182,207 33,182,207
1980 (FY 1981) 32,391,655 32,391,655
1981 (FY 1982) 38,587,000 33,975,000 (revised

budget)
Program Goals and Objectives:

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 has two
major parts: A and B. Part A provides for grants to local school
districts (and is described in a separate chapter in this report);
Part B has three subparts providing grants to°State agencies for (1)
programs for migratory children, (2) programs for handicapped children,
and (3) prognms for neglected and delinquent children. This chapter
describes the operations and effects of the program authorized by the
third subpart.

1/ Section 193 of ESEA, Title I requires that grants for the Part B
State-operated program for the neglected or delinquent (as well as
those for State programs for the handicapped and for migrant children)
be awarded as authorized. This is referred to as "off-the-top funding"
or being "fully funded," in contrast to LEA grants that are reduced as
necessitated by appropriations.

2/ Beginning in 1973, unlike the previous years, funds were authorized
and appropriated to serve children in adult correctional institutions.
About $6.8 million of the $7.3 million overall increase between 1972
and 1973 is attributable to the addition of that population.

3/ Commencing 1976 the program became advance-funded from the prior year's
appropriation bill. This resulted in a doubling up of funding in 1975.

Li
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As a subprogram of Title I, it shares the overall program's goals as

stated in P.L. 89-10; that is, to

"improve educational programs by various means (including

preschool programs) which contribute particularly to meeting

the special educational needs of educationally deprived

children." (Section 101 of P.L. 89-10.)

The amendments in P.L. 89-750 passed on November 3,,1966, which added

institutionalized neglected or delinquent youth (as well as children of

migratory agricultural workers.and Indian children in B.I.A. schools') to

those,eligfble under P.L. 89-10, stated goals for these programs. Section,

152 of Title, I states that projects supported by these Part B 4rants for

the neglected or delinquent must be "designed to support educational

'services supplemental to the basic education of such children which must

be provided by the State...."

Program Operations:

The Title I program for children in institutions for neglected or

delinquent youth or in adult core.ections facilities is authorized by

Sections 151-153 of Title I. Section 151 describes the computation of

grants; Section 152, the requirements on such grantees; and Section 153,

a new provision for services to students released from these institutions

to provide special educational services to them in their regular 1.ocal

schools. Each of these topics is discussed below.

State agencies eligible for these Part B grants are those "directly

responsible for providing free public education for children in

institutions for neglected or delinquent children or in adult

correctional institutions" (Section 151 (a) of ESEA Title 1). Such

agencies are units called typically "Department of Youth Services,"

"Department of Corrections," "Department of Offender Rehabilitation,"

"Youth Commission," etc. Each State can have as many as three or four

of these, and they are the direct Title I grantees, supervfsed as other

Title I grantees, by the State educational agency (SEA) as described in

Part C of Title I, "State Administration of Programs and Projects."

The size of each agency's grant is, according to Section 151 of Title I,

equal to the average daily attendance of children receiving free public

education in the agency's schools multiplied by 40% of the State's

average per pupil expenditure (or no less than 80% of the U.S. average

per pupil expenditure and no more than 120% of the U.S. average).

(Further, Section 157 states that for Fiscal Years 79-83 no State agency

shall receive less than 85% of what it received the previous year.)
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Section 152 of the law contains the requirements for Title I programs in
the State. As noted above, the Section says.that the projects must "support
educational services supplemental to the educatioft" provided by the State.
Also incorporated by reference are the requirements defined for the Part A
local,school district grantees such as having the project application
approved by the State education alency (Section 121); designing and
implementing a program of sufficient size, Scope, and quality based on
a needs assessment, coordinated with other programs, evaluated, with
teacher, parent, and local administrators' participation, etc., (Section
124); adhering to the Title I fiscal requirements "of maintenance of effort,
excess costs, and supplement-not-supplant (Section 126 except paragraphs
(d) and (e)); being accountable by keeping records and reporting (Section
127); providing for the re'solution of complaints from parents, teacher's.,
or other concerned individUals (Section 128); and whenever feasible,
using individualized educational pla'ns for students served by Title I
(Section 129). (The only requirements of local Part A grantees which
are waived by law for the Part B State agency grantees are Section 122
designating attendance areas, Section 123 requiring selection of the
neediest students for services, Section 125 establishing Parent Advisory
Councils, two paragraphs of Section 126 as noted above, and Section 130
about services to nonpublic school students.)

A study of State institutions receiving Title I funds in 1977 documented
the numbers of children served, the nature of those services, the management
of the program at the institution and State levels, and the flow of funds
among the administrative levels. The study involved visits to 100 randomly
selected institutions and interviews with.students, teachers, and adminis-
trators in those sites. Interviews were also conducted with Title I
administrators responsible for the N or D program in all States (as well ,

as in Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia) including those;in both
the State Education Agency (SEA) and in the State Applicant Agency (SAA;
e.g., the Department of Corrections, Youth Authority, etc.).

_The_flow of funds_to_Part B -grantees-mere documented from these interviews
and records. Funds available at the State level for education in institutions
for neglected youth, delinquents, or adult offenders average about $2.1
million per State, ranging from about $17,000 to over $10 million, On the
average, approximately.68% of these funds are from the State, 20% from
ESEA Title I, and 12% from other federa,1 sources. The average Title I
grant is about $500,000 with a range of $24,000 to over $2.2 million. State
funds average about $2 million, providing a typical per-pupil expenditure
from all sources just slightly less than that found in public schools
(System Development Corporation, 1977).

In the facilities, the funds are spent primarily on staff and materials.
Nearly 75% of the Title I funds, on the average, support staff; this compares
with 81% of the State funds being so used, and 40% of the funds from other
Federal programs. In the case of Title I, nearly all those staff (over 80%
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on the average) are classroom personnel--teachers and paid aides; about 3%

are administrators, about 6% counselors, and about 11% other types of

support personnel. (This is in marked contrast with the expenditure pattern

for staff from State funds and other Federal funds: in the case of the

former, only about 41%, on-the average, supports classroom personnel,

12% for administrators, and 37% for other support.) This seems to confirm

interviewees' reports in the national study that the emphasis in Title I

is on instruction (System Development Corporation, 1977).

On the average the Title I per-pupil expenditure in the institutions is

$456, but the figures range from less than $100 to almost $1,71)04 For.

over 65% of the institutions, $500 or less was the Title I per pupil

expenditure. Inclusion of funds from all sources raises the average

per-pupil costs for Title I students to about $1,350 (again, however,

with a large range). The comparable figures for that same year in public

schools was an average per-pupil expenditure of $1,550. (Most of the

--difference between the two figures is attributable to an extremely low

per-pupil expenditure in institutions for adults.)

Program Scope:

Almost 27,000 children we e receiving Title I services in State institutions

in the fall of 1976. Of these, 2,550 were in institbtions for the neglected,

16,730 in those for delinouent youth, and a little over 7,560 in those for

adults. This compares to an estimate of just over 51,000 as eligible to

participate in the program nationwide. Eligible students are those who are

younger than 21, lack a high school diploma, participate in a regular program,

and are low-achievers.

The number of children being served are shown in Figure 1. Also

illustrated there are estimateS of eligible children not being served by

Title I. About 72% of the eligible neglected children in these institutions

are being served by Title I, about 65% of the eligible delinquents, about

34% of the youth in facilities for adults.

In 20% of the institutions with Title I projects, those projects are

able to serve all the eligible students; 55% of the institutions can serve

half or more of the eligible students. Most of the sites who cannot

serve at least half the eligible student population are institutions for

adults. (Over 60% of them report this problem.)

An amendment introduced by Representative Simon of Illinois to the Higher

Education Act of 1980 requests information as available on the effects of

Federal education programs on students of different race, sex, and language

groupings. Data are available from the national study on the sex, age,

and race of participants in this program in Fiscal Year 1977. (There is no

reason to expect the proportions to have changed since then.)

The figures are in Table 1.
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The children participating in Title I greatly resemble those in the
institutions as a whole, except, as would.be expected, they are younger.
With regard to sex, race, and commitment status, they are not significantly
different from the general resident population. Also, their average
length of stay is similar to that of the other residents:- aboat-80% of
the students in facilities for the neglected are there for 6 months or
more; close to 60% of the youth in facilities for delinquents or adults
are in the program 6 months or longer. The Title I students do exhibit more
educational problems, however: the institutional students scored about the
same on standardized tests as-fifth graders in pUblic schools; Title I
students, about the same as fourth graders.

Number of
Children

35,000

30,000

25,000

20,000

15,000

10,000

5,000

8,840

14,650

Type of
Institution

Neglected

= receiving Title
I services

Delinquent Adult

= eligible but
not served

Figure 1. Number of children enrolled in the ESEA Title I program
for institutionalized youth in the fall of 1976.
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Table 1

Characteristics of Title I Students in Institutions

for the Neglected Delinquent or Adult Offender

in the Fall of 1976

Type of Institution

Characteristics Neglected Delinquent Adult

Age # _Ili # na_ # (%)

13 or less 459 (18) 2,008 (12) 0 ( 0)

14-15 1,071 (42) 6,023 (36) 0 ( 0)

16-17 995 (39) 6,692 (40) 1,058 (14)

18-20 26 ( 1) 2,008 (12) 6,048 (80)

21 or more 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 454 ( 6)

Ethnicity

Native American 153 ( 6) 335 ( 2) 76 ( 1)

Asian 26 ( 1) 167 ( 1) 0 ( 0)

Black 791 (31) 5,856 (35) 4,082 (54)

White 1,377 (54) 7,696 (46) 2,873 (38)

Hispanic 179 ( 7) 2,844 (17) 529 ( 7)

Sex

Female 1,122 (44) 1,673 (10) 605 ( 8)

Male 1,428 (56) 15,057 (90) 6,955 (92)
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The nature of Title I varies considerably from site to site according to
how education, itself is organized in the facilities. In some cases,
facility may have the appearance of a junior college campus with security
concerns only slightly in evidence. In such a case, residents might be
expected to live in small (10-15 person) cottages and to move freely to
other buildings, such as those for classes. On the other hand, a facility
with an obvious, over-riding orientation toward security concerns might
consist merely of a large fenced-in building with two classrooms, perhaps
a shop amd library, in one wing. Occasionally classes might be held in
multi-purpose rooms serving as dining halls or gymnasiums.

Education and the attention it receives from staff and studenIs vary as
much across institutions as do physical facilities. In some cases,
education must, according to State law, he comparable to that of public
schools. Residents must attend classes, and their progress is sometimes
rewarded by access to better living areas (those with color television,
for example) and to special privileges. In such a case; the residents'
school day may look considerably like that in regular schools. A contrast
would be institutions in which only a small percentage or the inmates are
in education activities, or those (18% of the cases) in which educational
activities are not accredited by the State (System Development Corporation,'
1977b).

Hence, education in the institutions varies considerably, and consequently,
so'does Title I. Participation in a Title I project can be described in
terms of the needs assessment, selettion processes., and the actual delivery
of services. Diagnostic testing (either at the institution itself or in a
State-facility maintained especially for that Purpose) is usectmost
frequently to assess residents' needs and to select them for participation
in Title I. This testing almost always assesses academic achievement,
and may be supplemented by tests for special learning problems (in half
the cases) or by inventories measuring IQ, attitudinal, or personality
traits (in.one-third of the cases.)

As required by the la4,.and substantiated through interviews with
administratorS, Title I servIces are offered as a supplement to those
provided by the State. When documenting student receipt of services in
rea:ding and math from all sources, however, it waiTFITITIT that Title I
students actually receive fewer hours of instruction in these two areas
than do non-Title-lstudents. This isdue to both institutiOnal and
individual reasons: (1) institutions often view their Title I Classes
more as electives or extras and cancel them more_ often (for fieldtrips
or whatever) than they cancel non-Title I classes and.(2) Title I students
schedule other acttvities such as visits to the nurse or meetings wtth
their lawyers ai the time they're supposed to be in Title I,.or they have
a worse attendance record due to sickness or being in lock-bp. This aMounts
to Title I students, on the average, receiving as much'as an hour less of
reading instruction each week than non-Tile I students. On the average,
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Title I students were
receiving about.70% of what was being offered.

This problem--of Title I often not being completely implemented as designed

--was pursued further in an in-depth study in nine institutions and will

receive special attention as Federal policy-makers formulate steps to

improve the program.

Instrddtional staff in Title,I project were also described in the study.

They tend to be better educated than other teachers in the institutional

settings: that is, Whereas almost all the Title I teachers have earned at

least a bachelor's degree, this is less common among the non-Tttle I

teachers (of whom a little over 10% have no college degree). Also, nearly

2/5 of all Title-I teachers have done graduate work. Their teaching

experience is comparable to that of other teachers in institutions:

about 3-4 years in both correctional and non-correctional settings.

Many'educators in these institutions have noted the problems of students

returning to local public schools after release from a corrections

facility. A study by the General Accounting Office in 1977 confirmed

these reports, especially for the older students. As part of the national

evaluation, the status of over 600 students was documented between 3 and

6 months fter their release from an institution. It was learned that u

3/4 of them had returned to their parents' homes, 1/2 to school. Of

those returning to school, however, 80% had dropped out by the time of

the contact, citing their poor performance level, the public school's

more rigid scheduling, and their problems associated with arriving at

mid-term.

In 1978, Congress added Section 153 to Title I authorizing grants to State

and local educational agencies to "facilitate the transition of children

from State-operated institutions for neglected or delinquent children

into locally operated programs." Up to 5% of the funds

the Part B programs in these State institutions is authorize for these

Section 153 grants. No funds have yet been appropriated fOr this provision,

but $1,000,000 was requested to support grants for school year 1981-82.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:
-

The addition of this p4ram to Title I in 1966 represente'd the first .

Federal effort to improve the educational experiences of children in

institutions for neglected or delinquent. The impacts of such an effort

are varied, of course. Teachers and educational administrators note a

positive change in many facilities in that education progirams gained

importance and legitimacy. They also describe improvemeHts attributed to

the establishment, through the advent of a national educational program, of

an informal network of educators with problems and concerns in common.

It is importaht, of'course to examine the effectsiof the instructional

services on students' skills. Data collected in the school year 77-78 in

40 sites included test scores on specialty constructed; focused instruments
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in reading and mathematics (used four times at six week intervals), a
nationally standardized norm-referenced test (given once), and, measures
of self-concept (administered twAce). About 1500-1700 students -- Title I
and non-Title-I -- were tested each time and highlights of this evaluation
were as follows:

o There was not much chaqO over the repeated testings in either
reading or math: Title, I students usually got about 60% of the
items correce while the non-Title I students scored higher, dn
the average; gettihg about 75% of the items correct. It is

important to emphasize that ,because the two groups differ, a
strict comparisdn in their improvement over time in order tp
assess Title I is norappropriate. Rather, 'one must adjust,
as possible, for their differences at the beginnirmand still
interaret the results (comparing adjusted scores) with caution.
Even given such adjustments., the Title I services did.not appear
to improve student improvement over and above that expected due
merely to a regular institutional education program. (One must
also recall from the pi.evious pages that in many cases Title I
scheduling problems for the institutions or students themselves
prevented their receiving as-much instruction in the basic skills
as their non-Title I peers;, hence, a finding of no extra growth
makes some sense.)

o On the natiobally standardized test, Title I students (most of
whom are,14-16 years old) scored, on the average,'at abOut the
same level as average fourth graders (modal age of nipe years
old') in public schools; non-Title,I students also performed
well-below their age level, scoring about the same as,average
fifth-graders (System Development Corporation, 1979.)

It is important to note that these are overall, national summary statements.
-There are some sites in ple study. whose,students showed a different
pattern than the one described above. Those sites were included in an
in-depth study to define what might be the most effective educational
Strategies in these settings. -The findings suggest that student growth is
improved in sites which:

o emphasize educational.schoduling;

-have teachers performing fewer maintenance duties
,z.during class time such as ushering students to the
next class, tracking the whereabouts of those who
fail to show up, and accounting for supplies; and

O use audgO-visual materials to enhance or supplement
the class lessons rather than to merely keep the
students occupied.
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D'etails of the findings are being reviewed for applicability to Federal

policy regarding the programs in these sites., Also ...ler review are ideas

developed for institutions to use in their required evaluation. A

committee comprised of federal, state and local personnel will be formal

ducrinq Fiscal-Year 1982 to consider the findings of the study and possible

policy recommendation.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

No additional studies are planned at least until after the next

reauthorization.

Source of Evaluation Data:

Current

Federal Register, "Grants to State Agencies for Programs to Meet

the Special Educati9nal Needs of Children in Institutions for

Neglected Children", Volume 43, Number 65, Tuesday, April 4, 1978,

pp. 14292-14296. .

General Accoulting Office,
"Re-eValuation Needed of Educational Assistance

for Institutionalized Neglected Children", "Report to Congress by the

Comptroller General of the United-States, December 19, 1977.

National Center for Education Statistics, "The Condition of Education",

Volume 3, Part I, 1977.

System Development Corporation,
"CoMpensatory Education eld Confined

Youth: A NationaT Evaluation of Title I Programs in State Institu-

tions for Neglected or Delinquent Youth." Report for Contract

300-76-0093 with the U.S.,Office of Education, Santa Monica, CA,

1977.

System,,Development C6rporation,
"Compensatory Education and Confined

Youth: A National Evaluation of Title I Programs in State Institu-

tions'' for Neglected or Delinquent Youth." Report for Contract

300-76-0093 with .the U.S. Office of Education, Santa Monica, CA,

1979. A

System Development Corporation,
"Post-Release Experience of Students

From State Correctional Institutions." Report for Contract 300-76-0093

with the U.S. Office of Education, Santa Monica, CA, 1979.

System Develoment Corporation, "Compensatory Education and Confined

Youth: A Final Report." Report for Contract 300776-0093 with the

U.S. Office of Educatton, Santa Monica, CA, 1980.

System Development Corporation, "The Substu0 of Effective Practices."

Report for Contract 300-76-0093 with the U.S. Office of Education,

Santa Monica, CA, 1980.
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.0ther
/
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SysteM Development Corporation, National Evaluation of Title I Pro/gess
for NWected or Delinquent Youth in State Institutions,",Intenim
Reports for Contract 300-76-0093 with the U.S. Office of EduCation,
Santa Monica, CA,. 1977.

. /

System Development Corporation, "Handbook for Evaluation of I

Program in State Institutions for Neglected or Delinquent Yo th.':
Report for Contract 300-76-0093 with the U.S. Office of Education,
Santa Monica, CA, 1978.,

.

I/System Development-Corporation, "National Evaluation, ?hase
Report.for Contract 300-76-0093, Santa Moqi.:a, CA, 1979 ;

For-further infOrmation about progra4perations,

Contact: Mr. Pat Mancini /

202):245-2688

For further information about progt effectiveness,

Contact: Dr. Judith Anderson'

(202) 245-9401
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Basic Skills Improvement Program

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Elementary and Secondary Educa- FY 1983

tion Act of 1965, Title II, as
amended by Public Law 95-561

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPR6PRIATI0N

Right-tp-Read 1971 $ Indefinite $ 2,000,000

1972 Indefinite 12,000,000

1973 Indefinite 12,000,000

1974 Indefinite 12,000,000

1975 Indefinite 12,000,000

1976 118,800,000 23,800,000

1977 139,200,000 26,000,000

1978 144,200,000 27,000,000

1979 144,200,000 27,000,000

Basic Skills Imp. 1980 35,000,000

1981 31,500,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The Basic Skills program, initiated in fiscal year 1980, expan-

ded the focus of the National Reading Improvement program to -include

mathematics and written and oral communication. The authorizing

legislation for Basic Skills has three components. Part A contains

an authority to fund demonstrations for the improvement of instruc-

tion in the basic skills for youth and adults and-provisions for

technical assistance and dissemination. Part A includes the use oT

technology in basic skills instruction. Part B contains authorit

for a State grant program designed to stimulate State education

agencies.to coordinate their resources in seeking improved ways to

teach the.basic skills and to provide the needed leadership to

bring about these changes. Part C contains authority for special

programs to improve the basic skills (the Inexpensive Book Distri-

bution program and the Special Mathematics program).* The program

legislation stipulates that Part A must be funded at no more or

less than $20 million before funds may be used for Part B, the

focal point of the basic skills effort. As a result, any funding

growth in the progum must be in the State program (Part B) or the

Special program (Part C).
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The program focus of this legislation is not to provide a new,
add-on program at the State or local level but rather to maxi-
mize the effectiveness-of the assistance already being provided by
stimulating the:

(a) Development of comprehensive State plans to improve
the delivery of basic skills instruction for the
children, youth and adults of the State; and

(b) Coordination and orchestration of Federal and State
programs to avoid conflict, unnecessary overlap,
duplication, fragmentation in basic skills improve-
ment efforts, creating a synergistic approach to
basic skills improvement at the State and local levels.

Program Operation:

The Basic Skills Improvement Program, launched October 1979 as
the successor effort to The National Reading Improvement Program,
included the following planned comporients:

1. Coordination activities involving Basic Skills -

related programs at the Federal level.

2. Similar coordination needs for Basic Skills at
State and local levels.

3. The desirable interrelationships to forge produc-
tive coordination patterns at all three levels
(Federal, State, and local) and the necessary
agreements and organizational arrangements that
will sustain those desired patterns.

4. Conceptual and cognitive research to define and
assess the potentials and limit of a National
Basic Skills Improvement Program; the role of
other participant factors in such programmatic
efforts (communities, local agencies, parents,
etc.).

The following are the specific component activities for which
funding is requested under this program:

Part A (National) Activities

1. Technical Assistance. To assist State and local education
agency personnel in carrying out effective basic skills programs,
regional basic skills teams provide comprehensive technical assistance.
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2. Instruction in Basic Skills. To improve basic skills com-

petencies at the school level, funds are used for school-wide .

basic skills activities in reading, math and communication skills.

These include diagnostic assessment of student needs, development

of basic skills learning objectives, and iMplementation of basic

skills programs to meet those tbjectives..

3. Parental Involvement in Basic Skills. This compobent sup-

ports the development and dissemination of informational materials

and the training of parents to stimulate them to assist their

children in improving basic skills.

4. Use of Technology in Basic Skills Instruction. Audio and

video instructional materials will be developed and made availa-

ble for students and teachers to expand the variety and improve the

quality of basic skills instruction.

5. Involvement of Educational Agencies and Private Organiza-

tions. This component authorizes the funding of voluntary tutorial

programs for children and adults outside the school setting to mo-

tivate them to approve their readimg and math skills.

6. Collection and Dissemination of Information Relating to

Basic Skills programs. To assist teachers and LEA personnel,

these funds will be used for studies and dissemination of informa-

tion about materials, processes,
practices, prdcedures and programs

that have been successful in improving the achievement of students

in the basic skills.

7. Coordination. Support for this component, which began in

1981, is sought to continue a clearinghouse and technical assis-

tance activities to help coorindate the various Federal offices and

federally-funded projects promoting basic skills imrovement.

Part B (State Activities)

To develop and implement agreements for statewide basic skills

programs and to carry out leadership and training activities, funds

are requested to implement the State basic skills improvement pro-

gram. Funds provided under this part would be divided equally

between sections 222 and 224, with each State receiving a minimum

of $50,000 under each section and the remainder being distributed

.to the States on the basis of its school-age population (five to

seventeen years).
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1. Agreements with State Educational Agencies (Section 222).
Funds distributed to States under this section will be used primarily'
to award small grants to their local school districts to carry out
activities stipulated in the comprehensive basic skills program
developed by each State. Specific activities to be-carried-out will
differ for each State, not only on the basis of a needs assessment
done by the individual State, but on the basis of needs as deter-
mined, in turn, by each local educational agency.

2. State Leadership Program (Section 224). The major objec-
tive of this activity is for the Stats to provide for developmental
training and technical assistance activities for teachers and
other school personnel. Other authorized activities include
statewide assessment of students and teacher-meeds relating to over-
all skills improvement, and major planning and strategy develop-
ment activities.

Part C (Special Activities)

1. Inexpensvie Book Distribution Program. To provide motiva-
tion to children to learn to read, this component supports the
distribution of inexpensive books to Students, supporting 75 percent
of the cost of purchasing the books. (Books distributed to children
of migrant and seasonal farmworkers, however, are totally supported
by Federal funds.)

2. Special Mathematics Program. .To improve mastery of mathe-
matics skills, this component provides for the teaching of standard
mathematics to eligible children through instruction in advanced-
mathematics by qualified instructors.

Program Scope:

The FY 81 appropriation for Basic Skills Improvement of $31.5
million represents a $3.5 million decrease from the FY 80 levels of
$35 million.

Basic Skills Programs

Part A (Subtotal) $17,225,000
re-c-FFical Assistance 1,360,000
Instruction in Basic Skills 6,685,000
Parental Involvement 1,050,000
Use of Technology 1,800,000
Involvement of Educational Agencies and
Private Organizations 5,140,000
Collection and Dissemination of Informa-
tion 1,190,000

Coordination -0-
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Part B (Subtdtal) $ 7,750,600

State Basic Skills
7,750,000

_Rart_0____
(Subtotal) $ 6,525,000

Inexpensive Book Distribution Prngram 5,850,000

Special MathematicsProgr,am
675,000

Total $ 31,500,000 .

Evaluation of the Right-to-Read Special Emphasis Project

(July 1980)

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness

of seven Special Emphasis Projects as defined in Public Law 93-380,

Section 721, and amended by Public Law 94-194, Section 10. Special

Emphasis Projects were authorized under this legislation to deter-

mine, over a three-year period, if the use of reading specialists%

reading teachers, and intensive summer reading programs would

impact on childreh's ability to learn to read.

The legislatiOn called for a demonstration project inclu-

ding:

1. The teaching of reading by reading specialists for

all children in grades one and two.

2. The teaching of reading by reading specialists for

children in grades three through six who are experien-

cing reading problems.

3. The determination of the effectiveness of intensive

instruction by reading specialists.

4. The provision of a vacation reading program.

5. Authorization for the Secretary to contract with

local education agencies.

Accordingly, local districts which wished to participate

were required to assure that:

o All first and second graders in the experimental

school would receive intensig,e reading instruction;

o All students in grades three through six in the

experimental school who had reading problems would

be given intensive instruction in reading;
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o An intensive summer program would be available
for the project school students.who were perfor-
ming below grade.level, and this service would
rift be available to the control school children;

o They would cooperate with an external evaluation
to be conducted by the Secretary or his/her
contractor; and

o The instructional plan would be formulated through
consultations with many parties;,including the
district administration, parents, and faculty of
'the project school, and that this plan would in-
clude a diagnostic/prescriptive approach and be
part of a comprehensive reading program in the
project school.

Overall, the regulations were comprehensive and responsive
to the legislation and the original intent of its sponsors. How-
ever, the combined effect of the legislation and the regulations had
precluded conducting a rigorously controlled experiment. Some of the
factors involved have been:

o The diversity of instructional approaches and
the use of mediated reading systems at some sites
(e.g. DISTAR, Precision Teaching System).

o Use of prior-assigned reading specialists at:some
control sites.

Supplemental funding and resources available to
control sites from non-BSIP sources, such as
Title I.

o Use of teacher aides at both experimental and
control sites.

o The use of assistance contracts (rather than
procurement contracts) minimized the level of
programmatic control that USOE could exercise.

Eight-Special Emphasis projects were funded in 1976. Of these,
six were refunded, and one new project was funded -for school years
1977-78 and 1978-79. The seven Special Emphasis projects which
operated in 1977-78 and 1978-79 are included in this evaluation. These
projects were located in Lobisiana, Michigan, Ohio, Tennessee, Texas,
West Virginia, and California.
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The working hypothesis of the Special Emphasis Project was that

intensive programs ot reading instruction introduced at an early

age would effect significant improvement in patterns of reading

achievement in schools having large numbers of low achieving students.

The data collected and analyzed from the seven project sites for this

evaluation study reveal that Special Emphasis sites themselves can

be classified according to the degree to which ttey implemented the

Special Emphasis concept program. Of the three sites with the highest

implementation ratings (Louisiana, Tennessee, and Texas), two showed

evidence of impact favoring Special Emphasis student groups. The

data suggest that program implementation had a determining influence

on program success and consequently on student performance. Of the

sites achieving low implementation ratings (Michigan, Ohio,

West Virginia, and California), significant differences between

Special Emphasis and comparison student groups were scattered

between the two student groups. Because it is questionable that

Special Emphasis was in fact operationalized at these four sites,

the few instances of impact favoring Special Emphasis groups can-

not be construed as evidence of program success.

In summary, those sites which (1) most closely followed the

program guidelines, (2) teamed the reading specialist in the class-

room with the regular classroom teacher, and (3) developed a high

degree of staff participation in the program through inservice

training, experienced the greatest impact on student reading scores.

Practical experimental problems including the confounding influence

of other programs, lack of comparability between treatment and

comparison schools, and the lack of precision of the measurement

instrument may mask the true efficacy of the Special Emphasis

concept.

2. An Evaluation of the Right-to-Read Inexpensive Book

Distribution Program (Final Report).(October 1980).

The specific objectives of the study were:

(1) To determine the effectiveness of the IBDP in

generating reading motivation (a psychosocial

analysis)

(2) To describe the process by which books are

acquired and distributed to children (a distri-

bution analysis).

The USOE contracted originally for a two-phase study. Phase

I was to consist of design and developmental activities (formulation

of the study design, instrument design, development of the data

collection plan). Phase II was to consist of data collection and

repofting.
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In order to meet the two study objectives, GRC implemented a

two-part research program corresponding to these. Part One involved
the investigation of the effectiveness of the IBDP in generating
reading motivation. This aspect of the research required the identi-
fication of the dependent variable, reading motivation, and the
independent variables which contribute to or are incorporated in
the motivation to read. Independent variables include program
characteristics, self-reports on attitudes and behaviors, observa-
tions of teachers and parents, and demographic variables. Part Two
can best be described as an investigation of the IBDP process--a
descriptive assessment of the design, management, and administration
of the IBDP in terms of program objectives and efficiency.

Funds for the project were nearly exhausted prior to the
activation of the second stage of the two-stage data collection
planned to achieve the purposes of the reading motivation analysis.
The final report did not reflect the planned pre-and post-analysis
which had been designed to generate information about children's
attitudes; expectations, peer influences, family reading patterns/
expectations/influences, and community and school influences. The
two-stage data collection was to provide insight into changes,
i.e., the dynamics, of reading motivation among some 9800 children;
a single-stage data collection (which was not planned for, but was
realized) would provide only a (static) pattern of the relation-
ships in reading motivation. Neither a dynamic nor a static analysis
was developed in the final report; the final report is a descrip-
tive account of the structure of the reading motivation plan and
its field activities.

Curtali.1 ed funding also reduced the scope of the distribution
analysis. The booksuppliers survey, which was collected along
with the subcontractors (local sponsors) survey, combined with the
RIF management office survey, constituted the three major components
of the RIF distribution system (RIF headquarters, sponsors, and
booksuppliers). The booksuppliers survey was deleted from the
final report; the RIF headquarters survey and the sponsors' surveys
are described in the final report.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

The Basic Skills Improvement Program plans a continuous evalua-
tion study throughout its four years of authorized legislation.
During the first year the BSIP in cooperation with the Office of
Planning and Evaluation has awarded a contract to perform the
folloWing:

1. Develop a description model of Part A projects
which include in-school, out-of-school and
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parent participation peograms. -Data gathered

will be analyzed to determine whether or not
the Basic Skills Program is meeting legislated
goals.

2. Develop a predictive model of succest and plan
to apply it to about 25 Part A projects. Data

gathered under this model will be analyzed to
determine which components of a project contri-
bute to prdject success.

3. Field visitseven selected Part B, State Basic
Skills Projects as representative case studies.

In addition, the BSIP has:arranged through a contract to have
agencywide materials (basic skills products) evaluated for their
marketability by a select group of educators and publishers. Those

materials that are judged of high quality will be disseminated
nationally through publishing houses. This is also a planned four-

year effort.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. Evaluation of School-Based Right-to-Read Sites, Contem-
porary Research, Inc., Los Angeles, CA., October 1973.

2. Evaluation of Sampled Community-Based Right.:to-Read
Projects; Pacific Training and-Technical Assistance Corporation,
Berkeley, Ca., September 1974.

3. Assessment of the State Agency Component of Right-to-Read,
Applied Management Sciences, Silver Spring, MD., JunN1976.

4. Final Report, Evaluation'of the Right-to-Read Special
Emphasis Projects, General Research Corporation, McLean, VA.,

July 1980.

5. Final Report, An Evaluation of the Right-to-Read
Inexpensive Book Distribution Program, General Research Corporation,
McLean, VA., October 1980.
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For further information abOut program operations,

Contact: Shirley Jackson
(202) 245-8537

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Edward Rattner-
'(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION 'PROGRAMS'.

1

Program Names:

National Diffusion Program

a

LeMslation:

Title III of the Elementary-and Secondary Act

of 1965, as amended by P.L. 95-561, Section 303

and the General Education Provisions Act, Section 422(a).

Expiration Date:

June 30, 1983

Funding History: Year:

.

Authorization:

3

Appropriation: '''

, 1f--
1974
1975
1976

1/

T/
T/

9,100,000

$ 8,400;000
-0-'

1977 7/ ,

10,000,000

1978 , 7/ 10,000,000

1979 7/ 14,000;000

1980 'T 10,000,000

1981 7/ -8,750,000'

1982
12,350,000

Program Goals and Objectiyes:

The general purpose of Title III - Special Projects is to carrytut

special projetts: (1) to experiment with new
educatibnal and administrative

methods, techniques, and practices; (2) to meet special or unique-education

needs or problems; (3) to place special emphasis on national education

1/ This program is composed of a number of activities which were initiated

under various authorities with differeneapproprfations... Thus, the

National Diffusion Network
was-established in 1974 under the authority

of ESEA, Title III Section 306'and was funded at $9.1 million. In'

1975; the packaging and Field Testing Program under: the Cooperative

Research Act, P.L. 531, 83rd Congress was funded at $1...4 million

while the National Diffusion Network still authorized by ESEA Title

III received $8.4 million. 10976, both activities were under the

authority of the Special Projectk Act.of P.L. 93-380 without a separate

authorizaton. No fudds were approppriated for the NattOnal Diffusion

Network in 1976 while the Packaging activity was funded at $1.4

million.
,u

2/ In 1977, both activities were combined into the same program. In

1977 and 1978, the National Diffusion Network was,Onder the authority ,

of the Special Projects Act,-P.L. 93480, and the General Education

Provisions Act, Section 442(a), with no separate authorization

3/ In 1979, this program was renamed tWNational Diffusion-Program. at

is currently under the authority of Title III of P.L. 95-561, Section

301 and the General Educational Provisions Act, Section 4,42(a) with no

separate authorization level.
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priorities; and (43 to disseminate information to State and local education
\

agencies. To fulfill this purOdse,- the Secretary is authorized to make
grants and contracts with pUblic and prfvate agencies, organizations,
associations, institutions, arfd with inAividuals.

This program is,also under the authority of the General Education
Provistpns Act, Section 422(a). One purpose of Section 422(a) of the
General;Educ' -don Provisions Act fulfilled by this program is: to prepare
and dissemi te to States and school districts information concerning
education p ograms. To carry out this and other purposes of the Act, the
Secretary is authorized to mak& contracts with State and local education
agencies and institutions, and to the general public.

A variety of activities are authorized by Title III - Special Projects;
some are legislatively mandated programs, and some are discretionary projects
whichmay be established by the Secretary under Section 303. The National
DiffusiOiNkrogram falls into the second category. Its purpose is to improve
the quality of education by promoting the widespread dissemination and use
of exemplary education practices and projects which have been certified as
effective by the Education Department's Joint Dissemination Review Panel
(JDRP), a panel that reviews individual claims of effectiveness of
educational materials, practices, and projects prior to endorsement for
dationwide dissemination.

The major objectives of the program ire:

(1) to disseminate'exemplary (i.e., JDRP approved) educatioeal
practices and projects to interested school districts and to assist
education agencies in implementing the exemplary practices through the
provision of materials,'personnel training, and other supportive services;

(2) to study alternative dissemination procedures and techniques in
order to improve the,may in which school districts learn about and
implement exemplary projects; and

(3) to provide training and assistance in dissemination skills to
funded project disseminators to enable them to encourage and assist
interested school districts in the selection and implementation of an
appropriate exemplary practice or project.

Program Operations:,

Three complementary activities are funded by the program to accomp-
lish its major objectives and to contribute to the goal of encouraging
the dissemination andimplementation of exemplary practices: dissemi-
nation activities; technical assistance for funded dissemination agents;
and evaluations and studies of the dissemination, project implementation,
and the school impeovement process.
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dissemination comp nent of the program has two purp ses: to

makeducators aware of exe plary projects, and to provide p rsonal

ass.Htance in the selection and implementation of such projects in new

communitles. These purpos s are accomplished primarily thrOugh the

National Diffusion Networkt(NDN), a national delivery systeM designedto

assist in the spread Of exemplary projects. Through competitive procure-

ment procedures, the NDN fUnds local deVelopers (called Developer7Demon-

strators) to provide materals, training and assistance to school districts

that want to adopt their projects. Individuals (called State Facilitators)

are also funded as dissemi/nation agents. to make school_diStricts in their

States aware of altOnative exemplary approaches and to hefp interested

distritts identify and obtain assistance from project developers in

implementing a project to. meet specific local needs. The NDN disseminates

a large portion of those projects approved by the Joint Dissemination

Review Panel.

----In addition to funding DeVeloperDemonstrator (DD) and State

Facilitator (SF) projects, the NDN assists DDs and SFs in acquiring skills

and developing materials to better enable them to engage in disseminatibn

activities. Through competitive
procurement:procedures, a contract has

been awarded to produce materials (e.g., catalogs of exemplary projects,

filmstrips and handbooks) and to provide training and assistance to those

individuals managing and conducting dissemination activities.

The third tyPe of fctivity supported with Program funds includes

dissemination-refated evaluation and studies. Through competitive.

procurement procedures contracts are awardestfor studies that examine

various activities and aspects.of the dissemination, project implementation,

and school improvement processes to learn from, improve upon, and provide

alternatives to current Program strategies.

Program Scope:

Appropriations for the NDN have ranged from $9.1 million in FY 1974

to $14 million in 1979 to $8.75 million in 1981. The FY 81 funds were

used for the following activitieS'.

In FY 1981, 85 exemplary Developer Demonstrator projects were funded.

Facilitator projects were supported in 50 States, the District of Columbia,

the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico. One technical assistance contract

was continued to provide materials, training and support services to NDN

participants (i.e., Facilitator and Developer Demonstrator projects).

Two studies initiated in FY 1978 were continued: "A Study of How School

Districts Use Evaluation for School Improvement" and "A Study of. Dissemi-

nation Efforts Supporting School Improvement:"
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FY 81 RESOURCE ALLOCATION

\ r \
ACTIVITY AWARDS OBLIGATION AVERAGE AWARD

\

1. Mitional Difusion
Network

i

$8,750, 00

State Facilitatdrs 55

Developer-Demonstrators 85 5/ ) 49,310

4/
\

$ 69,004

_
\

2. 1.,4chnica1 Assistance NA
\

3. Evaluation and Studies 570,000 \ NA

,

171,00

9A total of 85 projects are being disseminaed by the NDN.\ These
projects are distributed among the following categories:

1

Types of Project Percent of PTojects

Reading/Langua,ge Arts/Math/Writing 29 I\

Gifted and Talented/Health/Physical
Education/Special Interests 12

Special E'lication 13
Evironmental Education/Science/Social Science 12

Career/Vocational Education 11

1

)

Early Childhood/Parent Involvement
Preservice/Inservic0

8

6

\

,

\

Bilingual/Migrant
Adult Education , ,

2

2
\

Alternative1Schools/Programs Ji 2,

Arts/Communication/Technology 2

Organization/Administr.ation 1

100

4/ Serving 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands.

\

5/ Twenty-one Follow Thcough projeCts are disseminated via NON but are
not funded by this program. Thus, the total number of projects
being disseminated via the NON is 106.
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Program Effectil,eness and Progress:

Earlier-studies as well as recent evidence inditate that the National
Diffusion Program has been successful in causing many school districts to
attempt implementation of exemplary education practices and that there is

substantial educator interest in the types of services being provided by

the Program. The demand for NDN services continues to be great, and over
8,700 local sites are estimated to have initiated implementation of NDN's
exemplary projects in 1981. Many of these are reasonably faithful
implementations of the original'projects, although some adaptation to local

conditions have typically been necessary. From year to year an increasing
number of Developer Demonstrators have been collecting impact data at

adoption sites. There is considerable evidence that such adoptions have
resulted in improved student learning in new communities. In addition,

most participating teachers report increased student achievement as a major

benefit of implementing an NDN project. There appears to De considerable
satisfaction with the adopted projects and with the services provided by
the NDN. Finally, managers of other ED supported programs report substantial
benefit from their association or partnership with the NDN. Each of

these issues is discussed in greater detail in the following paragraphs.

Spread of Exemplary Projects:

Based upon figures compiled from funded NON projects it is esctimated

that 8,726 schools have adopted and are implementing exemplary projects.
More than 87,000 educators have received training to implement NDN projects
and approximately two and one-half' million students have been served by

the projects adopted in new sites.

Fidelity of Project Implementation:

The earlier NDN evaluation (Emrick, 1977) reported that projects'
being implemented via the NDN were reasonably faithful to developer

specifications. Similarly, interim results from a current study (Crandall,
1980) have shown that NDN project adopters are implementing the new

practices with considerable fidelity.

User Satisfaction:

Results from studies conducted over the last four years (Emrick,

1g77; Stearns, 1977; Campeau, 1978; and Crandall, 1980) indicate that
user satisfaction with the services and materials provided by the NDN and

with the projects adopted continue to be high. In addition, the most

recent study of NDN (Crandall, 1980) indicates that teachers in schools

implementing NDN project report some kind of student benefit -- the
majority report improved levels of student achievement.
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Effectiveness:

For some time NDN participants and program managers have agreed
that the educational outcomes of projects impleMented through tke efforts
of this Program is an area that needs to be examined. Accordingly,
evaluation activities have received increasing emphasis in the NON. A

formative evaluation system was implemented in 1981 to providing NDN
participants with resources and procedures to assess their dissemination
and assistance rendering activities. The development of a project implemen-
tation evaluation guidebook is planned to aid NDN participants and adopting
sites in assessin.g project implementation activities. In addition to
these activities NDN participants are now continuing to collect data
from adopters of NDN provams.

Influence on other ED Suppprted School Improvement Efforts:

Program strategies and activities have continued to evolve and improve
over the life of this program due to results of specific evaluations and
experiences with other ED-supported programs. At the same time other ED
programs have benefitted from their association with the NON. In particular,
recent reports (Shive, 1980 and McDonnell and McLaughlin 1980) have
underscored the benefits experienced by the Follow Through and ESEA IV-C
programs. In the case of the Follow Through program, the NDN has
significantly influenced the Follow Through Resource Centers. Centers
have modeled themselves after NDN Developers/Demonstrators, and use the
NON as the principal means of access to adopter districts. Moreover, the
greater the Resources Centers involvement with the NON, the greater their
progress in carrying out expanded demonstration activities (Shive, 1980).

Similarly, an effective partnership between ESEA IV-C and the NDN
has been noted in a recent study. More specifically, state and local IV-C
staff saw the services of the NDN state facilitator.as a critical element
in IV-C program effectiveness. State facilitators were able to exPlain
local needs or problems, suggest relevant projects, assist in preparing
IV-C adoption proposals and provide implementation assistance. This role
was found to be one that even the best-intentioned or best staffed SEA
can rarely fulfill because of its concomitant monitoring responsibilities,
geographic distance, and staff workload (McDonnell and McLaughlin, 1980).

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

Study of Dissemination Efforts Supporting School Improvement., (0)

The purpose of this study is to examine the process of school
improvement and the dissemination strategies at the Federal, State and
local levels in order to determine what effects federal and State
dissemination activities play in the process and to determine ways in
which dessemination or school improvement activities should be conducted
in the future. The study is being conducted by the NETWORK of Andover,
Massachusctts. To date, this study (1) produced a report entitled, "A
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Policy'Study of Resource Centers for the Division of Follow Through

Programs", which was used to determine_future funding and operational

policies regarding Follow Through's Resource Centers' (2) developed and

distributed a formative evaluation guidebook for use by NDN funded

disseminators and trained all NDN grantees in its use; and (3) produced a

report entitled, "Preliminary Description of Selected Dissemination

Activities in the Education Division of DHEW", which wasused to provide

data to aid the work of the Education Department's Transition Team.

(Project Completion date: December 1981).

Study of How School Districts Use Evalqation for School Improvement (0)

This stuy is investigating local evaluation effdrts that have

successfully used evaluation to improve practices, determine the conditions

that foster-the use of evaluation, formulate a strategy for bringing

about more widespread improvement of local level evaluation practices and

.
recommend what steps or activities ED should consider to address this

goal. (Project completion date: September 1982).

Design of a,System for Assessing Project Implementation. (P)

The purpose of this effort is to develop an implementation assessment

resource guidebook and to design a system or strategies to foster its use.

This two-year effort will develop, pilot-test, revise and disseminate an

implementation assessment guidebook to local education agencies and project

disseminators participating in the National Diffusion Network. The outcome

will be to provide local project implementors and project disseminators

with a structure and accompanying procedures for obtaining information

useful for influencing decisions and corrective actions needed to improve

educational practices, and to determine what the Federal role should be

in fostering the use of local implementation evaluation. (Expected

project initiation date: December, 1983)

a
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Source of Evaluation Data:

Current

Crandall, D.P., Thompson, C.L., and Taylor, J.A., The National Diffusion

Network: A Special Report. Andover, MA: The NETWORK, Inc.,

November, 1980.

Hearings from the Subcommittee on Appropriation, House of Representatives,

97th Congress, First Session, Part 6. Department of Education,

pp. 909-954.

McDonnell, L.M., and McLaughlin, M.W., Program Consolidation and the

State Role in ESEAT4t4e-4V. Santa Mobica, CA: The Rand Corporation,

April, 1980.

Shive, G. et al., A Policy Study of Resource Centers for the Division of

Follow Through, Andover, MA: The NETWORK, Inc. 1980.

Other

Berman, P., and M.W. McLaughlin, et al., Federal Program Supporting

Educational Change. Volume 1-7, Santa Ronica, CA: The Rand Corpora.-

tion, 1975, and 1977.

Campeau, P.L., Packaging as a Strategy for Improminq the Process of

Diffusing Educational Projects. Paper presented at the annual

meeting of the American Education Research Association, New York

City, April 4-8, 1977.

,Camoeau, P.L. et al., Final Report: EValuation of Project Information

Package Dissemination and Implementation. Palo Alto, CA: American

Institutes for Research, January 1979.

Emrick, J.A., Evaluation of the National Diffusion Network, Vols. 1

and 2, Menlo Park, CA: Stanford Research Institute, 1977.

Foat, C.M., Selecting Exemplary Compensatory Education Projects for

Dissemination via Project Information Packages, Technical Report

UR-242, Mountain View, CA: RMC Research Corporation, 1974.

Harris, S.L., et at., Preparing for Dissemination: A Study of Technical

Assistance for Developer-Demonstrator Project in the NON, Andover, MA

ThFIrreIVICTUTTFF:71157-9.

orst, D.P., et al., An Evaluation of Project Information Packages as

Used for the Diffusion of Bilingual Projects. Mountain View, CA:

RMC Research Corporation, 1980.
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Hogst, D.P., A.M. Piestrup, C.M. Foat, and J.L. Binkley, Evaluation

Reeommendations for Revisions. Mountain View, CA: RMC Research

Corporation, 1975.

Kennedy, M.M., Apling, R., and Neumann, W.F., The Role of Evaluation and

Test Information in Public Schools] Cambridge, MA: Huron Institute,

August, 1980.

Kennedy, M.M., Neumann,.W.F., and Apling, R., The Role of Evaluation and

Testing Information in Title I Programs. Cambridge, MA: Huron

Institute, September 1980.

Norwood, C.H., Evaluation of Field.Test of Project Information Packages

Volume IFTechnical-Report. Menlo Park, CA: Stanford Research

171-iTITIle, 1977.

Piestrup, A.M., Design Considerations for Packaging Effective Approaches

in Compensatory Education. Technical Report UR-241, Mountain, View, CA:

RMC Research CorPoration, 1974.

Stearns, M.S., Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Information

Packages: Volume I-Summary Report. Menlo Park, CA: Stanford

Research Institute, 1977.

Stearns, M.S., Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Information

Packages: Volum I-Viability of Packaging. Menlo Park, CA:

StanforA ResearcF Corporation, 1975.

Tallmadge, G...K.,,The Development-of Project Information Packages for

Effective Approaches in C-ompensatory'Education. Technical Report

UR-254, Mountain View, California: RMC Research Corporatidn, 1974.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Lee Wickline
(202) 653-7000

For further information,about studies,

Contact: Ann Weinheimer
(202) 245-8857
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORTS ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Cities in Schools Program

Leqislation: Expiration Date:

Elamentary and Secondary Education Act, Indefinite
19;8 Amendments, Title III, Part A,
Section 303.

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1978 $2,336,853 $ 2,336,853
1979 2,185,500 2,185,500
1980 2,850,000 2,850,000
1981 2,745,000 2,745,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of this progrdm is to make grants to fund projects in urban
areas to demonstrate the coordination of the delivery of human services to
students and their families as a strategy for removing the barriers to high
school graduation. In order to make human services more accessible to the
total urban community and thereby improve the quality of life and opportuni-
ties for the constitutents, this program utilizes school facilities for the,
integrated delivery of these human services.

Program Operations:

Through Fiscal Year 1980, the program has made discretionary awards thro-
ugh a multi-contractual arrangement among cities, public agencies, and non-
profit organizations. The 1981 awards are in the form of grants, selected
through competition. The only exception to this competitive grant process
will be the sole source contract for the "Baltimore Blueprint" project.
Federal involvement in any project is limited to four years.

Projects receive multiple funding from Federal and local governments
and the private sector, and only projects from cities with a population
greater than 100,000 are eligible. Any city is eligible for funding, if it:

-- can document private sector investment of at least $75,000.

-- can document that 50 percent of the students to be served
are from families with taxable incomes that do not exceed
the low income classification of families set costs in the
"Curent Population Report," Bureau of the Census.

-- can document local public investment of at least $50,000.

82

q



-- can document intbragency cooperation among at least three
separate organizations, such as a local education agency,

a city 9overnment, a community-based or anization, or a

private nonprofit organization.

Program Scope:

The prototype projects in Atlanta, Indianapolis, and New York will be

continued at a reduced level as they are being phased out. Houston is re-

ceiving a smaller grant in 1981, with offsetting increased local funds

being used to continue the project at the 1980 level with Federal support

are projects in Washington have been selected in 1981, on a competitive

basis. The "Baltimore Blueprint" project, which began in Fiscal Year 1979,

excludes funding.from four levels of government (Federal, State, County and

local) as well as the private sector.

Pfb4FerEffiaiveness and Progress:

A National Evaluation of the Cities in schools,.Program was conducted by

the American'InstitOtes forvResnrch for the National Institute of Education,

U.S. DeRartment of Education.

NIE Evaluation. Expenditures: FY 77 $464,000

, FY 78' --

FY 79 250,000

FY 80 220,000

Finding reported in the AIR evaluation include:

-- At its best, the student's relationship with the 'program

caseworker was a close confidential, supportive one, often
the only such- relationship with an adult.

-- Even when the relationships, were more superficial, the
small caseload and caseworker's location in the school
facilitated knowledge of the student that very few teac-
hers could match and an availability to help that cen-
trally located service workers could not match.

- - Cities in Schools demonstrated that the school location and
daily presence can facilitate screenings for service needs
(e.g., medical examinations, checks on basic welfare needs)
that would not have occurred otherwise.

ThrOugh its programmatic activities, Cities in 'Schools pro7
vided opRortunities for social and cultural developmental
experiences that would not have occurred otherwise.

In,terms of the program's impact, that is the kinds of effects the

program hoped to see -- improved attendance, improved academic performance'
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and in the Long run, and improved chance to make it as an adult, "Our data
(AIR) permit us to say very little. The pattern of improvements that was
observed at Tech (Indianapolis) in 1978-79 'occurred when the program was
also-being used.most fully, faithfully implemented. To'this exist, it is

reasonable to expect that results on the outcome measures will follow from
better program content.

"Other results are less encouraging. CIS when implemented as planned
constituted an unusually intensive "treatment..."

"The data from the Indianapolis experience suggest that evidence of
more progress will be forthcoming if the input-side of CIS is improved. The
data from the individual case histories suggest that the progress will be

probably concentrated among the students who already have the most going for
them. It is not all clear that CIS is an answer for any appreciable number
of the worst-of-the-worst among the nation's problem youth."

The Cities-in-Schools Program disagrees with several of the evaluation's
f.indi 1gs.

'Ongoing and Planned Dialuation Studies:

Other than the above, n9ne.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Program records.

The National Evaluation of the Cities in SchoOls Program. American

Institute for Research, Thomas Jefferson Street, N.w., Washington, D.C.,
1981.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Norman Gold
(202) 245-6271

For.further information about program effectiveness,

. Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Push for Excellence Project

Legislation:

Elementary and Secondary Education Act,

1978 Amendments, Title III, Part A,

5ection 303(d)(1)

Expiration Date:

Intefinite

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1 1978 $ 445,000 $ 445,060

1979 1,000,000 1,000,000

1980 1,000,000 1,006;00

1981 , 825,000 825,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of this project is to bring about a change' in attitude

toward school and edudatibri (in urban areas) on the pert-of students. This

sis,done by mobilizing. all ,resouces within a community, in a coordinated

effort to improve the scho& environment, create 'vocational and a demic .

opportunities for students, -motivate achievement, and instill pe onal

responsibility. Program objectives include improving basic skills, imikov-

ing school attendance, decreasing dropout rates, and reducing vandalism d

physical assaults by students on each other and'on faculty. In additiv

the program encouages active parental support of students' achievement

efforts.

Program Operations:

This program awards.a sole-source grant to Push for Excellence, Inc.

Push works with local education agencies to stimulate excellence in education

by coordinating the efforts and resources within a community -- parents,

students, educators, clergymen, business, and the media. Projects are in-

tended to serve as demonstration models for replication in other major cities

throughout the nation. The program relies upon strong parental and community

involvement in carrying out the program's objectives. The national office of

Push-Excellence Inc., located in Chicago provides training and technical

assistance, disseminates information, and administers the program.
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Program Scope:

Push-Fxcel began late in ,December 1975 -as a nationa) movement to

stimulate excellence in the schools, and subsequently received private

and Federal funds to deVelop a generalizable program. Twenty-One high

- schools in chicago, Los Angeles, and Kansas City tried "total involvement".
Over a four-year period that began during the 1975-76 school year, the

three sites initiated new activities, devised an approach to staffing,. and
articulated a set of goals and oblectives.

In 197:. the Department of Health, -Education ,apd- Welfare announced
plans for support.of three-year demonstration of-Push-Excel. September 1979:.

marke' tie start of the first full year of Federal funding-for the three pro-
totn _,tes --, Chicago, 'Kansas City, and Los Angeles.. In 1980 expansion,
sites wp.re establishing Denver, Memphis, .C,hattanoogal, and- Buffalo. The

national hetdquarters was set up in Lhicago.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

The National Evaluation of the Push-Excel Project began in February
1979, concurrently with the program's initial contract.. -The first two

technical reports of the national evaluation cited the following early
accomplithments.

-- Local comMunities were energized to taC'kle the problems
facing their schools. The evidence was in the large turn-
outs for the program's start-up_activities and the re-
sources dOnated by churches, buSinesses, and individual
citizens. =

Recognition_and approval were high amOng students. Teathers
and parents, although they sa0 no immediate good, sao
potenial in the Push-Excel concept.

New sites were organized s planned. School and site advisory/
COuncils were established and initiated activities based on

:

the schools and their neighborhoods.

Program attivities, which depend on voluntary participa-
tion engaged students and, less frequently, parents teachers, and

community members. /

The report also cited the following start-up problems, common to

most large-scale programs in their early stages:

-- The guidelines provided by the national office were insufficient
for local program development and operation. They did not )ink
program activities to the ,expectations for prograM iMpact.

Mechanisms for identifying problems and adjustments were lacking,.
Technical assistance from the national office was virtually nil.



-- Roles were ambiguous/and communications channels snarled.

Turnover among senior staff, locally 'arid naiionally, was a

chrohic problem.
, - ,

The concerns,hinged on the need .for'a systematic approath to program

developMent.

Ongoi:ng and Planned Evaluation Studies:

The National Evaluation of Push-Excel is ongoing aild,is 'scheduled for

completton. in October 1982. Three .technical reports have been produced to

/date.
s.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

4
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Program records.

The National Evaluation of the Push for Excellence Project: Technical

Report 3:, The-Program, the School band the Stu4nts. Washington, D.C.:

American Institutes for Research, April 1981.

For furti4r information abou'6:-prograM.t. operatlons, .

Contact: Ndrmand Gold - 4

-(202) 254a.6271-
..
1

,
, .

For fuither information about studies of program

effectiveness; 1.

Contact: Robert J. Maroney
(202) 24518877

or

Eugene Tuceer
(202) 245-8877



ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Educeional Improvement, Resources, and Support: Part C--Improvement in

Local Educational%Practice

Legislation:

Title IV, Part C of the Elementary Education Act
Act of 1965, as amended by P.L. 95-561, as extended
by the.Education Consolidation anci ImbravementAct

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

of 1981. _1

Funding History: Year: huthorization: Appropriation: 1/.

1976 $350,000,000 $172,888,000 2/

1977 Indefinite 184,521,852--

1978
is 194,400,000

1979 197,400,000

1980 197,400,000

1981
is 66,130,000 3/

1982 7f/

Program Goals and Objectives:

ESEA Title IV, Part C is a Stite formula grant program to strengthen
the quality of elementary and secondary equcation through suPport of locally

initiated projects and activities. In particular, funds are provided to
improve educati'onal practices in the following areas: (1) programs for

children with special needs (e.q. educationally deprived, gifted and
talented, and handicapped), for children who do not complete secondary
school, and for children who do not attend private schools; (2) the teaching

1/ Program was alivanced funded from prior yearr-S appropriation. Funds

appropriated in a given year were allocated to the States in July of

that year,

From 1976 tlrough 1980, Title IV-C program funds shown here include
funds for Title V purposes: strenghtening stateand local educational

agencies. For each year, $51'mi1lion of.the total was used for Title V

Ourposes._

3/ This amount has been iappropriated (for Title IV-C purposes only) through .

the 1981 rescissions.

/ This activity has been incorporated into Chapter 2 of the Education
Consolidation an,d Improvement Act of 1981 and no dollar amount can be

specified.
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of basic skills; (3) encouraging the participation of parents in the education

of their children; (4) the diagnosis of learning problems, and the assessment

of children's educational achievement; (5) school management and the coordina-

tion of Federal, State, and local resources to meet the individual needs of

every child in a school; (6) professional development programs fdr,teachers,

administrators, and other instructional personnel; (7) pre-kindergarten and

family education programs related to identifying potential barriers to learning,

educating paren.ts in child development, home based programs, and referral

services; (8) use of community resources, such as museums, businesseS, labor

organizations, in the educational Process; and (9) compensatory education

programs.

'Program Operations:

From the total amount available for Title IV, Part C; the Secretary of

Education allots to each State an amount proportionate to the number of children

age 5-17 in the State, as compared with the total number of children in all the

States. (The term "State" as used here includes the District of Columbia and the

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.) Up to one percent of the amount available under

Title IV, Part C, may be reserved for Guam, Amer'ican Samoa, the Virgin Islands,

Trust Territory, Northern Mariana Islands, for schools operated for Indian

children by the Department of the Interior, and for children in the overseas

dependents schools. Prior to 1980, up to 15 percent of the IV-C funds received

for a Fiscal year, or the amount al.located for these activities in Fiscal Year

1973, whichever is greater, could be used for the ESEA, Title V-B, strengthen-

ing program. Currently, funds are provided for the V-B program through a

specific appropriations setIaside. -This year, the V-B program, "Strengthening

State Educational Agency Management," is being reported separately in the

Annual Evaluation Report. ;

A State may use up to 5 percent of its Title IVB and IVC funds or

$225,000, whichever is greater, to administer its State plan. Remaining

funds in Part C support State discretionary grants to local school districts

for projects in priority.areas determined by the States within the purposes of

the law. States are directed to provide technical assistance to local educa-

tiOn agencies 'less able to compete (e.g., small districts) to assure their

participation on ah equitable basis. Fifteen percent of the available funds

must be used for programs or projects directed to education of handicapped

children. At least 50% of any increase in a State's Part C allotment (due to

population'shifts or other causes) above the amount alloted in FY 1979 must be

devoted to encouraging innovation and improvement in compensatory educational

efforts. In FY 1980, at least 5% of any increase in a State's Part C allotment

above the amount alloted in FY 1979 must be devoted to the improvement of

school management and the coordinated mse in schools of all available resources.

To receive a grant, a State is required to submit, or have on file with

the Secretary, a general application,.and a State plan that describes the

purposes for which the funds will be spent. The general application includes

assurances that the State will use proper methods of administering the Title
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IV program in such areas as monitoring; technical assistance, coordination,
dissemination, and evaluation. The general application remains in effect
for the duration of the State Title IV, Part C, program.

The State plan must include: any priorities in Part C program purposes
or activities the State Education Agency intends to implement; the appliCa-
tion review process and criteria for funds distribution; assurance that it
will meet the requirements pertaining to equitable participation of pupils
and teachers in private schools; a plan to coordinate Federal and State'
funds for preservice and inservice education of educational personnel in
the State, the activities of the State Advisory Council to carry out its
advisory, evaluation, and reporting functions; staffing and administration
of the Part C program; and the means by which technical assistance will be
provided fo LEAs. The State plan must be submitted.co the Office of the
Governor and the State Advisory Council and be published and circulated
throughout tne State 60 days prior to being suOmitted to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education (E0) in order that comments on the plan maj be obtained.
The State plan need be submitted only once every three years.

Prior to submitting a plan, an SEA is required to appoint a State
AdOsory Council (SAC) broadly.representative of the cultural and educational
resources of the State. The SAP includes: teachers, principals, and superin-
tendents employed by, LEAs and private schools in the State; teachers from
institutions of higher education; school librarians and guidance counselors;-
education specialists; and parents and sfj$4enfs. The SAC's responsibilities
include (1) advising on the preparation of, and policy matters arisinl in the
administration of, the State plan) including the development of criteria for
the distribution of funds 3nd the approval of applications from LEAs; (2)
evaluating all programs and projects assisted under,Jitle IV; (3) preparing,
at least every three years, and submitting to ED through the SEA, a report of
its activities, recommendations, and evaluations together with such additional -

comments as deemed appropriate.

To receive a subgrant, an LEA must submit a general application, and
a project application that describes the purposes for which the funds will be
spent. Subject to the availaAlity of funds, an SEA may make a commitment
to an LEA to fund a multi-year Part C project, but not for more than five
fiscal years, excluding the period during which the LEA received a planning
grant.

In applying for funds, LEAs must consider children and teachers in
nonpublic schools in their districts on the same basis as children in public
schools. LEAs must: (1) consult with appropriate representatives of the -

children enrolled in the private schools within its boundaries during all
phases of the development and design of project; (2) ensure equitable partici-
pation by children in private schools who have the same needs and are in the
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samelattendance area, or age or.,grade group as public school children partici-

pating in the project; (3) provide benefits to private school children that

are different from those for publjc school children if the differences are

necessary to meet their needs; and (4) spend the-same average amount of Title

IV funds on a private school child as a public school participant unless the

costs of meeting the needs of nonpublic school children are different from the

costs of meeting the needs of public school children.

SEAs are required to .include in their State plan an assurance that

nonpublic school requirements will be met (or that these requirements cannot /7

legally be met), and describe how they will provide,technical assistance to f

private school officials who desire to participate in Federal elementary and

.secondary education programs. In order to receive a subgrant, an LEA must

include in its project application such information as the number of public

and private school children enrolled in the district, the number to be served

by.the project, how they were selected, and where they will be served so that the

SEA can determine whether the nonpublic school requirements are being met.

In monitoring the operation of Title IV in the States, Department of Educa-

tion teams conduct reviews of State administration of the program. These

reviews are designed to go beyond compl.iance chetks and determine progress in

remedying Shortcomings disclosed in prior reviews." The schedule for the ED

reviews includes time for the team members to visit and observe LEA projects

and to discuss with LEA and project personnel the nature and quality of

services rendered by the SEA under Title IV. One of the goals in this process

is to improve the ability of SeAs to promote the adoption of successful,

validated IV-C projects.

Program Scope:

Of the total 1980 appropriation of $197.4 million, approximately $134

million was budgete4 as "pass-through" funds to be distributed by the State

agencies to local education agencies on a competitive basis.for the 1980-81

program year. The remaineder, $63 million, was used for program adminis-

tration and aCtivities to strengthen State education agencies. More than

half of these funds were used by the States to provide technical assistance

services to local education agencies.

In the 1980-81 program year, more than 5,500 local projects were funded

by the States through competitive awards to local education agencies. 1/

1/ The figures used in this section are aggregations of data from all but

two State agencies. The'two non-reporting States, New Jersey and Illinois

account for 8.1% of program funds,, so a significant portion of program

activity is not accounted for in this data. It should also be noted that,

since the data were self-repOrted by the states, comparability and reli-

ability of the data cannot be guaranteed.
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Project pariticipants included 8.6 million students: 8:1 miilion (93%)
public and 0.6 million (7%) private school children. Over 365,000 teachers
were tnvolved in the program: 340,073 (93%) in public and 25,629 (7%) in
private schools.

In 1980-81, the number of public school students who partipated in IV-C
projects, as a percentage of total number of enrolled public school students,

- ranged from a low of 2.1% in the District of Columbia to 73.4% in Wisconsin.'
The percentage of private school students who participated ranged from a low
of 0.3% in Georgia to a high of 68.8% in Utah. The number of private school
studegts as a percentage of all students participating in IV-C projects ranged
from a low of 0.1% in Oklahoma and Georgia to a high of 24.2% in Nebraska.

A majority of the IV-C projects (approximately 5,500 in 1980-81) served
the general student population, the involvement of specific target populations -

occurred as follows:_

Percentage of
Number of Amount of Total Project

Population Projects Project Funds Funds

Sifingual Students $20014,779
Disadvantaged Students 5,498,659
Preschool Students 1,485,960
Gifted & Talented Students 8,818,907
Handicapped Students 15,783,209
Teachers in Service 15,553,563

64

226

98

401

655
457

Program funds in 1980-81 were distributed among the five
IV-C project grants as follows:

1.8

5.0

1.3

8.0

14.3
14.1

types of

Number of Percentage Total Amount_ Percentage
Type, of Grants Projects of Projects of Funds of Funds

PLANNING 117 2.2 $ 2.7 million 2.5
DEVELOPMENTAL 1,832 33.8 74.5 1$0- 69.9
DEMONSTRATION 243 4.5 11.5 -10.6,
AOOPTION 2,204 40.6 15:6 14.7
MINIGRANT 1,027 18.9 2.4 2.3
TOTAL 5,423 100.0 $106.6 million 100.0

Mean dollar amounts per type of grant ranged from $1,000-in Pennsylvania to \
$42,250 in Louisiana for planning projects; from $5,757 in Montana to $118,333
in Ohio for developmental projects; from $2,500 in New Mexicn to $103,000 in
Florida for demonstration projects; from $2,078 in Nebraska to $34,310 in
Texas for Adoption projects; and $832 in Washington to $6,008 in Kentucky

,for minigrant projects.

The follwing table lists the various curriculum areas in which IV-C project
funds were spent in 1980-81:
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IV-C PROJECTS OPERATING DURING THE 1980-81 PROGRAM YEAR

Curriculum Area

Amount of
Total Funds

Percentage
of Total

Project
Funds

Number
of

Projects

Percentage
of Projects

Reading $15,556,744 14.1 839" 15.2

Instructional Modes 14,718,186 13.3 65$ 12.0

Math 10,809,724 9.8 614 11.2

Language Arts 9,603,655 8.7 483 8.8

Social Studies 6,149,200 5.6 307 5.6

Guidance & Counseling 4,726,561 4.3 226 4.1

Arts/Music 3,378,046 3.1- 187 3.4

Dropout Prevention 3,259,690 3.0 125 2.3

Career Education 3,250,021 2.9 204 3.7

Science 2,848,783 2.6 179 3.3

Vocational Education 2,014,239 1.8 92 1.7

Health 1,835,350 1.7 99 1.8

Media 1,748,102 1.6 113 2.1

Physical Education 1,690,001 1.5 144 2.6

Environmental Education 1,328,785 1.2 90 1.6

Parent Education 1,239,469 1.1 48 0.9

Community Education 848,067 0.8 23 0.4

Consumer Education 640,014 0.6 35 0.6

Nutrition 605,177 05 55 1.0

Other 24,006,946 21.8 980 17.7

Total 110,256,760 100.0 5,501 100.0

Program Effectiveness and Probress

Title IV is in its sixth year as a consolidated program. A major study to

examine the effects of the consolidation was completed by the Rand Corporation

An 1980, and the findings were reported in detail in the 1980 Annual Evaluation

Report. Briefly, the study found that:

o Title IV is a popular, well-run program that is praised by State and

local program staff for its flexibility and ease of administration.

O Title IV did not result in a consolidated management of former categor-

ical programs.

O States and local school districts vary in the substance, management, and

quality of their IV-B and IV-C activities.
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o Small IV-B and IV-C grants can induce substantial improvement
in local practices.

O
Title IV participation of eligible non-public school students
is uneven, leaving Federal requirements for equitable partici-
pation unmet.

o Title IV reached a stage where it is appropriate for Federal
officials to concentrate less on compliance and,more on sub-
stantive program development.

As a result of this evaluation, in-October, 1980, several recommendations
for implementing the study's findings were developed. Little has happened
with respect to these recommendation, however, since they were announced in
October 1980 due to changes in Department officials and new legislation which
Consolidated IV-C into block grants to States.

Little definitive information on program effectiveness is available.
This is due partly to the fact th.at the program is such a flexible one, allowing
state and local educational agencies to fund a wide variety of projects. Such
variety makes it difficult to establish and measure intended program outcomes on
a national level. Another difficulty is the very limited resources available for
the evalution of program effectiveness.

The Division of State Educational Assistance, the ED unit that administers
the IV-C program, has, however, collected some information from a small number of
states on program effectiveness (Chelemer, et al 1981). This examination of
program activities indicated that Title IV-C funds have supported the adoption of
demonstration projects -- app.roximately six adoptions per demonstration project.
Morever 87% of the projects continued at least in part after federal funds were
terminated, indicating that IV-C projects have,won local commitment: The report
concluded that the ESEA Title IV-C program fulfilled its Congressional mandate.
It supported a broad range of,activities which sought to meet the needs of special
populations as well as the general student population. The program was highly
regarded at the State and local levels because its flexibility permitted the
support of projects to address evolving educational needs with the cumbersome
reauthorization process required for legislative changes.

Ongoing and Planning Studies

None

Source of Evaluation Data:

Current:

Chelemer, Carol and Amanda Clayburn. ESEA Title IV-C: A Program Profile.
Report of 1980-81 program data submitted by the states to the Division of
State Educational Assistance, U.S. Department of Education, Washington, D.C.,
1981.
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McDonnell, Lorraine M., McLaughlin, Milbrey W., et al. Program Consolidation

and the State Role in ESEA Title IV. Santa Monica, California: The Rand

Corporatton,198.0.

DHEW, USOE, OED. Uses of State Administered Federal Education Funds. Fiscal

Years 1979 and 1978. HEW Publication No. (OE) 80-47001. Weshington, D.C.,

1980.

Other:

Berman, P. and M.W. McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change.

Santa Monica, California: The Rand Corporatfon, 1977.

Elmore, Richard F. and M.W. McLaughlin, ESEA Title IV: Implementation Issues

,and Research Questions. Santa Monica, California: The -Rarid Corporation, 1978.

ESEA Title IV State Annual Reports. Of

ESEA Title IV State Program Plans.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Allen King
(202) 245-2592

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Janice Anderson, (202) 245-8364

or Ann Weinheimer, (202) 245-8364

)1'
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Strengthening State Educational Agency Management

Legislation Expiration Date

Title V, Part B of the Elementary September 30, 1983
and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
as amended by P.L. 95-561, as extended
by the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act of 1981

FundAng history Year Authorization Appropriation

1973 $90,000,000 $53,000,000 Z../

1974 90,000,000 48,000,000
1975 90,000,000 48,000,000
1976 50,850,000 2/ (50,850,0p0) .1/

1977 50,850,000 (50,850,000)
1978 50,850,000 (50,850,000)
1979 50,850,000 (50,850,000)
1980 50,850,000 -1'50,850,000)
1981 50,850,000 42,075,000
1982 6/

Programs Goals and Objectives

ESEA Title V, Part B is a State formula grant program to strengthen the
educational leadership resources of State educational agencies or to assist

1/ Authorization level contained in Section 501, ESEA TitAe V, P.L. 91-230.

Appropriation included $40,850,000 for State grants under Section 503,
$10,000,000 for State grants for ?A V, Part C, and $2,150,000 for
Section 505 special projects.

2/ Authorization established in Section 403(a)(8)(C) of ESEA Title IV,
P.L. 93-380.

1./ Appropriation for ESEA Title IV, Part C with set-aside for strengthening
purposes and for succeeding five years authorized for this amount.

Authorizationorlevel contained ln Section 523(b)(1) of Title V, Part B,
August 1979, P.L. 96-46 amending 95-561.

§/ The Title V-B program is included in a block grant under Chapter 2 of
the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981. No individual
dollar amount is specified for V-B purposes under the block grant.
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identifying and meeting critical educational needs of the( State. Funds are

provided in order to: (1) develop equitable mean of financingeducation,

(2) conduct analysis of educational Issues, (3) develop statewide programs

to assess the educational progress of students, (4) provide technical and

consultative assistance to local educational agencies, (5) conduct work-,

shops, conferences, and other means.of communicating with educators and

public, and (6) provide for professional development of staff, and the

development of curricular materials and programs.

State educational agencies have been provided with wide latitude in

applying funds to State priorities., The program goals and objectives are

to provide resources for State agencies to actively strengthen the State

program. This was illustrated in the debates of the 89th Congress when

one of the Congressional sponsors stated:

"This title is designed to strengthen our decentralized

system of education in the United States, and improve

State leadership and service for elementary and

secondary education programs in each of the States.

One of the most effective means of improving educa-

tional programs at the elementary and secondary levels

in our nation is to improve and strengthen State

educational agencies that are responsible for directing

State system of education."

Program Operations

Funds are authorized to be appropriated under both Title IV and Title'V-B .

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Section 524 of Title V-B states

that from the amount
appropriated for any fiscal year each State shall be

allotted an amount equal to the allotment of that State for strengthening

activities in the fiscal year 1973. Title Iv of the Elementary and Secondary

Act contains a_similar level of funding from the Title IV-C allotment,provided

funds are not appropriated under Section 524 of Title V-B.

e-

Each State.which desires to participate shall submit to the U.S. Department

of Education a State plan to be required-no more than once every three years

which sets forth the purposes for which funds will be used. For each of the -

purposes the State must describe the educational need, the objectives to

satisfy the need, and *the expected benefits and accomplishments.

State educational agencies are the only eligible grantees. A State

educational agency is defined aS the State board of education or other agency

primarily responsible for the supervisiop of public elementary and secondary

schools in the State.

The program is forWard funded. Funds appropriated on October 1 of the

current fiscal year are:made available to States on the following Jtily 1 for

obligation during the following 'fiscal year.
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Final regulations-or Titleq-B becathe effective in mid-1980 and ate
contained in Title 34 of the,Code of Federal Regulations, Part 119.

Prolgram,Scope, S C ';

.

. During the 1980.pro9ram year, the Fifty States and the District of
Columbia, Puerto'Rico, Vi"rgin Lslands, Northern:Mariani, American Samoa,
Guam and Trust Territory participated in the ESEA Title V, Part B
strengthening State Leadership program. 'Funds were allocated to the
Fifty States, District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and.the insular areas
by a formula established by authorizing legislation. Grants ranged in
size from a high of $3,392,680 to CalifOrnia to a low of $12,229 to
Northern Mariana Islands. A tota) of 524 activities across eight
identified categories shown below demonstrate the scope of the V-B
program.

Category

General Admini-
stration

Instruction
Assitance

Financial Manage-
ment

Management Assi-
stance to LEAs

Staff Development
Planning and Evalua-

tion
Communication and
Dissemination

Accreditation and
Certification

Totals

Categories of Activitfes
1980 Program Year, ESEA Title V,

Part B

No. of
States

Total V-B
Expenditures

96 of V-B Appropriation
Amount

49 $15,724,032 29

42 13,955,293 ' 26

24 2,235,962 4

30 6,103,725 11

30 2,714,139 ,5

37 7,375,689 13

28 4,008,020 7

26 2,576,228 5

$54,693,088 if 100

Inciudes an estimated FY 1979 carryover of $3,843,088.

These V-B funds'enable SEAs to develop and implement policies and programs
having statewide impact stemming from actions of State legisjaturesi the
Congress, and the courts as described below.

Pp
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State legislatures nave been active in addressing basic school finance

formulas and if) demanding increased accountability from the schools through

mandating statewide testing, competency based graduation requirements, and

other prescniptive regulations. The decisions resulting from court suits

have impacted State educational agencies in-areas of desegregation,

handicapped and bilingual rights, and other actions nelated.to cqual acces

or other basic rights. Congressional actions affecting State Aencies have

primarily included-surfeys and technical assistance mandates.

Increased involvement fromtthe legislative and judicial branches of

government have placed increasing burdens oil SCate educational officials,

especi?lly in the areas of information resource manaDement. For example,

demands for more vocational educational data, surveys of,handicapped

individuals, civil rights sur:eys, safe schools survey, architectural

barriers surveys, abestos-detection surveys, statewide testina and analysis,

and identification and dissemination of suicessful practices ane often cited

aS responsibilities requiring gredter informejon processing capabilities.

Hence, automated data processing.systws.and 4quipment are continually in A,

need of upgrading or redesigning,

Program Effectiveness and Progress ,

The V-B program is intended to address both lOrig-'range and short-range

strengthening needs of SEAs. Although SEAs have Similar overall Missions,

the scope and range'of functions being performed vary greatly from State

eo State. Some States place heavy emphasis on using the funds as develoP-

mental capital-for innovative programs while others use the'fundS in

Nersonnel salaries.

During the past twelve months,. program reOews have seen completed in

fifteen States. These reviews revealed that strengtheninwfunds from the

Federal program supplement those from State sdurces for essential'activittes.

The following list illustrates the type and nature of activities supported

with V-B funds for strengthening purposes:

I. To develop major statements on educational issues for the

Chief State School.Officer;

2. To organi?g and collect information for modifying teacher

certification standards;

3. To refine and improve the State basic educational data system;

4. To formulate policy and position statements related td Federal

legislation as they affect the. State;

5. To conduct physical fitness and heaTt disease appraisals of State

agency _staff;
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6. To coordinate satewide needs assessment and estahlish goals for,
adult education services;

7. To develop action plans for assistance to urban school systems;

8. To conduct compliance visitation programs in school districts to
ensure minimum standards being met; .

9. To review collegiate programs of preservice education in accordance
with competency based teacher education guidelines;

10. To develop programs and provide consultative assistance to local
districts in music and the performing'arts;

11. To develop statewide tests for basic competency in reading;

12. To provide technical assistance to secondary schools in establishing
remediation programs in basic skills;

13. To conduct a statewide evaluation of foreign language programs
offered ir public and'nonpublic schools;

14. To develop handbooks fon use in sck:oo1s to achieve understandix
of metric system for students And parer!ts; and,

15. To prepare guidelines for school districts to improve parental involve-
ment,in education.

The purposes served by Title V-B transcend all programs Federal and
State, assisting State agencies in absorbing the burdensof Federal program
administration and coordination activities throughout the agency.

Ongoing and Planned Sties

None

Source of Data

ESEA Title V; Part B Siate Annual Report's

.ESEA Tifle V, Part B 'Stato Program P;ans
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For further information,about program operation,

Contact: Edwin Battiste
4202) 245-2495

For further information about studies of program effectivenesS,

Contact: Janice Anderson
(202) 245-8364
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA Basic Grants Program)

Legislation

Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act as amended by the Education
Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-561), as extended
by the Education Consolidation Improvement
Act of 1981.

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

Funding History Year
ESAA
Authorization:

Tootal ESAA
Appropriation:

Basic Grant
Appropriation:

1973 $1,000,000,000 $228,000,000 $134,500,000
1974 Total of 236,000,000 146,900,000
1975 $1,000,000,000 215,000,000 133,500,000
1976 for FY 74-76 245,000,000 137,600,000

Transition Quarter 3,000,000
1977 Total of 257,500,000 137,600,000
1978 $1,000,000,000 300,500,000 137,600,000
1979 for FY 77-79 300,000,000 137,600,000
1980 422,250,000 248,571,000 107,800,000
198 422,250,000 149,209,000 33,400,000
1982 1/

Program Goals and Objectives:

In June of 1972 the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) was enacted into
law to provide financial assistance: "(1) to meet the special needs
incident to the elimination of minority group segregation and discrimina-
tion among students and faculty in elementary and secondary schools; and
(2) to encourage the voluntary elimination, reduction or prevention of
minority group isolation in elementary and secondary schools with substan-
tial proportions of minority group students." 2./

The Basic Grants Program is the largest of pie ESAA subprograms.
Basic Grants are available to LEAs for the purpose of meeting needs that
arise from implementing a qualifying desegregation plan., An LEA may use
its funds for any activity that is designed to meet an educational need
that arises from a qualifying plan. A qualifying plan must meet the,
requirements of section 606 of ESAA. Examplgs of activities specifically
authorized by*ESAA include staff hiring and training, the development of
instructional materials and procedures, innovative educational activities,
comnunity relations activities, etc.

1/ The Title VI program is included in a block grant under Chapter 2 of
the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981. No individual
dollar amount is specified for Title VI purposes under the block grant.

2/ A third purpose, "to aid school children in overcoming the educational
disadvantages of minority group isolation," was deleted from the Act in
the Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-561).
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Program Operations:

The Basic Grants Program is a program whose funds are apportioned to

apportioned to States according to a formula that considers the numbers of

minority school-aged children in the State. Unused funds from any State's

apportionment may be reappertioned by the Secretary either for other States

or for special programs and projects under section 608(a) of ESAA.

The Office for Civil Rights determines whether each LEA has a qualifying

desegregation plan and meets other civil rights compliance standards specified

in the Act. Basic Grants may be awarded to any LEA which: (a) is implementing

a required plan or (b) has adopted and is implementing, or will adopt and

implement, if assistance is made available a nono.required plan to reduce,

eliminate or prevent minority group isolation.

Applications are made directly to the Department of Education. Within

each State, LEAs are first assigned to one of three categories, depending on

the recency of the desegregation plan. Within each category, applicants are

ranked"according to the amount of reduction in minority group isolation after

the implementation of the plan.

A panel of non-federal readers Teviews each application_to _determine which

are recomended for funding. This review considers whether the proposal

contains activities that address educational needs arising from the plan;

the quality of the proposed project; and whether the plan involves, to the

extent possible, the total educattonal resources of the community. As a

result of the review process, each application is either recommended or not

recommended for funding. Within a State,-recommerided applications are then

funded in order until the State apportionment is exhausted.

This proces's is conducted in two cycles which allows unsuccessful

applicants to revise and resubmit their applications after the intial review.

LEAs may apply for multi-year funding of Basic Grants. The criteria for

receiving awards extending beyond one year are the severity and duration of

need, the nature of the proposed activities.

Funded projects are monitored by ESAA program officers. Some additional

technical assistance is availablefrom ESAA-funded Non-Profit Organizations

and from desegregation centers funded under Title IV of the Civil Rights Act.

Local project reporting consists of financial reports, final reports and a

final evaluation report.

Program Scope:

For FY 80, 329 ESAA,Basic awards, totaling $160,702,143 were made. Not

all applicants received funding however. Over the past four years the

percent of applicants receiving funding has declined from a high of 86%

in FY 77 to 65% in FY 80. ESAA funds do not reach all districts which

have desegregation plans
resulting in a high degree of reduction in

minority isolation. For example, sixty percent of the districts which

had a relatively high reduction in minority isolation prior to 1974

never received an ESAA grant. Most of these districts did not apply for

ESAA funds.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Targeting. A study (Smith, 1978) of ESAA,grantees showed that ESAA
districts tended to be larger than the national average, and to have lower
State and local per-pupil expenditures. More than half of the districts
were located in the South, although southern,districts received comparatively
smaller grants than the districts in other areas. Within districts, ESAA
funds were targeted primarily on elementary schools; 75% of all schools
receiving ESAA-funded services were elementary. ESAA schools tended to
be larger than the national average,,and to have a higher than average
minority concentration.

ESAA funds are intended to assist- districts in_responding to their
desegregation-related needs. Several studies (Smith, 1978; Wellisch, 1979)
have reported that funds are not appropriately targeted and that most ESAA
funds go to districts that desegregated long ago. For example, of those
districts receiving-ESAA Basic Granti in FY 78, 83% began desegregating
prior to 1973. Recognizing this difficulty, Congress amended ESAA in 1978
to incorporate recency of desegregation as one of the criteria for funding.
Beginning in FY 80, Basic Grant awards were governed by the new criteria.

Another difftculty-tn-the appropriate-tar-geting of funds is that the
State apportionment formula is based on the number of minority students
in a State, which is not necessarily related to the State's desegregation
needs. The formula is unable,to provide adequate funds for newly desegre-
gating large urban school districts. This problem is alleviated somewhat by
the ability of the Secretary to reapportion unused funds from one State to
another, and by the addition, in recent years, of Special Project grants,
which are not subject to the State apportionment formula.

Several studies have found that ESAA funds are often used for general
education assistance and compensatory education rather than desegregation
assistance (Coulson, 1977; Smith, 1978). In FY 80, for example over 85
percent of the ESAA Basic elementary schools sponsored compensatory
education services with their ESAA funds. Although the academic needs -

of ESAA schools are not disputed, the studies questioned whether a program
for emer9ency school desegregation aid should be a compensatory education

program: In the 1978 education amendments, Congress enacted certain changes
in the ESAA-legislation designed to encourage a closer relationship between
ESAA-supported activities and the desegregation needs of,participating
sthool districts. The changes include, deletion of one of the original
purposes of the law ("to aid school children in overcoming the educational
disadvantages of minority group isolation") and a revision of the list
of authorized activities to decrease the emphasis on compensatory education.
A future study will examine the impact of these legislative changes on the
type'of activities funded by ESAA.

104

112



Although most ESAA Basic Funds are spent on general or compensatory

educational activities,
about two thirds of ESAA Basic districts funded

some human relations lctivities in at'least one of their schools during

FY 78, reflecting an increase in the funding of such activities over the

last two years. Two types of human relations activities were funded. One

type focused on improving intergroup relations and included activities

designed to ease racial tensions, improve intergroup interactions, and

promote intercultural
awareness and understanding. The second type

focused on problems associated with minority isolation and included

activities designed to improve self-concept of students and to prevent

or treat specific problems of individual students. In those districts

that did provide human relations
services, more than a third of their

ESAA grant, on the average, was used for this purpose.

Effectiveness. A 1973-76 longitudinal evaluation of ESAA found

evidence of program impact in improOng academic
achievement in the final

year of the study for Basic elementary schools,
although no such evidence

was found at the high school level. 'An earlier evaluation of the Emergency

School Aid Program
(precurser to ESAA) also reported higher achievement

scores for black male students in ESAP schools in comparison to similar

students-in_schools with no ESAP funds.

Several studies (Crain, 1973; Forehand, 1976) have reported a relation-

ship between effective ESAA programs and the presence of human relations

activities in the school. A recent study
(Doherty, 1980) reported that

students who received ESAA-funded human relations services showed greater

improvement in measures of intergroup attitudes, intergroup behavior and

self-concept. These included community support for desegregation, principal

and staff commitment to human relations servides, the presence of human

relations training programs for staff, and the existence of a parent program.

School Discipline. The Emergency School Aid Act school districts were

encouraged to.include a component to address disproportionate disciplinary

actiqns against.minority
students in their Basic Grant application for fiscal

year 1979.
Disciplinary action was defined by ESAA as any action which

removes a student from the regular classroom for disciplinary reasons. Of

one hundred and four school districts requesting funds for such activities,

seventy eight districts received awards.

A recent descriptive study (Cooney, 1981) which gathered information

from fifteen school districts
(target and non-target

schools) with ESAA

projects to reduce disproportionate
disciplinary actions against minority

students reported that:

o Three ESAA projects visited showed a reduction in disproportion

for suspension, expulsion, and corporal punishment in target

schools

o The most successful ESAA projects operated under a central

administrative 'structure,
stated project objectives clearly and

precisely, and used a planning process that included a needs

assessment and participation among administrative staff, regular

instructional staff and parents.
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o All of the ESAA projects provided direct services_such as individual
counseling and tutoring to students and offered support services such
as individual counseling and tutoring to students and offered such
services such as consultation and a home-school liaison to teachers
and parents

Maintenance of Effort:

ESAA regulations have maintenance of effort assurance requirements.
Applicant school d4stricts must assure: (1) that they have not reduced their
fiscal effort for public education to less than that of a specified prior
fiscal year, and (2) that current expenditures per pupil from local sources
are not less than that of a specified prior year. 'In fiscal year 1980
there were no waivers of the ESAA maintenance of effort requirement.
Monitoring of maintenance of effort requirements is included as part of
the regular monitoring visits by ED staff.

Ongoing (0) and Planned (P) Evaluation Studies:

"The Human Relations Study," under contract with System Development
Corporation. Due 1981 (0)

This study will describe the types of human relations program funded
by ESAA and examine the types of human relations activities that are most
effective in improving intergroup relations within,school.

"A Study of Parental Involvement in Four Federal Education Programs,"
under contract with System Development Corporation. Due 1981. (0)

This study will examine the types of parental involvement in four
programs (Title I, ESAA, Bilingual Education, and Follow Through). Later
phases of the study will seek to identify effective parental involvement
projects.

"Study of ESAA-Funded Activities and Establishment of a Management
Information System," under contract with Applied Urbanbetics, Inc.
Due 1982. (0)

This study will analyze ESAA-funded activities to determine whether
changes in the ESAA legislation resulting from the Education Amendments of
1978 have led to corresponding changes in the types of activities funded
by ESAA. The study will also establish a management information system
for the ESAA program.

"Survey of Magnet Schools." Due 1982. (0)

This study will assess the function of magnet schools in dealing
with urban educational problems of magnet schools, the resulting changes
in coMmunity attitudes, the impact on desegregation, and increments in
the quality of education.

106

1 4



Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. Acland, H. Secondary Analysis of the Emergency School Assistance=Program.

Santa Monica California: Rand Corporation, 1975.

2. Better Criteria Needed for Awardin Grants for School Dese re ation.

as ington, .C.: Genera Accounting Office, 1978.

3. Cooney, S. StudA, of ESAA Funded Programs to Reduce Disproportionate

Disciplinary Actions Against Minority Students. Annadale, Virginia:

JWK International Corporation, 1981.

4. Coulson, J. Overview of the National Evaluation of the Emergency

School Aid Act. Santa Monica, California: System Development

Corporation, 1977.

5. Coulson, J., et al. The Third Year of Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)

Implementation, 7 volumes including prior year reports). Santa Monica,

California: System Development Corporation, 1977.

6. Crain, R., et al. Southern Schools: An Evaluation of the Effects of

theEmergency_Sehool_Asststance, Program and of Sehoor Desegregation,

(2 volumes). Chicago: National Opinion Research- Center, 1973.

7. Doherty W. et al. Investigation of Human Relations Strategies.

Santa Monica, rilifornia: System Development Corporation, 1980.

8. Ferra, L., & Lanoff, S.B. The ESAA Basic and Pilot Programs,in Region II

(2 volumes). Washington, D.C.: Applied Urbanetics, 1978.

9. Forehand, G.A., Ragosta, M., & Rock, D.A. Conditions and Processes of

Effective School Desegregation. Princeton, New Jersey: Educational

Testing Service, 1976.

10. Forehand, G.A. & Ragosta, M. A Handbook for Integrated Schooling.

Princeton, New Jersey: ,Educational Testing Service, 1976.

11. Gordon, K. Evaluation of the Emergency School Assistance Program

(5 volumes). Bethesda, Maryland: RMC Incorporated, 1972.

12. MacPnee, B. Emergency School Assistance Program Community Grants.

Atlanta, Georgia: Southern Education Foundation, 1971.

13. Need to Improve Policies and Procedures for Approving Grants under

the Emergency School Assistance Program. Washington, D.C.: General

Accounting Office, 1971.

14. Seefeldt, E. ESAP Communit Grou : An Evaluation. Washington, D.C.

Kirschner Associates, 1972.

15. Smith, S. An Assessment of Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) Program

Operations (3 volumes). Washington, D.C.: Applied Urbanetics, 1978.
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16. Stout, R. Facilitating Desegregation: A Handbook for Community
Organizations. Tempe, Arizona: Arizona State University, 1978.

17. Wellisch, Jean B., et al. Characteristic and Contexts of ESAA Basic
Human Relations Program. Santa Monica, California: System DeveTopment
Corporation, 1979.

18. Weaknesses in School Districts: Implementation of the Emergency School
Assistance Program. Washington, D.C.: General Accounting Office, 1971.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Jack Simms
245-7965

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Rhonda Lewis
245-7997
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) Nationally Competed Funds

Legislation:

and Secondary
amended by the Education

(P.L. 95-561), as extended

Expiration Date:

Title VI of the Elementary
Education Act as
Amendments of 1978

September 30 1983

by the Education Consolidation Improvement Nationally

Act of 1981
Total ESAA Competed

Funding History: Year: Authorization: Appropriation: Appropriation:

1973 $1,000,000,000 $228,000,000 $93,500,000

1974 Total of 236,000,000 89,100,000

1975 1,000,000,000 215,000,000 81,500,000

1976 for FY 74-76 245,000,000 107,400,000

Transition Quarter 3,000,000 --

1977 Total of 257,500,000 119,900,000

1978 1,000,000;000 300,500,000 162,900,000

1979 for FY 77-79 300,000,000 162,400,000

1980 422,250,000 248,571,000 139,771,000

1981 422,250,000 149,209,000 115,309,009

1982

Program Goals and Objectives:

The Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) was enacted to provide financial

assistance: "(1) to mee :-. the special needs incident to the elimination of

minority group segregation and discrimination among students and faculty

in elementary and secondary schools; and (2) to encourage the voluntary

elimination, reduction or prevention of minority group isolation in

elementary and secondary schools with substantial proportions of minority

group students." 2/

ESAA has six active subprograms. The one State apportionment program --

Basic Grants -- is discussed separately elsewhere. The other five are

nationally competitive subprograms:
Special Projects, Magnet Schools, Non-

profit Organizations, Educational
Television, and Evaluation. Two other ESAA

subprograms -- Pilot Projects and Bilingual Projects -- were funded for the

°final year in Fiscal Year 1979. 3/

The Title VI program is included in a block grant under Chapter 2 of the

Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981. No individual

dollar amount is specified for Title VI purposes under the block grant.

N
2/ A Oird purpose, "to aid school children in overcoming the educa-

tional disadvantages of minority group isolation" was deleted from

the ActNin 1978 (P.L. 95-561).

3/ Effective fn,FY 1980 awards for the 1980-81 school year, the Pilot,

Projects auth6qzation was repealed and the Bilingual Projects trans-

ferred to Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Another change invb1ves the expansion of Educational Television awards

to include radio as i4e11.
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Special Project awards include a number of separate subprograms,
including the Emergency Special Project out of cycle awards.- The latter
are intended for LEAs which adopted voluntary desegregation plans or received
court ordered plans too late in the school year to apply for an ESAA award
during the regular funding cycle. Smaller Special Project awards are for the
territories, interdistrict transfer, arts projects, State Education Agency.
'awards, preimplementation, and other awards.

A Magnet School is a school or education center that offers a special
curriculum capable of attracting substantial numbers of students of different
racial backgrounds.

Nonprofit Organization grants or contracts to nonprofit groups are
authorized to support the ,implementation of eligible desegregation plans.

Educational Television contracts are awarded to pay the cost of develop-
ment and production of integrated children's television programs of cogntive
or affective educational value.

Evaluation contracts assess the programs aided under ESAA.

Program Operations:

ESAA is a large discretionary program. Sums are appropriated annually
for the nationally competitive award subprograms within limits as specified
in the Act.

Applications are made directly to the Department of Education in
Washington. The Office for Civil Rights determines whether each district
has an eligible desegregation plan and meets other civil rights compliance -

standards specified in the Act. Applications for the national/y competitive
award subprograms (with the exception of the Nonprofit Organization and the
Educational TV and Radio subprograms) are processed and scored much as
described elsewhere for ESAA Basic Grants. The main difference is that
applications are ranked for funding nationally rather than within each State
as is the case for Basic awards.

Program Scope.,

The table below shows the distribution of ESAA resources for FY 1980
awards:

Program

Percent
No. of of Appli- Amount Percent
Appli- No. of cants Obligated of Obli-
cants Awards Funded (thousands) gations

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
,

Basic (a) 503 329 65 $160,702 67

Special 82 75 91 37,075 16
Magnet schools(b) 112 80, 71 31,896 13

NonprofAt 249 39 16 5,000 2

ETV and Radio 86 14 16 4,494. 2

Evaluation N/A ' ' 3 N/A 566 0

Total 1,032 540 52% , $239,733 100%
(a) ESAA Basic awards are discussed elsewhtre in tNis report.
(b) Also includeS University Business"Cooperation and Neutraf:Site Plan awards.
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The table of FY 80 awards shows that five of every 10 applicants (540

out of 1,032) were funded. The percentage of applicants funded was highest

for Special Projects (91%) and Magnet schools (71%) programs (column 3).

Competttion for awards was greatest iwthe ETV and Radio program, where only

16 percent of applicants were Onded.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Magnet Schools. An evaluation report prepared for vie Department of

Education found that:

o Magnet schools can be effective when used as a coMponent of

a comprehensive, district-wide desegregation effort and when

used in districts with an easier desegregation task.

o Most magnet schools are able to achieve eheir racial composi-

tion and enrollment goals. Among the factors that increase

the likelihood of success'are:

oo attendance zones that draw at least in part from

selected-neighborhoods rather than the entire

community.

oo location of a ma"gnet school in a racially mixed area

rat er than a majority orminority neighborhood.

o The ESAA magnet school program funded many school districts

with marginal needs foe desegregation aid.

Educational Television. ESAA Educational Television and Radio awards

support contracts to public and private nonprofit organizations for the de-

velopment and production of television and radio programming that teaches

academic skills and encourages interracial and intercultural understanding.

Competitioh for television and radio contracts are conducted separately,

with applicants responding to the Department priorities,,as well as initiating

their own programming approaches. More than $1 million in 1980 will support

ancillary service contracts tO provide for commercial carriage and viewer-

ship promotion of television series and for videotape duplication, storage,

and distribution. In the past, low carriage by commercial stattons and poor

viewership have hampered the program. .1"he program and distributton strategy

is designed to ensure that the investment in development and production will

not be lost because the series fail to reach their intended audiences.

An ED sponsored survey of television series viewership completed in 1978

found:

o A substanttal proportion of the principal intended target audience

(Black and Hispanic chtldren) are in communities in which the older,

established ESAA television .series are broadcast. The newest ESAA

series were just becoming available at the time of data collec-

tion (May 1977) and at that time reached only a small proportion)

of the audience.
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Viewership data for individual programs showed that a 'regional
program, "La Esquina," has an 8.5 percent viewership. Another
regional series, "La Bonneaventure," had 3.6 percent viewership.
All other ESAA-TV series were below 3 percent viewership, in-
cluding national programs such as "Villa Alegre" (2.6 percent)
and "Ca'rrascolendas" (1.5 percent). (Viewership isdefined as
the number of children who had watched a program once or more
within the week preceding the survey divided by the number of
children located in communitiesrin which the program is broad-
cast.)

o Viewership rates for the target race and age audiences were,
generally higher than the averages shown above. The time of day
and day of week that a program is broadcast also significantlsy
affects viewership.

A recent study assessing the ESAA-TV program by examining the
production, distributioh and financing found that:

o The most serious challenges for this program are obtaining increased
viewership and increased utilization in schools.

o ESAA-TV has filled a gap by funding the production of television
series which meet the needs of minority audiences while providing
a valuable alternative for majority viewers.

Nonprofit ONanizations. In an evaluation report to the Office of
Education, the Rand'Corporation found that NPO projects are not operating
as effectively as other community organizations not funded by ESAA.
Acttvities such as developing commuyiity support for a desegregation plan
or improving school-community rela0ons can often be accomplished more
effectively by a community organiza,tion than by a school.district.

There are a number of factors,which work against the more effective
community brganizations receivingeSAA fundipg:

o The extremely close connection between "host" school districts
and NPOs has led NPOs to undertake projects agreeable to the
districts and often not directly related to desegregation. The
projects tend to offer education servicgs ordinarily performed
by the districts, and less often to undOrtake community rela-
tions and desegregation monitoring activities.

;4.

.o Because NPO actiVities are generally not targeted to the
particular phase of desegregation their districts are in, many
NPO activities are inapprOpriate to the current desegregation
situation in their districts. For aample, NPOs often under-
take remedial and tutorial activities when the district is in
the initial stages of desegregation.
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o The NPO proposal review system presently used does not succeed

in identifying effective NPOs.

Regulations revisions in 1980 appear to address some of the issues

raised in the Rand research. However, the strong steps that Rand recommended

in order to make ESAA NPOS more effective than other groups not funded by

ESAA were not adopted.

Rand's recbmmendation to "target NPO funds to districts actively in-

'volved in the desegregation proce'ss" was originally included in revised

regulations with a modest weight (10 percent of the total score); but that

weight is now down to a maximum of 3 percent.

Maintenance Of Effort:

ESAA regulations have maintenance of effort assurance requirements.

Applicant school districts must assure the federal government that: (1) they

have not reduced their fiscal effort for public education to less than that

of an earlier fiscal year, and (2) that current expenditures per pupil from

local s6urces are not less than that of an earlier year% In fiscal year 1980

there were no waivers of the ESAA maintenance of effort requirement.

Ongoing (0) and Planned (P) Evaluation Studies:

"ESAA Exploratory Evaluation" conducted by Duke University. Due

1980. (0)

This study will examine and synthesize the differing views of

the goals and objectives of ESAA and make appropriate management re-

commendations.

" The Human Relations Study" under contract with System

Development Corporation. Due 1981. (0)

This study will describe the types of human relations programs funded

by ESAA and examinethe types of human relation activities that are most

effective in improving intergroup relations within schools.

"A Study of Parental Involvement in Four Federal Education Programs,"

under contract with System Development Corporation. Due 1981. (0)

This study will examine the topics of parental involvement in four

programs (Title I, ESAA, Bilingual Education, and Follow Through). Later

phases of the study will .examine profiles of efective parent involvement.
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"Study of ESAA-Funded Activities and Establishment of a Management
Information Systeme" Due 1982. (0)

Thils study will ahalyze ESAA-funded activities to determine whether
changes in the ESAA legitlation resulting from the Education Amendments of
1978 have led to cdrreSponding changes in the types'of activities funded by
ESAA.

"Survey of Magnet Schools." Due 198g. (0)

This study will assess,the function of magnet schodls in dealing
with urban educational problems of magnet schools, the resulting changes
in community attitudes, the impact on desegregation, and increments in the
quality of education.

Sources of Evaluation Data:
,

1. Crocker, S., et al. An Evaluation of the ESAA Nonprdfit Organization
Program, (4 iiiTtiliEs). Santa Monica, California: Rand Corporation, 1978.

2. Hebbeler, K., & Cosgrove, M. A Survey of Home Viewership of Television
Series Sponsored by ESAA Legislation. Silver Spring, Maryland: Applied

Management Sciences, 1978.

3. Nelson, B. Assessment of the.ESAA,TV,Program: An Examination of Its

Production, Distribution and Financing. Cambridge, Massachusetts:

Abt Associates, 1980.

4. Royster, E., Baltzell, D.C., & Simmons, F.C. Study of the'Emergency

Schbol Aid Act Magnet School Program. Cambridge, Massachusetts:

Abt Associates; 1979. .

5. Seefeldt, E. ESAP Community Group: An Evaluation. Washtngton, D.C.:

Kirschner Associates, 1972.,

6. Stout, R4 Faciliating Desegregation: A Handbook for Community

Organizations. Tempe, Arizona: Arizona State University, 1978.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Edward Sullivan (Malcolm Davis for ESAA TV only)

202-245-7965 245-9228

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Rhonda Lewis
202-245-7997
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

General Assistance for the Virgin Islands

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

P.L. 95-561, Sec. 1524
September 30', 1983

FUNDING HISTORY: 'YEAR AUTHORIZATION. APPROPRIATION

1979 $5,000,000 $

1980 $5,000,000 $3,000,000

1981 $5,000,000 $2,700,000

1982 $5,000,000 1/

Program,Goalsiand Objectives:

The Act states that the program's purpose is to provide general

assistance to improve public education-in the Virgin Islands. By

,
agreement between the U.S. Department of Education and the Department

-Education of the Virgin 1.slands funds may only be used for the improvement

of elementary and secondary-education.

Program Operations: ,

Since this is a direct entitlement program, it is administered by a

signed, agreement between the U.S._Department of Education and the Department

of Education of the Virgin Islands.

Program Scope:

Plans under the 1981 Wontinuing resolution were:

Curriculum Centers
Special Education
Remedial Education
Classroomilenovations
Educlation61 Research
Library Service A
Instructtonal Material

$1000,000
$ 928,000

$ 540,000
$ 200,000

$ 200_,000

132,000

1/ ND funds were requested by either the Carter or the Reagan Administration.

C.
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a,

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

No evaluation-of this program has been conducted.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

An exploratory Evaluation will be conducted in FY 1982:

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Analysis of grantee progress reports.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: O. Ray Warner, -(202) 245-7793

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: O. Ray Warner, (202) 245-7793
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ANNUAL, EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PRQGRAMS

Program Name:

Training and Advisory Services (Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IV)

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Title IV of the Civil #ights Act Indefinite

of 1964 (P.L. 88-352), as amended
by the-Education Amendments of 1972

(P.L. 92-318).

Funding History: Year: Authorization: Appropriation:

1968 indefinite $ 8,500,000

1969 9,250,000

1970 17,000,000

1971 16,000,000

1972 14,000,000

1973 21,700,000

1974 21,700,000

1975 26,700,000

1976 26,375,000

Transition Quarter 325,000

1977 34,700,000

1978 34,700,000

1979 41,350,000

1980 45,675,000

1981 37,111,000

0
Program Goals and Objectives:

Title IV is designed to provide training and technical assistance to

school personnel related to problys incident to school desegregation with

respect ta race, color, religion, sex, and national origin. Technical

assistance is authorized "in the preparation, adoption, and implementation

of plans for the desegregation of public schools." Technical assistance

includes, among 'other,activities, making information available regarding

"effective methods of .4ping with sp'ecial educational problems occasioned by

desegregation." The law also.provides for training of school personnel "to

deal effectively with special educational problems occasioned by desegregation,"

and for -grants to $chbill-bb"a"rdtfdr1"fig'et'vite
training of school personnel and

the 'employment of specialists in connection with desegregation.

There are eleven subprograms under the Title IV program. Desegregation .

Assistance Centers (DACs) provide technical assistance and training services to

local school districts within designated service areas. Separate DAC awards are

made inthe areas of race, sex, and national origin. State Educational Agencies

(SEAs) are an alternative source of desegregation services. There are separate'

awards to SEAs in the areas of race, sex, and national origin.
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There are two types of Training Institutes (TIs), one for sex desegrega-
tion and one for race desegregation. TIs conduct only training and do not
provide technical assistance services. Finally, there are three types of
direct awards to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to hire desegregation
advisory specialists and conduct related training. These LEA awards are made
for race, sex, and national origin desegregation purposes. In summary there
are eleven Title IV subprograms: three DAC, three SEA, two TI and three direct
LEA awards.

Program Operation:

Title IV is a large discretionary grant program. Most DAC awards are re-
ceived by institutions of higher education although any public agency (excep.t
an SEA or LEA) or private, nonprofit organization is eligible. Only institu-
tions of higher education-are eligible for TI awards. Only SEAs and school
boards are eligible for SEA and direct LEA awards, respectively.

Applicants send proposals to the U.S. Department of Educaton (ED).
Proposals are due at a time announced in the Federal Register except for the
discretionary awards to LEAs for race and national origin desegrègation, for
which applications may be received and awards made at any time. After review
by ED staff, panelists assign each application a total numerical score
(consisting of points for specific criteria that are added to produce a total
score). Within each category, awards are made from the highest score down to
a minimum acceptable score of 60 percent until funds are exhausted (except for
DACs', where the applicant for each geographic service area with,the highest
score is selected).

Program Scope:

The following table presents data on Fiscal Year 1980 Title IV awards.

Category

Race
DAC
SEA
TI

LEA

Sex

DAC
SEA
TI

LEA

Total
Appli-
cations

(1)

Total
Awards77

15 15

32 32

11 , 10

81 48

\gNational Ori. in
.,

PAC-
SEA

LEA

I

,

1

,

\

10

40

56

32

10 \

28

80

Total 465

10

30

12

48

9

24

61

77g

Percent of
Applicants

Funded

Amount
Awarded

(thousands)

Percent
of Totar

Funds

Average
Award

(thousands)

(3) (4) (5) (6)

100 $9,290 20 $619
100 5,175 \, 11 162
32 1,843 4 184
59 4,226 9 88

100 4,392 10 439
7 3,943 9 131

21 2,164 5 180
59 2,877 6 60

90 4,333 9 481
86 3,013 7 126
76 4 412 10 72

45,668 100 153
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The awards of Title IV funds in FY 1980 were as follows: race, 44%; sex,

30%; nd national origin, 26%. Among the types of service delivery systems,

the most money was targeted to DAC awards (39%), followed by SEA (27%), LEA

(25%), and TI (9%) awards. 1./

The highest average Awards (column 6) are for the multipurpose, regional

DACs;. the smallest are for the LEA awards.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Title IV regulations were substantially revised in 1978 to,incorporate

many recommendations from a 1976 evaluation of the race desegregation programs

by the Rand Corporation, Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964: A Review

of Program Operations. That evaluation found that Title IV needed more Federal

direction to focus on needs directly related to desegregation. Recommendations

from three other studies were also considered in revising the regulations.

Some of the major changes to increase the desegregation identity of

Title IV were:

o SEAs providing race desegreOtion assistance must give priority

tä school districts in the first three years of implementing

desegregation plans.

o Race DACs (formerly called "general assistance centers"), must

give priority to helping school districts develop desegregation

plans and to assisting districts in the first three years of

implementing these plans.

o Race desegregation training institutes are permitted.to provide

training only to.school districts which adopted desegregation

plans witkin the two years preceding the beginning of the

training.

o Activities related to the provision of compensatory education or

the development of basic skills may not be funded under. Title IV.

Another major feiture of the 1978 regulations--nof related to the

,Titl.e IV evaluation study--is that Title IV aid may only be' provided to

to school districts remedying conditions of racial separation that ev the

the result'of State or local law or official action. The statute prohibits

Title IV assistance for effort to overcome racial imbalance.

1/ These percentages are obtained from column 5 by adding the percentages

within the appropriate categories.
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The Rand study was primarily based upon an analysis of mail question-
naires from 140 Title IV projects and site visits conducted at 40 projects
and 74 cchool districts served by these Title IV race desegregation projects.

Rand found that DACs often undertake race desegregation activities such
as developing new instructional techniques, training in, the use of new methods
and materials, developing curricula, helping districts assess needs and de-
veloping techniques for schbol-community interaction. More than any of the

other types of Title IV projects, DACs have to function as organizations
capable of delivering a WO range of training and technical assistance
services to a large number of school districts. Given these complexities,

it is not surprising that the statistical analysis found that several
organizational characteristics were strongly related to the effectiveness Z./

of DACs but not the other types of Title IV projects. 'Favorable DAC organiza-

tional characteristics included having a well-specified plan of project

organization containing explicit schedules and milestones and a clear descrip-

tion of staff responsibilities.

The more effettive'DACs visited-had a clear conception of the race de-
segregation assistance process and were selective in choosing districts where
they could anticipate a favorable.impact in contrast with other DACs which

attempted to provide substantial services to all districts requesting assistance.
Also, the evaluation found that the more effectiVe DACs were more active in con-

ducting needs assessments. These DACs tended to work more closely.witfttheir
client districts and to conduct the/ needs assessment activity as part of a plan

ffr-uncovering desegregation-related needs.

The 1978 regulations assist DiACs in targeting rather than diffusing

services, as,discussed earTierin this section. The new regulations do not

substantively increase the weightgive to DAC organizational characteristics

in rating applications from DACs.i

SEA Title IV race desegregation units develop and disseminate materials,
interpret Federal desegregation gáidelines, and obtain statistical information
tO assist in identifying desegregation problems. SEAs also conduct the traintng

and technical assistance activities related to information dissemination (in-

cluding minority job recruitment), More complex SEA technical assistance
activities were effective only in States where there is a commitment by the State

to school desegregation.both in terms of a clear State policy and specific goals

and objectivesJor its enfercement... Two of the thirteen Title IV SEA units

visited had such an operational commitment to desegregation and those were judged

as the most effective by all measures of effectiveness that were used.
-------------------------0

2/ '-rpject effectiveness was measured with a series of rating scales completed-

by interviewers after they conducted site visits at the project and school

districts served by the project. Ratings were made of the effectiveness or

impact of a project on the policies, programs, personnel, institutional

structure, and training aspects of the districts served by the project.

Effectiveness ratings were correlated with other,characteristics of projects

(in this case, organizational characteristics) separately for DACs and the

other categories of Title IV projects.
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The 1978 regulations provide substantial points in the criteria for awards

for the SEA commitment to desegregation and require a minimum of 60 out of 100

total points for funding.

Training_Institutes (TIs) for race desegregation tend to provide specialized

activities reTating to the training of school personnel. TIs essentially

structure themselves to meet specific district needs. TIs can be effective if

the district has a favorable desegregation environment but have nq leverage and

are not effective in less amenable districts. As noted at the start of this

section, the new regulations direct TI services only to districts recently

adopting desegregation plans and require that training 4e-related to desegrega-

tion.

The evaluation found that the success of the direct grants to LEAs for race

'desegregation was dependent upon a favOrable desegregation environment within the

district. Without such a commitment the advisory specialist lacked influence to

deal with desegregation issues.

Ongoinl and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. Crocker, S., et al. Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964: A Review

of Program Operations (2 volumes). Santa Monica, California: Rand

Corporation, 1976.

2. Kings, N.J., Thomas, M.A., & Graubard, M.N. Title IV of the Civil Rights

Act of 1964: Expansion of Program Responsibilities. Santa Monica,

California: Rand Corporation, 1977.

3. Mogin, B. The State Role in School Desegregation. Menlo Park, California:

Stanford Research Institute, 1977.

4. Title IV and School Desegregation: A Study of a Neglected Federal Program.

Washington, D.C.: U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1973.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Pat Goins
202-245-8484

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Rhonda L. Lewis
202-24,5-7875
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Follow Through

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 October 1981
as amended by P.L. 95-568.

Funding History: Year: Authorization: 1/ Appropriation:

q

1968
1969
1970

$15,000,000
32,000,000
70,300,000

1971 70,000,000 69,000,000
1972 70,000,000 63,060,000
1973 70,000,000 57,700,000
1974 70,000,000 53,000,000
1975 69,000,000 55,500,000
1976 60,000,000 59,000,000
1977. 60,000,000 59,000,000
1978 60,000,000 59,000,000
1979 70,000,000 59,000,000
1980 85,000,000 44,250,000
1981 100,000,000 26,250,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

According to the authorizing legislation, the Follow Through Program
provides "financial assistance in the form of grants to local educational
agencies, combinations of such'agencies and any ... other public or
appropriate nonprofit private agencies, organizations, and institutions
for the purpose of carrying out Follow Through programs focused primarily
on children from low-income families in kindergarten and primary grades,
including such children enrolled in private nonprofit elementary schools,
who were previously enrolled in Headstart or similar programs." Further,
the legislation provides that projects must provide comprehensive educa-
tional, health, nutritional, social, and other services which will aid
the continued development of the children.

Follow Through is defined in its regulations as "an experimental commu-
nity services program designed to assist, in a research setting, the
overall development of children enrolled in kindergarten through third
grade from low-income families, and to amplify the educational gains
made by such children in Head Start and other similar quality

1/ An authorization level was not specified prior to FY 71.
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preschool,programs by: (a) implementing innovative educational approaches,

(b) providing comprehensive services and special activities in the

areas of physical and mental health, social services, nutrition, and

such other areas which supplement basic services already available within

the school system, (c) conducting the program in a context of effective

community service and parental involvement, and (d) providing documenta-

tion on those models which are found to be effective."

Comprehensive services and parentaj involvement are required in all

projects. The experimental feature of the program has been the evaluation

of a variety of educational models, sponsored by university or research

institutions that have designed approaches to early cnildhood education.

These sponsors are responsible for delivering and installing their models

at local sites, and providing for continuous technical assistance, teacher

training, guidance, and quality control. The primary focus of evaluation

activities has been the relative effectiveness of the alternative educa-

tional models. The overall goal was to add to our knowledge about what

works and what does not work for children from low income families::

An evaluation of the most frequently occurring models was completed

in 1977 (see Program Effectiveness and Progress section for a summary of

results). Since that time, HEW,(and now the Department of Education)

has been considering what direction the program should take. A recently

completed program review (New Directions for Follow Through, October

1979) recommended that the Program should have two objectives: to provide

effective services to school children and to produce knowledge about

which,services are effective. The majority of local Follow Through

projects would be managed to provide effective services but a small

proportion (say 20%) would be managed to produce knowledge about what

services are effective. The proposed shift from an experimental program

to one in which a major goal is provision of effective services has

broad implications. For further details about the redirection of Follow

Through, see the section on Program Effectiveness and Progress.

Program Operations:

Grants within Follow Through are made only on continuation basis,

i.e., to be eligible for a grant you must have received a grant from

Follow Through in the preceding fiscal year.

The major portion, approximately
81 percent, of the Follow Through

FY 1979 appropriation was used for grants to 153 local educational agency

projects which include an educational component and a variety of non-

Instructional services to children.

The next largest portion, approximately 10 percent, of the Follow

Through apropriation was distributed as grants to 19 sponsors of educa-

tional models.
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Approximately five percent of the Follow Through appropriation was
ypent to fund expanded demonstration activities in 21 sites (known as
resource centers) judged eiemplary by the Education Department Dissemi-
nation Review Panel.

About four per cent of the Follow Through appropriation was spPnt
on evaluation contracts. Due to the reduced appropriation in 1981, the
number of projects and sponsors has been reduced for academic year 1981-
82. There are now 15 sponsors and 84 projects funded by Follow Through.

Program Scope:

In FY 1979, more than 63,500 children in kindergarten through third
grade participated in Follow Through at more than 600 elementary schools
across the country. The program emphasizes community and parental invol-
Vement and encourages the focusing of available local, State, private,
and Federal resources on the needs of Follow Through children. The

Follow Through program is quite broad in scope and encompasses instruc-
tional and non-instructional services. The most recent detailed cost
data, collected in 1976, shows that the largest portion (63%) of grant
monies went for salaries of LEA staff such as teacher aides, project
directors, and teachers. Of the remainder, 19% was spent on providing
comprehensive-services, 13% on model sponsors, and 5% on facilities and
materials.

Program Effectiveness and Progreis:

'One measure of the ultimate effectiveness of Follow Through is the ,

degree to which it has fostered the development of successful approaches
to the education of low income children. Information pertaining to this
issue is reported below in two categories: (1) results of national
longitudinal evaluation studies; and (2) approval of local Follow Through
projects for national dissemination by the USOE/NIE Joint Dissemination
Review Panel (JDRP). Also reported are the results of planning studies
conducted by USOE in preparation for possible future Follow Through
experiments and studies, and on-going evaluation activities.

National Longitudinal Evaluation Studies:

The goal of the follow Through national evaluation was to identify
effective educational approaches for,low income children in kindergarten
through third grade. The national evaluation focused on assessing out-
comes for children in 16 sponsored models, plus some unsponsored sites.
The performance of Follow Through,children, grouped at the site level,
was compared to that of children from similar socio-economic backgrounds
who did not participate in Follow Through. Because the comparison children
were chosen after the program began, in some sites they were not very
well matched to the Follow Through participants. Interpretation of study
through third grade. The national evaluation focused on assessing outcomes
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results was further complicated by the fact that comparison children also

often received supplementary services similar to but in lesser amounts

than Foll,ow Through.thildren. .The effects of the ,models- were assessed

over three cohorts (entering groups) of children on a variety of measures,

including reading, mathematics, spelling, language arts, abstract 'reasoning,

and Self-esteem. The most recent data from the national evaluation were

gathered in Spring, 1975.

Key findings from the evaluation reports completed in 1977 are as follows:,

o Student achievement scores vvied substantially amonb the

sites using a particular model; overall averages across

models varied little,in comparison.

o Several models that emphasized basic skills showed greater

effectiveness,., in helping children achieve these skills;

,children in these models also tended to have higher scores

on affective measures, such as an indix of self-esteem.

o Many models showed no greater effectiveness overall than the,

programs for comparison children, who tended to have received

other compensatory education, such as Title I services.

o The cost per child in Follow Through is high relative to other

federal compensatory education programs. (Because of loOter

appropriations, costs per pupil in Follow Through are, on

average, approxiMately the same as ESEA Title I.)

o There was large across-site variability in price-adjusted costs A

of the same clase'oom model. ,

Education Department Dissemination Review Panel Approvals:

In later summer 1977, 36 Follow Through projects were presented to

the Dissemination Review Panel. Evidence of effectiveness

for each project was reviewed by the panel and 21 projects, were judged

exemplary, i.e., these 21 projects were judged to have presented persuasive

evidence of program effectiveness and to be suitable for nationwide

disSemination. These 21 projects represented about 14% of all Follow

Throbgh projects. Results of the DRP and the national longitudinal

evalqation studies- show only a weak positive correspondence. Since that

time, 27 more projects have been validated by the DRP. This may indicate

that.project effectiveness changes over time and that frequent evaluation

is necesSary if evaluation results are tO be used in man,ging the program.

Planning Studies:

In 1979, HTW completed an exploratory evaluation of the Follow Through

program and in early 1980 planning studies for new research activities in

Follow Through'were completed. In the exploratory evaluation, HEW recon-
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sidered the purpose and operation, of the program and concluded that it
should shift from a primary emphasis of knowledge production about the
early childhood education of low income children to a mix of knowledge
production And delivery of effective services to children, with emphasis
on the latter. To accomplish this shift, new program regulations will
have to be published. Tentatively, the, following important changes
would have to be made: current district grantees would not necessarily
be,refunded; those designated as "service projects" could choose to
dissociate from sponsors; any SEA, LEA, current sponsor, or other organi-
zation would be eligible to participate in the knowledge production
portion of the program; knowledge production projects would not'necessar-
ily be associated with sponsors; SEAs would no longer be funded to provide
technical assistance and dissemination activities; and resource centers
would be redirected.

Several planning:studies were completed in early 1980. These studies
focused on: (1) identifying potential new' instructional models; (2)
examining the possibilities for using existing data bases to study
later or long-range effects of participation in Follow Through; (3) the
combining of instructional practices from more than one FT model; (4)
implementation of models in new sites; (5) how new research and evaluation
examining instructional activities in FT could be conducted; and (6) an
examination of resource center activities. As a result of these studies,
promising potential new models have beeh identified, data for a study of
long-range effects of 'several models in one site is being compiled, a

joint model combining two cuirent Follow Through models has been construc-
ted, insights into how school districts implement models and associated
problems are being. shared with program operation personnel, a variety of
potential approaches for estimating Follow Through effectiveness has
been produced, and a description and analysis of resource center activi-
ties has been disseminated..

Preliminary findings from the Study of Parental Involvement'indicate,
that, in keeping with 4s regulations, Follow Through parents are often
involved in a variety of activities at the local sites. However, there
is considerable variatidn in the manner in which sites interTret regula-
tions and thus there is a wide range in terms of breadth and intensity
of parental involvement activities.

On-going-Evaluation Activities:

Follow Through is one of four programs being examined in the area of
parent involvement; results from the study will be published in Fall

, 1981. Follow Through is-also in the process of developing and testing a
system for monitoring the performance (efficiency, effectiveness, and
responsiveness) of service projects and in the process of developing
plans for evaluation of pilot projects.
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Sources of Evaluation Data:

The Follow ThroUgh Planned Variation Experiment

Volume I. A Synthesis of Findings. Washington, D.C.: HEW

USOE, in preparation.

Volume II-A. National Evaluation: Patterns of Effects.

Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates, Inc., 1977.

Volume Natiodal EValuation: Detailed Effects.

Cambridge, MK: Abt Associates, Inc., 1977.

Volume II-C. National Evaluation: Detailed Effects.

Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates, Inc., 1977.

Volume II-C. Appendix. Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates, Inc.; 1977. -

Volume III. Sponsor Evaluation: Patterns of Effects.

Washington, D.C.: Follow Through Sponsors, in preparation.

Volume IV. Cost Analysis. Bethesda, Maryland. RMC Research

Corporatidn, 1977.

Volume V. A Technical Hisltory of the National Follow Through

Evaluation. Cambridge,-MA:° The Huron Institute, 1977.

Volume V. Appendix: Analysis of Interim Follow Through Reports.

Cambridge: The Huron Institute, 1977.

Follow Through Exploratory Evaluation. Washington, D.C.: Hew

Assistant Secretary of Planning and Evaluation, in draft,

July 12, 1979.

New Directions for Follow Through. Washington, D.C.:, HEW

Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, in draft,

October 11, 1979.

Parents and Federal Education Programs: Preliminary Finding.

Santa Monica, CK: System Development Corpoeation, 1981.,

A Search for Potential,New Follow Through Approaches.

Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates, Inc. 1980.

Opportunties for Studying Later tffects of Follow,Through.

Cambridge, MA: ANt:Xssociates, Inc. 1980.
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For further information about program operations,

Contact: Rosemary Wilson
(202) 245-2500

ror further information about studies of programCeffectiyeness,

Contact: Jerry Burns N-

(202) 24579401
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

5chool Assistance in Federally Affected,Areas (SAFA):

Maintenance and.Operati.ons

Legislation:

P.L 81-874, as amende'd by P.L. 95-561.

Funrding History: Year Authorization

1962

1963

1964

1965

1966

1967

1968
1969

1970
1971

1972

1973'
1974

247,000,000
282,322,000
320,670,000
359,450,000,
388,000,000
433,400,000
461,500,000
590,950,000

1,,150,000,000
935,295,000

1,024,000,000
1,025,000,000
989,391,000-

1975 980,000,000

1976 995,000,000

Transition Quarter
-1977 1,090,192,000 2/

1979: 1,309,166,000 1://

1978. 1,135,000,000

e 1980 1,404,900,000

1981 1,487,700,000

1982 455,000,000

Eipiration Date:

September 30, 19.831/

. Appropriation'

247,000,000
282,322,000
320,670,000
322,000,000
388,000,000
416,200,000
486,355,000
505,900,000
505,400,0db
536,068,000
592,580,000
635,495,000
574,416,000
636,016,000
684,000,000
70,000,000 1./.

768000,000
775,000,000 !/
786,000,000
792,000,000 2.1

706,750,000
436,800,000 6/

1/ Provlslons pertaining to "A", category pupils and child'ren attending

schools on Federal installations are permanent.

2/ Includes $15 million in Transition quarter funds fotfiscal year

1977 start up costs.

3/ Does noCinclude disaster provisions.

4/ Includes appropriation,for major' diSaster payments.

"

5/'Includes $20 'illion supplemental for major disasters.

5/ Amount provided by the 1982 Continuing Resolution.
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Pro ram Goals and Ob'ectives

P.L. 81-874 provides assistance to local school districts for currentoperating costs of educating children in areas where enrollments and,,
local revenues are affected by Federal activities. The purpose of the
legislation is to minimize the fiscal inequities and deficiencies resulting
from and caused by both the occupancy of tax-exempt Federal lands and theburden of providing public school education to children who reside on Federal
property and/or have a parent whoP is either employed on Federal property or amember of one of the uniformed services ,(Section 3). The law also prOvides
for the full cost of educating children residing on Federal property whenno State or local funds may be expended for the schooling ,of such childrenor where no local education agency is able to provide suitable free
public education (Section 6). Indian lands and low-rent housing properties .(assisted under the United States Housing Act of 1937 and subsequent amendmentsin 1949 and 1964). are included as eligible Federal property under this law.
AssIstance for major disasters is also provided to schools through the program.

P.L. 874 is the closest approximation to general or block aid from the
Federal government available directly to eligible school districts. Ingeneral, SAFA funds become part of the general operating accounts of LEAs.
However, Impact Aid payments for handicapped children of military personneland handicapped children residing on Indian lands Must be used for programs
to meet the needs of these children.

.

Program Operatiols

Payments are made directly to local education agencies (or to Federal
agencies where they are operating schools). An entitlement is the productof the number of federally-connected pupils multiplied by an amount approxi-
mately equal to an agency's local contribution rate (LCR=the number of
dollars raised from local,taxes and required to educate one pupil in atten-
dance in comparable districts) and is intended to compensate for the burden
imposed by the various types of federally .connected children at a rate which
approximates locally raised educational costs. The local contribution rate
may be based either,on comparable districts' per pupil costs derived from
local revenues, or alterl;!atively, on a minimum rate equal to the greater
of one-half the State or national, average per pupil cost.

The percentage of the local contribution rate to\which an agency is
entitled varies for over 'a dozen subcategories of federally cOnnectedchildren. These include various category "A" children (generally childrenwho live on Federal property with a parent who works on Federal property)
and various category "B" children (generaly who live on Federal'property
or Jive with a parent employed on Federal property, ut not both). The
percentages of the local contribution rate attributable to the different
subcategories reflect the different types of federally connected childrenand hoW they impose differeing degrees of financial burdens on school
districts. The degree of burden therefore varies with the location of\
the chilCs residence and with the location of the parent's place'of work.

Applications for payments are submitted to the Secretary of Education
through the State Education Agency Which certifies that information on.the
local education agency's application is accurate insofar as records in the
State Office are concerned.
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Program Scope

In 1980; awards were made to approximately, 4,300 school districts contain-

ing 2,375,000 federally connected school children. Included were payments to

other Federal agencies maintaining schools for 40,000 pupils. Since the funds

are available for the general operating accounts of school districts, some or

all of the 24 million ch'ldren enrolled in SAFA-aided school districts could

conCeivably benefit from the aid provided by the program. Also, in FY 81, funds

were obligated for disaster assistance' in the amount of 32 million dollars. On

the average, federal payments represented about 2 percent of the total operating

costs of eligible districts in 1981, with a range of less than 1 percent to more

than 90 percent-of the operational expenditures.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

A number of evaluation studies of the program have been conducted since

1965. One recent study was conducted by the Department of Health, Education

and Welfare in 1978.
4

The principal.findings of this study are:

o School districts may be overcompensated for the Federal burden

imposed to the.extent that:

oo Children such as out-of-county "B" and public housing

children are included in the count of federally connected

children.

'oo Local contribution rates overestimate 'what local educational

costs would have been.in the absence of Federal impact.

o Program funds are not equitably distributed in terms of district

wealth and need because:

oo Twenty percent of.program funds go to impacted districts

found in the highest quartile of their State's distribution

of per pupil property wealth. Furthermore, these districts

could offset loss of impact aid funds by increasing 'Tocal

revenues by about 1.7 percent.
\

oo Sixty percent of Impact Aid districts have fewer than ten

percent Federally connected children yet they receive

twenty percent of all ImpaCt Aid dollars.

o The program fails to work well with State equalization programs

to encourage and aid States to equalize per pupil expenditures

among their districts because:

oo rt provides coordination of Impact Aid payments with State

.equalization plans-only for those States which pass strict

equalization tests.
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oo For States which do not pass one of the equalization tests it
provides aid in a disequalizing manner because the State is
prohibited from offsetting Impact Aid payments to wealthy
Impact Aid districts.

The findings of a 1980 Program audit include:

o Overcompensation for"Federal burden occurs when:

oo Districts using the comparable district method are allowed
to include local expenses financed by local property taxes
equalized by the State in their computation of aggregate
current expenses used to compute their LCRs.

oo Payments are made under Section 2 to districts experiencing
a property loss due to Federal activity when that loss is
compensated for under the State equalization program.

o Undercompensation for Federal burden may occur when:

oo Heavily impacted districts incurring a tax effort at least/
equal to the State a'veragedo not achieve the State average
of per pupil expenditures when impact aid payments ere c unted.

Recommendations of the Program Audit include:

o With.regard to Section 6 schools:

oo that procedUres be implemented by which the Secretary of
Education may ensure that funds are effectively spent in these
schools.

oo that the school boards of such schools be given the same powers
and duties as those of elected (or other legally constituted local
school authority to provide free public education within legal
geographic boundaries) school boards th,roughout the Nation.
(Policy implementation, however, would Oquire the concurrence
of the military base Commander.)

oo that the program director seek the closing\of those schools no
longer needed.

o With regard to LEAs serving Indidn children, the "Pvdit recommended:

oo that technical assistance in the form of 0 booOet and workshop
be provided to these LEAs to assist them in meeting their
responsibility of developing policies and procedures to assure
adequate-participation of the parents of these children in the
education of their children and to assure the equal participation
of the Children in the school program.
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o With regard to the system of management of-grant programs, the audit

recommended:

oo changes in the method by which preliminary payments are processed

in order to meet the Congressionally mandated deadline for making

such payments to LEAs.

oo changes in the method of processing applications under Section 3

in order that these applications will be processed and approved

within two weeks of the closing date for applications;

oo increasing the number of program officers in the Field Operations.

Branch in order to recover anticipated overclaims made by LEAs.

The findings of the DNEW study and the options which it explored as ways

of remedying program ineffectiveness were largely ignored by Congress in the

1978 program reauthorization. The Program Audit, on the otherhand, recom-

mended program changes which do not require a changein the Act. Of the

twenty-one policy issues which the audit identified, eleven were resolved...

internally. Of the remaining issues the Assistant Secretary for Elementary

and Secondary Education has requested that the program office implement the

recommendations made on thr,ce of these issues. Therefore, the recommendations

on seven of the twenty-one issues.have not been pursued. It is expected

that those Audit recommendations which are implemented will provide a more

equitable allocation of-program funds among impacted LEAs and will lead to

a timely processing of applications.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

Ongoing: Section 1015 of the Education Amendments of 1978(P.L. 95-561)'

requires the President to appoint a Commission on the Review of the ,Federal

Impact Aid program consisOng of ten members. The Commission is charged

with reviewing and evaluating the
administrationJand operation of the Impact

Aid program including -

(1) the equity of the present funding structure 'under Public Law 874

(2) the relative benefit of the assistance for impact aid under Public

Law 874 in view of the Increasing costs of the, program and the

limitation on the availability of funds, and

(3) the ways in which districts of local educational agencies which

are Federally impacted can best be assisted in meeting their

educational needs.

On April 29, 1980 the Commission submitted an interim report to the

President and Congress. This report was generally supportive of the

program as it now stands.

Planned: No new studies are currently planned.
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Sources of Evaluation Data

Current

1. The Commission on the Review of the Impact Aid Program, Interim Report,
April 29, 1980.

2. Dr. William Rock, et. DSAFA Program Audit Spring, 1980. (Internal
Document).

Other

3. Stanford Research Institute. Effects of Federal Installation Phase-
Outs Upon School Districts. Menlo Park, California: Stanford Research
Institute, 1965.

4. Battelle Memorial Institute. School Assistance in Federally Affected
Areas: Study of Public Laws 81-874 and 81-815, published by Committee
on Education and Labor, H.R. 9Tst Congress, 2nd Session, GPO, 1970.

5. Commissioner of Education, U.S. 6epartment of Health, Education and
Welfare, Administration of Public Laws 81-874 and 81-815. GPO, 1977-

6. Comptroller General of the United States, Assessment of the Impact Aid
Program. Report to the House Committee on Education and Labor, October 15,
1976.

7. L.L. Brown III, A.L. Ginsburg, and M. Jacobs, Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Education Planning Staff, U.S.
Department of Health; Education and Welfard, Impact Aid Two Years Later,
March 15, 1978.

For further inforMation about program operations,

Contact: Mr. William StOrmer
202-245-8427

For further' information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Jan Anderson,
202-245-8364
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas'(SAFA): Construction

Legislation:

Public Law 81-815 as amended
by Public Law 95-561.

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983 1/

Funding History: Year: Authorization: Appropriation:

1962 61,942,000 61,942,000

1963 63,686,000 63,686,000

1964 60,346,000 23,740,000

1965 58,400,000 58,400,000

1966 61,080,000 50,078,000

1967 52,937,000 52,937,000

1968 80,000,000 22,937,000

1969 80,000,000 14,745,000

1970 80,407,000 15,167,000

1971 83,000,000 15,300,000

1972 91,250,000 19,300,000

1973 72,000,000 25,910,000

1974 72,000,000 19,000,000

1975 72,000,000 20,000,000

1976 70,000,000 20,000,000

1977 70,000,000 25,000,000

1978 70,000,000 30,000,000

1979 70,000,000 30,000,000

1980 indefinite 33;000,000

1981 indefinite 50,000,000

1982 20,000,000 20,000,000 1/

Program Goals and Objectives:

Public Law 81-815 is designed to provide local education agencies enrolling

children whose parents live or work on Federal property with financial aid for

school construction under specified conditions: for construction of urgently

needed minimum school facilities in school districts which have had substantial

increases in school membership as a result of new or incro-sed Federal activities

(Section 5); where provision of the non-Federal share of construction imposes a )ee

financial hardship (Section 8); and for the construction of temporary school

facilities where a Federal impact is expected to be temporary (Section 9).

1/ Provisions pertaining to Section 5(a)(1) pupils and Sections 10 and 14 are

permanent.

1/ Amount provided by the 1982 Continuing Resolution.
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The law also directs the Secretary to make arrangements for providing
minimum school facilities for children living on Federal property if no tax
revenues of the State or its political subdivisions may be spent.for their
education or if the Secretary finds that no local education agency is able
to provide a suitable free public education (Section 10). Assistance is
authorized for construction of minimum school facilities in local education
agencies serving children residing on Indian lands by Section 14(a) and 14(b).
Section 14(c) authorizes assistance to financially distressed local education
agencies which have substantial Federal lands and substantial numbers of un-
housed pupils. Emergency aid is available to LEAs for the reconstruction of
school facilities destroyed or seriously damaged in school districts located
in declared major disaster areas (Section 16).

Program Operations:

All grants are made to qualified school districts on the basis of applica-
tions. The amount of payment to a lOcal school district under Section 5 of the
Act depends upon the rate of payment associated with each category of federally
connected children. Paymen4vrates for children vary according to the extent to
which the child's household is presumed to provide tax revenues to support
education. For example, the highest rate, 100%, is associated with children
who reside on Federal property and have a parent in one of the uniformed services
of the United States. In this case it is presumed that the child's household
pays neither property nor income taxes, and may pay minimum amounts in State sales
taxes or other broad based taxes; nor does the place of the parent's employment
pay property taxes. The lowest rate, 40%, applies to a category of households
which does not live on Federal property and hence is expected to pay some property,
sales, and income taxes.

For other sections of the law, full costs of construction are authorized, but
are limited to actual cost of providing minimum school facilities for children
who would otherwise be without such facilities.

Because appropriations for Public Law 81-815 have been substantially below
the amounts required for funding of all qualified applicants, the basic law,
since Fiscal Year 1967, has placed priorities on the Sections to be funded.
Section 16, disaster assistance, receives first priority. The law allows
the Secretary to fund disaster assistance under Section 16 from any available
funds as the need arises, with payments under other sections then covered by
any subsequent appropriations made by the Congress for disaster, assistance.
According to the authorizing legislatjon, applications under Sections 9, 10,
14(a) and 14(b) receive priority over applications under the remaining
Sections (5, 8, and 14(c)). However, beginning with fiscal year 1973,
appropriations language went beyond the priorities set by the authorization
act and appropriated specific amounts for specific sections.

The law requires that eligible applications be ranked within each,section
on the basis of relative urgency of need, and that available funds be assigned
on this basis. The ranking by relative urgency of need is based on the per-
centage of federally connected children eligible for payment in a school
diStrict and the percentage of "unhoused" pupils in the district. "Unhoused"
pupils are those in membership in the schools of a district over and above
normal capacity of available and usable minimum school facilities.
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In recent years, appropriation language has directed available funds for

. use towards the most urgent needs for school facilities. Funds have been

directed toward,high priority projects under Section 9 (facilities needed

because of a temporary influx of federally-connected
children), Section 10

(schools on Federal property), and Sections (14(a) and 14(b) (schools for

children residing on Indian lands). Section 5 has, in general, received

the balance of funds appropriated over and above funds appropriated

directly for Sections'9, 10, and 14(a) and (b).

The allocations in recent years are as follows:

(amounts in millions of dollars)

Section 1978 1979 1980 1981

5

9

10

14

$4.0

5.0

10.5

10.5

$1.0

13.0

16.0

$3.0

13.0

17.0

$3.0

410.M

25.0

22.0

$30.0 $30.0 $33.0 $50.0

TOTAL

Program Scope:

Since 1951, Public Law 81-815 has provided approximately $1.8 billion

for school construction to house more than 2.8 million pupils. Only the

most urgent projects at the top of the priority rating for the different

sections are funded under current appropriation levels. Substantial

increases have beeh provided for Sections 10 and 14(a) and (b) although

the backlog of eligible applications continues to increase. In addition,

more than $36 million has been obligated to assist in reconstruction of

school facilities destroyed or
seriously damaged by major disaster since

such assistance was authorized in 1966.

In FY 80, under Section 5, slightly more than $2.9 million was reserved

for 11 projects involving new
construction in 9 school districts, and $5.7

million of DOD funds were transferred to the program to finance the upgrading

of facilities in 7 school districts, in the State of Washington impacted by

the Trident MiSsile Project. Under Section 14, a total of $5.7 million has

been reserved for 3 new projectS and? other projects begun in previous years.

Finally,- under Section 10, $5.4 milliOn has been committed for 42 projects at

54 installations for the purpose of upgrading the life-safety conditions at

these locations. Remaining funds may be spent to fund a new project.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress:

A primary concern of the program is the backlog of eligible applications
which has accumulated since 1967, the last year for which appropriations were
adequate to fund current needs. By the end of Fiscal Year 1979 the backlog
was estimated to involve 454 project applications requiring $591.3 million to
fund. The backlog, at the end of fiscal 1980, is as follows:

Amount 2./ Number of Projects..

Section 5 $98,000,000 246

Section 10 246,000,000. 110

Section 14 229,300,000 98

The ability of the program to determine the construction needs based on
past applications is compromised due to:

a) districts not filing applications because of the limited chance
of receiving a grant;

b) districts obtaining funds from other sources to meet their
construction needs,

c) the need to adjust past estimates of construction costs for
inflation, and

d) the influence of decreasing enrollments.

Recognizing that the above factors have worked against the program's
ability to ascertain construction needs, program administrators conducted an
in-depth study of the construction needs of Section 10 schools. Completed in
early 1978, the study found that a total of $200 million (measured in 1976
dollars -- for 1981 an increase factor of 10% per year or 50%) was needed to:

a) upgrade existing Section 10 school facilities to meet life safety
and handicapped access standards ($10.5 million - to be factored
for increased escalation costs from 1976);

3/ Estimates are subject to confirmation of current needs as well as increases
in costs for construction and increases to meet current school housing
standards.
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b) replace facilities where upgrading could.not Meet life safety

and handicapped access standards ($60 million); and

c) adequately house the pupils enrolled in thes'e schools'

($128.5 million).

The study's findings have been used as a basis for making budgeting

recommendations to Congress.

In,1979, the U.S. Office of Education conducted site visits at seven

LEAs (who had applied under Section 14) to document life/safety hazardous

conditions in schools on or near Indian reservations. Three of the seven

districts were found to have severe life/safety hazardous conditions in one

or more of their schools. Based, in part, on this study's findings and that

of a Program Officer, the Director recommended to the U.S. Commissioner of

Education that an up-to-date analysis of.construction needs of Section 14

schools be conducted through site visits to 10% of the 700 LEAs and a mail

survey to the remaining LEAs. To date no action on this recommendation has

occurred.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Data:

The Department of Education is considering studying the construction

needs of impacted school districts for the purpose of providing Congress with

current information regarding these needs.

Sources of EvaluatiOn Data:

Current

Condition, Safet and Adesuac of Schools Servin Children Who Reside

on n 'Ian Lan s, DH W,

In-Depth Study of Federally-owned.School
Facilities Provided Under

Section 10 of Public Law 81-815r Department of Health, Education,

and'Welfare, 1977.

Other

Battelle Memorial Institute, School Assistance in Federally Affected

Areas: A Study of Public Laws 81-874 and 81-815 published by the

Committee on Education and Labor, H.R. 91st Congress, 2nd Session,

GPO, 1970. 4

U.S. Department,of Health, Education and Welfare. Adminis&ation

of Public Laws 81-874 and 81-815. Washington: Government Printing

Office, 1978.
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For further information about program operations,

Contact: William L. Stormer
245-8427

For further information about'studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Jan Anderson
245-8364
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROAAMS

Program Name:

Allen J. Ellender Fellowships

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

Public Law 92-506, as amended.* P.L. 94-277, September 30, 1982

as ektended by the Omnibus Education
Reconciliation Act of 1981.

Funding History: Year: Authorization: Appropriation:

1973 $ 500,000 $ 5C,0,000

1974 5oo,aoo 500,000

1975 500,000 500,000

1976 500,000 500,000

1977 750,000 750,000

1978 750,000 750,000

, 1979 1,000,000 1,000,000

1980 - 1,000,000 1,000,000

1981 1,000,000 1,000,000

1982 1,000,000 1/

Program Goals and Objectives:
1

Public LPw 92-506 authorizes the Commissioner of Education to make

grants to the Close Up Foundation of Waihington, D.C., to help increase

understanding of the Federal Government by secondary school students,

their teachers, and the communities they represent.

Program Operations:

The program is a Washingtorn-based political educkion program for.sec-

ondary school students and their teachers. It consists of a week-long

series of meetings, seminars and workIshow .with members of Congress,

members-of the Executive and JudicW'branches of-g6vernment, Congres-

sional committee staff members, lob*ists, reRorters, foreign government

representatives, and others.
A

The Foundation prograiS is community-based, i.e., local interest and

support is required for participation in the program. Effort is made

to match the Ellender Fellowship funds on at le.ast a 50% basis by other

public and private funds. Recipients are chosen by each school`and

criteria for selection varies from essay contests to interviews by

teachers. In each participating community, an Ellender Fellowship is

awarded to a student of low or'moderate income and to a teacher from

from each secondary school.

lj Omnibus Education.Reconcilialtion Act of 1981
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Other participants receive grants from alternate sources of funds, pay
their own expenses, or earn funds in school and community projects to
cover exptnses. Thus, a large group of students and teachers from a
community, region or State, representative of all socioeconomic levels,
comes to Washington together to learn about government and the democra-
tic process and to develop an understanding of their areas' needs and
concerns.

In an effort to reach.additional secondary school students and teachers
with citizenship educaiion programs, the Close Up Foundation added a
telecommunication facility to their activities. From December 1979
through May 1980, using committee rooms of the House of Representatives
as a.studio, Close Up produced 68 forty minute television programs
featuring prominent officials. The format included discussions with
;high school students many of whom\were Ellender.Fellowship recipients
participating in the Close Up Foundation Washington seminars. These

programs were telecast oVe'r C-SPAN (Cable Satellite Public Affairs
Network) with access throUgh'direct ,links or cassettes to over 2,000
secondary schools. Close Up'also publishes written materials including
a Teacher's Guide to C-SPAN; CutTent Issues, a booklet that examines
contemporary questions; and Perspectives, a book of readings on govern-
ment operations with articles by leading mgmbers of Congress, .representr

atives of the'Executive and Judicial branches and others.

The program has alsR generated numerous State and local activities
around the country which have inVolved many additionaV students and
'teachers in participating communities. Close Up prdvides technical
assistance and support to loyal education officials, business leaders
and civic organizations who cooperate to develop government education
programs that complement the Washington learning experience.;

Program Scope:

Ellender FelloWship grants were made to approxtmately 1900 students and

teachers in 1980. These grants included costs of room, board, tuition,
administration, insurance and transportation, and averaged about $515

per participant. The Ellende. Fellowship recipients were part of some
13;500 students and teachers from 29 areas across the nation who parti-
cipated in the pro#am. The Close Up Foundation continued to develop
specially plannediseminars for some 300 handicapped participants,

jncluding paired programs for hearing,and visually impaired. In addi-

tion, over 50 international students and teachers from Venezuela,
Egypt, Morocco, Japan; Greece and Spain took part in the 1979-80 pro-

gram as a privately-funded pilot project.

Pro§ram Effectiveness and Progress:

The Close Up Foundation contracted with Social Education Associates in
1974-75 to conduct a preliminary impact assessment. On measures of
affective change such as.political awareness and interest in poll ical
affairs, students were shown to have undergone positive Changes of a
statistically significant nature.
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

An internal evaluation'program requires ev ry student and teacher par-

ticipant to complete a survey on the educa ional content of Xhe program

which generates data for program modificat on. A comprehensive evalu-

ation program designed to measure long terMrcognitive and behaviOral

effects is Currently under consideration by the Close Up Foundation

for implementation to begin during the 1980781 program year. Addition-

ally, over 60 participating teachers have taken a specially-designed

*course in curriculum from the Johns'Hopkins University where they

evaluated specific elements of Close Up methodology adapted for local

and regional. use.

Sources of Evaluatioh Data:

Close Up Foundation (see text). Washihgton, D.C.: 1980.

To Extend Support of Allen J. Ellender Fellowships. Hearings

before the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondany and Vocational

Education of the Committee on Education and Labor, House of Rep-

resentatives, 94th Congress, 2nd Session. Hearings held in

Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1976.

For further information about program operationsr,

Contact: Robert Jackson
202/245-8052

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Tetsuo Okada
202/245-7997
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Career Education

Legislation: 11 Expiration Date:

P.L. 95-207 September 30, 1983

Funding History Year Authorization Appropriation

1975 $15,000,000 $10,000,000

1976 15,000,000 10,135,000

1977 15,000,000 10,135,000

1978 . 15,000,000 10,135,000

1979 65,000,000 20,000,000 Z/

1980 100,000,000 15,000,000 1/

1981 100,000,000 10,000,000

1982
4/

Program Goals and ObjeCtives:

P.L. 95-207, The Career Education Incentive Act, is the implementation
phase of the developmental work initiated under P.L. 93-380. Under that

earlier legislation the Congress authorized a program which provided leader-
ship in the development of career education and which put major emphasis on
demonstrations of the best career education programs and practices and on
developing State plans for implementing career education programs.

1/ Durinq. FY 75 this Program operated under the authority of the Cooperative

Research Act. In FY 76 through FY 78 it operated under the Special
Projects Act, Public Law 93-380, Sections 402 and 406. Under the latter

Act, half Af the Special Projects funds went directly to the Commissioner

for use in contracts and the other half to the programs named in that

Act, one of Which was Career Education. P.L. 93-380 expired at the end

of 1978 and the Congress passed the Career Education Incentive Act
(P.L. 95-207) on December 13, 1977 to authorize funding beginning in

FY 79 and ending in FY 83.

2/ The Congr sS originally appropriated $32.5 million for FY 79. After

receiving airequest to rescind these funds, the Congress cut the
appropriation to $20 million. The conferees stated that the entire
amount sho )d bespent on the elementary and secondary career education

provisions Of the Act (Grades K-12).
\N

3/ The Congres orl/ginally appropriated $20 million for FY 80. After

receiving a recission request the Congress reduced the appropriation

to $15 milli n/, all of which was to be spent on the'elementary and
secondary ca eer education provisions of the Act.

A/ The Career Education Incentive Act is included in a block grant under
Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981.
No individUal Aollar amount is specified under the block grant.
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Public Law 95-207 became operative with the appropriation of funds

for Fy 79. In this Act, the Congress states th4t its purpose is "...to

"assist.States and local educational agencies...in making education as

prepar-ati-On for work, and as a means of relating work values to other

life rd,les and choices (such as family life), a major goal of all who

teach and, all who learn by
increasing_the_emphasis.they_piace on career

awareneSi, exploration, decision
making, and planning, and to do so in a

manner Och will promote equal opportunity in making career choices

through the elimination of bias and stereotyping in such activities,

including bias and stereotyping on account of race, sex, age, economic

status, or'handicap." The Regulations for "Career Education Incentive

Programs," which were published in the Federal Register on October 17,

1979, summarize this purpose.

Program Operations:

Both maintenance of effort and matching are required in the State

allotment program under the new Legislation. To maintain effort in

career edutation a State must spend from its own resources an amount

at least equal to the amount the State spent for career education in the

preceding fiscal.year. The matching requirement provides that the cost

of State administration of the Act may be 100% from Federal funds in

FY 79, but the State must Pay at least 25% for FY 80, and at least

50% for FY 81, 82, and 83. Further matching provisions require that

funds for State leadership and local educational agency programs may be

100% Federal in FY 79 and, 80. However, the State must pay 25% in FY

81, 50% in FY 82., and-75% in FY 83. The non-Federal share of the cost

of State leadership and local implementation may come from State, local,

and private sources. It may include cash contributions, in-kind contri-

b6tions, volunteer services, materials, and equipment.

No State may reserve more than 10% of its funds for providing State-

leadership activities listed in the Act, either directly or through

arrangements.with public agencies and private organizations. .No State

may reserve more than 10% of its funds for FY 79 and 5% of its funds

for FY 80 through 83 for: ,(1) employing additional State educational

agency' personnel to administer and coordinate programs assisted under

the Act, and (2) reviewing and revising the "State plan. The unreserved

funds must be distributed by the State to local educational agencies

for comprehensive career education programs. At least 15% of the funds

distributed to, local agencies must be used for p ograms to develop and

implement comprehensive,career guidance, counseli , placement, and

follow-up services using counselors, teachers, parehts, and Community

resource personnel.,
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To obtain funds for comprehensive career education programs, a local
educational agency must apply to its State agency. Each State agency will
review the applications and may make payments to local educatiohal agencies,
to the extent practicable, on the basis of criteria established by the State
agency and criteria in Section 8 (b) of the Act.

Unless a State is prohibited by Law from providing services to students
and teachers in private and non-profit schools, the State must make provisions
for the effecive participation on an equitable basis of private-school students
and teachers in programs assisted under the Act. In States which are prohibited
from providing such services, the Secretary of Education is responsible for
providing that these private-school students and teachers participate.
Private school officials must be consulted on the arrangements, and public
agency in the State will administer the funds.

Each State is required to submit an annual report to the Secretary on or
before December 31 of each year except FY 79. The report will contain: (1)
an analysis of the extent to which each objective in the State plan has been
achieved, (2) a description of the extent to which State and local educational
agencies are using both Federal and their own resources to achieve these
objectives, and (3) a description of the programs funded within the State,
including an analysis of reasons for their successes and/or failures.

In order to receive FY 79 funding under the new Legislation each State'
Education Agency (including Insular areas) was required to submit, by
June 14, 1979, a letter including assurances specified in the Federal
Regulations. The amount of FY 79 funds distributed to the States in June
and July, 1979 was $18.5 million. This represents the funds appropriated
for FY 79 minus the set-asides allowed by the Law for discretionary use by
the Secretary of Education. (The District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are
included as States. The five insular areas received funding from the
Secretary's discretionary funds with an amount equal to one per centum of
the appropriation -- $200,0001)

To become eligible for further funding in FY 80 and beyond, each State
and Insular area was required to submit a five-year plan for implementing
career education in that State. These plans set out explicitly the
objectives the State will seek to achieve by the end of each of the fiscal
years for which funds are made available under the Act, describe how the
funds will be used to implement the overall objectives in each fiscal year,
set forth policies and procedureswhich the State will follow to assure
equal access for all students, provide adequate assurance of complying with
that part of the Law which authorizes State and local activities, and pro-
vid6 proposed criteria for evaluating the extent to which the State achieves
the objectives set out in its plan.
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These P.L. 95-207 plans were based on the State plans developed earlier

under P.L. 93-380. Funds were made available under P.L. 93-380 in FY 76 and

77 to enable each State and Territory to prepare a five-year plan for

implementing career education. Each State and Territory received a written

evaluation of its plan during the period from March through May 1979. All

States and Territories also received criteria and guidelines for adapting

their plans to meet the requirements of the new Incentive Act, P.L. 95-207.

(These evaluations were done under a contract with the Southwest Regional

Laboratory for Educational Research and Development.)

Program Scope:

P.L. 95-207 makes State allotment funds available for 52 States--the

usual 50 plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Allotment funds

are made available for the insular areas as a one-percent set-aside in the

Secretary's disretionary fund. In the first year of operation of the Act,

all of the States except one (New Mexico) and all five insular areas applied

for and received FY 79 funds by sending in the required letters of assurance.

In FY 80, all of the States except three (New Mexico, Nevada, and

South Dakota) submitted and received approval of their State plans for

career education and applied for-FY 80 State allotment funds. In addition,

all of the insullar areas except the Trust Territory of the Pacific submitted

State plans and applied for FY 80 funds.

The Law provides that the funds appropriated under P.L. 95-207 for the

State allotment program areto be distributed.among the participating States

on the basis of the population aged 5 to 18. Accordingly, in August of 1980

a total of $13,875,000 of FY 80 funding was distributed to the participating

States and a total of $150,000 was distributed to the four participating

insular areas. (This represents the funds appropriated for FY 80 minus the

set-asides allowed by the Law for discretionary use by the Secretary of

Education.)

In the distribution of FY 80 funding, there were 16 States which re-

ceived minimum allotments of approximately $128,000 each. Twenty States

received between $129,000 and $300,000 each, six States received between

$301,000 and $500,000 each, six received between $501,000 and $1,000,000

each, and one State received slightly over one million dollars.

In June of 1981, a total of $9,250,000 of FY 81 funding was distri-

buted to the 47 participating States, the District of Columbia, and

Puerto Rico. In addition, a total of $100,000 was distributed to the

insular areas. (This represents the funds appropriated for FY 81 minus

the set-asides allowed by the Law for discretionary use by the Secretary

of Education.)
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In the distribution of FY 81 funding, there were 27 States which re-
ceived minimum allotments of approximately $128,000 each. -Fifteen States
received between $129,000 and $300,000 each, five States received between
$301,000 and $500,000 each, and two States received between $501,000 and
$1,000,000 each. No State recel_ved_more-than-one-million-dollars.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

A substantial amount of data on the effectiveness of 16cal programs
has been gathered since 1974 and has been reported in the Annual Evaluation
Report for FY 78. As of the end of FY 80 there were 14 projects which had
been judged exemplary by the Joint Dissemination Review Panel of the
Department of Education. Information on these projects is being dissemi-
nated through ED's National Diffusion Network.

An valuability assessment of the new program initiated under P.L.
95-207 was completed in FY 80 and has been reported in a document entitled
Implementation of the Career Education Incentive Act: Interim Report on
the Evaluability Assessment (ED-186-679). This study concluded that the
P.L. 95-207 career education program is plausible and measurable. The
study also developed an evaluable program model which contains 113 activity/
outcome linkages, and the study identified, for each linkage, (a) the
activity, (b) the intended outcome, (c) the measures, (d) the data source,
(e) the quantifiability, (f) the potency, and (g) the collection and
processing ease/difficulty.

As a follow-on to the evaluabillity assessment completed in FY 1980,
a rapid feedback evaluation was conducted in FY 1981, using the evaluable
program model. Initial results of this effort were published in a document
entitled Implementation of the Career Education Incentive Act: Interim
Report on the Rapid Feedback Evaluation (ED-194-800). The finaT results
were published in June of 1981 in a document entitled Implementation of
the Career Education Incentive Act: Final Technical Report on the Rapid
Feedback Evaluation. The overall conclusion of this evaluative effort was
that P.L. 95-207 funds are serving the purposes envisioned by Congress when
it enacted the Career ETTEation Incentive Act.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

It is planned that, in Fiscal Yeais 1982, an evaluation study will be
conducted to determine the cash value of in-kind contributions and non-cash
resources provided to career education projects in local education agencies.
This study will attempt to develop an acurate and systematically derived
estimatg of the monetary value of cash contributions, volunteer services,
materials, and equipment provided to local career education projects from
non-Federal sources, as a result of the stimulus of the small Federal grants
aWarded under. P.L. 95-207.
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Sources of Evaluation Data:

Mitchell, Anita M. Assessment of State Plans for Career Education:

Final Report.. Los Alamitos, California: Southwest Regional Laboratory

for Educational Research and Development, July 1979 (ED-178-735).

Mitchell, Anita M. Model State Plan Characteristics: A Guide for

Refining SXate Plans for Career Education. Los Alamitos, California:

Southwest Regional Laboratory for Educational Research and Development,

July 1979 (ED-178-736). ,

Jung, Steven M. and others. Implementation of the Career Education

Incentive Act: Interim Report on the Evaluability Assessment. Palo

Alto, California: American Institutes for Research, March 1980

(ED-186-679).

Jung, Steven M. and others. Implementation of the Career Education

Incentive Act: Final Technical Report on the Rapid Feedback Evaluation.

Palo Alto, Callifornia: American Institutes for Research, October 1980

(ED-194-800).

Jung, Steven M. and others. Implementation of the Career Education

Incentive Act: Final Technical Report on the Rapid Feedback Evaluation.

Palo Alto, California: American Institutes for Research, June 1981.

For further information about program operations;

Contact: Kenneth B. Hoyt
(202) 245-2284

For further information about studies,of program effectiveness,

Contact: Tetsuo Okada
(202) 245-9401
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Teacher Centers Program

Legislation:

Higher Education Act of 1965,
Section 532, Title V-B, as amended
by P.L. 94-482, P.L. 95-561,
P.L. 96-374, Education Amendments
of 1976, 1978, and 1980 respectively,
as extended by the Education Consoli-
dation and Improvement Act of 1981

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1985

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1977 $ 75,000,000 $

1978 75,000,000 8,250,000

1979 100,000,000 12,625,000

1980 100,000,000 13,000,000
1981 20,000,000 9,100,000

1982 30,000,000 1/

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of this program is to assist local educational agencies
to plan, establish, and operate teacher centers, and institutions of
higher education to operate teacher centers, where teachers, ,through
Teacher Center Policy Boards, design and supervise prograMs of curriculum
development and inservice teacher training. _This training should enable
the teachers, and schools, to better meet the educational needs of their
students.

Program Operations:

Applications (after approval by the Teacher Center Policy Board) are
submitted to the Secretary of Education through State educational agencies,
which may screen out those that are unsuitable. Ten percent ofthe funds
are awarded to institutions of higher education, 80 percent go to local
educational agencies, and 10 percent go to State educational agencies
to compensate them for screening the applications and for later providing
technical assistance and dissemination services to the grantees. A recent

amendment to the statute requires that at least one center be established
in every State.

Section 532 of Title V of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is included in a
block grant under Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement
Act of 1981. No individual dollar amount is specified for the program under

the block grant.
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The'administering unit in ED stimulates sharing of experiences among

the project directors by means of regional and national conferences, and

facilitates the gathering of evaluative data by special funding to two

teacher centers of expertise which in turn help the separate project directors.

Each center that performs satisfactorily may be funded annually for up

to three years.

Program Scope:

During Fiscal Year 1980, the program's third year of operation,

$11,354,400 supported 89 operational centers in 42 States, Guaeand the

District of Columbia. An amount of $345,600 funded 10 planning grants

and $1,300,000 paid for States' program activities.

Program Effectiveness and Progre

No overall evaluation study has been conducted on this program.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation tudies:

No overall evaluation of the Teacher Centers Program has been undertaken

by the Department of E, ication. Since 1978 there has been an intensive

project at Syracuse Un)versity to document the organizational features

and governance of 55 of the 89 centers as well as the activities and

services that those centers have provided to teachers.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Program records.

Sam J. Yarger and Sally K. Mertens, Teacher Centers Program Documentation

Study. Syracuse: Syracuse University, 1980.

Sally K. Mertens and Sam J. Yarger, Teacher Centers in Action. Syracuse:

Syracuse University, 1981.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: LeRoy Walser
(202) 472-5940

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Jan Anderson
(202) 245-8364
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Teacher Corps Program

Legislation:
-

Title V-A of the'Higher Education Act
of 1965 (P.L. 89-329), as amended by

Expiration Date:

FY 1983

P.L. 90-35, P.L, 91-575, P.L. 91-230,
P.L. 93-318, P.L. 93-380 and P.L. 94-482

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1966 $ 36,100,000 $ 9,500,000
1967 64,715,000 11,324,000
1968 33,000,000 13,500,000
1969 46,000,000 20,900,000
1970 80,000,000 21,737,000

1971 100,000,000 30,800,000
1972 100,000,000 37,435,000
1973 37,500,000 37,500,000

1974 37,500,000 37,500,000

1975 37,500,000 37,500,000
1976 37,500,000 37,500,000

1977 50,000,000 37,500,000
1978 75,000,000 37,500,000
1979 loompxo 37,500,000
1980 100,000,000 30,000,000
1981 100,000,000 22,500,000
1982 22,500,000 *

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purposes of Teacher Corps as stated in the legislation are to stren-
then the educational opportunities available to children in areas having con-
centrations of low-income families, to encourage colleges and universities to
broaden their programs of teacher preparation, and to encourage institutions
of higher education and local education agencies to improve.programs of train-
ing and retraining for teachers and teacher aides by --

(1) attracting and training qualified teachers who will be, made

avail le to local education agencies for teaching in such 'areas; ,

onsoli ated
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(2) attracting and training inexperienced teacher interns who will,

be made available for teaching and inservice training to local
education agencies in such areas in teams led by an experienced

teacher;

(3) attracting volunteers to serve as part-time tutors or full-time

instructional assistants in programs carried out by local educa-

tion agencies and institutions of higher education serving such

areas;

(4) attracting and training education personnel to provide relevant

remedial, basic, and secondary educational training, including

literacy and communication skills, for juvenile delinquents,

youth offenders, and adult criminal offenders; and

(5) supporting demonstration, documentation, institutionalizationtp

and dissemination of the results.

This last goal reflects several significant changes introduced by the

Education Amendments of 1976. One major change was extending the two-year

grant cycle of previous years to five years. A second was that each Tea-

cher Corps Project will emphasize the demonstration of new programs and

practices with linkages between preservice and inservice training and

which involve the total faculty of a Ote school. Typical program elements

include,flexible models of teacher education based on performance criterla;-

the development of collaborative decision-making procedures that assure

parity to the participating college or university, community served by the

project, and local education agency; the development of a community compo-

nent which seeks to lessen the distance between the institutions and commu-

nity by providing educational services beyond the school walls and involving

parents in the classroom program; the demonstration of a major teacher

training framework (CBTE, multidisciplinary, research based, etc.) for the

demonstration of an integrated program of training and retraining; and an

emphasis on the improvement of management within the cooperating agencies

of the delivery of education personnel and retraining services including

planning, documentation, institutionalization, and dissemination.

In FY 78 Teacher Corps goals and objectives were expanded to include

demonstration of training and retraining programs for all educational per-

sonnel in grades K-12, in institutions of higher education, and in communi-

ties served by these programs. These demonstration programs are to be

implemented over a five-year grsant_period.. Planning to meet this broader,

more inclusive mandate began in FY 77 when grants were awarded to 81 projects

in FY 78 and to 53 more projects in FY 79. Three were laterdiscontinued.

Program Operation:

Grants are awarded to an institution of higher education and a local

educational agency, either of which may be the prime grantee, to coopera-

tively mounZ: and operate a project which will be managed collaboratively
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All Teacher Corps projects are funded through .competitive grants to
achieve the legislated purpose and the four outcomes using the mans
specified in the Rules and Regulations and the strategies determined by

the project.

Projects funded July 1978k are known as Program 78. New projects
funded in 1979 are known as Program 79. There are 79 projects in their
fourth year and 5 Program 79 projects in thelr third year. After Year 1 of
each Program, grantees are eligible to havQtheir grants renewed annually
for the four subsequent years. After year 3 there will be diminishing
levels of Federal funds since institutionalization of the activities using
local funds is expected to begin.

The organization structure of the Teacher Corps is as follows: (a)

the National Office within the U.S. Department of Education consisting of
three Branches -- Management, Operations, and Development; (b) within a pro-
ject to share information, guide the project, and Oovide community-based
support -- an elected Community Council and a project policy Board (the
nucleus on the Board must be the Dean of the IHE, the Superintendent of the
LEA and the chairperson of the Community Council); (c) also at the local
project level, all components collaborate.

The organization of a typical Teacher Corps project in the field usu-
ally includes at least one but not more than four schools (where elementary
schools must be Title I eligible) within a feeder system; a team of at least
four teacher-interns and one experienced teacher as a team leader; an elected
community council having ,at least seven members; an institution of higher
education; a locAq education agency, and other institutions and agencies 'such
such as correction institutions, teacher organizations, professional associ-
ation, social service agencies, and students.

Progr:am Scope:

During Fiscal Year 1981, the Teacher Corps had 131 operational projects
which included the 79 Program 78 projects and the 53 Program 79 projects.
These projects are located in 123 school districts, 130 institutions of
higher education, and seven State Departments of Education, including outly-
ing regions and correctional institutions. Teacher Corps projects, through
dtfferentiated staffing_and individualized instructional activities, directly
affected the learning experience of approximately 520,000 children. Projects
impacted on special clientele groups such as bilingual children; Indian chil-
dren, and children in correction institutions. Teacher Corps also supported
a special program which encouraged high school and college student , parents
and other community residents to serve as tutors or instructional a sistants
for children in disadvantaged areas. In 1981, approximately 25,78 \educa-
tional personnel are involved in Teacher Corps projects. Title V-A of the

Higher Education Act, Section 517 prohlbits using Teacher Corps members
to replace any teacher who would otherwise be employed. There is no provision
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for waivers of this requirement. Compliance is assured by the Teacher Corps

regulations, State approval of the project proposal, and scrutiny by special-

ists on biannual site visits.

Program Effeciiveness and Progress:

In 1978 an evaluation of Teather Corps was initiated to study the five-

year developmental process of the program. Consequently, the evaluation was

designed as a five-year effort to correspond with the funding and implemen-

tation strategies of the program. A multiple design strategi was adopted

requiring the use of traditional evaluation methods'as well as case study and

ethnographic methods. The first year of the evaluation was a planning year

to match the first year of the program. Part of the evaluation activities of

the second year included an implementation study of collaboration and multi-

cultural education in Teacher Corps project. The development and multicul-

tural education strategies were required by the legislation governing the,

Teacher Corps program. The study was initiated to describe (1) the process,'

by which people learn to appreciate and get along in several cultures and

(2) the dynamics developed among schools, institutions of higher education,

community advisory groups, and other participants involved.in designing and

implementing Teacher Corps projects. The study utilized ethnographic case

study methodology in four Teacher Corps sites funded in 1978.

The major conclusions from the study completed by SRI International are

as follOws:

o In.the projects studied, the participants feel that there is little

evidence of a real commitment to multicultural education from the

Teacher Curps Washington office. This conclusion is based on several

factors. First, there has been little or no monitoring at the project

level to ensure that projects comply with the multicultural education

mandate. Second, guidance supplied by the Washignton office is gi- -

ven through consultants and through conferences and meetings that do

not help local projects implement programs to any significant extent.

Third participants feel that program specialists from the Washington

office do not have a thorough understanding of multicultural education.

Fourth, the extensive use of consultantS to define multicultural educa-

tion diminishes the enthusiasm of local projects to develop site-specific.

components Or- multictiltiNsal education.

o In all of the study sites, the project director represents the strongest

force for influencing reform and introducing new ideas to the university

and the school district. However, most of these directors seemed frus-

trated at not being able to exert this kind of leaderShip in the project.

In reaction to this, it seems as though the project directors over-relied

on outside consultant& to infuse the projects with new ideas or concep-

tual definitions. In addition, the project irectors were not given a

thorough training In multicultural educatio
f)

o The most serious impediment to the development of multicultural education
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programs ih the site's studied was the participants' misunderstanding
of gOals and objectives of multicultural education. Of the partici-
pant intrviewed and observed, it seems as though no one -- from the
Washington staff to.the local project staff -- has a thorough under-
standing /of the conceptual basis of multicultural ,education. 'This
limits teir effecttveness in developing and implementing multicul-
ultural education ,components. The local peoject must overcome the
,strong resistance to' multicultural education components.- The local

projectimust overcome the strong resistance to multicultural education
that reSults from the belief that multicultural education is an "add
oon, a , belief, which is based on a misunderstanding of its purpose,
ignorance of its goals, or racial-ethnic prejudices.

a yith the exception of one council, .commtiNity resources for planning
project-wide activities were rarely tappeO, although the community
residents themselves reprel'ented the=great%st source of untapped pos-
itive energy and commitment. Generally, the community council con-

,scerned themselves with the Federal rules and regulations goverriing
/ the program, needs assessments, management planning, and paper Work.
' They fel some uncertainties about their roles. At times the counfils
seemed overly concerned with budgetary matters. These activities
frequently diverted the Council from their potentially greatest role;
collaborating'in the development of community-based educational pro-
grams. .In.addition, some community council members expressed disa-
ppointment and frustration with the formality (observance of parlia-
mentary procedure) with which meetings and tasks were carried out.

o For the most liart, opportunitiei for the community to deal on a face-
to face basis with teachers, deans, superintendents, and faculty at
institution of higher education were limited to the community chair-
person's participation on -the policy board. While planning -woups
often included community-wide membership, attendance and participation
at them were sporadic and not as consistent as the attendance and
participation at council meetings.

/
,o Policy boards in the' four sites ran smoothly because they had a clear

set of responsibilities. Most meetings were handled in a formal,
business-like manner. Policy board members know they were responsible
for a limited number of tasks: setting policy, hiring staff, and
approving the budget. In several sites, the dean and superintendent
began to, share their expertise outside the context of the policy'
board. They began building a collegial relationship that could last
beyond the Teacher Corps cycle.

In thosesites where planning groups had problems, there,was a noticeable
lack of participation of higher education faculty in planning groups. Groups
with a clear conception.to the purposes of Planning and a grasp of the Teacher
Corps mandate did not need an entire year for planning. However, groups with
a clear notion of the planning mandate seem to h6e floundered; purposes of
Teacher Corps. The lag between the completion of a planning task and the
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

actual implementation of proposed activities frustrated some participants.
Gaining confidence within a diverse planning group was most difficult. Thus

the planning'year may produce long lists of need and proposed activities,but

not enough project strength to carry them out.

Teacher Corps projects began their 5-year grant periods in early Summer

of 1978. A comprehensive longitudinal evaluation of the new program was

developed by the Office of Program Evaluation and a contract awarded in August

1978 to SRI International for the implementation of the evaluation.

The focus of this evaluation is on Program 78 and Program 79 Teacher

Corps projects. The work to be performed required the development of a five-

year evaluation design. The initial procurement covered the, first three

years of evaluation activities. The five-year evaluation was to be conducted --

in three phases: (1) planning, (2) operations, and (3) analySis and report-

ing. The period of performance under Phases I and II, Development and Opera-

'tion, was for 36 months from the date of award. Phase III, Institutionaliza-

tion and Adaptation was designed to be an option and if exercised, is to have

a period of performance' of 24 months. -Some activities in these phases

necessarily overlap. The emphasis is upon what'and how the projects tried,
implemented, succeeded or failed within the Teacher Corps Program at the

local regional and national levels. Because of fiscal constraints the evalu-

ation was limited to the first three years. Three years results are to be

submitted by SRI International in October 1981 and are expected to contain

some definitive impact statements on teacher training and institutionali-

zation of best practices.

Source -Of Evaluation Data:

1. Annual operational data collected by the Teacher Corps Program. /

2. SRI international, "Teacher Corps: An Implementation Study of

Collaboration and Multicultural Education: 1980.

For further information about program operation,

Contact:4 John A. Minor
(202) 653-8320

-'For further information about stucies of program effectiveness.

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION/PROGRAMS

/

Program Name:

Financial Assistance to Lotal Education Agencies for the Educa-
tion of Indian Children - Part A

Legislation: 1 Expiration Date:

Indian Eduction Act September 30, 1984
92-318 Title IV, Part, A

'FUNDING HISTORY YEAR

FY 73
FY 74
FY 75
FY 76
FY 77
FY 78

. FY 79
FY 80
FY 81

Prograin Goals and Objectives:

Part A of ttie Indian Education
on an entitlement basis to local
elementary andisecondary educatio
educational and culturally relate
children. In addition, a separat
amount equal to not more than 10
for LEAs for discretionary grants
located on.or near reservations.

AUT ORIZATION APPROPRIATION'

$19 ,177,204
20 ,000,000
2 5,000,000
4,1,242,000
4/76,263,078

: 655,000,000

640,297,800
1640,297;800

'722,214,192

$ 11,500,000
25,000,000
25,000,000
35,000,000
37,on,o0
38,850,000
48,000,000
52,000,000
58,250i000

,

Act p-rovides financial a sistance
ducational agencies (LEAs) for
programs to meet the soecial
academic needs of Indian
authority in the Act allots an

ercent of the amount appropriated
to Indian-controlled schools

'The purpose of the entitlement program is to provide grants
to local schoolsystems for (1)-pla ning and other stepS leading
to the development of programs speci ically designed to,meet the
special educatiOnal and culturallyr lated academic nees of Indian
children, including pilot projects de igned to test the effective-

/ ness of thete programs; and (2) the establishment, maitenance, and
operation of programs, including minor,remodeling of classroom or
other space used\specific1lly for such programs, and aCquisition of
necessary equipment speciaily_designed to,Meet _the special educa-
tional or culturlly.related academic ne ds of Indianichildren.

The Part A legislation provides wide latitude to local school
districts in impl menting their projects. According Ito federal
regulations (187 a.22), a school district may use Part A funds for
"services and aetilyities" designed to meet the specil educational
or culturally relaed academic needs, or bo h, of InI dian children.
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Proje ts may focus on basicskill instruction or other academic areas

or Indi n culture as related to academic skills. All projects are

encourag d to use culturally-based materials and techniques in pro-

gram activities. Examples of permissible activities include:

(a) Remedial instruction inbssic skill subject areas.

(b) Instruction in tribal heritage and traditions in the

context of meeting academic needs and in Indian

history and political organization, including

current affairs and tribal relationships with local,

State and Federal governments.

(c) Accelerated instruction and other.activities that

provide additional education opportunities.

(d) Home-school liaison services.

(e) Creative arts such as traditional Indian arts, crafts,

music, and dance.
1

(f) Native language arts, including bilingual projects

and the teaching and preservation of Indian languages.

Under the discretionary program, awards are made to Indian-

controlled schools to establish such schools or to provide supple-

mentary programs and enrichment services.

Program Operations:

Under Part A of the Act, entitlements or formula grants are

made directly to eligible local education agencies (LEAs) and a

few schools that are operated by Indian tribes under contract with

the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Financial assistance, through

competitive discretionary awards, is also given to Indian-con-

trolled schools on or near reservations.

Program Scope:

The number of public school districts participating has in-

creased from 435 in fiscal year 1973 to 1p048 in fiscal year 1981.

In schoOl year 198142, the Part A program reached almost 290,000

Indian children, an increase of 150,000 since the program started.

With the growth in appropriationS, both the,number Of children

served and the average contribution per child have increased. In

1973 the Federal contribution-averaged
Vii-per child; in 1981, it

was $165.
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In fiscal year 1981, 30 Indian-controlled schools served
about 12,000 students under the set-aside for discretionary grants.

Projects funded under Part A of the Act range from part-time
ancillary servic'es to supplementary baSic education and cultural
enrichment programs. Activities are determined by the LEAs and
elected Indian partent committees based on local neeus and population
concentration. To ensure that program funds are addressing the

special educational needs of Indian children as specified in the
legislation, a technical and quality review of applications is
conducted by the program office. During the period of project
performance, as prograM administration resources permit, site
visits are made to selected project sites and technical assis-
tance is offered to projects requesting it. Project assistance
in staff training, project management skills, curriculum develop-
ment and special conferences as needed are provided by five
regional Resource and Evaluation Centers.

Program Effectiveness and Pro4ress:

A national descriptive study of projects funded under Part A
was completed in November, 1978.

This study was performed by Communication Technology Corpora-
tion of Marlton, New Jersey under contract (300-76-0397) to the
U.S. Office of Education's Office of Evaluation and Dissemination.
The principal findings of the study are as follows:

o The national program can be described as a collection
of projects of widely divergent size, geographic locale,
and goals. Sixty-two percent of the projects empha-
size instruction in culture, heritage and native
language. Emphasis upon remedial reading was found
in 58 percent of the projects. The next three most
frequently stated objectives were: (1) counseling
and guidance (56%); (2) enhancing self-concept (54%);
and (3) changing attitudes toward school (51%).
Other predominant objectives were to increase school
attendance (47%); to enhance self-direction and a
sense of responsibility (46%); and remedial mathema-
tics (46%). Most of the objectives seem to be evenly
distributed across the ubran - rural spectrum.
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o Reading programs, mathematics programs, cultural

heritage programs, and counseling and guidance

programs were perhaps not surprisingly rated effec-

tive by project directors and project staff in

approximately 90 percent of the sampled districts

in: (1) overcoming Indian students' academic diffi-

culties; (2) improving Indian student's attitudes

toward school; and (3) developing more favorable

self-concepts in Indian students.

o Factors, reported by school districts, as contribu-

ting to educational problems of Indian children in

order of frequency reported were: (1) adverse home

environment (74%); (2) lack of motivation (69%);

(3) deficient early education (69%); (4) negative

peer group influence (64%); (5) nutritional problems

(50%); (6) ethnic discrimination (48.8); and (7)

health problems (4;%).

o Seventy-five percent of project funds at the local

level was directed toward -staffing. This was'an

expected finding since this same percentage of

projects are more than one year old and do not have

the higher expenditures of a new project for ma-

terials, etc.

o Staff involvement, which was much more prevalent in

urban high density districts (above 20,000) than in

rural high and low density districts, was concentra-

ted in reading, mathematics, native language and

cultural heritage, counseling and guidance, atten-

dance, self-concept,
responsibility and self-direc-

tion, and attitude toward school.

o Generally, the parent committees were involved in a

wide range of policy and managerial activities:

staffing recommendations, public relations, proposal

development, budget review, conduct of needs assess-

ment; proposal review and final report review,

curriculum decisions, pupil selection, establish-

ment of project objectives, project monitoring,

project evaluations, and final report development.

o The parent committees were generally not involved in

assisting with instructional activities. More than

70 percent of the districts used the parent committee

in proposardevelopment.
Also, roughly half of the

districts reported parent committee involvement in

selection of pupils.
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o Projects in which parent organizations were involved
were rated effective in helping Native American pupils
to overcome academic difficulties, improve their
attitude toward schools, and develop a favorable self-
concept. The mafority of parent committee involvement
was in the areas of providing staffing recommendations,
proposal review and development, budget review, needs
assessment, establishment of objectives, project
monitoring and evaluation, and final report preparation.

o Projects in urban districts tended to be rated more
effective in overcoming academic difficulties and
providing.supplementary services. This may be partial-
ly attributable to the organized approach taken toward
the administration of funds and the sophistication of
the staff. Staff time spent on projects is somewhat
greater in urban districts than in rural districts.

o Rural high density districts were rated the next most
effective in overcoming academic difficulties and
providing supplementary services. This may be due
to the larger number of children available for project
enrollment and the resulting higher funding level.

o The staff and parents rated 75 percent of the dis-
tricts as being at least moderately effective in
overcoming academic difficulties, providing supplemen-
tary services, improving attitudes toward school and
developing a more favorable self-concept. Also, 50
percent of projects were rated effective by the staff
and parents in improving staff attitudes toward Native
American pupils and improving non-Native American
pupil attitudes toward Native American pupils.

o The data analyzed revealed that, in the vast majority
of the districts, there were staff, involvement and.
program improvement in the areas of academic achieve-
ment, Native-Ameritan language and cultural heritage,
counseling and guidance, attendance, self-concepts,
responsibility and self-direction, and in attitudes
toward school.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

A major study to evaluate the impact of the Part A Entitlememt
Program mes-started-tn-11-80-.---Th'e-study iS designed to address
eight major research questions. They are as folyows:
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.1 1

o What are the organizational, fiscal, and human

resources available to Part A projects, and how

do projects utilize these resources?

o To what extent do the objectives of projects

funded under the Part A Entitlement Program

address the special educational and/or cul-

turally related academic needs of American

Indian/Alaska Native children?

o 'How have Part A project activities been implemen-

ted?

o What are the impacts of Part A projects on American

Indian/Alaska Native students?

o What impacts do Part A projects have on the Parents

of American Indian/Alaska
Native\children and on

the American Indian/Alaska Native communities

projects serve?

o What impacts do Part A projects have upon their

LEAs?

o How do federal-level activities, especially those

of the Office of Indian Education, affect Part A

projects?

o What is the total amount of federal education funds

expended by local school districts on Indtan students

in grades k-12 and how many of these students are

receiving various.types of special services?

Sources of Evaluation Data:

A National Evaluation Survey of Projects Funded Under Title IV,

Part A of the Indian Education Act of 1972. (Contract #300-76-0397),

November, 1978).

Program Audits

163



For further information about program operation,

Contact: Patricia Matthews
(202) 245-8236

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Dorothy Shuler
(20?) 245-8877 ,
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Improvement of Educational Opportunities for Indian Students -

Part

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

Indian Education Act
P.L. 92-318, Title IV, Part 8

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR

September 30; 1984

AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

FY 73 $ 25,000,000 $ 5,000,000

FY 74 35,000,000 12,000,000

FY 75 35,000,000 1/ 12,000,000

FY 76 35,000,000 17 16,000,000

FY 77 37,000,000 17 14,080,000

FY 78 37,000,00017 14,400,000

FY 79 45,000,000 17 15,500,000

FY 80 45,000,000 17 15,600,000

FY 81 45,000,000 14,500,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The law indicates that its purpose is to iuthorize discretonary

grants to Indian tribes and organizations, State and local educa-

tional agencies, and institutions of higher education for use in

special programs and projects to improve educational opportunities

for Indian children. These include (1) planning, pilot, and demon-

stration projects designed to test and demonstrate the effectiveness

of programs for improving educational oppertunities for Indian

children, such as bilingual/bicultural
educatiooal programs and

programs dealing with special health, social, and psychological

problems of Indian children; (2) establishment and operation of

programs designed to stimulate the provision of educational ser-

vices not available to Indian children in sufficient quantity or

quality; (3) preservice and inservice training programs to improve

the qualifications of persons serving Indian children, such as

teachers, teacher aides, social workers, and other educational

personnel; (4) a fellowship program for Indian students pursuing

degrees in medicine, law, education, business administration,

engineering and natural resources, and (5) establishing resource

1/ In addition to the authorized amount, up to 200 new fellowships

can be awarded each year. See program scope section for actual

awards and areas of fellowship awards.
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and evaluation centers designed to provide specialized technical
services to grantees, evaluate the effectiveness of programs, and
disseminate information on successful practices.

Long-Range program goa)s of Part B are to improve educational
opportunities for Indian students from preschool through the universi-
ty level by supporting programs that:

(a) Provide improved educational services
(b) Increase the number of Indians A leadership

positions

(c) Develop new educational approaches of high quality
(d) Contribute to increased control by Indians over

the availability and quality of their own education.

Immediate \ goals of the Part B program are to:

(a) Fund, emonstration and service projects in areas
iden ified as priority by the Indian community, such
as arly childhood education, special education,
counseling and guidance, and alternative schools.

(b) Support technical assistance efforts on a national
scale through a network of educational resource and
Evaluation Centers.

(c) Continue to provide educational personnel training
and fellowships in designated professional fields
to improve qualifications of Indians and develop
leaders in the Indian community.

Program Operations:

Grant awards for demonstration, service, and education person-
nel training; fellowship awards to graduate and undergraduate Indian
students in selected professional degree areas; and contracts for
the regional technical resource centers are made on the basis of
national competition. Eligible applicants for the demonstration
program inClude State and local education agencies, federally sup-
ported schools for Indian children, and Indian tribes, organiza-
tions, and institutions. Eligible applicants for service pro-
jects include State and local educational agencies and tribal and
Indian community organizations. Eligible applicants for educa-
tional personnel training projects are Indian tribes and organiza-
tions, institutions of higher education, and State and local
education agencies in combination with institutions of higher
education. Eligible applicants for the fellowships are Indian
students.
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In approving applications under Part B, preference is given to

Indian tribes, organizations, and institutions, as required by law.

Implementation of this provision has resulted in no awards being

given to other types of organizations, with the exception of higher

education institutions applying for educational personnel develop-

ment grants.

Each type of program has an associated set of criteria for grant

selection. Demonstratipn projects eequire that applicants include

evidence that their projects are likelytO serve as models for

others and have more elaborate plans for evaluation. Annual

priority areas may be selected by the Secretary. Selection cri-

teria for service projects give considerable weight to the lack

of comparable services ip the area and to the degree of need. Educa-

tional personnel training projects must show commitment to Indian

education. Fellowship applicants are evaluated on the basis of

financial need, academic record, other evidence of potential

success, and likelihood of service to Indians on completion of the

program.

Program Scope:

In 1981, 195 Part B applications were received and 70 grants

were awarded. The approved projects dealt with the development of

ailingual/bicultural programs, instructional materials and media

centers, compensatory education, cultural enrithment, dropout pre-

vention, and vocational training. In addition, 196 fellowships were

awarded to students attending 85 institutions in 34 States and the

District of Columbia. The awards were made in the areas of medicine,

law, education, business administration, engineering, and natural

resources.

Five technical resource centers were funded in 1981 to provide

technical assistance to all projects funded under Title IV. Centers

conduct workshops with project staff and parent groups in their

region to improve Project management, including needs assessment

and evaluation activities..

Program Progress and Effectiveness:

Programs funded during FY 1979 were examined in a recently

completed study of "The Impact of Programs and Projects funded under

Parts B and C of the Indian Education Act." Progranis we-eh-funded

under three major categories provided by the Act: Planning,

Pilot and Demonstration, Educational Services, and Educational

Personnel Development.
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Planning, Pilot and Demonstration Programs: Early childhood
edUcation, career development and curriculum development.made the
greatest impact of the eight Program types funded under this
authority, according to the study. Innovative programs in special
education and counseltng, however, should still continue to have high
priority. -

Some programs have less discernable-impacts than others, because
of the severity of the problems in the communities where Part B
projects are located. For example, analysis shows that Part B pro-
jects made their greatest impact in settings which had a large per-
centage of Indians, a large percentage of unemployed but had a low

--peroenli-Of persons with bilingual needs and a low percentage of
\ persons under'the poverty level. (Since all reservations have a

higher percentage of persons unemPloyed than non-reservation set-
\ tings, the unemployment level become§ a confounding factor zcross

all data). However, the low 'percentage of personS with bilingual
\ needs and the low percentage of, poverty probably represents set-

tings Where the needs are not too severe to overcome with the
small-scale sized of programs generally funded udner this authori-
,ty. Potentially the bilingual needs and the poverty levels with-
An the settings indicates the need of improved suppprtive services.
\

Strong community support appeared to be the most powerful
factor associated with impact. Thepresence of-culturally rele-
vant materials and the cooperation of the,local school were factors
associated with academic areas of impact. Indian staff was direct-
ly,associated with the impact in areas of self-concept, attitudinal
and cultural' measures of impact.

Educational Services. These are primarily suPplemental or
alternative programs designed to provije services, such as reMedial
educAtion,.school health and psychological services to encourage
Indian children to enter, remain in, or re-enter school at k-12
levelS. Projects are funded in locations where educational needs
are being met in sufficient quantity or quality. These programs
often do not appear to be uniquely different from Pilot programs.

MOst of these'programs are located'in communities where three-
quarteri or more of the population is Indian. Seventy-four percent
of the project directors are Indian and '.£37 percent of the staff were
Indian.

Eduoational services projects were generally multicomponent
projects which were targeted at a specific population, such as early

I

childhood or special education, but also included projects with
bilingual/biculLural, career development, counseling and curriculum
development projects or part of a comprehensive educational model.1

-).
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Major project accomplishments included: participation and in-

volvement of the community increased, basic skills of participants

improved, curriculum and culturally related materials were developed

and disseminated, pArticipants' attitude toward $chool and motiva-

tion to achieve improved and facilities in which projects were con-

ducted were improved. Types-of services reported effective include:

early chlidhood, curriculum development, comprehensive education

model and special education projects.

Educational Personnel Development Projects. During FY 1979,

sixteen grants were awarded to colleges and universities and Ind' n

tribes and organizations to train professionals and nonprofe ionals/

to improve the quality of educatiOn for Indian students. This. type /

of program is, by nature, diffitult to assess. However, based on/

readily available
information, the projects appear to meet their

intended objectives.. Tribal graritees-arrange
with colleges and univer-

sities to provik course-work for Indian students who attend classes and

work in the reservation community. In FY 1979, about one-half the

fellowship students worked toward graduate degreg5.

Of those participating in the programs in FY 1979, 180 received

college diplomas or advanced degrees. As a result of participation

in the prograos, 190 were reported to have upgraded their jobs in

education seftings. Sixty-two assumed
leadership positions such as

.principals, superintendents, community college or university officials.

In addition 186 teachers were observed to have significantly improved

their abilities to teach Indian children and 109 teacher aides up-

graded their qualificiations.

Preliminary findings of a study to track students participating

in the Indian fellowship programs indicates that 62 percent otthose

students who were tracked in the program from 1976 through

obtained degrees. This compares favorably with the 54 percent

national dropout rate for college freshmen,
according to Nattve

Ameri,can Research-Associates (NARA).
Although the program iftiposes

no contractural
obligations on the fellows to use their training

in service to Indians, 60 percent.of the responding participants

are working for Indian tribes,
organizations and commUnities.

\*

Sources of Eviluation Data:

Impact Study of Parts 8 and C of t1.e Indfin tducation Act,

Communicatims Technology-Corp., 1981

Study to Track Participants in e Higher Educatfon Programs,

Funded by the Office of Indian Education,.Native American Researcii

Associatesil-981.

Program Review Materials.
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For furtheri

31
ormation abQut program operation,

/ q
Contact: Patricia Matthews

(202) 245-8236

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Dorothy $huler
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUA ION REP6RT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

.
Program Name:

'Special Programs Relatinglto Adult Education for Indians - Part C

Legislation:

Act

Title IV,

Expiration Date:

. Indian Education
Public Law 92-318,
Part C .

September 30, 1984-

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

FY 73 $ 5 000 000 $ 500,000

FY 74 8,000,000 3,000,000

FY 75 8,000,000 3,000,000

FY 76 8,000,000 4,000,000

FY 77 8,000,000 4,200,000

FY 78 8,000,000 4,410,000

FY 79 8,000,000 5,930,000

FY 80 8,000,000 5,830,000
I.

,FY 81 8,000,000 5,430,000

Program Goals and Gbjectives:

The purpose. of.Part C is to improve educational,opportunities

bel'Ow the college level for Indian adults. Authorized activities

include: service projects that provide basic education, secon-

dary education and preparation for the G.E.D., and career counse-

ling; demonstration projects designed to test and aemonstrate the

effect.iveness of prolgrams for improving employment and educational

opporeaRgies for adult Indians; research and development projects

to defele more innovative and effective techniques; surveys to

,Tietermine the extent'of ill)teracy and lack of high school comple-

tjon in the Indian community; and dissemination and evaluation

projects.

The long-range goal of Part C is to substantially reduce

illiteracy and improve educational and employment qualifications

among Indian adults. Immediate objectives include: (a) Increase

tfie number of Indian adults who are basically literate or who

obtain a high school equivalency diploma (G.E.0'.) through service

projects baSed in the Indian community; (b) Devalop new approaches

whtch are relevant to the culture and herttage of Indian adults in

demonstration projects; and (c) Determine the extent of illiteracy

and undereducation in the Indian community and identify current

resources at i'.he Federal and State levels directed to those problems.

f71
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Program 00erations:

Part C awards are made annualy on the'basis of \ational
competition, projects may 'toe supported up to three yers in
length, subject to aVailability of funds and satjsfact ry perfor-
mance. Eligibiç applicants include Indian tribe, orga izations,
and institution andState and local education agencies. Under Part
C, preference in selection of applications must be given to Indian .

organiz tions and institutions. Implementation of this p eference
has resulted in no awards being given to other 'ypes of ciganiza-
tions.

Program SCope:

FY 1981, 104 applications were received linder Part c and 49
.

awards were made. About 15,416 Indian Oults will be served in the
pojects. Most projects address a full_range of services, in luding
basic education, preparation for the.G:E.D., coOnseling, and s,pport
services to enable adults.to attend the program', such as assjstance
with transportation and child care. Some projeCts offered components
in the areas of covoimereducation or vocational educ tion.

\ 'Program Progress and -Effectiveness:
\

Adult education programs funded under Part C enrolled 17,054
participants,ln FY 1979. Data about.who these enrollees are and .,.rhat

happened to them aoe reported in the recently completed study of the
"Impact of Projects Funded under Parts B and c".

The study indicat Is that 39 percent of the adults in these prO-
grams had not progressed beyond elementary school. Fifty-three percent
had at least some high school education and 3 percent had been to
college. Five percent had never attended school before participa- \
tions in the prpject. One-third reOorted that they spoke a language
other than English. Most enrolled to upgrade their educational level

' and to improve their chances to get a job:

Evidence from the study indicates that adults have had -Positive
accomplishments as a result of their participation in the program.
During FY 79, 72 percent of those enrolled in Adult Basic Education \

orograms figided under Part C completed the project and improved
.basic education skills. Of those students enrolled in G.E.D. activi\
ties, 28 percent or (984) received their G.E.D. and, of these, 422
(or 43 percent) atLained better jobs because of their successs in
Completing the G.E.D. Of those adults enrolled in activities leading
to postsecondary education, 180 or (24 percent), went to college and
203 (or 24 percent) continued in another type of postsecondary progra
(These figures may be hfgher because projects were not always able to
provide complete follow-up data).
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While projects are designed ta meet local needs as identified

by Indian adults, school administrators and staff, tribal leaders

and others, the most frequently reported needs include'vocational

development and job training (which is not allowable under Part C).

Other needs frequently mentioned: remedial readitg and mathematics;

opportunities for educational advancement; history of Indian/tribal

culture; consumer education;"self-concept development and health

care.

While the Part C projects may,be making some progress on literacy

levels, educational attainment levels and English proficiency levels,

the continuing problem is unemployment as one third (33 percent) of

the Indian communities report the unemployment levels of the total

labor force in these communities as over 50 percent,

Seventy-four percent of the project directors were Indian and 70

percent of staff interviewed were Indian. The factor of Indian origin

correlates highly with the ability of projects to increase participant

enrollMent and a corresponding decrease of participant attribution.

Other key variables include culturally relevant curriculum and materials,

and community and tribal participation and support.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

An Impact Study of Parts 8 and C Programs and Projects Funded

Under Title IV, The Indian Education-Act. Communication Technology

Corporation, ApriT 1981.

Program Review Materials

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Patricia Mathews
(202) 245-8236

For further infoimation about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Dorothy Shuler
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education

Legislation:

The Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Education Act of 1974 and
Amendments of 1978, Public Law

, 95-336

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1981
4

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1971 $ 10,000,000 $ 5,610,000
1972 20,000,000 12,400,000
1973 28,000,000 12,400,000

114 1974 28,000,000 6,700,000
1975 26,000,000 4,000,000
1976 30,000,000 2,000,000
1977 34,000,000 2,000,000
1978 34,000,000 2,000,000
1979 10,000,000 2,000,000 1/

1980 14,000,000 3,000,000
1981 18,000,000 2,850,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The principal purpose of the program as defined by the authori-
zing Act is to help schools and.communities assess,and respond to
alcohol and drug abuse by becoming aware of the complex nature of
the problems, and to prepare them for developing strategies aimed
at its causes rather than merely its symptoms. The program strongly
encourages a coordinated school-community effort in preventive educa-
tion with an emphasi.s on reducing the socially disruptive behaviors
often assocfsted with abuse.

In addition to the goals and objectives specified in the
legislation, the following statement of goals further specifies the
program's purpose: Goal 1 -- to identify, demonstrate, evaluate,
and disseminate effective strategies for alcohol 4nd drug abuse
prevention, and Goal 2 -- to train teams of school administrators,
teachers, counselors, parents, students, law enforcement officials
and other public service and community leaders to prevent or

1/ Same funding Ievel as 1978, according to Continuing Resolutions,
P.L. 95-482.
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reduce destructive behavior associated with alcohol and drug abuse.

The program is, therefore, primarily a training and demonstration

program, through which local agencies provide direct services to youth.

Program Operations:

This program is authorized to make grants and contracts for a

wide variety of activities which can be generally categorized as

preventive education. Currently, the bulk ($2,680,000) of program

funds supports five regional training resource centers. The

remaining funds support a National Data Base and Program Support

project and an evaluation of the program.

Through the regional training centers, the School Team Approach

program is implementing a strategy which it describes as "teams

training teams." It is hoped that the strategy will achieve a,

multiplier effect through a two-step.process: (1) Teams are trained

in "clusters" rather than in geographically unrelated group-s. (A

geographically related cluster is comprised of a team from a high

school joined with teams representing the elementary, middle, and/

or junior high schools feeding into that high school.) (2) Then,

the most impressive trainees in thPse clusters become, through

further training and on-site technical assistance, new trainers

-for other schools and groups of schools in their district or

community, while continuing to receive some technical assistance

from the Federal program.

Program Scope:

In recent years the program has restricted its support primarily

to training, tech-Meal assistance, and dissemination through the

five regional centers.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

From a reCent survey of ten communities throughout the United

States, school-based Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Program (ADAEP)

teams report that:

o Student drug and alcohol use continues to be a major

school problem.

o

6

There are some indications that the prevalence of this

use has peaked.

o School prevention programs should include peer activi-

ties and problem-solving techniques in addition to

educationaJ approaches.
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o The school team approach is a useful model for
implementing program activities.

Working with teachers, students, and school administrators, the
teams also report improvement in student deportment, student-teacher
relationships, and relationships between teachers and their colleagues.

This survey of ten school districts with cluster teams which
were initiated in 1977-78 and of all the cluster team members trained
in that fiscal year was conducted in response to a Congresslonal
mandate to evaluate the ADAEP program of the U.S. Department of
Education.

Clusters consist of tearns-of-44-ve persons fi'om four organiza-
tionally-related schools; for example, a high school and three

feeder schools. Forty-nine clusters and 173 school teams comprised
the programs funded by'ADAEP in the 1977-78 school year.

'The team members expressed their'opinions concerning the team
and cluster approach, and about their experience as 3 team member.
The most frequently mentioned advantages were: team members are
first-hand problem-solvers; the cluster approach provides unify and
support'across the school system. The most rewarding experience as
a team member is working with the team members; the most frustrating
experiences approve of the concepts of the team and cluster and
support the continuation of the approach.

Most of the coordinators reported that the member teams func-
tioned autonomously rather than as one large'group. There appeared
to be more identification with the school team than with the
cluster.

Respondents agree on the top five student problems: truancy/

tardiness, low achievement, disrespect for teachers, cigaretcte
smoking, drug use, and alcohol use. The respondents also listed
these problems as focal points of team activity. Cluster coordina-

tors reported that there had been efforts to assess the extent of
alcohol and drug use by students in eight out of ten of the schools
The assessment activities were usually conducted by some other
group, and the sophistication of the studies varied.

From a list of thirty-five items which might be included in a
drug and alcohol prevention program, there was unanimous agreement
by the adminfstrators concerning the appropriateness of eleven
activities. These were assettiveness training, development of
plan for prevention programs, interpersonal relationships, leader-
ship skflls, positive discipline, referrals/resources for juvenile
problems,.self-awareness/self-control_building, self-esteem/self-
worth building, special programs for target groups, values clarifi-
cation, anH idPritificatinn of ctudPnt.drug /Ise.
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To a westion concerning opinions about appropriate school

roles in drug and alcohol abuse prevention, the responses varied.

Peer programs, development of affective skillsand problem-

solving technicques were the most frequert answer. Counseling and

referral programs and identification of problem youth were men-

tioned. Working with parents and others in the community was seen

as appropriate by about ten percent of the respondents. A variety

of other activities related to school environment and discipline

were suggested. Nearly a fourth of the participants did not

respond to the question.

It appears from the analysis of study responses sthat there

were identifiable imuovements in some school characteristics

during the perfod the study. Teacher-related characteristics --

teacher interaction, communication among teachers and staff, and

teacher administrator relationships -- were defined as improved.

Student deportment, student-teacher rapport, and disciplinary

policies were seen as improved by the active team members.

It is difficult to ascertain whether improvement in class-

room environment,,in method used, or in teacher-problem student

relationships are due to cluster team activities. Although a

significant number of teachers reported changes durigg the past

three years, only a small percentage of the respondefits ascribed

the changes to the ADAEP team activities.

Alcohol beverage use among high school students is common,

according to atithoriative studies. This use is perceived to be

causing problems among students by slightly less than half of the

total number of study respondents. Although the percent of

respondents perceiving an increase in alcohol use by young i,eople

was about equal to those who perceived no change, the national

data indicate that use by seniors has leveled off at about eighty-

eight percent during the past year. Drug use response patterns

were similar to those related to alcohol use. A majority of

respondents express the opinion that drug use is a problem in

their schools. Most respondents viewed the extent of the problem

as remaining constant. Individual clusters in general did not

show much success in abating problem associated with drug and

alcohol use. One cluster reports a decrease'in both alcohol and

drug abuse probem. Two clusters repoi..ted a decrease in drug

problems only.

Premise of, the ADAEP program is: local problems require local

solutions using local resources. RTC activities are intended to

assist teams from schools to identify their schools' problems and

resources, to develop plans which address the problems, and to

de'velop the necessary skills to implement these plans.
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

A major multi-year evaluation by the Social Action Research
Center of an 'interagency program conducted jointly with the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration to prevent and reduce school
crime and violence found that the School Team Approach, when
implemented effectively, can contribute to the reduction of school
crime and disruption. The evaluation was begun in 1977 and impact
data are expected in August of 1982.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Primary Sources

"Universe Survey of-FY 1974 HCHT Teams," E.H. White and Co.,
San Francisco, September 1975.

"An Evaluation of the School Team Approach for Drug Abuse .

Prevention and Early Intervention," American Institutes-for Research,
Washington, D.C., 1976.

House of Representatives Report No. 95-884, February 16, 1978.

"The School Team Approach Phase @ Evaluation," Social Action
Research Center; San Rafael, California; January 1981.

"An Impact Study of Personnel Trained by the Alcohol and Drug
Abuse Education Program," A.T. Kearney, Inc., Alexandria, Virginia,
May 1981.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: James Spillane
(202) 245-8272

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Edward Rattner
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS'

Program Name:

Ethnic Heritage Studies Program

Legislation:

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, Title IX, Part E, as amended under
Public Law 92-318, Public Law 93-380, and

Public Law 95-561.

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1984

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

1974 $15,000,000 $2,375,000

1975 15,000,000 1,800,000

1976 15,000,000 1,800,000

1977 15,000,000 2,300,000

1 978 15,000,000 2,300,000

1979 15,000,000 2,000,000

1980 15,000,000 3,000,000

1981 15,000,000 2,250,000

'Program Goals-and Objectives:

This program provides opportunities for students to learn about their

own cultural heritage-and to study the cultural heritages of the other

ethnic groups in the Nation. The purpose is to recognize the contributions

of ethnic groups to American society, encourage mutual understanding,

cooperation, and ethnic cultures, and reduce social divisiveness.

Each project assisted under this title s14)1--

(1) develop curriculum materials for use in elementary or secondary

schools or institutions of higher education relating to the

history, geography, society, economy, literature, art, music,

drama, language, and general culture of the group or groups

with which the program is concerned, and the contributions of

that ethnic group or groups to the_American Heritage; or

(2) disseminate curriculum materials to permit their use in elementary

or secondary schools or institutions of higher education throughout

the Nation; or

(3) provicle training for persons using, or preparing to use,
curriculum materials developed under this title; and
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(4) cooperate with persons and organizations with a ipecial interest
in the ethnic group or groups with which the program is concerned
to assist them in promoting, encouraging, developtng, or producing
programs or other activities which relate to the history, culture,
or tradition of that ethnic group or groups.

Program Operations:

The program authorizes grants and contracts to public and private non-
profit educational agencies, institutions, and organizations to assist them
in planning, developing, and operating ethnic heritage studies programs.

Projects which are proposed for funding by the grant must be planned and
carried out in consultation with an advisory comMittee that is representative
of the ethnic group or groups with which the program is concerned. Project
activities include curriculum material development, training, dissemsination
of materials, and cooperation with etnhic groups in the community served by
each project. Er,phasis will'be placed on multi-ethnic endeavors that draw upon
the cultural pluralism of the cultural pluralism of the community.

in carrying out th4 title, the Secretary makes arrangements which utilize
(I) the research facilities and personnel of institutions of higher education,
(2) the special knowledge-of ethnic groups in local communities and of foreign
students pursuing thefF education in this country, (3) the expertiSe of teachers ,

in elemeqary and secondary schools and institutions of higher education, and (4)
the talents and experience of any other groups, such as foundations,-civic groups,
and fraternal organizations, which would further the goals of the programs..

Funds appropriated to carry out this title may be used to cover all or part
of the cost of establtshing and carrying out the programs, including the cost of

,research materials dnd resources, ethnicgroup, and'academic consultants, and
training educational and community resource persons for the purpose of carrying
out the purposes of this title. Such funds may also be used to provide stipends
(in such,amounts as may be determined tn accordance with regulations of the
Secretary to individuals receiving training as part of such programs, including
allowances for dependents.

Ice

Program Scope:

In FY 1974, 42 projects were funded with an average award of $56,000.
During FY f975, 49 grants averaging $39,000 were made in support of programs
-in 32 States and the District of Columbia. During FY 1976, 49 grants averaging
137,000 were funded in 32 States, the D'istrict of Columbia, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands. In FY 1977, 64 grants averaging $36,000 were
funded in 36 States, the District of Columbia, Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico.
In FY 1978, 56 grants averaging $40,000 were awarded in 28 States, the District -
of Columbia, and American Samoa.
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In FY 1979, 48 grants averaging $41,600 were awarded to 22 States, Guam,

and the District of Columbia. In FY 1980, 58 grants averaging $51,700

have been awarded to 22 States and Territories. In FY 1981, 22 grants

averaging $77,000 have been awarded to 20 States and the Virgin Islands.

In addition, 5 contracts totalling $563,316 have been let. .

In FY 1982, it is anticipated that the program will be phased into

block grants to the States.

Staffing for this program consists of 7 positions:
administrative assistant, 3 program officers, secretary,

1981 Workload Data

program directo%
and a clerk-typist.

Total,,Program allocation $2,250,000

Number of grants 22

Average award $ 77,000

Number of contracts 5

Amount of contract $ 563,316

Ethnic groups served 62

Grant dollar total $1%695,228

Number of awards 22

Average award 77,000

For training:
Dollar total $ 346,820

Number of awards 3

Average award 115,600

For curriculum development:
Collar total $ 326,091

Number of awards 6

Average award 62,500

For disseminationf'
Dollar total $ 61,506

Number of awards 1

Average award 61,506

For training and dissemination:
Dollar total $ 248,696

Number of awards 3

Average award 82,900
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For training, curriculum
development and dissemination:

Dollar total $ 335,600

Number of awards '5

Average award 67,100

For.curriculum development
anddissemination:
-..D,011ar total 315,717

Number of awards 4

Average award 78,900

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Each project contains.j self-assessment in terms Abf constant review
and professional criticism, as well as feedback from teachers and students
and members of the community's ethnic groups. In addition, an impact
evaluation plan consisting.of one pre-test and post-test approach-is, an
essential element of each projet.

With more states,requiring the teaching of ethnic studies in the
schools, there are indications of wider acceptances of ethnic programs,
particularly in the concentrated multi-ethnic areas of the tountry.
California; Illinois, Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, and Michigan are
requiring multicultural or ethnic heritage studies statewide. At least 34

States already have provisions supporting multicultural education in some

aspects.
-----

The present program has increased its emphasis on training and major
portion of financial support is in this area. With the advent of training

as a major cOnsideration, the materials already developed under the Title
IX Ethnic Heritage Studies program will receive wider di,sseminaition and

utilization.

Since 1974, over 300 projects have been funded that have developed

curriculum materials featuring 71'dtfferent ethnic groups. Approximately
1,800 items were developed by the projects, 870 iteMs are audiovisuals
including cassett or audio tapes, videotapes/cassettes, slide programs,
filmstrips, 16mm. films and records. Nine hundred items are printed

materials to b used as teacher resources, bibliographies, curriculum
guides, study units, teacher guides, and background readings, student

materials, or teacher-trainpig resources. Other materials include kits,
and artifacts, posters, activity c'ards, games, data banks, computer files,
transparencies, greeting cards, study prints, and traveling exhibits.

Subject areas in which ethnic studies developed program materials can
be used vary widely from art to physical education; almost half (46 percent)
of thes.e materials, however, are in social studies and related areas.
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Slightly more than a fourth (28 percent) are in the humanities and
related areas. The-two areas of social studies and humanities'
comprise 74 percent of the prog-ram developed materials. The

balance -(26 percent). comprise a wide range of-subject areas.

Ongoing and Planned Evaludtion'Studies:

A study began in FY 1981 to assess the mater'ials produced by 300
ethnic heritage projects. Specific purposes of the study'ar# as

follows4_

1) Appropriateness of mat#rials for use in learning situations.
These criteria will be discrete'for student materials, teacher
resources, and teacher trai ng materials.

(b)- ethnic authenticity of materi ls content.

(c) techniCal quality of production and pO4ntial for dUplicating
of pririt and non-print materials.

Sources of Evaluation Data:
,

Program information and Progress Reports from projects, and an
Assessment of the First Year of the Ethnic Heritage Studies Program,
a report pub1ishedj'A.1977 and prepared under a,Title.43 Elementary

and Secondary Education Act Grant awarded by'the Ethnic Heritage
Studies Branch of the U.S. Office of Education to the National.
Education Assocjation im 1.976.

For* further information about program operations,'

Contact: Lawrence E. Koziarz, 245-3471

For further information' about studies of program effectiveness,

Cpmtaet: Edward Rattner, 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Program for the Gifted and Talented

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 95-561, Title IX,'Part A June 30, 1983

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPitIATION

1975 `Commissioner's S&E $ so,opo

1976 $ 12,250,000 2,560,000,

1977 12,250,000 2,560,000

1978 12,250,000 2,560,000

1979 25,000,000 3,780,000

.
1980 30,000,000 &,280,000

1981 35,000,000 5,652,000

1982 1/

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of this program_is to provide special educational
services.to gifted and talented children.

The program objectives specified by the regulations,are:

A. The development and dissemination of infurmation,
ideas or practices that enhance the education of
gifted and talented children.

B. The awarding of grants to State and local educa-
tional-agencies for the planning, development,
operation, andAmprovement of programs and projects
designed to meet the special educational needs of
the gifted71nd talented at the preschool, elemen-
tary, and secondary school levels.

C. The awarding of vents to State and local educe-
-tionagenties fOr training personnel engaged or
preparing to idgage An educating the gifted and
talented or sdpervisors of such persons.

1/ Most of this proqraM has been included in the new consolidated

block grant legislation.
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D. The awarding of grants to institutions of higher

education or other appropriate nonprofit agencies

for training leadership personnel (including

internship,$) in the educatior of the gifted and

talented.

E. The awarding of contracts with public and private

agencies for the establishment and operation of

model projects for the identification and education

of the gifted and talented.

Prngram Operation:

The total appropriation for the Progran for the Gifted and

Talented is divided between the State Administered Grant Program and

the Discretionary Grant Program with State Administered Grants

receiving 75% and Discretionary Grants getting 25%.

The State Administered Grants distribute 90%:of their funds to

Local Education Agencies (LEAs), who in turn use 50% of those monies

on education projects serving disadvantaged children. The,remaining

10% of the State-Administered Grant money is used by the State for

the administration of the program.

Under the State administered Grant Program the law requires

that each State that applies receives a minimum grant of $50,000.

Until the appropriation reaches $15 million, any additional funds

available above this $50,000;level are provided to States on a

competitive basis. At the 1981 level of $5,652,000, State compete

for an additional $60,000 - $90,000, about 25 States and Territories

receive this additional funding, while the remaining 32 States and

Territories receive the minimum $50,000.

:The Discretionary Program which is managed at the Federal level,

uses he remaining 25% of the total appropriationto support State

planning and development activities, professional development,

research, information services, and model.demonstrations.

Program Scope:

Due to the continuing resolution for the FY 1981 budget the

Office of Gifted and Talented
(OGT) has been unable to fund any new

,projects for 1981. Instead, OGT has continued its efforts regar-

ding the activities of 1980, i.e., program for Minimum Grants.

OGT's 1980 activities included awards for 78 grants, Professional

Development, model projects and the State administered program for
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Minimum Grants. OGT's 1980 activities included awards for 78 grants
and 13 contracts involving the following activities:

1.- State-Administered Program Grants. A total of
$4,710,000 (75% of the total appropriation) used
to fund State educational agencies (SEAs) under
the State-Administered program.

The SEAs use at least 90% of these funds to
support local educational agency projects. Of
the total amount, $2,850,000 was awarded to S7
States and territories for basic grants of
$50,000. The remaining $1,860,000 was awarded
to approximately 25 SEAs on a competitive basis.

2. Model Projects. Eight model projects were.supported
in 1980, which includes 4 new awards and 4 continua-
tions. Some of these projects focus on the identifi-
cation of minority and disadvantaged students who are
gifted and talented in.the visual and performing arts
of science and mathematics, while the other projects
focus on special target populations and specific
content areas.

3. Professional Development. In order to strengthen
leadership in the field of gifted and talented educa-
tion and provide the teachers, administrators,
supervisors, and other leadership personnel' needed in
this field, nine grants (8 new and 1 continuation)
were awarded in 1980 for a total of $765,000. These
projects include graduate degree training grants and
leadership development grants.

4. Statewide Activities Grants. ApOoximately $300,000
luppotavants to SEAs for statewide plan-
fling, development, operation and improvement of
program and projects designed to meet the educational
needs of gifted and talented children. These grants
provide SEAs with resourCes to develop comprehensive
State-wide programs, such as providing State coordina-
tors of gifted and talented programs, with a special
priority for conducting in-service training programs.

5. Research and Evaluation. One contract for approxi-
mately $80,000 was awarded to determine methods for
*identifying and serving gifted and talented children.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress:

During previous years information on the progress of this program

has not been that required filing a standarded status report or by

availefle, except for annual performance/financial reports.

Assessment of the program was begun in January, 1981 had a

systematic study of the program.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

In December, 1980, the U.S. Department of Education awarded a

contract to the American Institutes of Research (AIR) in Palo Alto,

for an Evaluability Assessment (EA) for the Program for the Gifted

and Talented (OGT). An EA is an analysis of a given program for

the purpose of strengthening the program's management andfor

providing a foundation for future evaluation. The products produced

by the contractor and the assessment team during this EA are

designed to help the program manager in different ways.

The EA products should provide the program, manager with useful

information regarding whether the intended program objectives are

plausable and measurable. Additional information should also be

provided which identifies management options likely to lead to

program improvement. Other types of information that are often

generated by an EA include: (1) an agreed-upon program description

including objectives, activities, and anticipated outcomes, (2)

possible measures of program performance, and (3) tuggestions for

measuring accomplishments.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Evaluability Assessment of the Program for the Gifted and

Talented, American Institutes for Research, Palo Alto, California,

(estimated completion date, October 1991).

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Melvin Ladson
(202) 245-2481

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: -Arthur Kirschenbaum
(202) 245-8877

187

195





ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Bilingual Education

Legislation:

Bilingual Education Act -- Title VII

of the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act of 1965, as amended by P.L. 95-561.

Funding History:

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

Year: Authorization: Appropriation:

FY 68 $ 15,000,000 $ -0-

69 30,000,000 7,500,000

70 40,000,000 21,25000k

71 80,000,000 25,000,001r

72 100,000,000 35,000,000

73 135,000,000 45,000,000 1/

74 146,750,000 58,350,000 17

75 147,250,000 85,000,000 17

76 152,750,000 98,000,000 17

77 163,750,000 115,000,000

78 174,750,000 135,000,000

79 232,000,000 150,000,000

80 299,000,000 166,963,000 4/

81 446,000,000 5/ 157,467,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The general goal of the Bilingual Education Program is to develop English

proficiency in children of limited English proficiency and to provide them

with equal educational opportunity. To achieve this goal, the Program provides

1/ Of this amount, $9,870,000 was released and made available fdr obligation

in FY 1974.
2/ Amount shown is after congressionally authorized reductions.

17 Includes funds earmarked by Congress to carry out provisions of Part

of the Vocational Education Act. An amount of $2,800,000 was appropriated

for this purpose each year. Subsequently, funds for vocational education

have been requested under the appropriation title for Occupational,

Vocational; and Adult Education.

4/ Includes $8,600,000 for th&bilingual desegregation program, moved to

Title VII as of 1980 from the Emergency School Aid Act by the Education

Amendments of 1978.
5/ Includes $90,000,000 for bilingual vocational education training and

$20,000,000 for bilingual desegregation programs.
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assistance for: (a) establishing elementary and secondary programs of bi-
lingual education, (b) establishing"training programs to increase the number
and quality of bilingua0education personnel, (c) developing and dissemina-
ting bilingual instructional materials, (d) coordinating programs of biling-
ual education, (e) ,carrying out studies and evaluations, and (f) desegrega-
ting local educational agencies.

The term "limited English proficiency" when applied to a student means
one: (a) who was not born in the United States or whase native language is
a language other than English, (b) who comes from an environment where a
language other than English is dominant, or (c) is American Indian or Alas-
kan Native and who comes from an envi(onment where a language other than
English has had a significant impact on his or her level of language profic-
iency and, for these reasons, has sufficient difficulty in speaking, reading,
writing, and understanding the English language to deny him or her the oppor-

,- tunity to learn successfully in classrooms where the language of instruction
is English. The term "program of bilingual education" means an instructional
program designed for students of limited English proficiency in elementary
and secondary schools where instruction is given in English and, to the
extent necessary, the native or dominant language of the student to allow
the student to achieve competence in the English language. Such instruction
may incorporate an appreciation for the cu+tural heritage of the student of
limited English proficiency and may be in those subjects necessary for the
student to progress effectively through the educational system. A program
of bilingual education may provide for the voluntary enrollment to a limited
degree (not more than 40 percent) of students who are proficient in English
if doing so contributes to the primary program objective of assisting stu-
dents of limited English proficiency to improve their English language
skills.

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was amended in 1968
by P.L. 90-247 to create Title VII, the Bilingual Education Act. The initial
purpose of the Act was to provide financial assistance to carry out new and
imaginative elementary and secondary school programs designed to meet the
special educational needs of children of limited English-speaking ability.

In 1974, Congress greatly expanded the scope of the Bilingual Education
Program thcough the Education Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380). As a result
of P.L. 93-380, increased emphasis was placed on both preservice and inser-
vice training. Included were funds to increase the capacity of postsecon-
dary institutions to train personnel to work in bilingual education programs
and a major fellowship program to develop teacher trainers. In addition,
the new legislation lad to the development of a national network of centers
[currently labeled Bilingual Education Service Centers (BESCs) and Evalua-
tion, Dissemination, and Assessment Centers (EDACs)] referred to collectively
as the "Network" and funds to States,to provide technical assistance to
individual projects. In 1976, funds were allocated for the development of
the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education.

Other provisions of P.L. 93-380 created the Office of Bilingual Educa-
tion and the National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education. The Act
mandated that the Office of Bilingual Education report directly to the U.S.
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Commissioner of Education, called for major new initiatives in research, and

mandated a national assessment of bilingual education directions and needs.

Congress clarified its definition of acceptable programs of bilingual

education operated by Local Educational Agencies by providing for instruction

in the native language .of childen with limited English-spvaking ability to

make it possible for the children to progress effectively through the

educational system while they were learning English. Emphasis was also placed

on giving attention to the cultural heritage of children of English-speaking

ability in bilingual programs. At the same time, Congress made it clear that

programs designed to teach a foreign language to English-speaking children

were not allowable.

Under the Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-561), Congress clarified

its intent that the primary purpose of the Program was to help children become

, proficient in understanding, speaking, readimg, and writing the English

language. The new Act called for development of entry and exit criteria for

individual students; limited the participation of English proficient children

to 40 percent; strengthened requirements for parental and community involve-

ment; and emphasized serving children most in need, including the historical-

ly underserved.

Program Operations:

In general, the Bilingual Education Program awards forward-funded dis-

cretionary grants on a competitive basis to Local Educational Agencies

(LEAs), institutions of higher education (IHEs), and support service centers,

and contracts with State Educational Agencies. Although the majority of

grants are for multiple years, grant awards are made for one year at a time

-- with continuation awards for subsequent years subject to satisfactory

performance and availability of funds.

The Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs (creat-

ed in 1979 with the new U.S. Department of Education) administers the ESEA

Title VII Bilingual Education Program and funds 11 categories of subprograms:

Basic Projects in Bilingual Education, Demonst'ration Projects, State Educa-

tiona.1 Agency Projects for Coordinating Technical Assistance, Bilingual Educa-

tion Service Centers, Evaluation, Dissemination and Assessment Centers,

Training Projects, School of Education Projects, a Desegregation Support

program, a Fellowship program, a Materials Development Projects program, and

a Research and Development program.

Basic Projects in,Bilingual Education:

A Basic Project grant is awarded to an LEA, an IHE which applies jointly

with one or more LEAs, or an elementary and secondary school operated or

funded by the Bureau of Indian Affairs to establish, operate or improve

programs of bilingual education to assist chIldren of limited English pro-

ficiency to improve their English language,skills. The projects are designed

to build the capacity of the grantee to maintain programs of bilingual educa-

tion when federal funding is reduced or no longer available.
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Demonstration Projects:

This program provides financial assistance to potential recipients of a
Basic Project grant to demonstrate exemplary approaches to providing programs
of bilingual education and to build the capacity of the grantee to maintain
those programs when federal funding is reduced or no longer available.

State Educa0onal Agency Projects for Coordinating Technical Assistance:

Thjs program provides financial assistance to SEAs to coordinate techni-
cal assistance to programs of bilingual education funded under ESEA Title
VII within their States. Examples of authorized technical assistance activi-
ties are: 1,(a) assisting in the exchange of information among bilingual educa,
tion projects sharing similar purposes, goals, and approaches, (b) dissemina-
ting information which will help personnel in bilingual education projects
meet Seate cer.tification requirements for teachers of bilingual educatiqn
and for support personnel who work with the projects, and (c) coordinating
the evaluation of the effectiveness of these projects.

Bilingual Education Service Centers:

These centers provide trai,ning and other services to programs of
bilingudl education and bilingual education training programs within designa-
ted regional service areas. Those eligible for assistance_are: (a)..an LEA,

(b) an SEA, (c) an IHE or a nonprofit private organization that applies after
consultation with one or more LEAs, or with an SEA, or (d) an IHE or'a non-
profit Private organization that.applies jointly with one or more LEAs or
with an SEA.

Evaluation, Dissemination, and Assessment Centers:

These centers assist programs of bilingual education and bilingual
education training programs within designated regional service areas in
assessing, evaluating, and disseminating bilingual education materials.
Those eligible for assistance are an LEA, or an IHE that applios jointly with
one or more LEAs.

Training Projecfts:

This program provides financial assistance to establish, operate, or
improve training programs for persons who are participating in, or preparing
to participate in, programs of bilingual education or bilingual education
training programs. Those eligible for assistance are the same as those for
a BESC.
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School of Education Projects:

This program provides financial assistance to IHEs to develop or expand

their degree-granting bilingual education training programs. Those eligible °

for assistance are: (a) an IHE with a school, department or college of education,

or a bilingual education training program that applies after consultation

with one or more LEAs or with an SEA, or (b) an IHE with a school, department or

college of education, or a bilingual education training program that applies

jointly with one or more LEAs or with an SEA.

Desegregation Support Program:

ThTs program provides financial
assistance to desegregating LEAs to meet

the needs of transferred
children who come from an environment in which the

dominant language is other than English and who lack equaltty of educatioRal

opportunity because of languade barriers and cultural differences. An LEA

that meets the requirements of sections 606(a) and 606(c) of the ESEA (as

amended in 1978), and any regulations implementi,ng those sections, may apply

for a grant.

FellowShip Program:

This program provides financial assistance to full-time gradbate stu-

dents who are preparing to become trainers of teachers for bilingual educa-

tion. An IHE that offers a program of study leading to a degree above the

Master's level in the field of training teachers for bilingual education is

eligible to participate in this program.

An individual is eligible to apply for a fellowship under this program

if this individual: (a) is a citizen, a national, or a permanent resident of

the United States, or is in the United States for other than a temporary pur-

pose and can provide evidence from the Immigration and Naturalization Service

of his or her intent to become a permanent
restdent,-or is a permanent resi-

dent of the Commonwealth.of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin

Islands, the Ngsirth,ern Mariana Islands, or the Trust Territories of the Pacif-

ic Islands, and (b) has been accepted for enrollment as a full-time student

in a course of stu'dy offered by ah IHE approved for participation in this

program,. The course of study must lead to a degree above the Master's level

in the field of training teachers for bilingual education.

Materials Development Projects Program:

This program awards grants and contracts to develop instructional and

testing materials for use in programs of bilingual education and bilingual

eaucation training programs. Those eligibl'e for assistance are an LEA,.-or an

IHE that applies jointly with one or more LEAs.
ri
A.
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. Res,earch and Development Program:

taS
This program abthorizes: (a) reseach activities funded by the U.S.

Department of Education to enhance the effectiveness of_bilingual.education
and other programs for persons who-lave language.proficiencies other than
English, (b) interagency cobrdinatiion to de'velop a national research program

- for bflingual educationr-and (c) the development and dissemination of in-
structional programs and equipment suitable "for programs of bilingual educa=
tion.

Program Scope:.

-For the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs,
the estimated allocation of funds for FY 1981 is given in Table 1 -- which
.shows clearly that the majority of funds are allocated to bilingual education
programs implemented by LEAs. On the whole, the Program serves approximately
223,000 students speaking collectively 71 languages other than English.

Table 1

Allocation of Funds by the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority.
Languages Affairs for FY 1981

'CategPry Funding Awards

Bastc Projects in Bilingual Education $ 85,041,000 385
DemonstratiOn Projects 13,876,000 41
SEA Project for Coordinating Tech. Assf.

' 4,500,000 48
Bilingual Education Service Centers and 11,500,000 19
Evaluation, Dissemination and Assessment

Centers
3

Training Projects and 48
School of Education Projects 16,075,000 27
Fellowship Program 4,500,000 500
Desegregation Support Program' 8,100,000 26
Materials Development Projects Program 6,500,000 8
Research and Development Program 6,000,000
National Advisory Council . 125,000 1

Information Clearinghouse 1,250,000 1

Total $157,467,000
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Program Effectiveness ahd Progress:
. ,

Two evaluations which have demonstrated the difficulty of providing an

adequate -education to students of limited English proficiency are "The eval7

uation of ESEA'Title tiI Bilingual Education Program" (completed in 197J5)1

and "A study of the state of-biIingual materials development and the transi-

tion of materials to the classroom",(completed in 1979).

'

The majorlindings of the "Evaluation" study, which collected data in

the fall and spring of the 1975-76 and the fall of the 1976-77 sch_Gol years

were:

o Less than one-third of the students enrolled in Title VII'Spanish/

English Basic Projeots in Bilingual Educi.ion classrooms in grade's 2 through

6 were judged to be of limited English-speaking ability.

o In-English Language Arts, both Title VII and non-Title VII students

were at.approximately the 20th percentile 4e3ative'%to nattonal norMs. Re-

garding program impact, the achievement gains of Title VII Hispanic students

were less than those of non-Title VII HispaniC students.

o In Mathematics computation, both Title Va,and non-Title VII stu-

dents were at approximately the 30th percentile relative to national norms.

ReOrding program impact, the achievement gains of Title VII Hispanic

students were similar tO those of non-Title VII students.

The major findings of the "Materials Development" study conducted in

1976-77 were as follows:

o The language group where most bilingual"materials have been produced

is Spanish. Yet, users are dissa,tisfied with many of the materials and the

demand remains only partially satisfied. All othO languages need materials

in all subject areas and grade levers.

o Because of thin markets represented by language groups other thaii

Spanish, few, if any, non-Spanish Materials will be commercially produced.

Thus, continued support will be required from federal funds if -materials,

are to be made avaijablp.

o For certain languages (e.g., Greek, Italian, Portueluese, French,

and Haitian), large quantities of materials have been imported into the

United States; however, these materials are not linguistically or culturally

suited for students residing in the United States.

1 The results from this study generated much'debate; the hature of th&

controversy is summarized in documents (6) and (7) listed under "Sources

of Evaluation Data."
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Evaluation of bilingual project implementati n Oa project information
)ackages:

Between 1974 and'19.76, the U.S. Office of Education developed four
Project Information Packages (RIPs) for bilingual education projects. Three
PIPs were for Spanish/English bilingual education projects, with the fourth
for French/English projects. A PIP provided.an adopting school district with
guides, manuals, and other materials fully describing the instructional and
ma.nagement activities necessary for project success. The PIP materials wer6
de-Signed to provide encuqh detail to enable adopting school districts to
carry out all aspects of planning, starting;land operating a bilingual
education project. The objectives of the study were: (a) to determine the
effectiveness of the PIps in assisting school districts select and implement
the bilingual education projects they-describe, (b) to determine the
effectiveness of the projects implemented y.ja the PIPs in improving student
achievement and attitudes, and (c) to identify and,analyze imOlementation
problems encourC.ered by school districts. The major finding from the study
was that the 19 LEAs involved did no replicate the bilingual education
program defined by the PIP they were using. Inste&d, the.characteristics of
the bilingual education programs at these sites were found to be shaped
largely by local factors, federal and State regulations, outside consultants,
and neigh-boring LEA programs.' On the whole, the PIP-based diffusion effort
was not successful.

Study of ESEA TAle VII-funded and other teacher training programs in
bilingual educition

Initiated in December 1978, this study of teacher training programs in
bilingual education is designed':

o To better understand the nature of IHE programs thot train bilingual
education teachers, aides, and teacher*-trainers

o To determine the degree to which program graduates becoMe involved' in
bilingual educatilbn, ,

. o To estiMate the number of individuals entering"the pool of available
bilingual education personRel through these activities

Major findihqs from the 'study were:

o Dicreasing the amount of funds availaule for stipeRAs and fellowships
would result in highe'r levels of enrollment at mostinstitutions of 0

higher education. If student stipends were terminated, the result
viould be aosignificant decrease in enrollment in many institutions.
Since more students in Title VII-aided schools are from minority groups

a than non-Title VII programs, the former group would be more vulnerable
to loss of financial aid.
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o Graduates of bilingual education programs located in states with

.bilingual education certification requirements not only, meet state

qualification standards, but would also meet, and exceed, the defini-

tion of qualifi4 bilingual personnel, contained in the Title VII

regulations. However; findings regarding required bilingual education

course content and competencies addressed suggest that proeam _

improvements could be made that would be likely to-enhance teacher

qualifications.

o The amount and nature of cobrdination among academic departments has

a significant influence on the curriculum. Where bilingual education

program personnel had success in increasing the curricular involvement

of relevantjaculty, the curriculum tended to be both broader and

more closely tailored to the needs of bilingual education students.

o Those programs with a broad curriculum offetTd better preparation

'than those with much empha.sis on one curricul,ar area at the expense

of oper areas. The quel.itY_and breadth of student preparation is

likely to suffer in a prOraM in which all theXequired courses are

taught by one or two people. This problem is exaerbated in an

institution of higher education with bilingual ed6cation programs at

different academic levels, where the same few resources must be thinly

distributed. Students at one level receive preparation that is highly

similar to.students at the other academic level.

o Institution of higher education programs that.address more than one

target.language, while they meet the goal of producing graduates of

different linguistic groups, often have difficulty in achieving the

tame level of preparation for all ethnolinguistic'groups represented

-In ,the program. Unless there are sufficient numbers of students in

each ethnolinguittic group to justify additional faculty and septrate

course geared to each group, the program resources tend to be stretched

too n to adequately satisfy the acadeMic and linguistic needs -of

all "students. Institutions of higher education should be enouraged

to tollaborate among each other to mitigate scarce fUnds.

o The degree to.which a prplKam is able to sustain itself within an-

, institution of higher ed4Otion is very largely determined by the

number of enrollees. If there are enough students to create a

,demand'for the program, the institution of higher educatiOn will

generally!.ind money to support program faculty. -

Development of entryfexit criteria and associated assesment procedures

for bilingual edUcation projects

IftSepteMber 1978, the U.S. OffiCe' of EduCation awarded a 2-year con-

tract for the development of entry/exit criteria and associated project

assessment procedures for bilingual education projects. The goal of the

, study is the development of a Student Placement Systemcwhich will provide
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technical assistance to Basic Project grantees in: (a) selecting students
most in need of project participation, (b) determining when a participating
student may successfully be iransferred into an all-English-medium classroom,
and (c) providing-follow-up assistance to transferred students. This study
is congressionally-mandated [see ESEA Title VII, section 731(e)(2)].

As a whole, the Student Placement System is a set of materials for
assisting project personnel in designing and implementing an "entry", "exit",
and "follow-up" system appropriate for their.particular. needs, their particu-
lar students, and their particular community. The Student Placement System
is not a set of achievement tests and is not one particular entry/exit sys-
tem lehich shoulti be implemented in all projects. Rather, the Student Place-
ment System is an adaptable set of...materials for assisting projects in deter-
mining the characteristics of tests most appropriate for their needs, select-
ing and/or constructing and using such tests. The Student Placement System
iRcludes materials for:

o Conducting a local needs analysis for English-language skill assessment

o Selectlng and/or constructing appropriate assessment instruments, and
developing procedures for their use

o Developing appropriate criteria for selecting and transferring students

o Implementing, maintaining, and evaluating the placement system

Ongoing_ and Planned Evaluation Studies:

Evaluation of the classroom instruction component of the ESEA Title VII
Bilingual Education Program (Ongoing):

A 3-year study of the' bilingual education proIects funded by Title VII
Basic Program grants was initiated in fall 1979. Although the instructional
characteristics of projects will be examined, the emphasis is on examining
the process by which projects are implemented, and the factors which cause
them to be implemented in a particular manner. The major objectives of the
study are:

o To describe the characteristics of a representative sample of Title
VII-funded bilingual education projects and to identify groups of projects
which appear to represent distinctly different approaches to the education of
children with limited English proficiency.

o To determine the project objectives, and the relationship between
ski4-44 actually addressed by the projects and those skills necessary to
functAon effectively in an all-English-medium classroom in the United
States.

o To determine the degree of program implementation among LEAs, and to
identify factors which enhance or impede project implementation.
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Development of evaluation and data gathering models for ESEA Title VII

bilingual education projects (Ongoing):

This congressionally-mandated
project [see ESEA Title VII, sections

731(e)(3) and 731(d)(2)Lwas begun in summer 1980 for the development of

evaluation and data gathering models,for ESEA Title VII Basic Projects in

Bilingual Education. The majOr objectives of the 20-month study are:

o To describe the current evaluation and data gathering practi-ces

and evaluation needs of ESEA Title VII Basic Projects grantees.

o To review and synthesize the relevant literature on evaluation

models applicable to bilingual education projects.

o To develop an exportable product for providing technical assistance

to staff of bilingual education projects in conducting a project evaluation

consistent with their needs.

Synthesis of reported evaluation and research evidence on the effective-

ness of bilingual education basic projects (Ongoing):

The goal of this study is integrating the evaluation and research evi-

dence on the effectiveness of bilingual education projects on participating

students using solely reported evidence. The study will involve,no primary

data collection and analysis activities, nor any secondary data analysis

activities (that is, the reanalysis of student - level data already collected.)

The class of analysis, activities to be used in this study is that labeled

generally as "meta-analysis" -- defined generaly as the statistical analysis

of the findings of many individual analyses. Here, *the primary emphasis is

aggregating achievement and school-related behaviors and outcome measures,

where possible, across a collection of reports reflecting heterogeneous

projects.

Major objectives for the 18-month study initiated in October 1981 are:

1. To review evaluation and research evidence on.the effectiveness of

bilingual education projects
funded by ESEA Title VII prior to the

1980-,81 academic year on student achievement and school-related

behaviors.

2. To review evaluation and research evidence, on the effectiveness of

bilingual education projects not funded by ESEA Title VII prior to

the 1980-81 academic year on student achievement and school-related

behaviors.

3. To synthesize evaluation and research evidence on the effectiveness

of bilingual education projects funded by ESEA Title VII for the

1980-81 academic year on student achievement and school-related

behaviors.
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Sources 6f Evaluation Data:

1. Horst, D. P. et al. An evaluation of Project Information Packages (PIPs)as used for the diffusion of bilingual projects: Volume. I, Summary Report.Mountain View, CA.: RMC Research Corporation, Report No. UR 460, May 1980.

2. Horst, D. P. et al. An evaluation of Project Information Packages (PIPs)as used for ti-77-11ffusion of bilingual projects: Volume II, Technicaldiscussion and appendices. Mountain View, CA.: RMC Research Corporation,Report No. UR 460, May 1980.

3. Horst, D. P. et al. An evaluation of rroject Information Packages (PIPs)as used for the diffusion of bilingual projects: Volume III, A prototmguide to measuring achievement level and program impact on achievement inbilingual projects. Mountain View, Ca.: RMC Research Corporation,
. Report No. UR 460, May 1980.

4. Development Associates. A study of the state of bilingual materials de-velopment and the transition of materials to the classroom: final report.Arlington, VA.: Development Associates, 1978.

5. Danoff, M. Evaluation of the impact of'ESEA Title VII Spanish/English
Bilingual Education Program: Overview of study and findings. Pa-loAlto, CA.: American Institutes for Research, Report No. AIR-48300-
3/78-FR VI, 1978.

6. National Institute of Education. A re-examination of the impact of ESEATitle VII Spanish/English
Bilingual Education Program. Washington D.C.:National Institute of Education, 1979.

7. U.S. Office of Education. Office of Education response to "A re-examination
of the impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/English Bilingual Education Program"conducted by the National Institute of Education. Washington, D.C.: U.S.Office of Education, Office of Evaluation and Dissemination, 1979.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Gi 1 bert Chavez
(202) 245-2600

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: David M. Shoemaker
(202) 245-9401
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ANNUAL 'EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Vocational Education - Bilingual Vocational Training

Legislation

Vocational Education Act of
1963, as. amended by P.L. 94-380,
Part J, 1974; as amended by
P.L. 94-482, Part B, subpart 3

Expiration Date

September 30, 1982

Funding History Yea r Authorization Appropriation

1975 $17,500,000 $2,800,000

1976 17,500,000 2,800,000

1977 10,000,000 2,800,000

1978 60,000,000 2,800,000

1979 70,000,-000 2,800,000

1980 80,000,000 2,800,000

1981 90,000,000 3,960,000

1982 indefinite!! 3,686,001Y

Program Goals and Objectives

Grants and contracts are awarded up to one year to provide bilingual
vocational training for persons who are unemployed or underemployed and who

are unable to profit from regular vocational training. Three types of

training are offered with set-asides under this authority. Sixty-five
percent is authorized to provide bilingual vocatiqnal training; 25% to

conduct training for inftructors and 10% to develop instructional material,
methods or techniques for bilingual vocational training.

The 'arget population for the bilingual votational training program are

those with limited-English-speaking ability who have completed or left elementary

or secondary school and are available for training by a postseeOndary educational

institution or persons who have already entered the labor market and who desire

or need training or retraining to expand their range of skills or advance in

employment. Training allowances fbr participants in bilingual vocational training

programs are subject to the same conditions and limitations as set forth in
Section III of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973..

Program Operation

Under this authority, the Secretary makes grants with eligible agencies, -

institutions, and organi-zations in supplying job training in recognized and in

new and emerging occupations. Instruction in the English language is included

to insure that participants may find employment in environments where English is

I/ The Omnibus Budget Reconcrliation Act of 1981, Public Law 97-35 establishes an

authorization for the Vocational Education Act of 735,000,000. This amount is

not broken down by activity.

2/ Third Continuing Resolution, Public Law 97-92.
203
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the language normally used.' Eligible public or private institutions or other
eligible agencies may also receive grants to train instructors of bilingual
vocational training. This training may prepare persons to participate in
bilingual 'vocational training or vocational education programs as instructors,
aides, or other ancillary personnel, such as counselors, for inservice and
development programs to enable such personnel to continue to improve their
qualifications while participating in such programs. Fellowships or trainee-
ships for persons engaged in such preservice or inservice training may also be
provided.

Grants and contracts may be awarded to States, appropriate institutions,
organizations or individuals to assist them in developing instructional materials,
methods or techniques fJr bilingual vocational training. Funds under this section
may be used for research in bilingual vocational training, programs designed to
familiarize State agencies and training institutions with research findings and
successful pilot and demonstration projects in bilingual vocational training;
experimental, developmental and pilot programs and projects designed to test
the effectiveness of 'research findings and other demonstration and dissemination
projects.

Program Scope

Fifteen bilingual vocational training programs in eight States are
training 1,372 persons for employment in recognized occupations during
fiscal year 1981. Occupations include: hospitality and food services,
housing maintenance and repair, chefs, data entry operators, air
conditioning and heating technicians, auto mechanics and electricians.

The essential aspect of a bilingual vocational training program is that
,training is conducted both in English and in the dominant language of the
participants.. Trainees are to acquire sufficient competence to enable them
to perform satisfactorily in a work environment where English is used.

Seven instructor training programs have been funded to provide pre-
service and inservice training for about 268 teachers and staff.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Bilingual vocational training programs can reduce unemployment rates,
increase job earnings and increase the rate of labor force participation of
limited-english speaking adults, according to a recently completed study on
the status and impact of such programs.

Improvement of the average unemployment rate was greatest among trainees
with high preprogram unemployment rates, Puerto Rican-born or Central American-
born persons, trainees who spoke "just a few words of English" at the time they
entered the program, trainees who received more than 240 hours of vocational
training and trainees from Subpart 3 programs. Other variables associated
favorably with unemployment rate change include: coordination between voca-

16,
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Only one-third of the trainees continued to work in areas closely

related to their training occupation.

The study was based on a probability sample of 718 trainees in 87

vocational cases in 38 bilingual vocational training programs. The sample .

was designed to represent a total annual enrollment in bilingual vocational

training of limited English-speaking trainees during 1978. The programs

funded under Subpart 3 account for one-third of the classes (29) and about

23 percent of the sample trainees (167).

Preprogram information was collected retrospectively from trainees

during the initial interview while they were enrolled in vocational classes

during the spring and summer of 1978. A second ;nterview was conducted after

the trainees had 'leen out of training for 8 to 11 months.

Measurements of English language proficiency were obtained during both

interviews. The first, obtained while trainees were still enrolled in training,

was vsed to classify trainees according to their English language proficiency

at Ott time. The second was used to analyze the relationship between English

proficiency and postprogram labor force status.

Only 18 percent of the trainees were born in the United States. About

60 percent of the students had no previous schooling in the United States or

in a setting where English was the medium-of instruction. About 77 percent of

the trainees had 6 years or fewer of U.S. or English school.

Unemployment dropped by more than 40 percent between the pre- and post-

program periods. The rate of labor force participation of trainees increased

about 25 percent, including an increase of about one-third (from 49 percent to

67 percent) for wQmen trainees.

The decline of the trainee pre-training post-training unemployment rates

was nearly twice 'as great in the aggregate unemployment rate and nearly 5

times as great as the decline in the average unemployment rate for the labor

areas in which the trainees lived. This magnitude of change makes it extremely

likely that participation in bilingual vocational training influenced trainee

employment very favorably..

The improvement in trainees' pre-training post-training earnings was

closely comparable to the rate of increase for all nonsupervisory and production

workers nationally. COnsidering their initial disadvantages in competing in

the labor market, the improvement in earningsappears likely to have been in-

fluenced strongly by participation in the program, although this conclusion is

less clearcut than the change in unemployment rates.
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More than four-fifths of the former trainees were satisfied with their
post-program jobs. At least 85 percent of the former trainees expressed
satisfaction with various aspects of the program. Only job placement
services received a lower rating with one-third of the trainees expressing
dissatisfaction. More than' 92 percent of the trainees were satisfied with
the ability and the methods of their instructors. About half agreed that
most of what was done on the job was learned in training, and nearly two-
thirds said they were able to apply most of what they learned in training.

Sources of Evaluation Data

Assessing Successful Strategies in Bilingual Vocational Training
Programs. InterAmerica, Inc., Rosslyn, Virginfat March 1981.

Evaluation of the Status and Effects of Bilingual Vocational Train-
ing Kirschner Associates, Inc., Washington, D.C.: March 1980.

Status of Bilingual Vocational Training, a mandated report by the
Commissioner of Education and the Secretary of Labor to the President
and the Congress, August 1978.

Assessment of Bilingual Vocational Training. Kirschner Associates,
Albuquerque, N.M.: August 1976.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Richard H. Naber
(202) 447-9227

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Tetsuo Okada
(202) 245-9401

206

2 9



ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

(P.L. 96-212, as amended)

Refugee Education Assistance Act of 1980 1/

----Legislation Expiration Date

Transition Program for Refugee September 30, 1983

Children, Immigration and
Nationality Act as amended by
the Refugee Education Assistance
Act of 1980, P.L. 96-212, as amended
by the Consolidated Refugee Education
Assistance Act of 1981

Funding_History Year Authorization Appropriation

1980

1981

1982

Indefinite
Indefinite
Indefinite

$23,118,000
22,600,000
19,700,000

Program Goals and Objectives

This program provides educational services to meet the special educa-
tional needs of eligible refugee children who are enrolled in public and
nonprofit private elementary and secondary schools. 2/ The following

services may be provided: a) Supplemental educational services - with
emphasis on instruction to improve English language skills of eligible
children - to enable those children to achieve and maintain a satisfactory
level of.academic performance, b) Testing to determine the educational
needs of eligible children, c) Special English language instruction, d)
Bilingual education, e) Remedial programs, f) Special materials and supplies.

Up to 15% of the grant may be used to provide support educational
services such as: a) Inservice training for educational personnel who work
with eligible children, b) Training for parents of eligible children, and c)
School counseling and guidance for eligible children.

1/ Thts program replaces and expands the scope of the Indochinese Refugee
Chitdten Assistance Act, which was not in operation in FY 81 and expired

SeptembeçO, 1980.

V During FY 8'TN7.7 million dollars was also disbursed under Section 303 of
the Elementary nd Secondary Act of 1965, as amended, for educational
services for Cubilloand Haitian "entrant" children who entered the country

after November I, 119,79.
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Program Operations

Formula grants based on the number of eligible children are awarded to
the States.. According to this formula the most weight is given to efigible,

children whO have been in the U.S. for less than one yeax either in elementary

or secondary schools. Less weight is given for children who have been in the
U.S. more than one year and for this last group more weight is gNen to
secondary school children.

To "eceive a grant, a State Educational Agency, (SEA), shall submit to
the Secretary a) a count of the-number of eligile children, b) a description
of the ml-hod used to count children, c) a brief description of the services
to be pmvided, d) an assurance that the SEA will make subgrant awards to
Local Educa :ional Agencies (LEAs) or consortia within 60 days of the receipt

of the graht award, and e) the assurances required in EDGAR (34 CFR 76.101,e..)

Program Scope

For FY 1981 grant requests from the States indicate that approximately
140,000 children have been identified as eligible to parti,cipate in the program.
All States except Alaska and Wyoming are participating in the program.

The twelve most heavily impacted States are:

Cal ifornia. 39,413

New York 11,142

Florida 7,744

Texas 7,302

Pennsyl vania 6,995

Washington 6,450

Illinois 6,167

Minnesota 5,014

Oregon 4,107

Vi rgi nia 3,820

Loui siana 2,948

Wisconsin 2,448

Program Effectiveness and Progress

There has been no evaluation of the program.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

There ire no plans to evaluate the program.

Sources of Data

Annual Report, Indochinese Refugee Children Assistance Program, 1977.

Report of the Task Force on Indochinese Refugee Children Assistance to the
Deputy Commissioner, Bureau of Elementary and-Secondary Education, May 1978.
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Indochinese Refugee Assessment. 'Report to the Secretary of H.E.W. Depart-

ment of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of the Inspector General, Service

Delivery Assessment. Washington, D.C., January 1980.

Service DeliverY Assessmept on R'efugee Resettlement. Report to the

Secretaries of Health and Hu016 Services and Education, Office of Management,

Service Delivery Assessment. Washington, D.C., April 1981.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: James Lockart
(202) 245-G600

For further information about studies of prognam effectiveness,

Contact: clan Anderson
(202) 245-8364
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Aid to States for Education of Handicapped Children in State-

Operated and State-Supported Schools

,Legislation: Expiration Date:

ESEA Title I, Sections 146-147
(P.L. 89-313), as amended by

Indefinite

P.L. 93-180, and P.L. 95-561

FUMING HISTORY YEAR AUTHMIZATION 1/ APPROPRIATION

1966 $ '15,917,101 $ 15,917,101

1967 20,462,448 15,078,410

1968 24,746,993 -24,746,993

1969 29,781,258 29,781,258

1970 37,475,507 37,475,507

1971 46,129,772 46,129,772

1972 56,380,937 56,380,937

1973 75,962,098 75,962,098

1974 85,772,779 85,777,779

1975 183,732,163 2/ 183,732,163

1976 111.,433,451 111,433,451

1977 121,590,937 121,590,937

1978 132,492,071 132,492,071

1979 143,353,492 143,353,492

1980 150,000,000 145,000,000

1981 165,000,000 156,761,000

1982 171,092,000

Pro ram Goals and Ob ectives:

This program was designed to provide Federal assistance to

State agencies which are directly responsible for providing free

I/ The authorization level under this legislation is determined by

formula and taken from the total.Title I appropriation prior to

any other allocation of Title I funds. See text for definition

of the formula. Appropriation designated in terms of "year of

use."

2/ Commencing in 1976 the program is advance funded from prior year

appropriation. This resulted in a doubling up of funding in

1975. Funds are shown in the year appropriated.
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public education for handicapped children. Nandicapping_conditions
elude mental retardation; hard of hearing, deaf, speech.impaired,
isually handicapped, seriously emotfOnally disturbed, orthopedi-

cally impailed, deaf-blind,,specific learning disabilities, multi-
handicappgd or other health impairments requiring special education.
State agencies are authorized to use Federal assistance only for
programs'and projects which are designed to meet the special educa-
tional needs of these handicapped children. Acquisition of equip-
ment and construction of school facilittes may be included in
these projects. Assurances must begiven that each child'will be
Provided with programs to meet his special educational needs. The
primary emphasis of this program is to fund institutions: (1) which
provide full-time residential programs to those children requiring
this service, (2) which provide special itinerant services on a
part-day basis for children who are enrolled in regular day school
but require special, additional assistance, and (3) for children 4.

confined to their homes because of the severity of their handieap.
The program funds institutions which are directly responsible for
the education of children in numbers (1) - (3) above.

Program OperAtions:

Federal funds under this program are advance funded; i.e.,
funds appropriated in a given fiscal.year are obligated for expendi-
ture in the succeeding fiscal year, as determined by a formula.
This formula is based upon the number of eligible handicapped
children counted in average daily attendance (ADA), in an elemenn
tary or secondary program operated or supported by a State agency,
multiplied by 40 percent of the State per pupil expenditure (or
no less than 80 percent or more.than 120 percent of the National
Per Pupil expenditure). With the4emendment of P.L. 89-313 in
1974, children in average daily attendance (AbA) in a State agency
who return to an LEA are eligible to participatein the P.L. 89-313
progVam. The eligibility criteria for LEA participation are:

o The child must have been reported previously in
the ADA of a State.agency.

o The child must be currently enrolled in an
appropriately designed special educational program
in the LEA.

o The State agency transfers to the particular LEA
funds generated by each such child.
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The Office of Special Education (OSE) is responsible for the

Federal administration orthis proiram. OSE allocates the-funds to

State agedcies. Applications for .the project funds are then sub-.
etted by participating,institutions/schools to their supervising

State 'agency. Those applications approved by a State agency are
forwarded to the State education.agency (SEA) for final approval
and release of funds. All participating institutions/schodls must
submit end of year reports to its-State. agency accounting for the
expenditure .of funds and providing an evaluation-of project activi

Xies

Program Scope

, In FY 81 (i.e., Fr 80-appropriation) approximately $145 million

was allocated to the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto

Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands.

The funds allocated were administered by 145State agencies
which supervised,project participation at 4,238 State schools, 3,877

local educational agencies andlocal schools. The average daily
---,attendance reported by these institutions-was 243,708 children,

as.of October 1980. Those children benefitting under the program
are-distributed across the following handicap categories as follows:
Mentally Retarded - 111,381; Deaf - 23,607; Hard of Hearing - 3,29;
Emotionally disturbed - 38;828; Deaf-Blind - 1,006; Orthopedicdily
bipaired - 12,380; Other Health Impaired - 4,710; Visually Handi-

capped 9,961; Speech Impaired - 11,086; Specific Learning Disa-
bled - 15,309; and Multihandicapped - 12,144. The average per
pupil expenditure is '$595 per week, based on the FY 80 appropriation.

The funds appropriated in this fiscal year (FY 1981) for use

in school year 1981-82, should provide services to approximately

245,000 children. The projected average cost per child served 'should

be $640. v;

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

An assessMent of the P.L. 89-313 program was completed by Rehab

Group, Inc., in September, 1979. The data collection and analysis

effort in 15 states (35 state agencies) and-73 direct service"

providers had several objectives:

a. 'State Agencies

(1) Administration of the Program - examination of
administrative models in operation and the manner
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in which the following functions are handled: monitor-
ing, auditing, project evaluation, project'approval,
and personnel assignments. The analysis would include
_a review of the methods by which ADA counts are validated.

(2) Program Standards - an examination of the standards
for program operation in relation to State regulation-
standards for LEAs.

(3) Fiscal Analysis - review of the allocation and distribu-
tion of P.L. 89-313 funds and a description of the
procedures used to track funding ,allotments as ,they flow
to the LEAs (i.e., the transfer provision). A comparison,

by handicapping conditions, of-the expenditures for
services for P.L.)89-313 eligible children.

b. State Institutions/day programs

(1) Program Standards - review of the standards-for admission,
child assessment, program evaluation, personnel require-
ments, and pupil/teacher ratios; and to determine what
standards exist and how they compare to standards set
at the SEA level.

(2) Program Characteristics of Service Delivery Prmiders -
review of the programs/services provided to handicapped
Children eligible under P.L. 89-313 funding.

(3) Fiscal Analysis of Services Provided - a review of the
Ames of State and local funds compared to Federal
monies.

'The major findings according to four major areas of inquiry
follow:

Program Administration

The administration structure in the State Education Agencies
hes-changed so as to place more importance on the total spgicial educa-,
tion program. The states have implemented administrative procedures
which allow systematic monitoring of the providers for compliance
with state and Federal requirements. This includes procedures for
ensuring fulfillment of the P.L. 93-380 Local Education Agency trans=

fer provisions. Fiscal accountabiljty is maintained in the majority
of study by both State Education Agencies and State Agencies.
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Some of the administrative questions related to the prov

of services. For example, the majority of states have established --

guidelines for defining basic vs. supplemental services. Even so,

a problem still exists in determining whether services,are basic

or supplemental. Another inquiry related to the question of targe-

ting of funds. In general the respondents at the state level did

not favor targeting as a means of improving their education programs.

Program Standards
V.

The states have standards of quality which meet or even surpass

federal requirements. There have been some changes in recent years

which have impacted the program administration, availability of

funds, and staff responsibilities. These changes have included the

increase in state staff responsibilities and the availability of

fewer funds per child because of increased serviCes being mandated

by state standards.

Service Delivery

Due to deinstitutionaliiation, the less severely handicapped

are being served in Local Education Agency settings. The majority

of clients, therefore, being served in state-operated and state-

supported schools are severely and multihandicapped. Despite this

fact, the state-operated and state-supported _schools in the sample

are.emphasizing the educational and'related service needs of clients

being served. This includes. the development of individualized

education programs (IEPs) for each child or youth in their program.

Program Funding

The majority of study states reported an increase in state

funding allocations for special education occuring during the past

five years. The state also reported that federal aid accounted for

a small portion of total revenues.

Several major recommendations were presented in the report.

The results of the study strongly suggest that the funds expended

have been successful in upgrading the quality of education programs

at state-operated and-state-vaported schools. It is recommended

that Federal funding to meet the needs of handicapped children and

youth-in these schools be continued.

It is recomm6ded that current Local Education Agency trans-

fer provisions be eliminated. This requirement has proven to be

extremely difficult to implement. In most states visited the State

217

221



Agency respondents indicated that 'the local school districts did not
wish to avail themselves of these funds because of the extensive
paperwork involved.

Sources of Evaluation Data

1. Office of Special Education program information.

2. "Assessment of Educational Programs in State7Supported
and State-Operated Schools!, Rehab Group, Inc., Falls Church,
Virginia, September, 1979.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245--2381

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

State .Grant Program

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Part B, as amended Indefinite

by P.L. 93-380, P.L. 94-142, and
P.L. 95-561, Assistance to States
for Education of Handicapped
Children

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION

7/

APPROPRIATION

1967

1968
1 969

1970
1971

1972
1973

1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

1982

$ 51,500,000
154,500,000
167,375,000
206,000,000
200,000,000
216,300,000
226,600,000
226,600,000

1/
T/
-5/

-5/

-5/

-57

-5/

969,8-50,000

$ 2,500,000
15,000,000
29,250000
29,190,000
34,000,000
37,500,000
50,000,000
47,500,000

200,000,000 2/
200,000,000 -27

315,000,000 -47
566,030,073-5/
804,000,000
874,500,000
874,500,000
931,008,000

1/ Authorization: Number of children between 3 and 21 multiplied by

$8.75.

2/ Includes $90 million in a second supplemental appropriation bill.

3/ Double appropriation changing program to advance funding mode.

4/ $63,230,073 of this amount was carried over into the next fisdal

year.

5/ Authorization: Number of handicapped children aged 3-21 multiplied

by 5% of APPE (FY 1977), 10% of APPE (FY 1978), 20% of APPE (1979),

30% of APPE (1980) and 40% of APPE (1981).

6/ Includes $37,800,000 supplemental and $63,230,073 carried forward

from FY 1977 appropriation.

7/ This authorization is established by the Omnibus Budget Reconiliation

Act of 1981, Public Law 97-35.
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Program Goals and Objectives:

The primary goal of this program is to assist states to provide full
educational opportunities to all .handicapped children. Through grants
to States, the program design is to assist in the initiation, expansion
and improvement of programs and projects for the handicapped (3-21 years
of age) at the preschool, elementary and secondary levels. The grants
are intended to increase the quality and quantity of programs for handi-
capped children. Federal and local resources are used. in order to insure
that all handicapped cWldren receive a free, appropriate public education
designed to meet the child's unique educational needs; and further, to
guarantee that each child is educated in the least restrictive environ-
ment in gtcordance with his/her special needs.

Program Operations:

Prior to FY 77, nonmatching grants were made to States and outlying
areas. The program was advance funded; i.e., funds appropriated in a
given fiscal year were obligated for expenditure in the succeeding fiscal
year. Funds were allocated to States on the basis of the number of
children in each State 3-21 .years of age multiplied by $8.75, ratably
reduced with a minimum $300,000 grant.

Beginning in FY 1978 (September 1, 1978) the Education of All Handi-
capped Children Act, P.L. 94-142, required all States to provide a free
appropriate education to all handicapped children 5-18 years of age (and
3-5 yars of age, providing' that this age range corresponds with State law).
Any State requesting a grant is required to submit to the Commissioner,
through its Stete Educational Agency, a State plan. State plans are
required to demonstrate: (1) the policies and procedures used to imple-
ment the program objectives; (2) the manner in which"the administration
of the plan is to be conducted; (3) provide assurance that the control
and administration of funds is performed by a public agency; and, (4)
assure that every attempt will be made to identify and serve all handi-
capped children. Each State is entitled to receive an amount equal to
the number of handicapped children aged 3-21 .receiving special education
and related services multiplied by a percentage of the national average
per pupil expenditure. The percentage increases yearly, up to a maximum
of 40 percent in FY.1982. In fiscal years 1977 and 1978, Congress appro-
priated the authorized amounts of_5_AricLlEgence.nt. In_tiscal_years-1979
afi-d TWO', 'Congress appropriated 12- percent, compared with the authorized
levels of 20 and 30 percent, respectively. In FY 1981 the amount appropri-
at,pd by the Congress was less than 12 percent, compared to the authorized
.Vvel of 40 percent.

'*-
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Fiscal Year of Use, Percent of Per Pupil Expenditures

1978
5

1979 10

1980 '20

1981 30

1982 (and thereafter) 40

In determining the amount of funds to be allocated to each State:

o No more than 12 percent of the number of :a*11 children in the

State, ages 5-17, may be counted as handicapped.

o Five percent of the total funds received or $300,000 (whichever

is greater) may be used by States for administrative costs.

o In FY 78, a minimum of 50 percent of Part B funds will "flow

through" States to LEA's ancL intermediate educational units

if they meet legislative requirements and priorities and are

able to qualify for an allocation of at least $7,500. Startingga

in FY 79, the minimum flow-through is 75 percent.

o Part B funds that are retained by the State and are not used

for administrative purposes must be matched on a program by '

program basis by the State from non-Federal sources.

Other requirements of P.L. 94-142 are that States provide an

education to all handicapped children that:

o Is appropriate and individualized.

o Is available to all children 3-21 by September 1, 1980.

The intent of P.L. 94-142 is to assist the States to defray the

excess costs of educating the handicapped. Excess costs are defined

as those in excess of the amount normally spent on regular educational

programs in the States.

PrograM-Scope:

In general, the purpose of P.L. 94-14-2- Ts to

the States to assist them in the initiation, improvement and expansion

of educational and related services for handicapped children at the

preschool, elementary, and secondary levels.
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The following chart displays various descriptive information about
the P.L. 94-142 program based, in part, on FY 1980 data.

FY 80 advance appropriation for FY 81

Per Child Payment (average)
Number of Children Served

Institutions Eligible

Type of Grant

Handicapping Conditions

Educational Settings

Intended use of funds

$874.5 million

$222
, 3.93 million

SEAs (25% funds reserved
for use by SEA) LEAs (75%
funds flowed to LEAs and
Intermediate units)

Formula Grant to State
Education Agencies --
LEA Application to SEA

Mild to Moderate within
. each disacategory

Generally directed to LEAs

Must be expended according
to service priorities for
excess costs only. May be
used to supplant State funds
only after LEAs are in com-
pliance with full service
mandate.

As stated earlier, there are established priorities for utilizing
these program funds. The expenditure of EHA-B funds is restricted by
regulatory requirements which dictate service priorities. The priorities
are providing services to the unserved and underserved (i.e., those
with the most severe handicapping conditions within each disability area).

In general, grants are used for the following broad priorities:

1. Full implementation of State-wide child identification programs;
including diagnostic and evaluative services, which began in

_school year 1976-77.

2. Continued initiation and expansion of programs to serve the
unserved and underserved, most severely and multiple-handicapped.
These programs (a) stress least restrictive placement of children
in local schools and (b) includes short-term inservice training
of local school staff.

3. Continued expansion of programs for preschool children.
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Handicapped Children Served in School Year 1980-81

Handicapping
Condition

Percentage
of Populationlj

No. of
Children

Mentally Retarded 1.52 738,509

Hard-of-Hearing 0.07 37,916

Deaf 0.03 17,765

Speech Impaired 2.41 1,166,706

Visually Handicapped 0.04 23,670

Emotionally Disturbed 0.64 312,632

Orthopedically Impaired 0.10 48,315

Other Health Impaired 0.19 94,536

Specific Learning Disabled 2.98 , 1,439,826

Deaf-Blind 0.00 1,949

Multihandicapped 0.12 59,544

TOTAL 8.16 3,941,368

_Program Effectiveness and Progress:

An evaluation of this program was completed in 1972. With the

passage of P.L. 94-142, the findings of this study are obsolete.

Accordingly, to'avoid confusion the summary of these findings has been

omitted.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

Several process/formative studies are conducted by the Office of

Education and Rehabilitative Services. Details on these studies may

be found in the Special Studies summary section.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Office of Special Education

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton, (202) 245-8355
_

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker, (202) 245-8877

7/ Figures have been truncated.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Preschool Incentive Grants

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 94-142, Sections 619 Indefinite
Incentive Grants

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1977 1/ $12,500,000
1978 1/ 15,000,000
1979 T/ 17,500,000
1980 T/ 25,000,000
1981 1/ 25,000,000
1982 $ 25:U00,000 21

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of this program is to stimulate State and local education
agencies to expand educational services to handicapped preschool children,
ages 3-5, thereby increasing their opportunities to benefit from early
educational intervention.

Program Operations:

The Education for all Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142) mandates
that all handicapped children aged 3-21 shall receive a free and appropri-
priate education unless, for ages 3-5 and 19-21, such provision is incon-
sistent with State law or practice. This provision of P.L. 94-142 has
the effect of mandating educational service to the handicapped who are in
the age group for whom education is compulsory in each State; howeVer,
many States do not yet mandate or customarily provide educational serv-
ices to preschool children; therefore, a large portion of the handicapped
preschool population, ages 3-5, would not have the opportunity to\benefit
from the_service mandate contained in P.L.-94-142. As an incentiOe for
States and local education agencies to develop and expand programS for
this age group, Section 619 of Part B of EHA authorizes grants to States
based on the actual number of handicapped preschool children being`
served.

11 Permanent authorization. The authorization level for this program
is determined by formula; each state receives $300 (ratably reduced)
for every handicapped child, age 3 through 5, who is receiving
special education and related services.

21 At the time of this report, final appropriation had not been enacted.
Funding is currently being provided through P.L. 97-92.
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SEA's must report to the Secretary the number of handicapped children

residing in the state who were receiving special education and related ser-

ices on December 1 of that school year. The number of children ages three

through five so reported As the basis for awarding preschool incentive

grants to SEA's. State educational agencies may distribute funds received

under this program to local educational agencies on a discretionary basis.

Program Scope:

In order to be eligible for funding under this program a State must:

(1) make application to the Secretary of education

(2) have in effect a policy that assures all handi-

capped children a free appropriate public educa-

tion

(3) have on file in the Department of Education an

approved State plan to provide such services, and

(4) already be providing services to some preschool

handicapped children ages 3-5.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

In school year 1976-77 BEN data show that 196,223 handicapped child-

ren, ages 3 through 5, Qere counted as being served, generating Incentive

Grant funds to initiate, improve, or expand services to this age group.

In school year 1978-79, 213,850 children were counted; in school year

1980-81 the count increased to nearly 238,000 preschool children.

As a complement to the Incentive Grant program which aims at suppoiling,

basic educational and related services, the Early Childhood- Education

program authorized by Part C., Section 623, of the Education of the Handi-

capped Act suppmts demonstration projects which focus on improving the

qJality of educaiional programs for young handicapped children. The

incentive grant program distributes funds on a formula basis, whereas

the Early Childhood projects are funded through the discretionary

grant process.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None
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Source of Evaluation Data:

Office of Special Education

For further information about program information,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-0335

For further information about studies of program effective-
ness

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS'

Program Name:

Regional Resource Centers

Legislation:

P.L. 91-230, Part C of EHA,

Section 621, Regional Resource

Centers

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1969
1970

$ 7,750,000

. 10,0001000

$ 5,000,000
3,000,000

1971 :1 3,500,000

1972 T/ 3,500,00G

1973 T/ 7,243,000

. 1974
7,243,000

1975 12,00,000 , 7,087,000

1976 ' 18,000,000 10,000,000 3/

1977 v19,000,000 22 9,750,000

1978 19,000,000 9,750,000

1979 19,000,000 9,750,000

1980 21,000,000 9,750,000

1981 24,000,000 2,880,000

1982 9;800,000 7,656,000

1/ Totals of $36,500,000 in 1971, $51,500,000 in 1972, and $66,500,000

in 1973 were authorized for Part C, EHA, which includes early child-

hood projects, Regional Resource Centers, and deaf-blind centers.

4he 1973 authortzatjon was
extended through 1974 by virtue of the

one-year extension contained in GEPA.

2/ Total authorized for section 621 is $119,000,000; other funds re-

quested under section 621 were $3,250,000 for severely handicapped

projects.

3/ In April 1975 litigation was settled which resulted in the re-lea-se-

of $12,500,000 appropriated under the 1973 continuing resolutionv

of these funds, $3,131,652 were used far Regional.Retburce Centers,

increasing obligations.over the 1976 appropriation by that amount. *
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Program Goals and Objectives:

The Regional Resource Centers Program was established to encourage
the development and application of exemplary appraisal and educational
programming practices for handicapped children. The centers are given
'the.fesponsibility of developing a national support system to assist
Stae and local agencies develop the capacity to provide needed diagnos-
tic and prescriptive services. To accomplish the goals and objectives
of this program, the Centers use demonstration, dissemination, train-
ing, financial assistance, staff expertise, and consultation. The
Centers also act as backup arpsnts where State and local agencies
have inadequate or nonexistent service programs. Among the major
activities of the Centdrs are:

o Identificatiom.of unserved handicapped children.,

Measurement and diagnosis of handicapped children
for the purpose of proper educational placement.

o Development of educational and vocational programs
foe handicapped children.

6 Provision of technical assistance to relevant
personnel (including teachers and parents) in
implementing appropriate services for the handi-
capped.learner.

o Periodic re-examination, re-prescription or case-
tracking to validate the appropriateness of program
placement for children.

Direction Servtce Centers are also supported under this
activity. Ttlese centers ncouraged LEAs to adopt programs of
comprehehsive referral serkices through the operation of models
which:

o Pro(idea one-stop information system
0

o Attempt to develop multidisciplinary approiches to
integrate servides

Require parent-participation

o Stress follow-upperiodic reassessment, and program :
, service evaluatiOn

3
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o Match child's needs to available services

-Program Operations:

To meet program goals and objectivesgrants and(contracts are

awarded to institutions of higher education, State educational

agencies, or combinations of such agencies. or institutions. Within

particular regions'of the United States, grants or contracts may be

awarded to one or more locareducational agencies. ProjeCts are

approved for period of 36 months. However, awards are' made annually,

and renewed.on the basis Of a Center's effectiveness and the

availability of funds. Initial awards are made on a competitive

basis. Awards pay for all or part of'the costs of the establishment

and operation of the Regional Centers and Direction Service Centers.

Program Scope: f

FY 80 program NMI ($9,750,000) support 13 Regiohal Resource:

Centers and 15 Directfon Service Centers. The current emphasis is

on promoting child referral and evaluation and upon providini

technical assistance to SEA's and LEAs to assist them to develop

and implement the individualized educational program requirements

(IEP) and'the free appropriate public education requirements (FAPE)

specified in P.L. 94-142. Approximately 9,000 personnel have been

trained in the best Available procedures for carrying out the

IEP/FAPE mandate. In addition, 90,000 handicapped children have

been appraised, referred, and now receive other educational services

as a result of this program's activities. The RRCs also assist the

57,State educational agencies develop their comprehensive State

plan required by Section 613 of P.L. 94-142, with particular

emphasis devoted to developing case findings and identificatio

systems. The Direction Service Centers assisted,over 2,500

families in identifying and obtaining services to meet the needs

of their handicapped children.

FY 81 program funds will support 12 RRCs and 12 Direction

Service Centers. The distribution of funds across activity areas

is:

Activity,

Regional Resource Centers

.State program development

ducational appraisal
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Activity Distribution

Educational programming° $ 1,160,000

Project Administration 686,000

Direction Service Centers:

Inter agency Devel,opment

Information Services to Clients

360,000

540,000,

Program Effectiveness:

The primary limitations on meeting the stated objecttves of
this program are: (1) the unavailability of best practices in
utilizing validated diagnostic procedures, (2) insufficient funds
available to State and local educational agencies to develop and
implement effective diagnostic, assessment, evaluation and reevalua-
tion programs, and (3) trained diagnosticians and diagnostic
teams avatlable in sufficient numbers or with-sufficient resources
to fully implement the requirements of P.L.,93-380 and P.L. 94-142.

,

Communications Technology Corporation was awarded a contract in
1978 to conduct an assessment of the capacity building accomplish-
ments of the Regional Resource Centers. The contractor's efforts
iNere directed-to examining how effective the RRCs are in assisting
SEAs and LEAs implement the Individualized Education Program and
the Free Appropriate Public Education requirement mandated by
Pli . L. 0-142.

.1--- The study was completed in May 1980 at a cost of $400,000. It
4as conducted in two phases. Phase I included: document review,
Instrument development and field testing. Phase II included the
t1ata gathering, data processing, analysis and report writing activi-
ies.

The major findings were:
,

o the type of RRC services'that have had the widest
appeal and utility have been "Training" 'and "Other
Assistance". The training services have generally
been directed toward capacity building or training
of trainers at the SEA level. Other Assistance
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services take a variety of forms. The predomin.nt

service delivery mechanisms have been consultation,

dissemination, and developmentof educational
products specific to state and local heeds.

o The multi-State RRCs have generally been more
successful and had more effectiveness in building

SEA capacity to implement P.L. 94-142 than the
single State RRCs.

o RRCs are'perceived as a local representative or
liaison agency of the Office of Special Education-

(OSE). Many SEA personnel look to the RRCs as the
source of information on OSE policy interpretation,
target priorities and current information releases.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Source of Evaluation Data:

Office of Special Education.

"An Assessment of The Capacity Building Accomplishments of

the Regional Source Center Program", Communication Technology

Corporation, 1980.

For further information about program_operation,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-0335

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Deaf Blind Centers

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Part C of EHA, September 30, 1982
Section 622, Centers and Services
for Deaf-Blind Children

- FUNDING HISTORY YEAR ,AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1969 $ 3,000,000 $ 1,000,000
1970 7,000,000 4,000,000

, 1971 1/ 4,500,000
1972 T/ 7,500,000
1973 T/ 10,000,000
1974 T/ 14,055,000
1975 15,600,000 12,000,000
1976 20,000,000 16,000,000
1977 20,000,000 16,000,000
1978 22,000,000 16,000,000
1979 24,000,000 16,000,000
1980 26,000,000 16,000,000
198r 16,000,000
1982

.29,000,000

16,000,00o Not Determined

Program Goals and Objectives:

This program's purpose is to provide assistance to deaf-blind
children by helping them reach their full potential for communica-
tion with, and adjustments to, the world around them so that they
can attain self-fulfillment and participate in society. These
'program objectives are accomplished by working with\deaf-blind
children as early in life as feasible and by proviepg effective
specialized, intensive professional and allied serviees, methods
and aids. A limited number of model centers for deaf=blind
children are funded under this program.

\\

\\

1/ Totals of $36,500,000 in 1971, $51,500,000 in 1972, and166,500,000
in 1973 were authorized for Part C. EHA, which includes early
childhood projects, regional resource centers, and deaf-blind
centers. The 1973 authorization was extended through 1974 by virtue
of the one-year extension contained in GEPA.
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Program Operation:

Contracts are made with public or nonprofit private agencies,

organizations, or institutions to pay for 'all or part of the cost

of establishing single state and multi-state centers and for the

operation of service contracts with State, local, and private

organizations. Contracts for this purpose are awarded based on

the availability of existing services and the assurance that a

nter can provide:

o _Comprehensive diagnostic and evaluative services

for deaf-blind children.

o A program for the adjustment, orientation, and

education of deaf-blind children which integrates

all the professional and allied services necessary

for these children.

o Effective consultative services to parents,

teachers, and others who play a role in the

education of these children.

These services may be provided-to deaf-blind children (and where

applicable, to other persons) whether or not they reside in the

center, may take place at locations other than the center, and may

include transportation of children, attendants, and/or parents.

Program Scope:

It has been estimated that approximately 70 percent of the

funding for deaf-blind programs come from State and local governments.

In FY 81 there are 7 single state and 8 multi-statp centers serving

deaf-blind children. In order to reach the widely dispersed deaf-

blind populatin, the centers subcontract with approximately 250

State, local and private 'organizations. The current program thrust '

is to render full-time
educational services and to provide techni-

cal assistance to subcontractors, in order to upgrade the development,

implementation, and coordination of new service delivery systems.and

to facilitate the development of program alternatives. This.program

will carry out the following activities during FY 81:

o Full-time'educational services including prevocational/

vocational training programs.
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Part-time educational services (where full-time servicescannot be provided)

o Medical diagnosis and educational evaluation

o Family counseling

o Inservice personnel training

Alternative service program satellite homes, communi-
ty residence programs, respite care

o Dissemination of information on methodologies, materials,
curriculum, and proceedings of workshop and trainingservices.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Program information suggests that the major drawback in reachingthe program's goals is the acute shortage of trained teachers andteacher-aides. An estimated 500 to 600 additional teachers are.needed to meet the needs of the.known population of deaf-blindchildren. Current training programs are annually producing only 40to-50 teachers with special qualifications,for teaching deaf-blindchildren. Additionally, though facilities are avvailable, manyneed to be modified or renovated to benefit these children. Lackof instructional materials and technology is another deterrent
toward fulfillment of program goals.

Program monitoring information indicates that the Centers havebeen successful in terms of reaching increasing numbers of deaf-blind children. The 5,872 children served in FY 79 compraresfavorably with 4,516 in FY 76 and represents a substantial increaseover FY 69 when 100 children were served by six programs in theUnited States.

In FY 81 approximately 6,100 deaf-blind children have beenidentified. During this year children continued enrollment infull and part-time educational programs. About 3,000 children
received initial diagnosis'and evaluation services. Parentscontinued receiving counseling and 3,000 teachers and aides wereprovided training related to problems of the deaf-blind population:

A study was completed in May 1977 by Abt Associates Incorpora-ted, titled, "An Assessment of Selected Resources for Severely
Handicapped Children and Youth." This assessment described
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characteristics of 100 service providers to the severely handicapped

population; among these were providers to the deaf-blind. This

evaluation demonstrated that providers serving deaf-blind clients:

o Often had mandates to serve other disability groups.

o Had high staff-client ratios for certified and
non-certified teachers and attendants; however, this

was not so for other types of staff.

o Varied in the quality of services they provided;

e.g., residential providers delivered high quality

serVices, whereas day care providers generally

rendered services of poor quality.

o Commonly discharged deaf-blind clients because of

(a) functional deterioration of the client or (b) a

decrease in the severity of the condition; however, the

discharge rate for this disability group waslower

than found for other severely handicapped client

populations.

In an effort to monitor more systematically and assess the activi-

ties and performance of the regional centers and their service pro-

viders, the BEH contracted with a team of experts on the deaf-blind

.
to develop a set of guidelines,to assess the program and use those

guidelines ih an on-site review of each deaf-blind region. During

'FY 78, seven regions were visited. The observations, data, and con-

clusions produced by the team of experts were compiled and,analyzed.

by another third-party contractor. Their report to.the BEH indicated

that direct services to children provided at the regional and sub-

contractor levels were generally of high quality, while Services to

teachers and parent were of lesser quality. The major area of weak-

ness was regional center administration, particularly fiscal control

and management.

This information has been used by the BEH to provide technical

assistance to current contractors; and efforts have been taken to

ensure that previously identified deficiencies do not manifest

themselves in future contract.awards.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation.Studies:

The OSERS and RSA are jointly planning a study to fund a needs

assessment of services to Deaf-Blind individuals. The stuq, is

intended to: (1) determine the demographic characteristics of the
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deaf-blind population; (2) identify gaps in service delivery; (3)
determine future needs; and (4) specify resources necessary to
service needs identified for deaf-blind chldren and 'adults. The
study should be initiated in FY 1982.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services,
program data.

2. "An Assessment of Selected Resources for Severely Handi-
caooed Children and Youth", Abt Associeates Incorporated. Completed:
May 1977.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 2445-0335

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

(
Contact: Eligene Tucker

(202) 245-8877

236

240



ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Early Childhood Education

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Part C of EHA, September.30, 1983

Section 623, Early Education
for Handicapped Children

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1969
1970
1971
1972

$ 1,000,000
10,090,000

,A./
7,500,000

$ 945,000
4,000,000
7,000,000

2/
1973 3/ 12,000,000
1974 47 12,000,000

1975 25,00,000 14,000,000

1976 36,000,000 22,000000
1977 38,000,000 22,000,000

1978 25,000,000 22,000,000

1979 25,000,000 22.,000,000

1980 25,000,000 - 20,000,000

1981 20,000,000 9,600,000

1982 20,000,000 17,500,000

Program goals and Objectives:

This program was designed to build the capacity of State a nd local edu-
cational agencies to provide comprehensive services for handicapped preschool

children (birth through 8 years of age). The program supports demonstration

and outreach projects in an attempt to accomplish this purpose. The Federal

strategy is top (1) work cooperatively with Sites, through public a nd private

non-profit agencies, (2) demonstrate a wide range of educational, therapeutic
and coordinated social services in order to help establish competent State

and local programs. Projects are expected to demonstrate the highest quality
of available early education practices for handicapped children.

The following project strategies are used to facilitate the success of

this program:

1/ thru 42 Totals of $36,50000 in 1971, $51,500,000 in 1972, and
$66,500,000 in 1973, were authorized for Part C. EHA,
which includes early childhood projects, Regional
Resource Centers, and Deaf-blind. Centers. The 1973

authorization was(extended through 1974 by virtue of
the one-year extension contained in GEPA.
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o Demonstration projects which are designed to develop
service models based on current outstanding practices.

o Outreach Projects which are designed,to disseminate
modeT programs for replication.

o State implementation projects which are designed to
,assist States in planning and implementing part(s) of
-their respective early childhood state plans.

o Early Childhood Institute which support long-term
research into the complex problems of young handi-
capped children.

In an effort to disseminate high quality information and'
to develop effective management practices contracts are awarded
to provide additional technical assistance to projects. And in
an effort to investigate specific areas of early childhood educa-
tion for the handicapped with direct application to typical educa-
tional settings, contracts are awarded for experimental projects.

progrAELOperations:

This program provides grants and contracts annually on the basis
of national competition. Each model demonstration project is-approved
for a three-year period, but receives second and third year funding
on the basis of successful performance and availability of funds; each
outreach project is approved for generally a three-year period, but
receives second and third year funding on the basis of successful
performance and availability of funds; and each state implementation
grant is generally approved for a two-year period, but recieves second
year fLnding on the basis of successful performance and availa-
bility of funds.

The demonstration projects developed under this program
include the following components:

o Developing and demonstrating (1) services for young
children with handicaps; and (2) assessment proce-
dures for evaluating (particularly those who arl less
than three years of age),the progress of children.

o Providing services to parents and family membert
including counseling and emotional support, informa-
tion, opportunities for observation, practice and
training, home carryover and involvement in project
planning and evaluation.

o Providing inservice training to increase volunteer,
paraprofessional, and professional staff effectiveness.

o Coordination with other agencies, especially the
public school.
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o Disseminating information to professionals and to

the general public concerning comprehensive program-
ming for young children with handicaps.

o Evaluating the effectiveness of project components
to document the effectiveness of the project.

Program Scope:

According to program data, approximately 1,000,000 pre-
school children (ages birth through eight years) have handicapping

conditions. Approximately 30% of these children are being served

in varying degrees through demonstration and outreach projects,
Head Start and day care programs, public education programs and
through State-supported activities.

This capacity building program will complement the main
service efforts required of States and LEA's under P.L. 94-142.

\ This strategy is implemented through the following types of
,projects: Demonstration projects provide for the direct support
of initiating services and model development at the local level;
outreach projects, working with the models of validated projects,
disseminate information and emphasize the replication of their

models in new locations, including working at the local and

state levels; state implementation projects provide support in the

implementation of statewide plans to provide appropriate educa-
tional services to all preschool handicapped children in accor-
dance wi,th the provisions of P.L. 94-142; technical assistance
projects aid in needs assessment, program management, self evalua-
tion, and packaging of models to facilitate the efforts of the
demonstration and state implementation projects; and experimental
projects deelop and test new ideas for education of young handicapped
children anthtest the effectiveness of these new approaches in typical

educational settings.

During FY 81 thtp program supported 163 projects. Projects

funded included: 96 new and continuation demonstration projects;

41 new and continuation outreach projects; 20 new and continuation

state implementation projects; 2 technical assistance projects;
and 4 early childhood institutes.

It'is anticipated that the FY 81 appropriation (which will

be spent in FY 82)will support 146 projects including 78 new

and continuation demonstration projects, 42 new and continuation
outreach projects, 18 new and continuation state implementation
projects, 2 technical assistance.projects, and 6 experimental

projects.
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Program'Effectiveness,and Progress:

FY 78 program data indicated direct impact through the
demonstration and outreach activities as follows:

o approximately. 11,000 preschool handicapped children
and their families received services through the
demonstration projects and the demonstration-
continuation sites at outreach projects. *

o over40,000 personnel were trained to work with
handicapped preschoolers.

o approximately 50,000 were served in projects
developed or stimulated by HCEEP assistance (over
13,000 children and their families were served by
sites replicating. HCEEP model components and
receiving outreach asSistance).

o over 600 sites in the 50 states replicated model
components and received outreach assistance.

N fqllow-up study to determine where graduates of these
projects were placed indicated that about two-thirds of the
graduates were placed in regular school classes or regular school
clisses with ancillary special education services. Three quarters
of the graduates studied went to public schools. 1

\

'An informal survey of projects first "funded in FY 1969
indicates that 80% of those programs continued in sode manner
with non-HCEEP monies. Of those 80%,-approximately half had
expanded the number of children served, the scooe of their
servicet, or both. This inf3rmal survey was coAucted during the
summer Pf 1978.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

impact EvalTilion of HCEEP projects to be completed in
FY'1982)

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services.

* Approximately 2,900 children were servecOn model demonstration
projects in FY 1981.

\
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For further information'about program informat.Con,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-0335

41/4For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8380
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ANNUAL EVALUATION\REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS
9

Program Name:

Severely Handicapped-Projects

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Part C of EHA, September 30, 1983

Section 624 .

FUNDING.HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1974 1/ - $ 2,247,000

1975 2/ 2,826,000 .4

1976 -2-/ 3,25C,000

1977 -3-/ 5,003,000

1978 17 5,000,u00

1979 3/ 5,000,000

mo 17 , 5,000,000

1981 3/ 2,880,000

1982 $ 5,000,000 .4,375,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The goal of this program is toestablish and promote effective

innovative pi4actices in the education and training of seftrely

handicapped Children/youth. Demonstration projects funded under

this program are designed to develop and refine identification,
screening, dfagnostic, and prescriptive procedures and instruments;

develop, dempnstrate, and refine model curriculum, methodology, and

educational olaterials; and package and disseminate model project

findings and products such as curriculum guideS and educational

materials.

//

if Funds in 1974 derivedifrom Part C, Section 621 (Regional Resource

Centers), Section 623 (Early Childhood Projects), and Part F

.(Media Services and Captioned Films). Total authorization for

Part C in 1974 was $66,500,900; for Part F, $20,000,000.

gy Funds in 1975 and 19761derived from Part C; Section 621 (Regional

Resource Cehters), and Section 623 (Early Childhood Projects).

3/ Funds are aUthorized under Part C, Section 621.
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The ultimate educational and training goal for severely handicapped chil-

dren is to provide appropriate self-developmen experiences to this popula-.

tion. Thegt experiences are designed with the objective of helping the

severely handicapped reach their maximum potent'al of developing into self

sufficient individuals in normalized, community hbme/neighborhood,environ-

ments.
\

This program is a major vehicle for the implementation of P.L. 94-142.

Therefore, the Federal strategy is to eventuallYccover all States or sparsely

,AJulated multi-State regions with demonstration's appropriate to Statewide

needs.

Expected strategies with the FY 81 appropriation will be to:

o Fund projects for -severely handicapped children/ youth which

target on (a).public school service facilitating social inte-

grAltion; (b) functional curricula across domestic living,
xecreational and commercial domains; (c) qualitative servfce

Improvement through innovative practices; and (d) deinstitu-

tionalization into\least restrictive environments.

o fund projects for.autistic children which will emphasize the

development of communication and social skills and demonstrate

and replicate information and findings in these skills areas

throughout the nation.

o Fund projects to establish new special education delivery

systems for the severely handicapped in rural and urban ,

. geographic areas.

Program Operations:

To accomplish the objectives of this program, contracts are awarded com-

petitively on a 1-year basis, with continuation funding for a second and

third year based upon the project's effectiveness, replicability, and avail-

ability of funds. Eligible contractees are State department of education,

intermediate or local education agencies, institutions of higher education, ,

and other public or nonprofit private agencies.
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Program Scope:

Program Aata (FY 78) indkate that approximately 388,200
severely handicapped children receiye some services from Federal,
State and private sources. Program staff estimate that there are
1,404,948 severely handicapped/children (ages 0-19) in the Nation.
Of these children, 465,000 are severely or profoundly mentally
retarded; and 905,000 are seriously emotionally disturbed (e.g.,
autistic dr schizophrenic) and 34,948 have multiple handicaps.

Comparative statistics Prepared by ED indicate that the
total number of severely liandicapped children needine specialized
services has remained fairly constant over the past 7 years. The
least severely handicapped are gradually being integrated into
less restrictive service environments, but past decreases have
been offset by an increase in the number of severely handicapped
children identified as /needing specialized services.

States havehistorically failed to make educational services
ava lable to all severely handicapped children. With the passage
of Y. L. 94-142 the number of unterved handicapped children has
been significantly reduced. This law has required that if a State
Teceives Federal financial aid under this Act the State must
provide free, appropriate public education FAPE) to all handicapped

----ehildren ages 3-18 by September 1978, and to all children between
3 and 21 by 1980, to the extent allowable by State law or practIce.
Accordi.nqly to Federal law, all 'States are re4uired to give the
second/highest prioTity to providing a FAPE to all severely
handicapped children within each disability group.

In fiscal year 1981, (1980 appropriation) 37 projects were
continuediat a cost of $1,084,600, while 21 new awards were made
at a cost1'of $4,835,391 4/. Four projects have applied for
Department of Education validation as exemplary demonstratioN models.
Approximately 3,000 children will participate in programs during
FY 81.

Program EAectilveness and ProgrF,sS:

None

Ongoing and P anned Evaluation Studies:

ane

4/ _Includes $9 9,991/carry over from FY 1979 (LSASA set-aside).
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Source of Evaluation Data:

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services,

For further information about program operation,

COntact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-0335

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Regional Education Programs

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Part C, Section 625, September 30, 1983
Regional Education Programs

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1975 $ 1,000,000 $ 575,000
1976 1/ 2,000,000
1977 T/ 2,000,000
1978 10,0-60,000 2,400,000
1979 12,000,000 2,400,000
1980 14,000,000 2,400,000
1981 16,000,000 2,832,000
1982 4,000,000 2,950,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of the program is to enhance the acquisition by
handicapped students of skills for successful career competition
in the professional, skilled and unskilled labor markets. Institu-
tions of higher education, including junior and community colleges,
vocational and technical institutions, and other appropriate non-
profit educational agencies are eligible to receive awards for the
development and oepration of specifically designed or modified
programs of vocational, technical, post-secondary, or adult educa-
tion for deaf or other handicapped persons.

Program Operations:

Grnts or contracts may be awarded to institutions of higher
education, including junior and community colleges, vocational and
technical institutions, and other aPpropriate nonprofit educational
agencies. These grants and contracts are awarded for the develop-
ment apd operation of specifically designed or modified prognams
of vocational, technical, postsecondary, or adult education for

1/ Such sums as become necessary.
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o Programs adapting existing programs of vocational, technical,
post-secondary, or adult education to the special needs df
handicapped persons.

o Programs designed to serve areas where a need for such services
is clearly demonstrated.

Program Scope:

In FY 81, a total of 23 programs were funded. In addition to the four re-
gional programs serving over 600 deaf students, 19 demonstration programs
provided special support services to 500 other handicapped students, and to an
estimated 20,000 other handicapped students indirectly through the technical
assistance and conferences and workshops. New projects represented efforts at
identification of best practices, cost-effective ways of providing support
services, and a needed information exchange where such information could be
obtained by institutions of higher education wishing to initiate and/or improve
service in this area.

The types of services provided were: tutoring, counseling, adaptive recre-
ational pursuits, notetaking, interpreting, wheelchair/personal attendance, and
adaptation of instructional media to meet the unique needs of the handicapped.
It is estimated that better than 95% of the handicapped. It is estimated that
better than 95% of the handicapped students who complete their studies with the
benefit of the services supported by this program are employed in positions
commensurate with their abilities.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

None.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation:

None.

Source of Evaluation Data:

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services.

For further information about program information.

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-0335

For further information about studies of program effectiveness.

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Special Education Personnel Development

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Part D, Section 631, September 30, 1983

632, and 634 of EHA, Training
Personnel for the Education of
the Handicapped

FUNDING HISTORy YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1966 $ 19,500,000 $ 19,500,000

1967 29,500,000 24,500,000
1968 34,000,000 24,500,000

1969 37,500,000 29,000,000
1970 57,000,000 35,610,000
1971 1/ 32,600,000

1972 . 2/ 34,645,000
1973 17 39,660,000
1974 W/ 39,615,000

1975 45,0170,000 37,700,000
1976 52,000,000 40,375,000

1977 50,000,000 45,375,000

1978 75,000,000 45,345,000
1979 80,000,000 57,687,000

1980 85,000,000 55,375,000

1981 90,000,000 33,600,000
1982 58,000,000 43,500,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The objective of this program is to ensure an adequate supply of educa-
tional personnel competent to deal with the special educational problems of
the handicapped. This program provides financial assistance to train special
and regular classroom teachers, supervisors, administrators, researchers,
teacher educators, speech correctionists, and other special service person-
nel such as specialists in physical education and recreation, music therapy,

and paraprofessionals. Persons trained under this program come from a

variety, of professional backgrounds. Training is not limited to persons with
a background in education.

1/ thru 4/ A total of $69,500,000 in 1971, $87,000,000 in 1972, and
$103;500,000 in 1973 was authorized for Part D, EHA. The 1973
authorization was extended through 1974 by virture of the one-

year extension contained in GEPA.
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Provam Operations:

In order to accomplish the objectives of this program, the program

awards grants to institutions of higher education, State education agencies,

local education agencies, and other appropriate nonprofit agencies. Grantees,

through 1981, have been placed on a 3-year cycle system. A third of the

States and territories apply for new-''tycles each year. A series of 12 pri-

orities are used on a preservice and inservice basis. The system allows for

funding allocations based on various priorities of differential needs such as

stipends, faculty salaries, or curriculum development. All awards are made

.on a 12-month basis and the program is forward-funded with the minimum award

being $1,000 and the average award approximately $60,000.

Through this program financial assistance is given to individuals for

preservice; i.e., full-time students specializing in special education.

Additionally, inservice training is a major priority for both regular educa-

tion teachers and for special education personnel.

Program Scope:

During FY 80 the program provided pre-service training for 7,174

special educators and support personnel for both regular and special educa-

tion at a cost of $28,517,000. It also provided inservice training for

21,131 special educators, 82,821 regular classroom teachers, 23,396 admini-

strators and supervisors, and 65,876 other school and support personnel.

With FY 80 program funds the following activities were carried out:

1) Preparation of Special Educators:

o Inservice and preservice training for education special-

ists servicing handicapped children aged birth.through

6 years. Many trainees work with handicapped children

in regular educational programs upon graduation.

o Train special education personnel to serve the severely

and multi-handicapped (including emotionally disturbed

and autistic) and/or to meet national and regional

needs for low incidence target groups. P.L. 94-142 re-

quires provision of appropriate education for the most

severely handicapped child, within each disability.

2) Preparation of Support Personnel for Regular and

Special Education:

o Train paraprofessional to assist both special educators

and regular classroom teachers.

o Train specialists in physical education or therapeutic

recreation to integrate appropriate techniques into a

child's overall education program. These additional

types of services are required so that many handicapped
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children can function in a regular classroom situation for at least
a part of each day.

o Prepare specialists from various related fields, such as the health
and social sciences to integrate educational information, metholo-
dology and practices for the handicapped child,into their support
functions.

o Provide training in handicapping conditions so that specialists will
be effective in providing services to the handicapped.

Train personnel in vocational and career education to provide program
for the handicapped or to include them in their regular programs.

o Support programs designed to recruit and train parents and other
volunteers to work in education programs for the handcapped.

3) Special Education Training for Regular Education
Teachers

Provide special education training to personnel preparing for regu-
lar classroom teaching and administration; and provide inservice training
for regular classroom personnel already in the field. P.L. 94-142
specifies that handicapped children be placed in the least restrictive
environment." Large numbers of regular room personnel are encountering
handicapped children in their classrooms. The need for training con-
tinues to increase. Programs may include supportive services from
special education personnel who work with handicapped children.

4) Instructional Models:

Two activities are funded which train personnel and which develop
new models of instruction for the preparation of personnel who teach
the handicapped. The activities are (I) the support and development
of post doctoral training programs; (2) the identification and dis-
semination of cost-effective training models.

FY 81 funds have been used to provide in-service training to 45,628
personnel and preservice training for 7,907 special education and sup-
port personnel.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Program estimates based on P.L. 94-142 Annual Program Plans prepared by
each State indicate that in order for the educational system to meet its full
service commitment, an additional 64,000 specially-trained teachers were
needed for September 1978. This did not consider attrition, only known

vacancies.
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The P.L. 94-142 specification that handicapped persons be placed in the

least restrictive educational environment has resulted in increasing numbers

of-regular classroom teachers encoun ering an icapped children, Current

emphasis is being placed upon institutions of higher education (IHE) Deans

Grants, changing elementary and secondary curricular to improve the capa-

bility of regular classroom teachers to work effectively with children with

handicapping conditions. The training is expected to emphasize:

o Knowledge of the handicapped including attitude and

awareness training

o Teaching methodologies used with handicapped children-

o Classroom management skills

o Utilization of specialized and ancillary personnel

to provide support services

In addition, regular education inservice projects (REGO which represent

more than 200 projects, are developing models which can be replicated by

either SEAs or LEAs, using P.L. 94-142 funds. Projects have been funded in

all 50 States and two territries. These models are being developed and

training initiated by a varielf of agencies and organizations - IHEs, SEAs,

LEAs, IEUs, research groups and professtonal organizations.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

A study of the effectiveness of projects providing inservice training

to regular classroom teachers began in FY 1979.

Source of Evaluation Data:

The Office of Special Education program information.

For further information about program information,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-0335

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877

It.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Recruitment and Information

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Part D of EHA September 30, 1982
Section 633, Recruitment of
Educational Personnel and Infor-
mation Dissemination

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION,

1966

1967
1968
1969 $ 1,000,000 $ 250,000
1970 1,000,000 475,000
1971 1/ 500,000
1972 7/ 500,000
1973 17 664,000
,1974 500,000
1975' $00,000 500,000
1976 500,000 500,000
1977 1,000,000 1,000,000
1978 -2,000,000 1,000,000
1979 2,000,000 1,000,000
1980 2,500,000 1,000,000
1981 2,500,000
1982 1,000,000 750,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

This program is designed to encourage people to enter the field
of special education, to disseminate information and provide referral
services for parents of handicapped children, and to assist them In
their attempts to locate appropriate diagnostic and educational
programs for their children.

1/ tnru 4/ A total of $69,500,000 in 1971, $87,000,000 in 1972, and
$103;500,000 in 1973, was authorized for Part 0, EHA. The 1973
authorization was extended through 1974 by virtue of the one-
year extension contained in GEPA.
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Program Operation:

This program operates by providing non matching grants or con-

tracts to public or nonprofit private agencies, organizations, or

institutions with the requirement that such funds be used for:

o Encouraging students and professional personnel to

work in various fields of education of handicapped

children and youth through developing and distribu-

ting innovative materials to assist in recruiting

personnel for such careers, and by publicizing

information about existing forms of financial aid

which might enable students to pursue such careers.

o Disseminating information about the programs,

services, and resources for the education of handi-

capped children, or providing referral services to

parents, teachers, and other persons especially

interested in the handicapped.

Program Scope and Effectiveness:

Implementation of the Education for All Handicapped Children

Act (PI.L. 94-142) has resulted in a significant number of inquiriei-

about education for the handicapped. To promote a greater aware-

ness of the availability of services for the handicapped, the

$1 million appropriation (FY 1980) went to:

o Fund Parent Information Centers to assure that

referral and information services are accessible

to any and all handicapped children and their

parents;

o Conduct workshops in geographically strategtc

areas of the country for the purpose of orienting

as many people as possible about the functions/

responsibilities for all parents who wish to

attend and provide training for those parents who

may be operating a local unit.

o Develop, produce and distribute information

generated by parents to be used by all persons

interested in providing services for the handi-

capped.
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o Continue development of information packages for
Indians, the disadvantaged, those of limited-

'English speaking ability, and the geographically
isolated.

01 Continue operation of the Information Clearing-
house which develops, produces and distributes
informational packets on available services for
the handicapped. Recipients of this information
include the handicapped, parents of the handi-
capped, or any other persons who may be interested
in finding out what is available for the handicapped.

Continue to reach a concerned constituency through
the Closer Look Report.

13

.

fthe 7 projects underway in fiscal year 1980, 4 will continue
in FY 8). Those activities include a contract for an information
cleartinghouse, a contract to advertise the services of the clearing-
housel(media outreach campaign), and 2 information centers.

!

On oi and Planned Evaluation Studies:

one

Sour es of Evalua ion Data:

Office of Special Education and RehabilitativkServices program'
data

For'further information about program operation,

ContiaT Slagle AllbritiOn
(202) 245-0335,

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

InnqWon and Development

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Part E of EHA,
September 30, 1982

Section 641, 642 as amended
by P.L. 95-49, Research in
the Education of the Handi-

capped

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR

.

1964
1965
1966
1967,
1968
1969
1970
1971

N 1972

1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

1982

Program Goals and ObjeCtives:

AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION'

.$

1

2,000,000 $ 2,000,000

2,000,000 , 2,000,000

6,000,000 6,000,000

9,000,000 8,000,000

12,000,000 11,000,000

14,000,000 12,800,000

18,000,000 13,360,000

27.000,000 15,300,000

35,500,000 15,755,000'

45,000,000 9,916,000
9,916,000

15,000,000 9,341,000

20,000,000 11,006,000

20,000,000 11,000,000

20,000,000 20;000,000,

22,000,000 20,000,000

24,000,000 20,000,000

26,000,000
'20,000,000 20,000,000

Innovation and development activities atteMpt to imprOve the effectiveness

and efficiency of the educational system and itsTrovisiohs for handicapped

children by supporting the development and validation ofjnew service models,

by packagIng information in usable form, and by systematically disseminating

this information.
_

1/ As of FY 1978 projects previously funded under the Specific Li arning

Disabilities program are funded under the Innovatioh and Development

peogram, accounting for the substantial increase in apprOpriation.
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Program Operations:

This program is concerned about improving educational opportuni-
ties for handicapped children through support of decision-oriented
rese'arch and related activities. Support includes grants or,c-ontracts
for research, surveys, or mobel demonstrations relating to education
of handicapped children. Additionally, grants are made for similar
activities relating to physieal education or recreation for handicOped
children. 4Activities are integrated in a planned pattern to support
teacher training and the special service functions orthe total
Federal program for handicapped children.

Grants and/or contracts are.made to State or local educational
\Aagencies, institutions of higher education, and other public or
private educational or research agencies and organizations. .Awards
arle made based on national competition. Projects are approved f6r
periods ranging from 1 to 5 years. Generally awards are made for
one year with continued funding based on quality performance and
availability of funds.

Program Scope:

In FY 81, 109 research projecis were supported; of these 62
were new efforts and 47 ytere continuations of projects begun in
previous years: These projects supported research on prpgrams for
rthopedic and otherwise health impaired children, hearing impaired
ildren, programs for the mentally retarded, programs for speech
aired, visually impaired, emotionally disturbed, learning

di abled, and other programs,classified as noncategorical. The
la gest expenditure was allocated to noncategorical programs. The
interest in issues related to P.L. 94-142 and in attitutinal .

research continued to be noteworthy in FY 1981.

Ip addition to the research projects this program supported
55 model demonst'ration projects, all non-competitive continuation
awards. Forty-five of these projects supported model demonstration
centers, nine were research institutes and one provided technical
assistance in demonstration techniques. Increased interest in
secondary level programs was ,gain a feature of the 1981 program.

During FY 81 the Innovation and Development program will have
produced over 100 products and materials relating to the education
of handicapped children and 50 publications in professional journals,
processed over 185 research reports, and provided model programs
to some 2,100 handicapped children.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress:

None

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None c

Source of Evaluation Data:

Office of Special Education Rehabilitative Services.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-2381

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PRoGRAMS

Program Name: /

Media Services and Captioned Films

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Plrt F of EHA,
Sections 652 and 653; as
amended by P.L. 93-380, and
P.L. 94-142, Ihstructional
Media for the Handicapped

Indefinite

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION/

1967 $ 3, 00,000 $ 2,800,000
1968 8, 00,000 2,800,006
1969 8 000,000 4,750,000
1970 10 000,000 6,500,000
1971 12,500,000 5,000,000
1972
1973

15,000,000
2p,000,000

5,00n,000
13,000,poo

1974 20;000,000 13,000,000
1975 18,000,000
1976 2,000,000 16,250 000 1/
1977 2,000,000

i

19,000,000
1978 4;006,000 19,00q,000
1979 5,000,000 19,000,000
1980
1981

7,000,000
9,000,000

19,000,000
17,0p0,000

1982 9,000,000 11,52o,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

This program supports grants or Aontracts for the pur ose of
providing special educational material to handicapped learners.
Educational materi41:7 are produced and distributed for use by the
handicapped, their ,parents, actual 'or p tential employersi and other
interested persons In order to meet this objective. Prog am funds
ace used to caption, and distribute films and other visual training

/ In April 1975, litigation was settled which resulted in the
release of $12,500,000 appropriated uncle :he 1973 Coptinuing
Resolution. Of these funds, $1,012,332 s used in tithe Media
Services and Capt oned Films program dun g fiscal year 1976,
increasing obliga ions over 1976 by that a ount.
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media t'o assist deaf persons and to train persons in the techniques

of using ducational media for instructing the handicapped. Addi-

tionally, ñedla development centers are funded to conduct research

for advancihg the art of developing appropriate educational media

for the handicapped.

Program Operations:

To accomplish program objectives, a loan service has been

established for captioned films for the deaf and related educational

media for the handicapped. Educational materials are made available

in'the United States for nonprofit purposes to handicapped persons,

parents of handicapped persons, and other persons directly involved

in activities for the advancement of the handicapped. Activities

permissible for this purpose include: the acquisition of films and

other educational media for purchase, lease or gift; acquisition

by lease or purchase of equipment necessary for the administration

of the above. Contracts are provided for the captioning.of films

and for the distribution of films and other educational media and

equipment through State schools for the handicapped and other

appropriate agencies which serve as local or regional centerslor

such distribution. Additionally, grants or contracts provide for

research in the use and production of educational and training

media. Provisions are made for the distribution of the materials,

for utilizing the services and facilities of other governmental

agencies and for accepting gifts, contributions, as well as

voluntary and uncompensated services of individuals and organiza-

tions. Projects are approved for periods of up to 36 months;

however, awards are made annually, with renewals funded on the

basis of a project's effectiveness, the replicability of its

elements and availability of funds.

Program Scope:

During FY 81 the following types of activities were supported

under this program:

o Educational Media and Materials Centers.

.o Captioned Films for the Deaf

o Captioned Television and Telecommunications

o Marketing and Implementation Activities

o Recordings for the blind

o National Theatre of the Deaf

o Grants for the Development of Educational Technology
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Educational Media and Material Centers were funded for the
severely handicapped and the hearing impaired. The legislatively
mandated centers provided support for the design, adaptation,
development and production of media and materials geared to the
uique learning 0oblems of these populations. Awards were made to
ensure that products developed for the handicapped were distributed
to consumers and grants were awarded to provide for research,
development, and production in the utilization of educational
technology to further advance this field. In addition, Captioned
Films distributed to deaf adults and to schools and classes for
the deaf reached approximately 4,000,000 deaf persons of all ages.
Captioned television pews reached an estimated 6 million persons
daily per broadcast from over 140 stations including American
Samoa. To implement closed captioned television for the hearing
impaired, the National Captioning Institute was created to develop
the captions for broadcasting.

During FY 81 this program will provide a total of 116 awards
to support:

1) Educational Media and Materials Centers: These
centers which were first funded in FY 77 in
response to congressional interest were continued.
Emphasis was on the systematic delivery of educa-
tional technology to special populations through
the design and/or adaptation, development, and
production of appropriate education materials.
The centers also provided training in the selec-
tion and use of these materials and promoted the
utilization of materials available for circulation.

2) Marketing and'Implementation Strategy: Through
one marketing linkage project, 22 subsidiary awards
were made to continue the development of a market-
ing and implementation program to assure that
models of curricula and materials designed for the
handicapped are widely distributed among handicapped
consumers. This activity is expected to have helped
promote testing and development of promising proto-
types of educational devices for production models.

The production of custom-made tape coof textbooks
for distribution to blind elementary and high
school students was continued through other marke-
ting contracts.
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Captioning and Recording: A total of 70 awards were

made to continue the adaptation, development, produc-

tion and distribution of devices incorporating the

most recent technological and telecommunicative ad-

vancements in television and recording. The program

captions programs for the deaf and develops new

television programming for the handicapped, and

develops educational programming for parents of the

handicapped. Support for the production of recor-

dings for the blind and print-handicapped was

continued.

4) National Theatre of the Deaf. Support continued for

the National Theatre of the Deaf. This Theatre serves

as a talent center for activities in theatre arts,

providing vocational, educational, cultural and social

enrichment for the deaf.

5) Grants Program for Media Research and Development: An

estimated 20 awards will be made. Activities focus on

research to identify and meet the full range of special

needs of the handicapped relative to educational

materials and technology. Included are demonstrations

of new or improved methods, approaches, or techniques

which are designed to assis handicapped individuals

adjust to their disability. Additionally, the

creation or adaptation of media and technology to aid

the handicapped are supported by this program. The

media or technology are designed for use by handitapped

persons, their parents, actual or potential employers,

and others who are involved with the handicapped.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Source of Evaluation Data:

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services.
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For further information about program operation,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-0335

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Special Studies

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

P.L. 94-142, Section 618 Indefinite

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1977 1/ $ 1,735,000

1978 T/ 2,300,000

1979 T/ 2,300,000

1980 \ T/ 1,000,000

1981 17 '1,000,000

1982 $2,30,000 ,... 480,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of this program is to evaluate the effectiveness of the

states in providing a free appropriate public education to all handi-

capped children as mandated by Public Law 94-142, the Education for All

Handicapped Children Act of 1975. The evaluation activities identify

both the problems and the success state and local education agencies

are having in implementing the law. The formation from these activities

is used in reporting to Congress on the progress,being made in meeting

the full educational opportunity goal specified in P.L. 94-142. The

evaluation activities and the annual report to Congress are mandated by

Section 618 of the law.

Program Operations:
0

The Secretary conducts, directly or by grant or contract, studies to

accomplish the goals of Part B of the Education for All Handicapped Child-

ren Act.

Program Scope:

Evaluation 'studies- funded have focused around tbe-following,guestions:

o Are we serving the intended beneficiaries?

o Where are the beneficiaries being served?

17--uch sums as become necessary.
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o What services are being provided to children?

o Do services provided meet the intent of the law?

o What administrative mechanisms are in place?

o What are the consequences of implementing the law?

Studies and technical assistance activities underway or completed in
FY 81 are designed to:

1. Describe and evaluate the special education and related services
available and provided to handicapped children across the nation.

2. Describe the'effects student characteristics and school distinct
practices and policies have on the transfer of ,students from
special to regular education programs.

3. Describe the procedures used by states and by school districts'
for making decisions about the settings in Oihich handicapped
children will be educated and identify the standards used by
judges and hearing officers in setting least restrictive
environment disputes.

4. Describe administrative strategies which facilitate the suc-

cessful inclusion of handicapped children in the least restric-
tive environment and provide technical assistance to state and
local education agencies in implementing these strategies.

5. Examine the placement options available to handicapped secon-
dary school students and compare the academic courses, non-
academic courses, vocational education opportunities, and
after-school activities of handicapped and nonhandicapped
secondary students. In addition, assist administrators in
expanding program options and program flexibility for secon-
dary students.

6. Describe the content and the quality of individualized educa-
tion programs across the nation.

7. Examine 'the procedures used in urban school districts for
evaluating students who have been referred for special educa-
tion assessment. Identify strategies far increasing the
efficiency of the assessment process and provide technical
assistance to local education agencies in implementing these
strategies.

8. Describe strategies for improving the procedures schools use
in obtaining informed parental consent for special studies
education assessment and placement decisions.
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9. Provide technical assistance to state and local education

agencies for improving child count and child find proced-

dures, reducing individualized education program paper-

work, and implementing interagency-agreements,

10. Examine the procedures used by large, medium, and small

school districts in financing special education in aorder

to better understand the flow and use of P.L. 94-142

funds.

11. Evaluate the impact of P.L. 94-142 on the child 2nd the

family through the use of in-depth case studies.

12. Describe and evaluate the progress being made in implementing

the provisions of P.L. 94-142.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation:

An evaluation of this program is not planned.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Office of Special Education and rehabilitative Services.

For 'further information about program information,

Contact: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-2381

For further information about studies of.program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Vocational Rehabilitation Basic Grants

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended
Title I, Parts A and B except Section 112

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR AUTHORIZATION

September 30, 1983

APPROPRIATION

1966
1967
1968
1969

$ 300,000,000
350,000,000
400,000,000
500,000,000

$ 160,500,000
236,000,000
287,000,000
345,900,000

1970 600,000,000 1/ 436,000,000
1971 700,000,000 1./ 503,000,000
1972 700,000,000 17 560,000,000
1973 800,000,000 17 589,000,000
1974 650,000,000 650,000,000
1975 680,000,000 680,000,000
1976 720,000,000 720,309,000 2/
1977 740,000,000 740,309,000 -27/

1978 760,000,000 760,472,000 -27/

1979 808,000,000 817,484,000 77
1980 880,000,000 817,484,000 7/
1981 945,000,000 854,259,000 77
1982 899,000,000 Not Determined

1/ 1970, Revised ($500,000,000)
1971, Revised ($515,000,000)
1972, Revised ($580,000,000)
1973, Revised ($600,000,000)

Includes an additional amouni for North Dakota under a separate
authorization.

3/ Includes additional-amounts for Federal maintenance of effort under
a separate authorization.
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Program Goals and Objectives:.

The purpose of this program is to provide assistance to States in the ad-

ministration and operation of vocational rehabilitation programs designed to

meet the current and future needs of handicapped individuals so that they may

prepare for and engage in gainful employment. Handicapped individuals are per-

sonstwho have a physical or mental disability which for such individuals con-

stitutes or results in a substantial handicap to employment and who can

reasonably be expected to benefit in Aerms of employability from vocational

rehabilitation services. There is a statutory requirement for priority in

the provision of services to severely disabled individuals.

Program Operations-:

Grants to States are allocated on a formula basis involving population

and per-capita income to conduct vocational rehabilitation programs. These

programs are. conducted by designated State agencies under an approved State

plan. There is a 20 percent State fund matching requirement. The designated

State operate statewide programs through district and local offices.

At the Federal level, pro.gram policy, leadership, and monitoring is th,.

responsibility of the Rehabilitation Services Administration, incLuding ten

Regional Offices. Ftnancial and statistical program reports are submitted

to the Federal agency. Also, comprehensive individuals case data forms

(converted in most inStances to computer tape) are utilized for management

information at the State and Federal level. In addition, as required by

statute, program evaluation studies are scheduled each year, and State agen-

cies have been assisted in establishing or improving program evaluation

conducted by RSA with most direct and on-site contact being -handled by the

Regional Offices.

Although soleState agencies are required, an exception at State option

allc.Avs for separate agencies to serve blind and visually handicapped individ-

uals. Eligible individuals are those-who meet the definition of "handicapped

individual". Diagnostic and evaluation services are authorized to determine

eligibility and the nature and scope of services needed. All services are

provided in accordance with an Individualized Written Rehabilitation Program

(IWRP).

Program Scope:

After a twenty-Year rise starting in the mid-1950's, the number of

persons served and rehabilitated per year has been decreasing in recent years.

This has resulted from the priority to serve severely handicapped individuals

for whom services are much more costly than for non-severely disabled persons,

along with funding which has not kept up with inflation. Ducing FY 1981, the

proportion of severely handicapped to total persons served is expected to

decline marking the firTt such decline in the five years for which this datum

is,available. A possible explanation is that the program has reached a satu-

ration point with regard to the growth in services to severely handicapped

persons caused by level funding and persistent increases in inflation.

The services authorized under the vocational rehabilitation program are

any goods and services necessary to render a handicapped individuals employable,
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including, but not limited to, the following: (1) diagnostic and evaluation
services, (2) counSeITTi6Tguidance, referral, and job placement including
follow-up and post=employment Services necessary to maintain employment, (3)

vocational and cther training services, including personal and vocational
adjustment, books, and.other training materials, and services to the families
of handicapped individuals when necessary fo the adjastment or rehabilitation
of the_ handicapped individuals when necessary to the adjustment or rehabili-
tation of the handicapped individuals,- (4) physiCal and mental restora-
tion, including but not limited to corrective surgery or therapeutic treat-
ment, hospitalization, prosthetic and other orthopedic devices, special
services for treatment of persons suffering from end-state renal disease, (5)
maintenancenot exceedlang the estimated cost of subsistence during rehabilita-

, --ti-on--;-(6)erpreter services for deaf persons and reader services for blind
\ persons, (7) recruitment and training services for new employment opportunities

in certain health and public serVice areas, (8) rehabilitation teaching and
\ orientation and mobility services for ,the blind, (9) occupational licenses,

tools, equipment, and initial- stocks and supOlies, (10) transportation in

\connection with services, (11) telecommunications, sensory and other techno-
Hogical aids and devices, (12) services provided for the benefit of groups of
'handicapped individualS such as management Services for the operation of small
businesses by severely handicapped individuals, construction and establishment
of rehabilitation facilities, the use of existing telecommunications systems,
and the use of recorded material for the blind nd captioned films or video
cassettes for the deaf. Except for services (1) through (3), above, the State
Agency is required to make full consideration-of eligibility for similar bene-
'fits under any other program before expendilg its own funds.

In 1981, there is a definite trend toward cost reduction, including
controls which limit who shall be served under the program under the "order
of selection" provision in the statute.

from the individual case service report (Form RSA-300), RSA prepares a
charateristic teport. Among the 26 tables in the latest such report for
1979 .115 one showing the major disabling conditions of persons rehabilitated.
The following is a summary of that table.

Major Di sabl ing_ Condition Number Percent

Total Rehabilitation - FY 1979 288,325
TOtal Reporting Disability 26,172 100.0
Blindness 9,732 3.4
Other Visbal Impairments 16,488 5.8
Deafness 7,308 2.6
Other Hearing Impairments 10,232 3.6
OrthopeJic Impairments 60,008 21.0
Absence ofAmputation 7,32q 2.6
Mental Illness 58,136 20.3
Alcoholism 13,557 4.7
Drug Addiction 3,734 1.3
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(continued):

Major Disabling Condition Number Percent

Mental Retardation
34,752

12.1

Diabetes
%4,252 1.5

Epilepsy
5,400

1.9

Heart Disease
7,233 2.5

Digestive System Conditions 14,611
5.1

Genito-urinary Conditions
8,576

3.0

All Other
24,924

8.7

The mean cost of purchase services per rehabilitated person for three

consecutive years is shown below. These are life-of-the-cas,, costs and do

not pertain to any particular fiscal year. Not included are costs which

cannot readily be.assigned to individual clients such as program administra-

tion, salaries of counselors, expenditures for construction, establishment

of facilities, and other services for groups. They also do not include ex-

penditures for services to individuals who were still on the rolls at the end

of a year, nor costs for clients closed "not rehabilitated" during a year.

Fiscal Year of

Rehabilitation
Closure

Means Cost of Services for Rehabilitated Clients

1977 ,
$1,137

1978
- 1,187

1979
1,258

. _

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Sihce the priority for severely disabled persons was established in 1973,

there has been a steady increasing trend in the proportion of severely handi-

capped individuals amcng all clients seved and rehabiVtated. As previnously

mentioned, the lack of a continued increase (as projected) is thought to be

the inevitable reaction to inflationary pressures. On the other hand, the

total number of rehabilitations is expected to show a slight increase in

FY 1981, reversing a three-year trend of decreases. These trends are shown

as follows:
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Peso

Sever

Perce

. ,

1981

Projectedi/
1980, 1979 1978 11

is rehabilitated, total 279,500 277,136 288,325 294,396
,

?Ty disabled, rehabilitated 130,500 142,375 143,375 138,402

it severely disabled 47.0 51.4 49.9 47.0

0

Because of the availability of detailed individual client information on
case service cqsts, wages at ,closure, etc., cost-benefit analyses are rela-
tively easy in.the vocational rehabilitation program as compared to other so-
cial service programs. Based on data projected from FY 1979, it is estimated
that benefits in terms of improvements in earnings over a worki-ng lifetin-
for persons rehabilitated'in FY 1979 amount to $11.00 for every $1,00 ex-
pended in the prograM on all persons, .whether rehabilitated or not,, whose

cases were closed out that year. The same group of rehabilitated persons
.enerate revenues for all levels of government plus savings in welfare pay-
ments that in four years will equal the total cost of rehabilitation for all
cases closed that year.

Evaluation studies .and analyses of,the vocational rehabilitation program
are too numerous to crccifically sumplarize or.list in .this report. 'These in-
clude analyses of program data, 'Studies cOnducted under the research and

demonstration program fnOw NIHR), program administratiVe and management re-

views conducted as part of annual RSA operational work plans, and contracted
evaluation studies.

RSA recently completed a national 5-year evaluation follow-up of VR

clients. A majpr finqings was that these clients retained the benefits bf-
rehabilitation overtime. Of major significance is the development*overthe
past several years of i sophisticated Management Information,*stem. It is

currently in its final phase of development prior to pretest". This system
will not only provide RSA with detailed, timely information, but also allow
access to information and generation of reports, by State agencies, and.pro-
vide other reTated functions. 1

Based on first *quarter FY. 1981 returns and subject to considerabk
. _

vriation by year's end:
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/

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation://

Case Review Schedule Pr ct

Management Control Projec
Management Information System
Berkley Planning Associates Study on Program Standards
Evaluability Assessment
Functional Assessment oflHandicappe,d People
R&D's
Evaluation Contracts
Facility Informati9n System
Etc.

Source'of Data:

RSA program data reports (plus computer tapes and printouts)
RSA program financial reports and daita
Research reports (National Rehabilitation InFormation Center)
Reports by contractors (Office of Program Evaluation, RSA)

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Cbntact: Rodney Pelton
(202) 472-3014

I..wrence Mars

(202) 472-3796

or

Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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Program Name:

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCAT ON ,ROGRAMS

\
\

Client Assistance Program

Legislation:

P.L.193-112, Section 112, Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, as amended

, FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHAUTHORIZAION

\ Expiration Date:

s\eptember 30, 1983

APPROPRIATION

.1 1974 $1,500,000 $ 500,000
1975 2,500,000 \ 1,000,000
1976 2,500,000 1,000,000
1977 2,500,000 1 1,000,000
1978 2,500,000
197.9 1/ 1,000,000
1980 / 1/ 3,500,000
1981 1/ 3,500,000

'1982 3,50,000 Not Otermined

Program Goals and Objectives:

These projects are to provide ombudsmen who can asist handica'pped per-,

sons to understand available benefits under the Rehabilitation Act,,and to
help overcome any difficUlties such persons may be having with the vocational
rehabilitation service Olivery system. Projects may be operated only by or
through the State VocatiO,nal Rehabilitation agency. Advice and infOrmation
(plus transportation if needed) are the only services provided by project
staff. Projects assist in getting any other appropriate services thi-ough
existing programsr

In addition to helping individuals, projects are expected to mak\e recom-
.

mendations for policy and method changes within VR agencies as approp\riate,
which may be helpful to other clients in the future.

Program Operations:

Recipients of service from Client Assistance Projects must be (lj seek-
ing VR services; (2) receiOng VR services; (3) terminated from VR services
and seeking help with some dspect of service. State VR agencies must lretain
adininistrative and financial responsibility for these projects but rnay subdon.t
tract aspects of day to day operation which' are deemed to be advantage us
for good management.

Program Scope:

The initial legislation (1973) called for projects to be "pilot" and to
be geographical disbursed across the country. The 1978 amendments to the
Rehabilitation Act removed the statutory imitation on the number of programs

1/ Such sums as become necessary.

.1)
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continued call for geographic distribution. The number of projects began with

11 in 1974 and has increased to 42 in operation currently. A project aver-

ages 200 clients served each year.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Individual project reports indicate that new projects frequently experi-

ence some administrative and professional resistance to ombudsman advocacy.

This is overcome when the project staff demonstrates non-adversary principles

and accomplishes problem resolution in relatively short periods of time.

Most projects employ "satisfaction" surveys of clients and VR counselors

to ascertain their effectiveness. Non-standardized results indicate that

projects are regarded favorably in areas of: (1) clarifying agency policy for

client services; (2) clarifying client responsibility for participation in

planning and carrying out their own service program; (3) resolution of formal

grievances; (4) overcoming delay in getting services; (5) achieving more

satisfying service outcomes and reduction of periferal interferences affecting

VR goals; (6) modifying administrative policies which also may effect counse-

lor effectiveness, and (7) improving VR agency image.

A national Data system for CAP has been developed which can be expected

to provide information about the overall impact of these projects. To date,

the relatively subjective evidence is that this ombudsman approach is useful

and agencies are interested in perpetuating this method.

The number of states which desire to operate these projects rose from

20 to 36 (in 1979) after the law was amended (Rehabilitation Amendments of

1978), permitting expansion following the pilot phase. Several projects

have increased their coverage and outreach to become statewide and some

states have continued projects without Federal funding. It is anticipated

that virtually all states will eventually institutionalize this concept

into the basic service delivery system.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of.Evaluation Data:

RSA Budget document and the Annual Report to the President.

For further information

Contact: Rodney Pelton
(202) 472-3014
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS.

Program Name:

Rehabilitation Training

Legislation:

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
as amended; Section 304(a)
and Section 12(a) of the Act.

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1966 1/ $ 24,800,000
1967 T/ 29,700,000
1968 T/ 31,70(1000
1969 T/ 34W,000
1970 ii 27,700,000
1971 1/ 27,700,000
1972 T/ 27,700,000
1973 $50,6U0,000 27,700,000
1974 27,700,000 15,572,000
1975 27,700,000 22,200,000
1976 32,800,000 22,200,000
1977 25,000,000 30,500,000
1978 30,000,000 30,500,000
1979 34,000,000 30,500,000
1980 40,000,000 28,500,000
1981 45,000,000 21,675,000
1982 25,000,000 Not Determined

Program Goals and Objectives:

Rehabilitation training grants are authorized by Section 3040) of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, to ensure that skilled workers are
are 'available to provide the broad scope of vocational services needed by
severely handicapped people served by State and other vocational rehabili-
rehabilitation agencies and rehabilitation facilities.

Program Operations: .t

Grants may be made to and contract may be made with States and public
or non-profit agencies and organizations, including institutions of higher
education, to pay part of the cost of projects for training, traineeships
and related activities.

-4

17 Such sums as may be necessary.
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Program Scope:

Grants awarded under the rehabilftation training program include:

1. Long-term trainingl/ in the broad range of established rehabili-
tation professional fields identified in the Rehabilitation Act,

including rehabilitation medicine, rehabilitation nursing, re-

habilitation counseling, rehabilitation social work, rehabilita-

tion psychiatry, rehabilitation psychology, physical therapy,

occupational therapy, speech pathology and audiology, rehabili-
tation facility administration, prosthetics and orthopedics,

therapuetic recreation, vocational recreation, vocational eval-

uation and work adjustment, rehabilitation job placement and

job development, specialized training in providing services to
the blind, the deaf and the mentally ill and training in other
fields contributing to the rehabilitation of severely handi-

capped people;

2. Experimental or Innovative training projects `'which are designed
either to train new types of rehabilitation manpower or to demon-
strate ihnovative trainilig techniques; '

3. Short-term training workshops, seminars, ,institutes of other

short courses in areas of special priority to the State/Federal
vocational rehabilitation service program;

4. Continuing education programs to upgrade the skills of rehabili-
tation workers employed in both public and voluntary rehabilita-

ticin agencies, and

5. In-service training for State vocational rehabilitation agency

personnel, in program areas essential to the effective management
and operation of the State service program and in skill areas

which will enable personnel to improve their ability to provide
service to the severely handicapped.

1/ This category also includes interpreters for the Deaf. Although

authorized under the Rehabilitation Act- of 1973, this program is

not intenged to fodus only on the vocatfOnal rehabilitation needs

of deaf persons but also to train interpreters who can assist deaf

persons in health, education, employment, and other social service
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Programmatic and fiscal data are presented in the following tables.

Table A: FISCAL YEAR 1980

Categories Amount Awarded Number of Grants

Grand Total $28,,456,374 456

Long-Term Training 20,183,741 335

. Continuing Education 3,017,284 15

Experimental Innovative 1,317,273 18

In-Service Training 3,151,151
.-.

78

Short-Term Training 30,175' 2
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Table

LONG-TERM TRAINING IN

B: Program/Fiscal Data, FY 78-80

(Est.)
Number of
Pro 'ects

(Est.)

Number of
Trainees

1978
Total Funds
(thousands)

1979 ,

Total Funds
(thousands)

19'80.

Total Funds
(thousands)

ESTABLISHED REHABILI-
TATION DISCIPLINES

Rehabilitation Counseling $7,860 $ 5,862 $ 6,262 80 930

Rehabilitation of the Blind 793 868 855 9 100

Rehabilitation of the Deaf 1,128 1,026 687 10 110

Rehabilitation Facility . 1,488 1,620 1,614 13 620

Administration
Vocational Evaluation 750 902 883 10 220

Undergraduate Education for
Rehabilitation Services 809 878 554 27

Rehabi 1 itation Medicine 3,896 3,256 , 56 305

Occupational Therapy
.4,275
. 565 529 388 24 100

phySica 1 Therapy ,. 618 655 561 26 125

Prosthetics-Grthotics 954 1,048 1,322 7 180

SPech Pathology and , 1,589 1,351 1,311 50 220 .

Audiology
Interpreters for the Dedf -.,!!900

Other 1_,_245 1,996 1_,_590 16 320

Sub Total 1-22-0I4 $277677 $210;1E4 3-217 1,230

EXPERIMENTAL AND INNOVA-
TIVE TRAINING $ 690 1,622 1,317 18 190

STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND
TRAINING FOR EMPLOYED
REHABILITATION WORKERS

Rehabilitation Continuing
Education Programs 2 ,658 3,171 3,017 18 2,365

2 ,593 2 792 3 151 78 -

$28,015 $28,216 $27,669' 442 5,785

Short-Term Training 2,262 1 ,d46 757 54 1,860

RESEARCH FELLOWSHIPS 109 97 30 7 7

GRAND TOTAL: $30,386 $30,159 $28,456 503 7,642
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Program Effectiveness and Progress:

In FY 1980 long-term training program emphasis continDed to be placed on
improving the quality of ongoing training projects in each professional field
and ensuring that all projects reflected a direct and substantial focus on
preparation or personnel for the provisionof rehabilitation service to se-
verely handicapped persons.

Training projects in the field of rehabilitation counseling not only

continued to emphasize service to the most severely disabled individuals, but
also fOcused on improving the preparation of counselors for assuming profes-
sional responsibility for the job placement of clients as well as developing
skills in the areas of job analysis and job development. Training,projects

in such health related rehabilitation fields as physical therapy, occupa-

tional therapy, therapeutic recreation and speech pathology and audiology
provided a specidl opportunity for student exposure to" the State/Federal

vocational rehabilitation program dnd the,vocational rehabilitation process.

Special Innovative Training:

A number of special innovative training projects were supported in 1980
demonstrating new approaches for training rehabilitation workers. Among

these special innovative projects were the following':

-- A project at the University of Virginia for the training of

rehabilitation engineering personnel;

-- A. project at Boston University for the training of rehabili-

tation counselors in industry-based settings;

--,A project at 916 Vo-Tech Institute in Minnesota for the
development of special training materials for prosthetists
and orthotists;

-- A project at Memorial Hospital in Providence, Rhode Island
for expOsing family practitioners to the principles of re-
habilitation medicine;

-- A project at the University of Guam for the training of rehabtl-

ilitation counselors uniquely qualified to meet rehabilitation

service needs in Guam and the Pacific Islands;

-- A project at the Navajo Community College'to train Navajo per-

sons to assume professional counselor responsOilities in
serving handicapped American Indians; and

-- A group of interrelated training projects at Franklin Institute

and the University of Washington for training dentists and dental

support personnel skilled in providing dental services to severely

handicapped persons.
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State Vocational Rehabilitation Agency
In-Service Training:

Training supported under the State vocational rehabilitation agency

in-service training grant program focuses primarily on program areas esen-
tial to each agency's immediate operation including training to correct de-

ficiencies identified in audits and other studies of the State program.

Seventy-eight grants were awarded to State agencies in 1980 and training

emphasis was on such areas as: (1) the implementation of new State plan

requirements under the 1978 Rehabilitation Act Amendments, (2) =,iproved

management in the areas of program planning, monitoring and evaluation; (3)

improved use of preliminary and thorough diagnostic information in order

to determine eligibility for services and the nature and scope of services

to be provided; (4) improving the use of similar benefits; severely dis-

abled individuals; and (6) improving State utilization of rehabilitation

Rehabilitation Continuing Education.Programs:

The Rehabilitation Continuing Education Programs train newly employed

personnel in basic knowledge ami skills and assist experienced personnel
twupgrade skills and develop mastery of new developments in the field of

rehabilitation. The Rehabilitation Continuing Education Programs also pro-

vide training for staff of private rehabilitation agencies ond facilities.
The training provided under this program focuses on, meeting needs common to

a multi-State geographical area. Iraining priorities in 1980 considered

improvement in the use of rehabilitation facilities and expanding the use of

Case Review system for improved administration, case documentation, and case

service practice. Other 'priorities during 1980 were in areas such as program

and financial management, advocacy, legal rights, utilization of special

diagnostic processes, and increasing services to handicapped individuals from

minority groups.

Rehabilitation Short-Term Training:

In FY 1980, the rehabilitation short-term training program was admin-

istered under a General Plan which identified \priorities for short-term

of national scope.

Among the short-term programs of national scope, the following grants

in FY 1980 were awarded:

-- A project conducted by the American CoalitiOn of Citizens with

Disabilities, concerned with the coordination of vocational re-

habilitation, vocational education and special education services

and the, development of a coordinated policy and programming for

the delivery of vocational rehabilitation services to school-aged

-handicapped individuals with special emphasis on the coordination
of Individualized Written Rehabilitation Program and Individualized

Education Proorams developm,.nt;
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-- A project conducted by Access, Inc., focusing on improving

for Hispanic clients of State vocational rehabilitation
agencies through increased understanding of the psycho-
social characteristics of Hispanics;

- - A project conducted by the University of Wisconsin focusing
on problems relating to transportation, accessibility and

generic mobility training of severely handicapped individ-
tols specially as these problems affect independent living;

- - A project conducted by San Diego State University to
provide awareness and knowledge building regarding learning
disabled individuals and intensive.skills building focusing
on diagnostic procedures and individual rebabilitation.pro-
gram implementation strategies;

-- A project conducted by the University of Maryland for State
Rehabtlitation Facility Specialists in such areas as
developing a State facility plan evaluating facility
performanceand determining vocational rehabilitation
agency role in the developlopment of community living ,

centers; and

-- A project conducted by the Arizona Association of Rehabil-
itation Facilities to improve professional practice skills
in serving the multiple handicapped minority deaf popula-
tion, particularly with the rural deaf population. .

Ongoing and Planned Studiel:

In 1981 JWK International completed an''evaluative study of the program
entitled "An Assessment of the Impact of Rehabilitatiori Training Grant sup-

port in Selected Areas of Academic and Non-Academic Training on Improving

the Effectiveness of the Vocational Rehabilitation Service Delivery System."

Source of Data:

Data for information in this report has been, in part, compiled from the

Trainee Appointment Statement Form RSA-II, used in the RSA Training Grant

Program.

Further information about program on evaluation activities;

. Contact: Harold F. Shay
(202) 245-0079

or

Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL.EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

N\
proiram Name:

Comprehen ive Reliabilitation Centers

Legislatibn:

Section 305 of the
Rehabilitation Act
of 1973, as amended

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1980 Such sums as $ 2,000,000
necessary

1-981

"Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of this program is to establish a focal point within a com-
munity for coordination of the delivery of services to handicapped persons.

-A comprehensive rehabilitation center under this,program may be a single fa-
cility 'providing direct services, a group of facilities in a community.co-
munity coordinating its efforts to insure maximum availability.of services
and to prevent gaps in services, or a comunity facility which coordinates
services or serves primarily as an information and referral resource but
does not itself provide services to handicapped persons.

-
Since the concept of a comprehensive rehabilitation centeY0s a flexible

one, it may be a combinati,on or variety of any of those facilities which the
which the community determines will best enable handicapped persoris to `re-
ceive needed servicei from all the resources available._ In addition to
serving as a primary information and referrd-rfeS-ources, the center may
.rnay either provide services directly or it may enable handicapped persons
receive a broad range of services as interpreters for the laf, readers for
the blind and legal asSistante, from other service providers. Technical
assistance to community agencies and facilities concerning Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act should also be made available through the Compre-
hensive Rehabilitation Center.

Such sums as
necessary

1,820,000

Program Operations:

Only State vocational rehabilitation units may apply for thete grants.
A State vocati:onal unit which has been awarded a grant under this pro-
gram may applyjor-these grants. A State vocational unit which has'been
awarded a grant under this program may,award a subgrant to a unit ;of
general purpose local government or to any other public or nonprofit
private agency-or organization or enter into a contract with other agen-
cies or organizations in the community.
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Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) is responsible for the
administration of this program. Applications are initially submitted by.
State Divisions of Vtcational Rehabilitation- and subjected to a peer 're-
view process which recommends approval of the most appropriate projects.

Since only a limited number were available in FY 81, ten (10) awards
were distributed nationwide, one project.in each region. Awarded in.FY 81
were one to Regions, I, II, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII and two in Region III.
None were awarded in Region X because no, applicatiOns were submitted.

All participating State Divisions Of Vocational Rehabilitation submit -

a progress report expenditure report at the end of the year as part of
th continuation application,.

Prcwam Scope:

In FY 81, $1.82 million was allocated to 10 projects located in the
States of Aekansas, California, Florida, Iowa, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, Utah, Virginia and Wisconsin. More than 10,00.0 handicapped
clients have benefitted,'with individual projects expanding into develop-
ing such services as dental, health, and placement forthis population.

Program Effectiveness and Progresi:

Early indications are that the most seyerely handicapped and thbse,
who have not been previously served are how being brought into the.sys-
tem. For ,example, the Los Angelesproject is develobi-mgareferral
system'for the specialized medial and dental needs of the severely handi-
capped population as most physicians'and dentists do not have the capa-
bility to service this at most physicians and dentists do not have the
capability to serve tbis group.

Ongoing and Plahned Evaluation Studies:'

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Rehabilitation Services Administration.

For further informati/On on, program operation or effectiveness,

Contact: Rodney Felton
(202) 245-0249

or C 1

Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877

282



ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name;

Special Projects and Demonstrations for Providing Vocational

Rehabilitation Services to Severely ,Handicapped Individuals.

Legislation:

Title 1-14, Section 311(a)(1) of the

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-112)

as amended by the Rehabilitation, Compre-

hensive Services and Developmental Dis-

abilitiei Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-602)

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUtHORIZATION 1/

-1974
1975
197.6

,1477
19781
1979 1

*1980
1981
1982

Program Goals and Objectives:. .

'The purpose olf this program is to support demonstration projects which

expand or improve 'the delivery of rehabilitation services to severely dis-

abled individuals to assist theM in achieving satisfactory vocational adjust-

ment. Projects serve those with general disabilities as inell as those with

specific disabilities; such ... mental retardation, mental illness, multiple

sclerosis, spinal :cord injury, etc. ) 1-

1

Program Operatiohs: ,

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

AP9R-OPRIATION

$ 1,000,000
7- 1,295,000

2,700,000
.4,099,000
7,048,000
7,048,-000

-- 9;568;000 2/

10,580,000
Not Determined

This is a sMaill disbretionary program in whictr public or private non-

profit agencies arid organizations are eligible to compete for grant awards.

Decisions among proposals sukmitted by applicants for these funds are deter-

mined through a peer review Process which bases its judgements upon relevant

criteria publishe in the Federal
Register.ProjeetAwiTtori,ng by Federal

staff assesses ad erence to originally furided project/program objectives.

Information,about the project(s) is disSeminated by the project and the

Rehabilitation Se vices Administration.

1/ Such funds as may be 'necessary.

2/ $12,500 reprorammed to National Council on the Handiboped.
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Program Scope:

Project activities are aimed ,at meeting unique needs of distinct dis-
ability grOups in utilizing rehabilitation cervices- or in meeting needs
common to all severely disabled persons. Coordination of existing services
to more effectively ;Tech this target group, as well as- outreach and support
activi,:ties, to thase who are not eligible or yet receiving rehabilitation
services are elementsiin_these projects.

During the first three years (FY 74-76) that this grant program was in
operation, projects served persons who were blind/deaf, or spinal cor'd in-

jured. In subsequent years, projects initiated services to the broad range
of categories of severely disablOd, thauding subcategories such as severely
disabled Hispanics. The table-'lbelow gives details of funding, numbers
serv.ect,-and disability areas coversed during FY 1961.

, 1

Disability
(000)

Funding

FY 1981

Served
(000's)

Projects

Arthfitis $ 280 --' 2 50

Blindness 370 4 375

Cerebral Palsy 280 3 100
Deafness 240 3 150

'Epilepsy 390 3 150

Heart Disease 125 1 25

Mental Illness 660 6 250
Mental Retardation 3 100

Multiple Sclerosis
.390

400 3 ' 150

Spinal Cord Injury 5,500 17 1,350
/ General 1,945 17 1,300

TOTAL $10,580 62 4,050

Program Effectiss and Progress:

No formal eifaluation, apart from required annual project prOgress reports
and final reports upon project teraiination; has been made Of the overall pro-
gram effectivenss. However, it is possible to make the following generai
statements,: _

o The ;program has expanded from demonstratibns which served blind,
deaf, apd spinal cord injured persons to demonstrations for a wide
array_ofdi-satriltties and for the severely disabled in general.

o Inerventions demmstrated by the projects have resulted in re-

ports of substantial numbers of severely disabled persons, in

all categories, becoming c'eligible for and benefitting from vo-

cational rehabilitation services.

1)

284'



o Frequently successful project methods and techniques are incorporated into

State vocational rehabilitation agency programs sustained with non-Federal

dollars,and used in part or whole throughout a State.

o Demonstrations,with 42 severely disabled elderly blind persons in Virginia ,

provided services to those persons in the community for $186,069, a cost

savings of $131,709 over the total cost of a nursing home.

o Seventeen model spinal cord systems have been initiatedthroughout the

country resulting in more effective services by State vocational rehabili-

tation agencies, private rehabilitation facilities and medical institu-

tutions. A national coordinating center for retrieval and analysis of

standardized data has been established as part of the model system

in Phoenix, Arizona, at Good Samaritan Hospital.

Ongoing and Planned Education Studies:

A contract to the Berkeley planning Associates, 'Berkeley, California,

awarded in 1979 is expected to develop a system for evaluating RSA discre-

tionary projects and programs. The proposed design calls for established

standards for project planning, for project reporting, and for outcome

evaluations. ,

Source of Evaluation Data:

Rehabilitative-Services Administration

For,further information on the program operation and effectiveness,

Contact: Rodney Pelton
(202) 245-0249
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Special Projects and Demonstrations for Making Recreational
Activities Accessible to Handicapped Individuals

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Section 311 (a) (3) of September 30, 1983
the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 as amended.

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1981 Such sums as $ 1-1000,000
necessa oi

1982 $ 2,000,000 Not Determined

Program Goals and Objectives:

This program provides financial assistance for the support of special
projects and demonstrations, and related research and epjuation, concerned
with operating programs to demonstate methods of making recreation activi-
ties fully accessible to handicapped individuals, including the renovating
and construction of facilities, where approrpriate. To the greatest extent
possible, existing facilities for the provision of recreation activities are
expected to be utilized so that the need for the renovation or construction
of facilities can be avoided. Activities carried out under this program must
focus on as broad a range of recreation activities as is appropriate to the
geographical area, including indoor and outdoor recreation activities; compe-
titive, active, and quiet recreation activities; social activities; and recre-
ational related to the fine arts. These activjties may include but are not
limited to arts, camping, dance, drama, fitness, 4-H, scouting, sports, swim-
ming, travel, and other related recreation activities. These projects must
demonstrate,innovative ways in which recreational activities can be made
fully accessible to handicapped individuals, with special emphasis on those
who are the most severely handicapped.

State and public and other nonprofit agencies and organizations are
eligible for grants under this authority.

Program Operations:

Federal funds under this program will be advance funded, appropriated
in ong fiscal year for obligation and expenditure in the sticceeding fiscal
year.
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PrOgram Scope:

In Fiscal Year 1981, $1,000,000 are xpected to fund fjve new

grants ranging from approximately $50,000 to $250,000.

Program Effectiveness: -

In Fiscal Year 1981, $1,000,000 are expected to fund five new grants

ranging from approximately $50,000 to $250,000.

Since this is the first year of funding, no information on program

effectiveness, service delivery etc. is available..

ORgoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Source of Evaluation Data:

None

For further information on progr"am operations and effectiveness,

Contact: Rodney Pelton
(202) 245-0249
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Special Projects for Handicapped Migratory
and Seasonal Farmworkers

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Rehabitftation Act of 1973,
Section 312 as amended by
Public Law 95-602
Section 312.

September 30, 1983

FUNDING HI STORY : YEAR AUTHORf ATION 1/ APPROPRIATION

1974 $ 735,000 $ 735,000
1975 735,000 735,000
1976 820,000 820,000
1977 530,000 530,000
1978 1,530,000 1,530,000
1979 1,530,000 1,530,000
1980 1,530,000 1,530,000
1981 1,530,000 1,325,000
1982 2/ Not Determined

Provam Goals and Objectives:

This program is designed to provide vocatiosnal rehabilitation serv-
ices to handicapped in migratory agricultrual and seasonal farmworrkers, and
to members,of their families who are with them, whether or not handicapped,
when such services contribute to the rehabilitation of the agricultural
workers. The goal of these demonstration projects is to provide vocational
rehabilitation services to migratory workers which will enablesothem to ac-
quire new work skills and thereby become qualified to obtain employment
in other areas, or "settle out" (obtain permanent employment) and leave the
mi-grart-stredin;-ur-to provide treatment necessary for the client to continue
as a migratory or seasonal farmworkers.

Program Operations:

The Rehabilitation Services Administration is responsible for the
Federal administration of this program in cooperation with the appropriate
Regional offices. State VR agencies are grantees for this program and have
responsibility for administrative and financial supervision of these pro-
jects but may sub-contract to appropriate organizations certain project
operations, if feasible.

1/ The authorization ceiling is $5,000,000 for each fiscal year; 5%
of the amount appropriated for Part B, Title III projects is

2/ Authorization of $12,210,000 to be shared by Sections 310, 311,
312, 314, and.315.
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The Program is administered by the RSA Central Office in cooperation with

the appropriate Regional Offices. Regional Officers monitors projects and

site visits are made to projects by Central Office Project Officers and

Regional*Officerepresentatives.
The State agency also monitors projects in

accordance with their monitoring systems.
--

Clients receiving services must be handicapped migratory or seasonal

farmworkers.

Program Scope:

State Rehabilitation agencies are grantees for these projects. In

FY 80, the appropriation for this program was $1,530,000. This amount

supported 14 projects located in 13 States (2 projects in Texas) and Puerto

Rico; when programs started in 1974 only 7 projects were established. Funds

are awarded on a 90% Federal, 10% State basis. Maintenace payments are con-

sistent with payments made to other handicapped individuals in the We

under the Rehabilitation Act.

Around 2,100 persons are being served by projects. Mexican American 11

workers compose the majority of the target population served by 12 projects.

In the remaining projects one serves primarily black handicapped migratory

and seasonal farmWorkers the other serves primarily Puerto Rican farmworkers.

Program cooperates with Department of Labor, 'ligrant Education, and

Public Health Service.

Through these special projects comprehensive vocational rehabilitation

services are made available. These services include a heavy emphasis on

outreach, specialized bi-lingual counseling, physical/mental restoration

prevocational adjustment vocational training and job placement. Irecause

of the high mobility rate of the clients and their remote rural employment,

it is not always possible to complete the entire rehabilitation process, or

provide VR services in the traditional manner.

PrOgram Effectiveness and Progress:

1. State agencies have absorbed and incorporated some projects into

their ongoing operations.

2. A "tracking'system" was
established May 1981 through a coopera-

tive arrangement with the Migrant Student Recortl Transfer System.

This enables VR services to be Continued as clients move from job

to job.

3. Projects have been.successful in developing innovative methods

and techniques to assist this target population. Clients have

been treated for disabilities of long duration and have been aided

in their vocational adjustment; some have moved into other

occupations.

289
)



° 4. Annual conference enables Project Directors to consider and develop
effective methods tp improve project operations.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

State agencies assess program operations. Central Office project
Officer monitors project operations through site visits accompanied by
Regional Office representatives. Project Directors are currently develop-
ing an evaluation procedure for consideration by Central,and Regional
Offices.

Source of Evaluation Data:

Rehabilitation Services Administration

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Roberta Church
(202) 245-0890

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8380

*a

290



ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

- Program Name:

Helen Keller National Center for Deaf-Blind Youth and Adults

Legislation:

AUTRORIZATION

Expiration Date:

Section 313(a) of the kehabilitation

Act of 1973, as amended

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR

September 30, 1983

APPROPRIATION

1969

0 1970

$ 1/ $ 600,000
570,000

1971
3,100,000 2/

1972
600,000

1973 5,600,000 5,600,000 3/

1974 600,000 600,000

1975 2,000,000 2,000,000

1976 2,100,000 2,100,000

1977 2,100,000 2,100,000

1978 2,500,000 2,500,000

1979 2,500,000 2,500,000

1980 2,500,000 2,500,000

1981 3,500,000 3,200,000

.1982 3,500,000 Not Determined

Program Goals and Objectives:

The Helen-Keller National Center (HKNC) was created by Congress and

charged with three major responsibilities: (1) provision of comprehensive

services to the most severely disabled and disadvantaged deaf/blind youths

and adults in the nation; (2) train personnel to work with deaf/blind persons

and their families; and (3) conduct research to develop training techniques,

innovative social services and special aids and devices.

Program Operations:

Section 313 of the Rehabilitation Act authorizes an agreement with any

public or nonprofit agency or
organization for establishing and operating,

including construction and equipment, a center for vocational rehabilitation

of handicapped individuals who are both deaf and blind. That center is known

1/ Congress dld not authorize specific funding for HKNC operations until

FY 1973

gj FY 1971 $600,000 for operations; $2,100,000 construction funds

3/ FY 1973 $600,000 for operations; $5,000,000 construction funds
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as the Helen Keller National Center for Deaf/Blind Youths and Adults. The
Center has one main facility at Sands Point, New York, where deaf-blind
individuals are referred from all 50 states through HKNCs network of nine
re9ional offices.

Program Scope:

The Center serves 50 trainees at its main facility and provides referral
and counseling to another 880 deaf/blind persons through its regional offices.
fhe Helen Keller National Center is the only center of its kind in this
country fhat provides comprehensive rehabilitation services to deaf/blind
inaividuals. As a result of the training received at the National center,
trainees were placed in professional employment, sheltered workshops, re-
turned to sehool and a few are currently awaiting employment.

0

The.Center's research program continues to concentrate on the develop-
ment and testing of aids and appliances which will enable deaf-blind persons
to lead improved social and economic lives. The program is also intensely
involved in initiating new research and demonstration efforts necessary to
extend and expand services to people who are deaf/blind. An example of the
resu.lt of research_is Telebraille, a system designed at the Center for.trans--
mitting braille was made between Chicago, Illinois and the Helen Keller
National center. The research program at the National Center is currently in
the process of modifying the system as a result of the input of deaf/blind

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

None

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

A joint effort between RSA and the Office of Special Education is beingplanned to evaluate the needs and availability of services to deaf/blindindividuals. The contract will be awarded in FY 81 or 82.

Source of Evaluation Data:

For

None

further information about program operation and effectiveness.

Contain: Rodney Pelton
(202) 472-3014
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

. Projects With Industry

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Section 621 of the ,September 20, 1983

Rehabilitation Act
of 1973, as amended

FUNDI10 HISTORy: YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1970 1/ $ 900,000

1971
2,000,000

1972 1,000,000

1973 1,000,000

1974 1,000,000

1975
1,000,000

1976 1,000,000

1977 3,619,000

1978 4,500,000

1979
4,500,000

1980 5,500,000

1981
5,250,000

1982 $ 8,000,000 Not Determined

Program Goals and Objectives:

Projects with Industry (PWI) provide handicapped individuals with train-
ing, employment, supportive services, and assistance within business, indus-

try, or other realistic work settings in order to prepare them for 'Competi-

tive employment and to permit them to secure and maintain employment.

The Projects with Industry program,is focusect on the e§tablishment of a

partnership arrangement between the rehabilitation communiq and the private

sector in order to expand vocational training and job opportunities for handi-

capped people. A major objective of the program is to enlist the support of

business, industry, and organized labor and utilize their rnapagement, leader-

ship and technical expertise.

It is a major private business initiative involving corporations, labor
organizations, trade associations, foundations and voluntary agencies which

operate through a partnership arrangmenet with the rehabilitation community

to create as lwell as expand job opportunities for handicapped people in the

open competitive market. As pak of this program, training is provided for
jobs in a cealistic work settingl generally within a commerical br indus-

trial establishment coupled with supportive servizes to enhance pre- and

post-employment tuccess of handicapped leople in the marketplace.

1/ Such sums as may be necessary.
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Program Operations:

This,program utilizes 6 cooperative financial ar0Ongement to link RSA
and private employers 'as well as other entities, both- profit-making and
non-profit, in -a .partnership effort to facilitate the training and place-
ment of handicapped people tn the'private competitive marketplace.

New applications are subject to the RSA peer review process. It is a
discretionary program operated at the national level.

Program Scope:

The PWI program is a national network in which private business and
industry, labbr unions, rehabilitation facilitids, and trade associations
work together with State VR agencies to train handicapped people for
employment in the private competitive marketplace.
The program is national in scope with projects strategically located in
areas providing realistic opportunities'for jobs. The more than 50 projects
affiliated with major corporations and unions serve the blind, the deaf,
mentally retar,ded, and physically disabled individuals.

The projects averaged $100,000 in Federal funds wtih additional resources
being contributed by the private secto.r in both funds and' manpower.

Placement costs to, the Federal government average $1000 per handicapped
person, not' including other resdurces, contributed by State VR agencies
and the private sector.

Prograin Effectiveness and Progress:

Since the inception of the PWI program in thg 1968 Amendments to the VR Act,
nearly 50,000 handicapped individuals have gained jobs in private cbmpetitive
employment.

o In 1980, mbre than 5,500 people obtained permanent employ-
ment through this program, acquiring jobs ranging from
entry level occuOations to skilled and highly technical
as well as managerial.

o Computed on a full-year basis, these 5,500 individuals
will earn a minimum of $35 million during FY 1981.

o PWI clients trained and placed under the direction of
the Electronic Industries Foundation earn an average of
$l0,739"per year.

o PWI clients trained and placed in all projects earn sal-
laries beginning with $7,000 to $30,000 depending upon
their level of training and specialized skills.

<
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-

o PW-I. clients trained and placed '-under the TWI Rroject

Conducted'by AFL/CIO (Human 'Resdurces Division) 'earn

.an average of $12,150 per year; the' range cf $6,864

,

o' i:Irivate,busire'ss and jahistry contribute" not only tbe

mandated 20 percent patching- rate requirement bur.plore

importantly provide executive management direction and

other important adminiWative and professtonal.services..

o PWI projects are evaluated and funded in general by

measuring productivity-and cost/effectiveniis factors

(e.g.. the _product is the'placement of the client.in a

job.and the cost of the placement is determined by divid7

ing the nUmber of placements into the total amount of the

Federal grant (100.placements for $100,000 equals $1,000

per placement).

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation.Studie:

None

Source of Evaluation Data:'

Rehabilitation Services Administration

For further information on program operation or effectiveness

Contact: Thomas Fleming
(202) 245-3189

or

Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Centers for Independent Li Ong

, 4% Legislation:

.Rehabilitation Act, Title VII,
, Part B, Section 711,/1ehabi1i-

tation Act of 1973, as amended
(P.L. 95-602)

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR AUTHORIZATION

1/

APPROPRIATION'

1979
1980
1981
1982

$ 80,000,000
150,000,000
200,000,000

19,400,000

$- 2,000,000
15,000,000
18,000,000-

Not Determined .

s -Program Goals and Objectives:

This program provides discretionary grants to establish and operate
Centers for Independent Living, which are described as facilities offering a
gombliption of Rehabilitation services in order that severely handicapped
individuals may live more independently in family and community, or secure,
and maintain employment. A key featrire of the program is the substantial in-.
volvement of handicapped individuals in policy direction and management of
Ceofters Which ,are established.

(Program Operation:

. The principal eligible applicant for gran s under this program is t6e
,designated State Unit which administers the T tle I Vocational Rehabilita-'
tton Program.(br units in Sates having one agency serving blind individuals
and one serving all other handicapped individuals). However, should the
cAlesigpated State unit(s) not apply in any fiscal year within six months
after the date which applications are accepted, applications may then be
accepted from local public or private 'nonprofit agencies.

In Siscal Year 1981, the second year of operation of this program,
awards .have iieen made to 59 grantees. Seven Gc these were grants to loca.1
orgaflizations; the remainder to 38 general agencies; 10,blind agencies; and
fotirin response to joint applications submitted by the general and blind
agencies in those States. Forty-one of the State units have chosen to con-
tract with one or more local private nonprofil organizations so that 122'

'sites receive support in whole or in part through this program.

Services are keyed to meeting the needs of the severely disabled to live
more independently in famity aro comunity. The Act establishes priority for
servce to individuals not receiving serviccs under other sections of the
Rehabilitation Act. The grants are small, averaging $250,000 each; each local

Part,B only
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Program Scope:

program extends the range sq. services available for severely disabled persons

,through' case and program
idvocasy at the local level.

Ten awards were made late in Fiscal Year 1979; 49 new award'S wei-e made

in Fiscal Year 1980. As a consequence, only ten projects have had much as

one full year's experience.

Continuation applications
show that most projects have developed a set

of services specified in the enabling legislation. Some of the local sites

focus on a single disability, e.g., mental retardation, mobility impaired, or

physically disabled; <however, most are attempting to make available the

services that are in place to a wide variety of disabling conditions.

There is not at this time any prescribed repoqing format or require-

ment that data be collected and reported in terms o disabilities served,

services proviwied, and other such characteristics.
NO etheless, most pro-

jects are developing, or have.in place, data collectio systems responsive

totheir own needs. \\

Program Effectiveness and ProOess:

There is no system in place to evaluate the effectiveness of this program

on a national basis. However, most projects have in place,'or are developing

systems to evaluate their own operations both in terms of management effec-

tiveness, and benefit to severely disabled persons who receive services.

Ongoing and Planned Studies:
- u

An Evaluability Assessment of this program has just been completed

by the American Institute for Research under contract to the Department of

Education. This Evaluability Assesment has concluded that there exists sub-

stantial agreement by policy makers and progNm operators in the goals of the

,programs. They found that all programs were operational, even those funded

only a short-time. Staff were predominately disabled in most Centers.

Consumers were involved in management and policy development. The Centers

have initiated dicect services to clients, referrals of clients to other

agencies, and are working to influence the community. They note that Centers,

could typically provide
evaluative/operational data on staff size and respon-

sibility; disabled staff and their roles; sources of funding other than Part

B; number served, their disabilities, ser.vices, demographics, service plans

and indications of plan achievement; contacts with other resources including

efforts to secure further funding; and many can supply detailed informatiqn

about client needs, resources independence status (e.g., living arrangements),

and gains. The Evaluability Assessment notes further efforts most needed

include systematic,
consistent national data collection; systematic sharing

of information/methods/materials;
streamlined policy making procedures; and

help for new Centers in business and personnel management.

The Management Information System (MIS) being developed by the Rehabili-

tation Services Administration for all its programs includes functional;"

assessment indicators and status indicators
which should be of use in evalu-

aluation of the° impact of Independent Living services in assisting severely

disabled persons live more independently.
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This MIS is currently undergoing preliminary field testing.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

No national data are collected on a uniform basis at this time. Narrat.ivereports, supported in most cases by tabular data, are contained in continu-ation applications submitted for year three (10 grantees), year two (49grantees).

ness,
For further information about program operations, and program effective-

Contact: William J. Bean
(202) 245-0890

or

Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS .

Program Name:

National Institute of Handicapped Research

Legislation:

Rehabilitaiion Act of 1973

Expiration Date:.

September 30, 1983

(P.L. 93-112) as amended by
P.L. 95-602, Titles II

FUNDING HISTORY V YEAR AUTHORIZATION

e.?

APPROPRIATION

1963. $ 1/ $ 12,200,000

1964 T/ 17,780,000

1965 T/ 20,443,000

1966 1/ 28,345,000

1967 T/ 30,625,000

T/ ,
32,213,0001968

1969 1/ 31,700,000

1970 TI 29,764,000

1971
31,635,000

1972
31,696,000

1973 1/ 19,846,000

1.974 25,00,000 20,096,000

1975 25,000,000 20,000,000

1976 32,000,000 24,000,000

1977 30,000,000 29,000,000

1978. 30,000,000 31,500,000

1979 50,000,000 31,500,000

1980 75,000,000 31,487,500

1981 90,000,000 29,750,000

1982 35,000,000 Not Determined

Program Goals and Objectives:

The overall goals is to provide a comprehensive, coordinated approach

to the conduct of research, demonstrations, and related activities on behalf

of handicapped persons, in accord with a plan for rehbilitation research

developed under this Act. Research, demonstrations', and related activities

are conducted by making grants and awarding contracts to develop knowledge

that will improve rehabilitation services to handicapped persons.

The Institute also:

o Disseminates all the R&D information thus developed on rehabilita-

tion procedures, methods, and devices designed to help handicapped persons

live more independently.

1/ No established authorization
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o Develops and improves technological devices and equipment and dis-
tributes and otherwise makes these devices available to handicapped
persons.

o Coordinates, through the Interagency Committee on Handicapped Research
established by Section 203 of the Act, all,Federal programs and poli-
cies relating to research in rehabilitation; and in doing this, works
with and under the guidance of the National Council on the Handi-
capped Handicapped, established by Title IV of the Act.

o Produces, in conjunction with othe'r Federal agencies and Departments,
statistical reports and data on the employme t, health, income and
other demographic characteristics of handicappe ,persons; disseminates
such information to rehabilitation professional and other relevant
persons; and uses this informatior to help plan Jand evaluate all re-
habilitation research and services.

o Develops and submits to Congress and the President a Long-Range Plan
that will identify research needing to be done, funding priorities
for it, and.timetables for doing the research.

Program Operations:

Research may be conducted on all major disabilities and all aspects of
rehabilitating disabled persons. These research activities are composed in
part of "Center" program, each with a broad "core area" of investigation.
Such program include Research and Training Centers (24), Rehabilitation
Engineering Centers (15) and a smaller number of Rehabilitation Research
Institutes (RRIs). In addition, there are individual grant award projects,
each of which works on ,a narrower, more specific problem. A certain number
of these grant awards are for international research, which strives mainly
to develop and find overseas rehabilitation practices that are innovative and
usable in the U.S. The remainder may range over any of the categories of
impairmenl and rehabilitation.

In all projects and programs, the dissemination and use of the R&D
products are emphasized. This emphasis prevails throughout all activities,
and is also formalized in a Research Utilization Component, which stresses
dissemination, information services, and investigations into the processes
of change and innovation, and how to facilitate them, so that new findings
can be adopted into ongoing service programs. Information on what is going
on at the project level reaches the field through special dissemination
efforts such as Rehab Briefs, general information services provided by NIHR's
National Rehabflitation Information Center, and by lists of active project
compiled by NIHR. Only organizations and agencies, not individuals, are

Only organizations and agencfes, not individuals are eligible for
those research awards. Those eligible include public and private rehabili-
tation agencies and facilities, colleges and universities, and private
profit and nonprofit firms. Funding ranges from one to five years, with
three being typical. Once projects grants are funded, and contract awards
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made, they are administered by NIHR project officers, in conjunction with

_their relevant counterparts in the Office of Procurement and Assistant

Management.

Program Scope:

The total NIHR research appropriation for FY 81 was 29.75 million.

Of this, approximately $29 million was committed to on-going projects:

$16,295 million was devoted to the Research and Training Centers (RTC)

Program, $3.92 million to individual R&D grant awards (including RRIs),

and $1.502 million to Research Utilization Projects.

Research and Training Centers Program:

Ten Medical RTCs are funded at a total level of about $10 million.

Their work covers many medical areas, such as cardiopulmo.ary disease,

spinal cord injury, health care delivery, special problems of the severely

impaired, independent living, biofeedback, and neuromuscular dysfunctions.

There are in addition three vocational RTCs (2.353 million), one on

deafness ($450,000), three on mental retardation ($1.822 million), two on

mental illness ($460,000), two on aging ($350,000), and one on Independent

living ($200,000).

All of these RTC awards go to major universities. All are affiliated

with service programs and are geographically dispersed. Each is guided by

an Advisory Council and explores a broad "core area" of problems. In. each

one, research, training, and services are mutually supportive. They are

also able to attract outside resources to further'their efforts, and they

emphasize dissemination and use of R&D results obtained.

Rehabilitation Engineering Center Program:

There are 15 RECs designed to produce new.scientific knowledge, equip-

ment, devices, and handicapped persons. They specialize in such areas as

sensory aids for the blind and deaf, total joint replacement, mobility systems

for severely impaired persons, electrical stimulation of paralyzed nerves and

muscles, architectural barriers, and spinal cord injury. These awards all go

either to hospitals or major universities, or to foundations, etc. that have

close working relationships with universities. They are guided by a Coordina-

ting Commission, and all develop manpower and training programs through which

the devices, etc., can be safely introduced into service programs.

Individual R&D Grant Awards:

Nearly $5 million is obligated through individual grant awards, including

four RRIs. The latter (total funding approximately $500,000) have core areas

such as job development and placement, attitudinal and other barriers to re-

habilitation, program evaluation, and the role of unions in developing jobs

for severely handicapped persons. The remaining individual grant awards are

research in the broad areas of psychological and medical problems, sensory
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disabilities, spinal cord injury, severe burns, end-stage renal disease,
head trauma, and other specific problems. In addition, about $3 million
is devoted to research utilization projects, which mainly offer coordinated
dissemination and information services, promote innovations in service pro-
grams based on R&D results, and instill an awareness of change processes.

-In administering this total program, NIHR pays careful attention to the
research needs of handicapped persons, and uses this data to prioritize the
projects funded. In developing its Long-Range Plan,.NIHR received input on
need from 4,000 organizations, rehabilitation facilities, and individuals
with known expertise. in rehabilitation, and used this data to set and pri-
oritize R&D goals. A participatory planning conference was also used.
Particular attention was paid to the opinions of handicapped persons them-
selves, the organizations that represent them, and to the mandates set
fourth in legislation. Knowledge of research already done, and results
obtained, also servedto identify knowledge gaps needing to be filled.
Certain projects contain built-in evaluation plans which gather information
on research needs in the rehabilitation field. Regional Offices and field,
were also used in this effort to identify research needs as a guide to plan-
ning and prioritizing research to be funded.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

During FY 81, NIHR met the following mandates set forth in its
legislation:

o It formulated a comprehensive Long-Range Plan that is not
only a guide for future activities but also a source of
information on research needs in rehabilitation.

o It convened the Interagency Committee on Handicapped Research, bring-
ing in all relevant agencies, the mission being to identify, assess,
and coordinates all Federal programs and activities dealing with
rehabilitation research. Accomplishments included (1) development
of an informal interagency research information exchange system as
a basic preliminary to significant cooperating; (2) formation of
subcommittees grouped by areas of expertise; (3) sharing interagency
resources to evaluate assistive devices and equipment; (4) joint
funding of a few mutually beneficial research activities; and (5) a

preliminary survey to determine the extent and type of rehabilitation
research activities carried out by these various agencies.

Evaluations of the major component programs of NIHR have been completed.
First, the total Research and Training Center Program was evaluated, major
findings are as follows:

o The RTC Program has a found conceptual base, the synergistic inter-
action of research, training, and client services being especially
effective.
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o The Program is exceptionally active, with some 300 individual

studies underway at any given time, and 600 training programs serving

60,000 participants conducted annually.

o The RTC -Program is an effective resource magnet; that is, it

was able to, attract an additional 75 cents from other sources

for every dollar NIHR awarded to the Centers.

o The RTC Program has supplied many noteworthy innovations to the

field of rehabilitation.

Secondly, the Rehabilitation Engineering Center Program has been evaluated.

An important finding was that the Program has been very successful in de-

fining "Rehabilitation Engineering" as a field, stimulating RE university

programs, and -attracting graduate students. A number of suggestions for

improvement were .made, including need for closer work with industry to

develop and market assistive devices; closer liaison with other sectors

of the rehabilitation service community; expanded technical assistance at

the Federal level; clarification of goals (i.e. research vis-a-vis develop/
market/utilization); more systematic information on devices, etc., that are

available; and possible development of a systematic capacity for development,

evaluation, and distribution of assistive devices by working with industry.

Although these recommendations are in their totality quite demanding,

some have been implemented. For example, ABLEDATA now offers good informa-

tion available devices; and three Rehabilitation Demonstration Units or Labs

have been set up, where clients may come to see, try out, and learn more About

available assistive devices. Further, in response to the need for close liai-

son with the rehabilitation community, a manual on rehabilitation engineering

for rehabilitation counselors has been prepared. In response to other'sugges-

tions made by evaluation study, the REC Program (I) is developing a plan to

work more closely with industry in developing and marketing devices to aid

handicapped persons; and (2) through the Interagency committee, is working

more closely than before with other Federal agencies on this same matter;

and (3) the REC Program has funded a project in California to examine the

whole rehabilitation service delivery system for ways in which rehabilitation

engineering can be of help.

Thirdly, two of four Research Utilization Laboratories (RULs) NIHR

has funded were evaluated. An RUL is essentially an organizational link

between research and practice, and carries out a number of activities de-

signed to promote the use of R&D results. The validity of this concept and

its value for rehabilitation service delivery were examined.

It was found that validity was related to the kind of research the RULs

tried to put into practice. The evaluation study concluded that a good de-

mand for RUL services exists, but they may need continuing support. Their

true merit remains unknown because the RULs were not able to fully document

theirjmpact on rehabilitation services.
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It was eoncluded (1) the RUL concept needs clarification (There was some

deviation from original purposes); (2) better outreach is needed to building

user pools; (3) better feedback of resujts is essential; and (4) more atten-

tion to research utilization theory, cost-effectiveness studies, and baseline
data as a springboard for evaluating impact would be helpful. Funds have not

been available to implement these evaluation findings.

Fourth, NIHR's whole Research Utilization effort was comprehensively

evaluated, and a number of significant recommendation made:

(I) A Division (or other substantial program unit) of Rehabilitation

knowledge Dissemination & Utilization should be established in

NIHR, with a stature and responsibil,ity commensurate with the

size of,.the total NIHR R&D program,,and- the importance of utili-
lizing obtained R&D results.

(2) A Rehabilitation Diffusion Network, modeled after the Department
of Education National Diffusion.. Network, should be developed,

its purpose being to identify field-generated innovations in

service practices, test their worth, then diffuse them more widely
This model has proved very sound and cost-effective in promoting
educational innovations.

(3) Identify and fund reports in areas needing State-of-the Art

assessment. Each report would include new clinical practices not
yet written up in the literature (hence, would be completely up-
to-date) , and a reasonable consensus among chosen experts as to
what is in fact known and usable, and what is not. This feature
of involving prestigious professionals, and publishing the State-
of-the-Art in a respected journal, would strongly promote
utilization.

(4) Develop a system to inform disabled persons themselves about

progress in research affecting them, and innovative assistive

devices of use ofthem.

(5) Develop an automated data base (storage, retrieval, and related

information services) or published and ongoing rehabilitation re-
search and knowledge, to serve researchers, R&D program managers,
service providers, and handicapped persons themselves.

(6) Establish a related data based on the demographics of disability,

to reveal the dimensions of need to
service providers; and to.show also
attention.

researchers,
significant

planners, and
trends needing

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None.
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Sources of Evaluation Data:

(1) NIHR Budget:Officer

(2) NIHR Long-Range Plan, Vol. 1, 1980

(3) "Research & Training Centers -Jlverview" (1980) (Special Centers
Office -- In-house document)

(4) "Annual Report of the Rehabilitation Services Administration to
the President and the Congress on Federal Activities Related
to the Administration of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973" (1980)
(ch. on NIHR, pp. 44-64)

(5) "Rehabilitation Engineering Center Program Evaluation: Final Report
Report (Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, California 94704

(6) "Goals and the Goal-Setting Processes in the Research and Training
Program" (Abt Associates, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02128)

(7) "Final Report on An Evaluation of Two RSA (NIHR) Research
Utilization Laboratories" (National Institute for Advanced Studies,
Washington, D.C. 20005, 1980)

( 8 ) "N:HR Research Priorities Plan: Issues and Recommendations for
Knowledge Dissemination and Utilization" (ICD) Rehabilitation &

Research Center, New York, N.Y., 1980)

These 10 information sources can simply be collapsed into "NIHR Program
Data if space is limited.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Richard R. Leclair
Acting Director, NIHR
(202) 245-0565

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Bertrum W. Griffis,
NIHR (202) 245-0594

or

Eugene Tucker
Office of Planning
& Evaluation service
(202) 245-8877
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D.

EVALUATION OF VOCATIONAL AND ADULT

EDUCATION

3



ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Vocational Education - Basic Grants to States

Legislation

Vocational Education Act of 1963,
as amended by Public Law 94-482,

Part A, subparts 2 and 3

Expiration Date

September 30, 1984

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION 1/

1965 $156,641,000 $156,446,000

1966 209,741,000 209,741,000

1 967 252,491,000 248,216,000

1968 252,491,000 249,300,000

1 969 314,500,000 248,316,000

1970 503,500,000 300,336,000

1971 602,500,000 315,302,000

1972 602,500,000 376,682,000

1973 504,000,000 376;682,000

1974 504,000,000 406,347,000

1975 504,000,000 420,978,000

1976 504,000;000 415,529,100

1977 450,000,000 441,382,275

1978 880,000,O00 537,833,000 2/

1979 1,030,000,000 587,083,000

1980 1,180,000,000 687,083,000

1981 . 1,325,000,000 611,462,000

Prolram Goals and Objectives

This legislation assists States to improve planning in the use of

all resources available to them for vocational education.programs. It

authorizes Federal grants to States forthe following purposes: (1)

to extend, improve, and, where necessary, maintain existing programs

of vocational education; (2) to develop new programs of vocational

education; (3) to develop and administer vocational programs so as to

eliminate sex discrimination and sex stereotyping and furnish equal

education opportunity in vocatfonal education to perbns of both sexes

17--Tiii-sdoes not include the permanent authoriiation of $7.1 million

apportioned to the States each year under the SmithrHughes Act.

2/ Includes basic gfants and budget for program improvement and

supportive services, under P.L. 94,482.
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and.(4) to provide part-time employment for youths who need the earnings
to continue their vocational training on a full-time basis.

'Grants to the States may be used in accordance with five-year
State plans and annual or three-year plans for a variety of purposes
cited under Subpart Two. Work study and cooperative'education programs,4
former categorical programs, were consolidated with the basfc grant
program by P.L. 94-452.

Under Subpart Three, program improvement grants assist States
in upgrading and expanding their vocational programs and providing
supportive services. Fundincrtategories include: research

programs, exemplary and innovative programs; curriculum development,
guidance and counseling services, pre-and in-service training;
grants to overcome sex bias and costs of supervision and administra-
tion of vocational education programs.

Vocational funds are appropriated on an advance basis to enable
States and local school officials to plan efficiently.

Program Operation

Formula grants assist States in conducting vocational education
programs for persons of all ages to assure access to vocational
training pgograms of high quality. Within these formula grants
national priorities require States to utilize 15 percent of the
allotments for postsecondary and adult programs. They are also

required to expend 10 percent for vocational education programs
for handicapped students and 20 percent for disadvantaged students,
including persons of limited English-speaking ability. These

priorities for the handicapped and disadvantaged populations
specify that the States are to use the funds to the maximum
extent possible to assist these students in participating in
regular vocational education programs. States are required to
match the overall basic grant, and then show specific matching for
the expenditures for the national priority preigrams serving the
handicapped, disadvantaged, postsecondary/adult and the funds used

for State and local administration.

Also included in these formula grants are specific amounts for
program improvement and supportive services. The research, curricu-
lum development and exemplary programs, administered under the
State research coordination units (RCUs), are conducted under con-

tractt States are required to spend 20 percent of their program
improvement funds for guidance and counseling se-vices. These

funds are distributed by State formula to local educational agen-
cies or by contract for Statewide services. The remaining activi-
ties authorized under Subpart 3 may be funded directly by grants or
contracts by the State educational agency.
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Program Scope

r-
Slightly more than 6 billion dollars from Federal, State and

local sources were expended for vocational education in FY 1979.
Of this total, $565 million was Federal money. Thus, State and
local money represented,91% of the total expenditures for that year.
(FY 1980 data were not available at the time this.report was prepared.)

States reported 17,033,620 enrollments in vocational education
classes in FY 1979. Of these, 10,309,431 were at the secondary level;
1,949,558, postsecondary, and 4,774,631, adult.

9

Enrollments of the disadvantaged and handicapped who received
special services supported by Federal Vocational Act funds under
the national priorities were as follows:

Disadvantaged

Handicapped

1,043,072

235,988

Program data at the Federal level are generally limited to
enrollment ancLexpenditure data from annual reports submitted by
State education agencies that cover only those vocational education
programs included in the State Plan. There is no established proce-
dure for obtaining data which are not included in the vocational
education data system as mandated by P.L. 94-482.

States have consistently reported overmatching Federal funds by
margins of nine and ten to one in recent years. However, problems
were identified with the matching of funds for disadvantaged and
handicapped priorities. New amendments to the Federal Vocational
Education Act under P.L. 96-46 provides that the Federal portion
can be increased if it can be shown that the State and local agency
cannot provide the matching money. This would only occur if the
Secretary approved a specific request from a State.

In FY 1979, the tates were required to change from the full
cost rule used in previous years to One of excess costs for specified
special needs (disadvantaged and handicapped) students. For

example, assume the full cost for a handicapped student is $1500
and the cost for a nonhandicapped student is $1200. In FY 1978,
the State could report a $750 expenditure (50 percent of the full
cost--$1500) in the State and local funds for the full cost of
services to the handicapped student. In FY 1979, however, the State
could report a $150 expenditure which is equal to 50 percent of the

excess cost of $300 ($1500-$1200). Therefore FY 1979 costs for
these students are not congruent with reporting data for FY 1978.
Neither are data relating to special populations served. A handi-
capped or disadvantaged child served in a regular program, with no
excess costs charged for his/her education, would not be counted.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress;

Studies examining the administrative processes of the vocational
delivery system have reported weaknesses whicli the 1976 amendments
attempt to rfeduce or eliminate.* The new legislation attempts to
(1) improve access of special needs groups and ta eliminate sex in-
equities; -(2) improve program quality-by rPquiring a more extensive
planning process; (3) improve program flexibility and link experi-
mental and eesearch efforts with program improvement; and (4)
improve program accountability by requiring new monitoring, evalua-

tion and reporting systems. Data are not yet available to assess
the impact of the new legislation.. However, evidence from recently
completed studies provide indications of impact.

The NIE Vocational Education Study: Intgrim Report

The National Institute of Cducation (NIE) transmitted to Congress
an Interim report as a part of the Institute's mandate to revie how

vocational funds were distributed, how State and local education
agencies complied with applicable Federal laws, how program quality
and effectiveness are assessed and a study of the effectiveness of
consumer and homemaking education programs. While the interim report
does not present conclusive findings on any of these issues, it is useful
to examine some of the report highlights.

Effects of the 1976 Legislation. Nit describes the "confusion
and frustration" which has resulted from the 1976 Amendments and

.
the Federal Aefforts in interpreting them. Particular problems,have

been funding formutas, excess costs and the issue of supplanting.
The latter is particularly confusing as it is difficult to know
what activities State and local funds would pay for in the absence
Of Federal funds because the Federal contribution is less than

percent of,the total national expenditures.

State Planning: NIE questions the ability of Federal. and State
plans to have an impact on a system in which program decisions are made
primarily by a local agency. Also, NIE maintains that Federal
analysts check on whether the State "paper" plans are in compliance
and not whether the State's vocational education system is ful-
filling Federal goals.

State Evaluations. "Program reviews are the activity most

firmly implemented", NIE reports. State evaluations are used to
revise and improve program quality and not to terminate programs or
affect funding decisions, the report indicates.

Effects of Vocational Education on Participants: Reliable out-

come data are not readily avai1ab1e:N1Ereports. Given this caution,

the report characterizes the employment status and earnings of
students, using data from existing studies. Reports are mixed:
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black vocational students have less unemployment than black general

curriculum graduates. White and 81,ack- females enrolled in business

and office programs in secondary schools experienced far leSs

employment within ten years after.high school than general currricu-

lum participants. Hourly wages.and number of hours worked per week

do not differ greatly for graduates of vocational and general curricula.

However, the differential effects,of aptitude, socioeconomiistatus, and

Lirban residence on wages must be taken.into account when effects of

different curricula are compared.. Employers hay& generally expressed

satisfaction with secondary school vocational students. ,Little data

data,are,available about postsecondary stu,..ient outcomes.

The Condition of Vocational Education

Prepared by the (\rational Center for Edpcation Statistics (NCES),

this report is drawn primarily on data.from the Vocational Educa-

tion Data'System (VEDS) required by the 1976 Amendment as an effort

to improve reporting.of student characteristics, and outcomes, and

funding in,formation. 'The, report characterizes the vocational

education enterprise, describing its providers,.offerings, students,

facilities, instructional staff and finance, using primarily FY 79

data. The report examines problems students encounter in obtaining

vocational education and the outcomes they athieve.

NCES reports that three years after high school, 75.5 percent

of thdse who were in vocational programs wcre working'. Four and

one-half years after hlgh school the proportion was 74.5, reflect-

ing/ the impact of females leaving the labor force, at least

temporarily. If males only are considered, there were 83.6 and'

84.3 percent of the vocational program graduates working for pay

three and four-and one-half years after high echool, respectively.

In contrast, only 71.6 percent of males from high school ,academic
'programs were working for pay at that time.

More tban 20 percent of"students in vocational programs repor-

ted later that they bad received at least some vocational 'training

after high school, and another portion of that group (over 18

percent) reported college enrollment. However, more than half

of the students enrolled in vocational education programs

reported no further educational attendance or provam completion.

Vocational Education Sex Equity Study

Mandated in section 523(a) of,the Education Amendment of 1976,

this study focuses on the existence of sex discrimination and sex

stereotyping.in vocational education and acttons which States,

school districts and schools were taking in the spring of 1978 to

further sex equity. It also examines factors external to voca-

tional programs which contribute to stereotyping and constrain

progress to eliminate it, and identifies programs which appear

'to fo§ter sex equity.
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Forty-nine States and the District of Columbia,were visted
during the spring of 1978. In addition, a school sample of 100
schools was selected on the stratified random basis, using the
stratification variables of region of the country,,city, size, and
tSfpe of-school. From each school, a sample of 4 counselors,
8 teachers and 35 students were interviewed, including suffici-
ent numbers of nontraditional and ethnic minority students to
determine whether their responses differ from those of other
students. By weighting the responses of all those interviewed,
it is possible to get estimates for the national population.

Four major products were produced: (1) The Review of the
Literature and Secondary Data; (2) Case studies of Programs
Fostering Sex Equity; (3) The Replication Handbook, which pro-
vides procedures, measures/and instruments which can be used to
measure progress in reducing sex inequities; and (4) The Final
Report and Executive Summary based on findings from the primary
data collection phase.

While overt discrimination, such as rules denying admission
on the basis of sex, has been reduced, students are still enroll-
ing in vocational programs which are predominantly populated by a

single sex, the report indicates. Over 60 percent of State and local
staff reported that practices which discourage students from enrolling
in nontraditional courses are most in need of change. These
include unwritten understandings that a courve is for one sex
and suggestions by counselors that traditional options be selected.
About 27 percent agreed that factors encountered after enrollment are
most in need of change. These practices include teacher reluc-
tance to have nontraditional students in their classroom and
the consideration of a student's sex in job placement.

The study found that State and school administrators focused
primarily on traditional roles of review and monitoring legisla-
tive requirem6nts. They were not taking corrective action to over-
come inequities discovered through review and monitoring. There ,

was little action at the school level to foster equity--particu-
larly student-oriented activity. Few States or schools were
engaged in community or employer, activities. Yet these activi-
ties--particularly with employersseem to be a critical ingre-
dient for successful efforts to promote-sex equity.

'Although societal factors outside the schoo) exert power-
ful influences on the aspirations of youth, study findings indi-
cate that the school can have an impact because there is a
strong positive correlation between the level of equity activi-
ty in a school and the proportion of nontraditional enrollment
in that school.
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There was also evidence that efforts to achieve equity

staffing patterns have a positive effect. Those schools'with

higher "internal affirmative action" activities indexes also

tended.to be those with higher proportions of nontraditional

teachers... Since there is little staff turnover, it is important

to install activities which directly reach school staff, students

-and employers; the report recommends.

National Study of-Vocational Education Systems and Facilities

This study perfoirmed during 1977-78 was designed to describe

the status and conditipn of the pation's vocational education

system in term's of its-capacity4 services, accessibility

to studentS, and adequacy, condigion, and level of utilization

of its facility resources. The study also describes the organiza-

tion and governance of State and local agencies and delivery

systems. Interviews were conducted at the State agencies and a

mail survey was sent to all public secondary and free-standing

tvio-ye6r postsecondary institutions having facilities for five or

more different vocational education programs.

Findings indicate that the location of facilities does not

reflect the nation's population distribution. Institution/

populations ratios are significantly higher for medium cities

100-500,000 or less and small towns and rural communities.

Central cities include 22.8 percent of the population but have only

13.3 percent of the training stations in secondary schools and 10.6

percent in postsecondary institutions. Other large suburban and

metropolitan areas having 38 percent of the population have 10.5

percent of the secondary instructional stations and 13.5 percent

for ,postsecondary.

Ten types of State Boards are identified along with five

types of State vocational education agencies and five types of

authority exerted by the State agencies over local institutions.

Six types of vocational education institutions were defined.

These differences have significht impact on the manner in which

Federal kolicies are implemented in the different States and

territories.

With the exception of ,:omprehensive high school, virtually

all other types of instituti.ons report use of combinations of

testing, interviews, demonstrations and age-level as criteria for

the admission of students for training.

Most postsecondary institutions--such as vocational schools,,,,.

technical institutes and community colleges--report their facili-

ties are accessible for handicapped students. About 22-24 percent

of the comprehensive high schools report their facilities as inaccessi-

ble and ahout 30-47 percent of the single district and regional voca-

tional high schools report lack.of access.
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Ongoing and Planned Studies:

NIE Studies

The NIE has designed a series of studies to meet the Congres-

sional mandate under Section 523 (b) of the Vocational Education

Act as mandated by Public Law 94-482. The studies will focus on

the distribution of vocational education funds in terms of services,

occupations, target populations, enrollments and policy issues.

The studies will also examine compliance issues and an analysis of

the means of assessing program quality and effectiveness. Pro-

ducts will include a "fact book" on vocational education nationally

and a systematic account of the changes in the vocational educa-

tion enterprise that can be attributed to the Educational Amend-

ments of 1976. Reports are due to Congress in September 1981.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

The following documents were reviewed during the preparation of
the evaluation report. Some of the studies contained methodological
probleds that rendered their findings unreliable and consequently

their results were not used in this presentation. Further, some of

the studies are now dated and are of limited value. However, they

proyide useful background material.

The Vocational Education Study: The Interim Report. National

Institute of Education, September 1980.

The Condition of Vocatiorial Education. National Center for Educa-

tional Statistics, October 1980.

Technical Analysis Repoyt Series on Vocational Education, Vols. 1-4,

U.S. Department of Education, 1980.

Vocation.11 Equity Study. Volume I, American Institutes for

Research, 1979.

National 5tudy of Vocational Education Systems and Facilities.

Westat, Ipc., 1979.

Vocationq Education and Training. Carnegie Council On Policy

Studies in Higher Education, 1979.

The-PI-arm ng Papers-for the Vocatr+onal Education Study. National

Institute of Education, 1979.

An Assessment of Vocational Education Programs for the Disadvan-

taged under Part B and Part A Section 102. (b) of the'1968 amend-

ments of the Vocational Education Act. Olympus Research Corpora-

ton, December 1976.
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An Assessment of Vocational Education Programs for the Handicapped

Under Part B of the 1968 Amendments to the Vocational Education

Act. Olympus Research Corporation, October 1974.

A yocational Re-Evaluation of the Base Year Survey of the High

School Class of 1972 (Part 1: Selected Characteristics of the

Class of 1972). Educational Testing Service, October 1974.

National alvngitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972.

Educational Testing Service, June 1973. (Study under auspices of

NCES)

Practical Career Guidance, Counseling and Placement for the Non-

college Bound Students. American Institutes for Research,

June 1973.

National Longitudinal Surveys. Survey of Work Experience of Males,

14-24, 1966, and Survey of Work Experience of Youn9 Men, 1968,
Center for Human Resources 1esearch, Ohio State University, and

U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census, 1966 and 1968,

often referred to as the Parnes Study.

Annual State Vocational Education, Reports

Reports from State Advisory Committees

Rep6rts from the National Advisory Committee

What is the Role of Federal Assistance for Vocational Educationl?

Report to Congress by the Comptroller General of the Untted States.

December 31, 1974.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: LeRoy A. Cornelsen
(202) 472-3440

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Dorothy Shuler
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Vocational Education - Special Programs for the Disadvantaged

Legislation:

Vocational Educat.;on Aet of

1963 as amended by Public Law
94-482 Pet A, Subpart 4

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR

1969

1970
1971

1972

1973
1974
1975

1976
1977

1978

1979
1980
1981

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1984

AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

$ 40,000,000
40,000,000
50,000,000
60,000,000
60,000,000
60,000,000
60,000,000
60,000,000
35,000,000
45,000,U00
45,000,000
50,000,000
50,000,000

-0-

20,000,000
20,000,000.
20,000,000
20,000,000
20,000,000
20,000,000
20,000,000
20,000,000
20,000,000
20,000,000
20,000,000
14,954,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

Undar Part A, subpart 4, funds are provided to assist States in
v conducting special programs for disadvantaged persons with academic

or economic handicaps who require special services and assistance
in order to succeed in regular vocational education programs.
Funds shall be allocated within the State to areas of high concentra-
tion of youth unemployment and school dropouts. Services and pro-
grams may also be provided to eligible students in nonprofit pri-
vate schools.

Program Operation:

1kGrants are allocated to the St.ates by formula with no matching
req red. Special services and programs are provided so that the
disadvintaged youth and adults can be mainstreamed into regular
vocational programs. If benefiting to the students, separate programs

are provided. The target population includes: persons of minority
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ethnic backgrounds, inmates in correctional institutions, drop-
outs, persons in rurally isolated areas, persons in inner cities,

migrants, persons with limited English-speaking ability, the
undereducated, and juvenile delinquents. Special services and

programs are provided these youth and adults to encourage them to

stay in school to acquire the academic and occupational skills

needed for successful employment or to continue to pursue their

career preparation.

Special services include specially trained teachers in remedi-
al and bilingual specialties, staff aides, additional counseling
Services, facilities accessible to a high concentration of these
students, and instructional materialssand equipment best suited to

their needs and abilities.

Some of the areas where these funds have been expended are
those where English is a second language, rural depressed communi-
ties, low.-cost housing development in the inner city, correctional
institutions, and off-reservation locations with a predominance of

Native Americans.

Program Scope:

States reported 152,970 disadvantaged students received
services or participated in programs designed to meet their needs

in FY 1979 under the special funding.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

State reports do not describe the kinds.of services available,

the effectiveness of such services in improving student retention

and completion in occupational training programs or other impact

data.

Findings from the assessment of the disadvantaged set aside
under State grant funds and the special needs categorical program
are reported under the State grant evaluation. States generally

used special needs funds for specific projects. .Some States used

this money for populations the States do not ordinarily serve, such

as correcitonal inmates and school dropouts.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

NIE will continue to examine vocational services for the
disadvantaged under its mandated study due September, 1981.
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Sources of Evaluation Data:

Annual State Vocational Education Reports

State Advisory Committee Reports

Assessment of Vocational Education Programs for Disadvantaged
Students, Olympus Research Corporation, December 1976.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Barbara Kemp
(202) 245-2488

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Dorothy Shuler
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Vocational Education - Consumer and Homemaking Education

Legislation:

Vocational Education Act of 1963,

as amended by P.L. 94-482, Part A,

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1984

Subpart 5

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPRDPRIATION

1968
1 969

1970 $ 25,000,000 15,000,000

1971 35,000,000 21,250,000

1 972 50,000,000 25,625,000

1973 50,000,000 38,322,000

1974 50,000,000 30,994,000

1975 50,000,000 35,994,000

1 976 50,000,000 40,994,000

1 977 55,000,000 40,994,000

1978 65,000,000 40,994,000

1 979 75,000,000 43,497,000

1 980 80,000,000 43,497,000

1981 80,000,000 30,347,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended by the 1976

Amendments, provides formula grants to States for programs, services

and activities solely for consumer and homemaking education programs.

The allotments to States are to he expended solely for:

Educational programs in consumer and homemaking educa-

tion consisting of instructional programs, services,

and activities at all educational levels (to prepare

males and females, youth and adults) for the occupa-

tion of homemaking including, but not limited to,

consumer education, food and nutrition, family living

and parenthood education, child growth and develop-

ment, housing and home management (including resource

management), and clothing and textiles. Emphasis in

these programs will be on assisting youth and adults,

males and females, in consumer and homemaking educa-

tion on unpaid employment occupation by (a) encoura-

ging participation of both males and females to

prepare for the roles of homemakers and wage earners

(unpaid employment), (b) encouraging elimination of

sex stereotyping in consumer and homemaking educa-
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tion by promoting the development of curriculum materials
which deal with increased numbers of women working outside
of the home and increased numbers of men assuming home-
making responsibilities and changing career patterns for
women and men; (c) giving greater consideration to the

economic, social and cultural conditions and needs and such
courses may include bilingual instruction; (d) encouraging
outreach programs for special audiences such as, school age
parent, single parents, older Americans, incarcerated
persons, handicapped, persons, and various ethnic groups;
(e) preparation of males and females who have entered or are
preparing to enter the work of the home; (f) ancillary
services and activities which assure quality in consumer
and homemaking education programs such as teacher training
and supervision; curriculum development, research, program
evaluation, special demonstration and experimental programs,
development of instruction materials, exemplary projects,

provision of equipment, State administration and leadership.

Program Operation:

States reported that 3.7 million students participated in programs funded
during FY 1979. About 2.8 million (or 75.7 percent) were in secondary schools;
30,095 were at the postsecondary level; and 867,845 were adults. Of the total
enrollment, 79.4 percent were female. Data for FY 1980 were not available at
the time tbis report was prepared.

Program scope:

,Program areas within consumer and homemaking programs have shifted con-
siderably over the past five years. Programs in child development and guidance
increased from 19?,300 in FY 1976 to 288,130 in FY 1979, an increased of 47.5
percent; Family relatiohs enrollments increased 49.7 Arcent over the same
period of time. Nutrition education increased by 49.4 percent; consumer
education from 102,055 to 193,866 in FY 1979. Comprehensive homemaking,
the largest secondary vocational program, reported a decrease from 1.6
million in FY 1976 to 1.4 in FY 1979 (or 1r.9 percent).

States must use at least one-third of the Federal funds allocated for pro-
grams in economically depressed areas or areas with high rates of unemployment.
Fifty percent matching is required except in economically depressed areas or
areas with high rates of unemployment where matching is 90 percent Federal and
10 percent State and/or local.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress:

States report expansion of programs and increased.programming

for consumer education, nutrition education, parenthood education,

child development.and energy education, and approximately 53 percent

of the Federal funds are utilized in economically depressed areas.

States are beginning to report on research conducted on the effec-

tiveness and responsiveness of consumer and homemaking eddcation

such as, "The Male Student in Consumer and Homemaking Education"

(Texas); Consumer and Homemaking Education Programs for Incarcera-

ted Males and Females (Minn.); "Parenthood Education - A Collabora-

tive Approach," (Fla., Minn., N. Dak.); "Mainstreaming the Handi-

capped into Consumer and Homemaking Education" (Texas, Ill., etc.),

and "Programs for Non-English Speaking Populations," (Calif. & Fla.).

Ongoing and P)4nned Studies:

The National Institute of Education has completed data collec-

tion for a study of this program in 10 States as mandated under

Section 523(b), (1), (f) of the Vocational Education Act as amended

by Public Law 94-482.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Annual State Vocational Education Reports

Descriptive reports submitted b.!, State Departments of Education,

State Supervisors of Home Economics Education

The Condition of Vocational Education, U.S. Department of

Education, 1980.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Bertha G. King
(202) 245-3478

For further information about program' effectiveness,

Contact: Dorothy Shuler
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Vocational Education - Indian Tribes and Tribal Organizations

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Vocational Education Act of 1963 September 30, 1984
as amended by P.L. 94-482, Title I,
Part A, Section 103 (a) (B) (iii)

FUNDING HISTORY ''YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION 1/

1978 $ 8,360,000 $ 5,218,476
1979 9,789,000 5,437,777
1980 11,800,000 5,929,828
1981 11,800,000 6,929,755

Program Goals and Objectives:

. Under this program, the Secretary is authorized to award grants
and contracts to Indian.tribal organizations and'Indian tribes eligible
to contract with the-Secretary of the Interior for the administration
of programs under the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance
Act of 1975 or under the Act of April 16, 1934.

The tribes and tribal organization will plan, conduct and ad-
ministerkhe vocational education programs. Awards may not exceed
three fiscal years. Requests for continuation beyond the project period
are considered competitively with all other applications.

PrOgram Operation and Scope:

Thirty-two projects in 16 States will be funded through granIt
dards during fiscal year 1981. Of these', 23 projects begin their first
year of funding and nine are continuation grants. Ongoing projects
d.b reviewed eachyear and continuation is based on evidence of
satisfactory performance.

A

In FY.1981, two new contracts will provide technical assistance
to,Indian tribes-and-organizations-whq-will-be-pfamitag and admi-niSter-
ing vocational education Projects. These include: 'Strategies for
Linking Vocational Education programs to Tribal Economics Development
Plans" and "ProjectManagement and Evaluation Competencies for Indian

P.L. 94-482 authorizes a one percent set-aside of funds from Sub-
parts 2 and 5 (basic grant and program improvement) to support
Indian projects aril- one percent from Smith-Hughes (or $68,034).

4

326

'19



Vocational Education Project Administrators". These two efforfs are

designed to strengthen prctgram planning and management as recommended

in the evaluation study.

Training is offered in a wide range of occupations varying from

building construction trades, paraprofessional rehabilitation

services, business and clerical Skills, small business and public

management, agricultural occupations, automotive repair and mainte-

nance, upgrading skills of police employees, aquaculture and

fisheries management, graphic arts and bilingual training in machine

shop occbpations.

The 32 programs funded under this authority generally.support

new vocational programs and supportive services on Indian reserva-

tions where training opportunities have been very limited or install

new occupational programs and/or supportive set'vices in existing

ties. Most projects are designed to bring training to Indians who cannot

commute gredt distances and who cannot affcrt to leave home to

attend school.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

"An Assessment of Vocational Educatton Programs for Indian

Organizations and Tribes" was designed as a short-term study to

provide descriptive information about the program operation, to -

determine how the projects fit into, and forward the economic

development plans of the tribes; to ifentify non-fiscal obstacles

which inhibit or limit the operation orf the projects as planned;

to identify key variables.which appear necessary to provide pro-

grams of high quality, and t,c) determine, from records where

available, how project participants fared after completing their

training. The study was planned to meet the requirements of Public

Law 95-40, the Vocational Technical Amendments of,1977, which

mandated an evaluation.

Field visits were made to 17 projects which were funded during

th0Qprogram year 1978-79 and which were continued during 1979-80.

,Atj each project location, three types or respondents were inter-

viewed: project directors, organizational/tribal education

representatives and project instructional staff.' A special effort

was made to determine from records which were available of how

project participants fared after completing their trainiWg and

finding employment.

For Indian youth in ten communities thi program offetiell voca-.

tional opportunities where no training existed previously. In

nine areas, the program suppTemented existing vocational training

programs by introducing;new training areas. For Indian adults in

seven communities, the program offered training in locations,where

no opportunities existed previously. These programs appear to fill
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a vocational/training void in Indian communities.

The Majority of the project directors were.Indian and one-third
of the instruction staff of the projects were Indian. However,
,neither the project direct9rs nor the project staff demonstrate much
experience in'the areas orvocational education for. Indians. Over 60
percent of ithese groups have worked in the area of vocational educa-'
tion for Indians for less than three years.

The program is clearlY located in areas where need is high.
The incidences of povertysand unemployment. in Indian communities is
high when compared to natio al standards. Many respondents indica-
ted that more than three quarters of their Indian communities could
be classified as lowincome.

The vocattonal/training needs identified by the project
directors andgthe organizational/tribal representatives were those
which directly influenced the design,and objectives of the voca-
tional education projects.,, The linkage between theneeds identi-
fied by local persons and the tribal economic development plays,
while it ma) exist, could not be verified. Clearly, the degree of
sophistication in accessing these needs varies from tribe to tribe. ,

Strong program management, tribal anetommunity support, Indian
staff, and the availability of community based supportive services,
such as counseling, basic skills including bilingual instruction
are factors which appear necessary to provide prdgrams of high
quality.

For cost reasons, the study was limited to assessing student
outcome performance by using data existing at the training sites.
This created problems for several reasons: incomplete data, staff
tlirnover arid the fact that several projects were designed to pro-
vide long-term (more than one year) training. However, pro-,
jects showed consistent efforts to improve,job placements of
trainees in the second year of operation. About 39% of the
Indiln students enrolled in the fiscal year 1979 projects designea
to aemonstrate project success after one year demonstrate such
success. In fiscal year 1980, 48% of students either secured jobs,
returned to school to'continue their education or enrolled in
another training program.

Sources of Evaluation Information:

An Assessment of Vocational Education Programs for Indian
Organizations and Tribes.. Communications Technology Corporation,
November '1 980-:.0$*°

if 3
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for further inforMation about program operations,

Contact: Richard E. Carlson
(202) 245-8190

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Dorothy Shuler
245-8877

CI-
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Vocational Education -- Programs of National Significance

Legislation: Expiration Date:

lro-cational Education Act of 'September 30, 1984
U963 as amended by P.L. 94-482,
Title II, Part B, Subpart 2

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION OPROPRIATION 1/

1977 $ 44,000,000 $ 27,153,000
1978 51,500,000 28,307,000
1979 59,000,000 10,000,000
1980 66,250,000 10,000,000
1981 74,250,000 7,477,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The overall goal of Programs of National Significance is to
improve the quality of vocational education programs in the States
for all persons including the handicapped, females, the disadvan-
taged, and mtnorities. Projects are intended to impact on areas
of national concern and to lever the use of State and local pro-
gram dollars to assure that these funds have maximum beneficial
impact. These projects are also intended to: (1) produce in-
formation for policy development, (2) develop curriculum materials
for new and changing occupations, (3) develop leadership personnel
and certify vocational teachers in occupational areas where tea-
chers shortages exist, (4) demonstrate new techniques and ser-
vices for students, (5) package and disseminate information in
usable forms for special populations, and (6) ensure that infor-
mation ail(' materials are placed in.the hands of vocational educa-
tion practitioners.

Program Operations:

In FY 81, about 60 projects previously funded were monitored
as well as the National Center for Research in Vocational Educa-
tion, and the national network of six Curriculum coordination
centers.

The program maintained for its third year the National Center
for Research in Vocational Education, Which was established in

1/ The appropriated funds for any given fiscal year are advance
funded for the next fiscal year. However, these funds become
available for obligation on July 1 instead of October 1.
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FY 78. The purpose of the Center is to promote improvement in

vocational education by: (1) conducting applied research and

development activities, (2) providing leadership development

activities for State and local vocational educators, (3) dissemi-

nating the results of research and development, (4) maintaining

a clearinghouse on research and-development, projects supported

by States and Federal agencies, (5) generating national planning

and policy development information, andr,(6) providing products

technical assistance in the program evaluation to State and

local agencies.

In order to bring the many activities authorized under

Programs of National Significance together with related Federal

research anddevelopment programs, the Vocational Education Act

also authorized the establishment of the Coordinating Committee

on Research in Vocational Education. The Coordinating Committee,

wtich represents the Office of Vocatipnal and Adult Education,

-the National Institute of Education, the Office of Special Educa-

tion, the Office of Career Education, and the Fund for the Improve-

ment of Postsecondary Education, has three major objectives: (1)

developing a ,plan for each fiscal year establishing national

priorities for the use of funds available to these agencies for

research, development, etc.;. (2) coordinating the efforts of

member agencies in seeking to achieve these priorjties in order-to.

avoid duplication of effort; and (3) developing a management

information system on the projects funded pursuant to this ,plan

in order to SCKieve the best possible monitoring and evaluation

of these Projects and the widest possible dissemination.of their

results. Under this broad mandate, the Coordinating Committee

arranged for the publication of an annual publication entitled

Projects in Progress. The Committee published a brochure to

inform prospective grantees and contractors of the programs

available to them which is entitled Guide to Federal Funding in

Career Education, Education And Work, and Vocational Education.

Program Scope:

Funding for Programs of National Siginificance in FY 80 was

$10,357,549, which included 5 percent of the Smith-Hughes funds.

FY 81 funds (totalling $7.8 million including the Smith-HuOes

setaside) have not been obligated at the time this report was

written. The National Center for Research in Vocational Educa-

tion and the curriculum centers will continue to be supported at

reduced levels. About four or five new research contracts are

scheduled for awards.'

,,.
Contracts are competitively awarded to public and priiate

organizations, inWitutions, and agncies. Awards were made

through competitions reflectingselected Federal priorities for

this fiscal year.. Proposals were'reviewed by experts in R&D in
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the priority areas. Projects may be approved for a period of from
one to five years.

In order to promote excellence, innovation, and leadership in
vocational education at the Federal, State, and local levels,
activities of the Programs of National Significance focused on three
major priorities each tied to a national problem. These are: (1)

reduca youth unemployment, (2) promote equity, and (3) improve
productivity training. All projects under this program address
new and innovative approaches to these nationwide concerns.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

During FY 80, support was provided for approximately 30 research,
curriculum development, demonstration, and personnel development
projects including the national network of Curriculum CoordinaIion
Centers; 297 graduate leadership and teacher certification fellow-
ships; and the National Center for Research in Vocational Education.

Among the projects funded in FY 80 four were new applied studies
projects. Most of these contained major dissemination activities
including workshops and orientation for State personnel regarding
project results and products. These newly.funded projects
addressed smch content areas in vocational education as:

(1). "Development of Model Methods of Administration for
the implementation of the OCR Guidelines for Voca-
tional Education."

(2) "Development of a Support System for Sex Equity
Services in Vocational Education."

(3) "Linking Education and Economic Development in
Rural America."

(4) "Vocational Education Personnel Development Needs
for Working with the Handicapped."

(5) "Design of a National Cost-benefit Study of ,

Vocational Education at the Secondary, Postse*dary,
and Adult levels."

\

Three new curriculum development efforts were funded\i6 FY 80
for $850,000. These included projects to improve vocational rela-
ted instruction in apprenticeship prograis; to develop moduies for
infusing energy conservation and use skillt in existing trai\ning
curricula; and to put into modular form Ar'Med Services materials
in nine environmental occupational categories.

?
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Support was continued for a national network of six Cur'ricu-

lum Coordination Centers which are a major resource for diffusion

of curriculum materials and assistance to State vocational leaders

in maximizing their management of curriculum development, conduc-

ting field testing and demonstration, and in improving their infor-

mation and materialsAissemination activities. In State reports to

the centers, for example, it was noted that 50 Stats adopted or

adapted instructional materials developed outside their States at

total savings of $3,973,200 in developmental costs. During the

year staff from the Centers conducted or participated in 349 work-

shops for materials developers, administrators and teachers. The

Centers collectively disseminated a total of 391,442 copies of

curriculum materials and information and conducted a total of

2,705 searches for materials needed by their clients.

Support was continued for the National Center for Research in

Vocational Education. During its third year of operation

(February 1, 1980 - January 31, 1981) the Center continued in its

efforts to provide a comprehensive nation-wide research and develop-

ment system for vocational education. Emphasis was continued in

the National Center's major themes of (1) comprehensive planning,

(2) responsiveness to special needs of subpopulations, (3) sex

fairness, and (4) effective evaluation. The National Center had

deliverables in eight major areas: applied R&D - Independent

studies; applied R&D - Designated studies; leadership development;

dissemination and utilization; planning and policy development;

resources in vocational education; evaluation; National Center

and R&D evaluation and management. Findings from the mid-con-

tract review include recommendations that consideration should be

given to longer term projects and efforts and consideration should

be given to expanding the attention given to targeted and diverse

audiences. Findings relating to the quality of products and

center management were very favorable.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluaation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Office of Vocational and Adult Education program data.

333



For further information about program bperations,

Contact: Howard Hjelm .

(202) 245-9634

For further information about studies'of program activities,

Contact: Dorothy Shuler
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Ne.,e:

Adult Education -- Grants to States
*

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

Adult Education Act, P.L. 91-230, September 30, 1983

as amended'

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1965 (Under Econ. Opp. Act) $
1966 ( "

is is u )

1967 $ 40,000,000
1968 60,000,000
190 70,000,000
1970 160,000,000
1971 200,000,000
1972 225,000,000
1973 225,000,000
1974 150,000,000
1975 1/ 150,000,000
1976 175,000,000
1977 200,000,030
1978 200,000,000
1979 210,000,000
1980 230,000,000
1981 250,000,000
1982

Program Goals and Objectives:

18,612,000
20,744,063
29,200,000
40,250,000
45,000,000
50,000,000
55,000,000
61,300,000
85,000,000
63,485,000
67,500,000
67,500,000
71,500,000
80,500,000
90,750,000
100,000,000
120,000,000

The purpose of th.is program, as stated in the legislation,

is "to expand educational opportunities for adults and to encourage
the establishment of programs of adult educatio- that will --

(1) enable all adults to *acquire batic skills necessary
to function in society,

(2) enable adults who so desire to continue their educa-
tion to at least the level of completion of
secondary school, and

(3) make available to adults the means to secure
training that will enable them to become more
employable, productive, and responsible citizens."

T/ In 197-5 the Appropriation Act included funds for both 1975
and 1976, placing this program on an advance funding basis.

3 :3 3
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The legislation defines the prograW,s population as
persons who have attained the age-of 16 and (1) lack sufficient
mastery of basic educational skills to enable them to function
effectively in society or who do not have a certificate of
gradubtion from a school providing secondary, education and who
have not achieved an equivalent level of education, and (2) are
Currently not required to be enrolled in school. ,The law
identifies the following groups within the target population for
whicN there is special concern:, residents of rural areas,
residents of urban areas with high rates of unemployment, persons
of limited English language skills, institutionalized adults,
adult immigrants, ind adult Indochina refugees.

Changes made in the Adult Education Act by the 1978 Amend-
ments increase outreach activities and encourage expansion of he
delivery system through the use of agencies, institutions, and
organizations other than\the public school system. Other chahges
include:

o expanding the purpose to include basis functional
skills,

o broadening state plans to require more consultation
with outside groups improved needs assessment, and
removing barriers to adult participation;

o providing research, development, dissemination, and
evaluation authority at the national level.

These amendments became effective November 1, 1978. Three-
year State plans beginning with Fiscal Year 1980 program operations
implemented the amended legislation. Implementing regulations became
effective on May 4, 1980.

Program Operations:

There are two major parts..tIo the adult education program
established under the Adult Education Act'. One is th,.! State-
administered program and the other is comprised of four national
discretionary programs.

The State-administered program establishes a cooperative
effort between the Federal Government and the States. Funds are
allocated to the States on a formula basis and the States, in
turn, fund local programs based on need and re,;ources available.
Each State is required to match these Federal funds at the rate
of ten cents for every ninety cents of Federal money.

. Of the amount approp'riated for this program, the
Secretary shall allot not more than 1 percent to the outlying areas
and $150,000 to each State. The remainder shall be allotted to each
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State in proportion to the eligible population in each State. In

order Ao'receive its allotment a State must file a general State
application and submit a State Plan not more frequently than once
every three years.

The State then distributes grants on the basis of annual
applications submitted by local educational- agencies and public
or private nonprofit agencies, organizations, and institutions.
These grants are awarded competitively based on criteria devised by
the States: In devising the criteria, a State must consider the
following factors:

- the needs of the popula:ion to be served by the
applicant

- the extent to which the applicant proposes projects
to reach adult populations least,educated and most
in need of assistance

- the extent to which the applicant gives special
emphasis to'adult basic education projects

- the adequacy of outreach activities, including:

flexible schedules to accommodate the
greatest number of adults who are least
educated and most in need of assistance

locations of facilities offering programs
that are convenient to large concentra-
tions of adult populations identified by
the State or locations convenient to
public transportation, and

the availability of day care services
-to participants in the praject.

- the extent to which cooperative arrangements with
other agencies will be used for delivering adult
education and support services

- the resources available to the applicant - other than
Federal and State adult education funds - to meet
these needs

- the extent to which the proposed activity addresses
the identified needs

- the extent to which the project objectives can be
accomplished within the amount of the budget request.
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The four national discretionary programs are:

1. A National Development and Dissemination Program;

2. Planning Grants;

3. An Emergency Adult Education Program for
Indochina Refugees; and

4. A'n Adult Education Program !o Adult Immigrants.

In Fiscal Year 1980, $5,000,000 in supplementatl appropriation

4.:was made available by the Congress for the two discretionary

programs: Adult Indochina Refugees and Immigrants. An addditional

$17.6 million is available for adult education for Cuban and
Haitian immigrants. For FY 1981, $2,000,000 is requested for the

National Development and Dissemination Program.

Technical assistance is given in the development of State

plans and in the quality of management plans. This is rendered by

the Federal Government to the State educational agencies arid by

the State to the local level.

In addition to State plans which may be updated any time

during the three-year periods, financial and performance reports

are required annually. An evaluation of activities according to
criteria and procedures included in the State plan is sent to the

Secretary by the State. The evaluation shall be performed at least

once every three years.

To be eligible for Federal funds a State shall maintain its

fiscal effort. A State shall expend for adult education from non-
Federal sources an amount equal to the fiscal effort of the State

in the preceding fiscal year. A State may determine its fiscal

effort on a per student basis or on a total expenditure basis.

The Secretary does not make.any payment to a State in any fiscal

year unless the Secretary finds that the fiscal effort of a State

for adult education for the preceding fiscal year was not less

than the fiscal effort expended for adult education purposes
during the second preceding fiscal year. However, the Secretary

may waive for one fiscal year only the maintenance of effort

requirement ifThe Secretary determines it would be equitable to

do so in view of exceptional and unforeseen circumstances affecting

the State.
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kState wishing to receive a waiver shall submit a request

with its three-year State plan or as an amendment to the plan,

includ ng in the request the reason and any additional information

the Se retary may require. As of July 1980, no State has requested

a waiv ru Maintenance of effort is monitored indirectly by the

Federa Government by an analysis of financial reports and by visits

to Sta e agencies.

Progra Sc pe: 1/

M st Federal funds are distributed by the States to suppgrt

instru tional projects at the local level. Grants to States in,

'FY 19 0 ranged from $73,172 to $8,334,833.

Types and Amounts of Federal Grants:

The estimated distribution of the FY 1980 monies is as

foll ws: (1) $1,000,000 received for outlying areas, (2) each State,

the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico receiving a minimum amount

of 150,000 and (3) the remainder distributed on the basis of the

nu ber of persons 16 and over with less than a high school education

ba ed on the 1970 Cen5us. Thirty-two States had grants of more than

o e million dollars with the four largest being New York ($8,334,833),

C lifornia ($7,373,624), Pennsylvania ($5,620,657), and Texas

$5,500,870). The smallest State amount was $240,062, granted to

Alaska. ,

Within each State the Federal funds may be utilized for ,

adminstrative expenses, State advisory councils, research and special

projects, and various types of instructional projects. The Secretary

notifies each State annually of the maximum amount available for use

for State administration of the program -- approximately five percent

of the total State allotment With a minimum of $50,000 per State.

For each outlying area the minimum level is $25,000.

Section 310 of the Act provides that not less than ten percent

of the funds allocated to the States shall be used for special

1/ The sources of information in this section are findings prepared

by Development Associates, Inc. (under contract to The Department

of Education forr the evaluation of the Adult Education State-

administered Program, May 1980), and the Office of Vocational

and Adult Education.'
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projets and teacher training. These may involve the use of innova-
tive methods, systems, materials or programs which have unusual
promise in promoting a comprehensive or coordinated approach to the
problem of persons with educational deficiencies, or may be for
training present or potential program personnel.

The majority of Federal funds are expended on various types of
instructional activities through grants made by the States to
projects at the local level. All States are required to place
emphasis on adult basic education'programs.

In addition to adult basic and secondary education, the Federal
legislation encourages provision of instruction in English as a
Second Language (ESL) or bilingual education. In some States ESL
activities constitute a major and separately funded component of
the program. Of the total population served in adult education
programs, 315 are in this component.

TheFederal government also provides emergency funding as the
need arisek. One such need was the increased demand for adult
classes b,6ught about by the large number of Indochina refugees

-entering the United States. Grants for 1977-78 were made to 65
'State andlogal educational agencies to serve 30,000 participants.
There were approximately 130 full-time and 530 part-time staff
employed in these programs. The amount expended was $10,029,327.
$2.5 million is requested,for the Emergency Indochina Program for
FY 1981. Other available funds include $2.5 million.for adult
education programs for immtgrants and $17.6 million for adult
6bans and Haitians.

State and Local Funding:

The Adult Education Act provides that the Federal share of
the expenditures needed to carry out the StatePlan shall be no.
more than 90 percent (except with respect to Guam, American Samoa,

:the Virgin Islands, the Northern Mariana Islands, the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands where the Federal share may be
TOO percent).--7---

Overall, the average size of project grants during FY 1978
was $30,256. About 28% of the grants wee for less than $5,000;
ten percent received grants of $2,000 or less. The average cost
in Federal funds for FY 197t, was $46 per participant.
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Program Effectiveness and Pro4ress:

In October 1978, the Division of Adult Education analyzed data
received from 50 States reporting on the accomplishment of program
objectives far FY 1977. The purpose was to assess States' progress
in providing improved and more effective learning opportunities for
disadvantaged adults. States reported the achievement of goals such

as the following:

1. Improvements in the oper4tion, administration, and
evaluation of local programs were emphasized in
state-wide workshops for local adMinistrative
personnel. State coordinators visited local programs

on the average of two or three times during the year
to verify enrollments, compliance with adult educa-
tion Federal and State legislation and regulations,
and the achievement of objectives established by local
directors.

2. States expencied the number of adult education classes
through increased cooperative arrangements with
agencies and organizations such as Commnity Education,
CETA, Health Services, Social Services, churches,
correctional and mental institutions, and community
action agencies. ,New adult learning centers were
started, classes were provided in area vocational
centers, instruction was offered via television and
mobil vans, and new programs were establishe'd, many

with satellite classes in ruraT communities or other
areas with small scattered numbers of adults needing
services.

3. States increased efforts to improve the quality of
instructional services through special demonstration

and staff development projects. Projects either

trained personnel or developed curriculum or instruc-
tional methodology in the areas of life-coping skills,
adult high school and Adult Performing Level concepts,
and volunteer tutorial trianing in reading and
mathematics.
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Informkion for 1979 shows the following data for the race, age,
and sex of the population served hational9ly.

American Indian & Eskimo 21,475

Black 391,713

Asian & Pacific Indian 133,129

Spanish 377,217

Other 762,742

16 - 44 years 1,484,341

44 - 64 229,720

65 + 53,012

Male 795,183 45%

Female 971,890 55%

The evaluation completed in May 1980 fOr the Office of Program
Evaluation by Development Associates contains the following conclu-
sions: '

1. Increasing numbers of adults are being served, but
there continues to be a large, unmet need for
additional secvices.

2. An estimate of 1.9-million adults were served in
FY 1979. Of these, 58.8% were females, 65.1% were
under 35 years old, 56.7% were members of ethnic
minoritiet, and 25.9% received public asiistance.

3. Generally, participants (79.7%) reported.partial
Cf full attainment of their perrsonal goalefor the
specific Program for which they enrolled.

4. On* 38% of students meet in elementary or secondary
schools, 28% meet in adult learning cehters, 10% in
community coljeges and vocational/technical schools,
and 25% in churches, prisons, libraries, or private
homes. Much of the instruction,is individualized

and competency.based. About 35% of the teachers are
assisted by volunteers or aides.
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5. More emphasis is nelded on clgarly argeting the

Federal program and on helping loca projects

serve the targeted population group

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

An evaluability assess is currently being, conducted for the

Department of Education by the American Institute for Research. It

is designed to surface issues that'may. require further examination

and to systematically present the processes involved in implementing

programs for adults.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Annual State Performance and Financial.Reports

HEW Reports on State Program Adults

o. National Advisory Council on Adult Education

o An Evaluation of the Adult Education State Grant
Program, nevelopment Associates, Inc., May 1980.
U.S. Department .of Education, Office of Program

Evaluation.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Paul V.,Delker
(202) 245-2278

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-88/7
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Community Education

Legislationf'

Elementary'and Secondary
Education Act, Title VIII

Expiration Date:

Repealed October 1, 1982

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION' APPROPRIATION

197 $ 17,000,000 $ -0-

1976 17,000,000 3,553,000

1977 17,000,000 3,553,000

1918 17,000,000 3,553,000
1979 17,000,000 3,190,000

1980 100,000,000 3,138,000

1981 123,000,000 3,138,000

1982 100,000,000

Program GdalS and Objttives:

The goals of the community education program as defined by the
Community Schools and Comprehensive Community Education Act and
reiterat'ed in the regulations are:

(1) to;proviae in collaboration with other public and
no6profit agencies educationa, recreational,
cultural, and other related community and huMan
services, in accordance with the needs, interests
and concerns of the community through the expan-
sil of community education programs;

(2) to coard;inate the delivery of social services to
meet the needs and preferences of the residents of

Ili the c mmunity served by the school;

(3) to provide for an efficient, enery-conserving use
of 5ch al facOities; and

(4) to provlde for a research and development emphasis
in commOity/education which can contribute to an
improved formulation af Federal, State, and local

policy. 1
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Program Operations:'

Discretionary competitive grants are made to locals education
agencies.and to public and private nonprofit organizations to pay
the Federal share of the cost of planning , establishing, expanding
and/or operatlng community education programs. In addition,-funds
are made avatiable to institutions of higher education to develop
and establishor to expand programs which will train persons to
plan and operate community education programs.

Funds are also authorized to make formula grants to State
Educational agencies in accordance with the development of a State
plan. The Federal share of the cost of the State plan shall be
80 per centum for fiscal year 1979, 70 per centum for fiscal year
1980, 30 per centum for fiscal year 1981, 30 per centum for fiscal
year 1982, and 20 per centum for the fiscal year 1983. The

Federal share of the cost of applications of local educational
agencies shall be 90 per centum for fiscal years 1979 and 1980, 80
per centum for the fiscal year 1981 and each of the two succeeding
fiscal years. The Federal share of the cost of grants to nonpro-
fit organizations shall be 90 per centum for fiscal years 1979 and
1980, and 80 per centum for the fiscal year 1981 and for each of the
two succeeding fiscal years.

Program Scope:

93 grants were awarded in Fiscal Year 1976.
92 grants were awarded in Fiscal Year 1977.
85 grants were awarded in Fiscal Year 1978.
63 grants were awarded in Fiscal Year 1979.
64 grants were\awarded in Fiscal Year 1980.
60 grants were awarded in Fiscal Year 1981.

Amount of
Institution Appropriation

No. of
Grants
FY 81

LEA $ 1,000,000 27

Public Agencies/Nonprofit 500,000 8

IHE 500,000 5.

SEA 1,138,000 20
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Program Effectiveness and Progress:

The Community Schools Act and the Community Schools and

Comprehensive Community Education Act of 1978 mandated that the

Community_idacation Advisory Council present to Congress a

"complete and thorough 'evaluation of the programs and operation"

of the Community Education Program for each year of the Act. To

fulfill this requirement, the Advisory Council and the Division

of Program Evaluation awarded a contract in September of 1979 to

Development Associates, Inc., to conduct an evaluation study.

The purpose of the national Evaluation of Community Education

Program was twofold: (1) to describe and analyze the operations

of state education agencies (SEAs) as they promote and develop the

concept of community education in their respective states; and

(2) to assess the impact of federal support on the capabilities of

SEAs to develop their capacities in the community education area.

The study focuses on state education agencies and state

capacity building for several reasons. In recent years, state

education agencies have been defining and assuming a greater role

in community education. The federal Community Education Program

has supported this emergence of SEA leadership by placing heavy .

emphasis on state capacity-building through SEA development. In

addition, the evaluation comes at the conclusion.of a four-year

federal funding cycle and the beginning of a new period of

federal support. The year 1980, therefore, is a significant

point at which to examine the leadership of SEAs and the impact

of the federal program, as well as make recommendations to

national and state policy makers in community education.

Through use of questionnaires completed by state community

education coordinators and local, community educators, site visits

to thirty-eight states, and third-party evaluators, data was com-

piled for a detailed program analysis. Those findings, conclu-

sions, and related recommendations were developed out of and

structured around a series of questions on SEA community educa-

tion policies and practices.

Most state community education' programs were initiated in

the mid 1970s. Of the 38 SEA programs which were visited and

surveyed during this study, two-thirds began their programs

between 1974 and 1977, coinciding with the time of the federal

initiative. Of the 38 surveyed, 36 (96%) had formally designated

statewide CE programs in 1980. Formal designation consisted

variously of the appointment of a CE coordinator, the establish-

ment of a CE office, the receipt of a federal grant, the approval

of a state plan, or the passage of state legislation.
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The extent and nature of community education programs within

the 51 SEAs varies considerably in terms of state commitment to

community education, certain structural features of CE offices, as

well as in terms of specific operations and staff activities

focused at the state and local levels. While state-level CE pro-

grams can be described in various ways, SEA programs can be seen as

including 12 varied elements which can be used to describe commonali-

ties and differences among the programs to.summarize the national

assessment of community education development.

While these 12 elements are grounded in the practice and activi-

ties of the SEA, all SEAs do not have all elements. In fact, one

state has not yet developed any one of these elements and a few

states have only several of the elements in place. Even so, almost

all of the 12 elements exist in at least half of the states. The

patterns of development and the extent to which certain or all of

the elements were in plac,e was a focus of this study. The descrip-

tive question of what are the common elements of state community

education systems became important. To answer this question, the

Community Education Development Index (CEDI) was developed.

The presence and development of state commitment and state

operational elements, varied across the elements and the 51 SEAs.

For example, 25 SEAs received one point for SEA board resolutions

and 25 SEAs received one point for having state CE legislation on

the CEDI. However, only 12 states had both components of that

policy element. Thus, 13 states did not have any form of state

policy support.

There was, on the other hand, somewhat greater consistency in

the CE office/staff element. That is, 46 SEAs had an office desig-

nated (all 51 SEAs had at least a part-time person responsible for

some community education activity) for community education and 34

(67% of all SEAs and 76% of those with an office) had full-time CE

coordinators.

Of the SEA operational elements, interagency cooperation (46

SEAs) was the most common element across all 51 SEAs and the use of

a reporting system was the least common (24 SEAs).

The major findings were:

o The strongest components of the SEA CE programs

were State needs assessment and interagency

cooperation.

o The weakest components were in State planning,

evaluating, and reporting.
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o Only about half the States have strong commitMents
(supporting legislation, or funding) to CE programs.

o SEAs with full-time CE coordinators are.most likely
to have State-level operations in place.

\

o At least two consecutive years of Federal funding
appears to be required to generate SEA CE program
activation.

o The need exists for systematic and common data and
for information on CE local programs aggregated at
the State and national levels.

A final report on the Evaluation of the Community Education
Program will be presented to Congress in the Fall of 1981.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Laura Karl

(202) 245-0691

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Edward Rattner
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Indochina Refugee and Adult Immigrants Program

Legislation:

Adult Education Act, Section 317,
318 (P.L. 91-230, as amended)

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

1976

1 977

1 978

1979
1 980

1 981

'Such sums as

may be neces-
sary

II

No request

APPROPRIATION

$5 Million
Supplement to
State grants
$10.25 Million
No appropriation
No appropriation

$22,600,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of the Indochina Refugee and Adult Immigrants Program

is to enable them to become productive members of American society.

Funds are used to support programs of instruction in basic reading

and mathematics, to develop and enhance necessary skills, and to

promote literacy among adult Indochinese refugees. Administrative

costs, educational support services, and special projects to develop

individuals' occupational skills may be funded.

Program Operations:

The Secretary of Education may enter into grants or contracts

with State and local education agencies and other public or private

nonprofit agencies, organizations, or institutions to provide adult

education programs. Not less than 50 per cent of the funds shall

be awarded in contracts to private nonprofit agencies, organiza-

tions, and institutions.

There are three subprograms under this authority, as follows:

The Emergency Adult Education Program for Indochina Refugees (Sec.

317 $2.5 million in FY 80), the Adult Education Program for Adult

Immigrants (Section 318, $2.5 million), and the Adult Education
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Program for Adult Immigrants (Sec. 318, Cuban and Haitian entrants,
$17.6 million). Following is a discussion of the operations of
each of these subprograms.

Indochinese Refugees (Sec. 317)

Five panels composed of both federal employees and non-federal
persons reviewed applications submitted for funding under the
Emergency Adult Education Program for Indochina Refugees. Awards
were made on the basis of technical review criteria published in the
Federal Register. After negotiations, funds are now.being sent
directly to the grantees, using the letter-of-credit systems.

Adult Immigrants (Sec. 318)

A Request for Proposal (RFP #81-038) announced this small dis-
cretionary program to fund "Special Adult Education Projects for
Adult Immigrants." The closing date was May 18, 1981. The Depart-
ment of Education has identified priority immigrant groups from four
geographical areas which the adult education program will serve.
Four panels of federal employees read the proposals and reviewed
them in' accordance with the technical review criteria published in
the RFP. After negotiations, funds will be sent directly to the
successful offerors on a cost reimbursable basis.

Adult Immigrants (Sec. 318 Cubans and Haitians)

Four separate REquests for Proposals announced this small dis-
cretionary program to fund Adult Education Programs for immigrants
aged sixteen or older who were either Cuban or Haitian entrants
after August 1, 1979. Eligible offerors could respond to four
categories of RFP's:

#81-07 Haitians Residing in Florida
#81-08 Haitians Resideing Outside of Florida
#81-09 Cubans Residing in Florida
#81-10 Cubans Residing Outside of Florida

Four panels of federal employees read the proposals and reviewed
them in accordance with the technical review criteria published in
the RFP's. After negotiations, funds are being sent directly to the
successful offerors on a cost reimbursable basis.
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Program Scope:

Indochinese Refugees (Sec. 317)

The Department of Education awarded fifteen grants to the Indo-

chinese training projects for a twelve month period. Grants were

awarded on the basis of technical merit, and therefore, geographical

distribution is uneven. The geographical distribution is: one

project in Arizona, four in California, one in Florida, one in

Indiana, one in Maryland, one in New Mexico, one in New York, one

in Rhode Island, one in Texas, two in Virginia, and on in Washington

State.

Although the distribution of funds was limited to fifteen projects

in eleven states, 105 eligible proposals were received from offerors

in 38 different states. This clearly indicates that the program's

-needs far exceed the federal dollars available.

The projects will serve 8,540 refugees at a total cost of

$2,476,412.

Adult Immigrants (Sec. 318)

Approximately fifteen projects will be funded this summer at an

average cost of $150,000. The four geographical areas of origin

ond the amount of funds available to serve immigrants from those areas

are:

Geographical Area

(1) Asia and Oceania

(2) South America and
West Indies

(3) Europe and Africa

(4) North America and
Central America

Amount of Funds

$1,000,000

$ 575,000

$ 525,000

$ 400,000

The program will serve approximately 8500 immigrants at an

average cost of $294 per participant.
S.
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Adult Immigrants (Sec. 318, Cubans and Haitians)

The Department of Education awarded nineteen contracts to the
Cuban and Haitian projects for an eighteen-month period. Contracts

were awarded on the basis of technical merit, and therefore geogra-

phical distribution is uneven. In order to achieve greater cost
effectiveness, two of the contractors submitting proposals under
both RFP 81-7 (Haitians in Florida) and RFP 81-9 (Cubans in Florida)

received awards to serve both Cuban and Haitian entrants residing

in Florida. .

Cuban Prognams

Eighteen eligible proposals were received in response to RFP

81-9. Of that number, awards were made to four contractors to
serve Cuban entrants residing in the State of Florida. A total

of 15,413 Cuban entrants in Florida are to be served a total of
$7,070,870. Of the 49 eligible proposals submitted in responSe
to RFP 81-10, awards were made to eight contractors serving Cuban
entrants residing in States other than Florida. Under this

procurement, a total of 7,343 will be served. The distribution

of prognams is as follows: two projects in California, one in
Maryland, two in Mas?achusetts, one in New Jersey, one in New York,

and one in Virginia.

In addition, three Sole'Source contracts let by the Q.S.
Department of Education served 4,650 Cuban entrants residing in

temporary holding carps. The three awards to provide English-as-a
second language training programs were made to:

1. Board of Vocational, Technical and Adult Education
Madison, Wisconsin - $389,807

For training of Cubans at Fort McCoy, Wisconsin.

2. Central Susequehana Intermediate Unit
Lewisburg, Pennsylvania - $396,
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Haitian Programs

Fifteen eligible proposals were submitted in response to

'RFP 81-7. Of the fifteen offerors, three received ontract awards

to serve Haitian entrants residing in the State of Florida. 'A

total of 4,873 entrants are to be served at a total cost of

$2,649,547. Under RFP 81-8, of the 20 offerors, six contrdctors

received awards to serve Haitian entrants residing in States other

than Florida. A total of 4,698 Haitians are to be served at a total

cost of $2,706,000. The geographic distribution of programs is as

follows: one program in Delaware, one in Louisiana, one in

Maryland, one in Massachusetts, one in New Jersey, and four in

New York.

Pro_gram Effectiveness and Progress:

There has been no evalUation of this program.

Ongoing and Planned Studies:

There are no plans to evaluate this program.

Sources of Data:

Federal Register, Volume 44, No. 261, Thursday, June 28, 1979,

Proposed Rules, Appendix C (The Adult Education Act).

Application for Grants Under Emergency Adult Education Program

for Indochina Refugees, CDFA No. 13.579, Closing Date: June 18, 1980.

For further information about program operations,'

Contact: Paul V. Delker
(202) 245-2278

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Robert J. Maroney
(202) 245-8281

or

Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Pell (Basic Educational,Opportunity) Grant Program

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

Education Amendments of 1972, Title IV; Public September 30, 1985

Law 92-318, 86 Stat., 248-251; as amended

PL. 94-482, PL. 95-566 and PL. 96-374

Funding History: Year

1973
1974

1975
1976
1977

1978
1979
1980

1981

1982

Program GoaltL,and Objectives:

The Pell (BaSic Educational Opportunity)
Grant Program is a source of Fed-

eral student financial aid which providEs access and choice to Postsecondary

education institutions for qualified students. The purpose of,the Pell

Grant Program is assure'that all students have a "funding floor". In the

1980-81 academic year up to $1,750 was provided to help finance their
4

education in an eligible Postsecondary institution.

Authorization Appropriation

(Such sums as $ 122,100,000

may be necessary) 475,000,000
840,200;000

1,325,800,000
1,903,900,000 1/

2,160,0001,000--27/

2,431,000,000 7/
1,718,000,000 7
2,604,000,000 5-7
2,486,000,000 Test.)

Program Operations:

(a) Student Eligibility

Eligibility for Pell Grants is determined on the basis of finan-

cial need. Eligibility is limited to undergraduate students who

1/ Of this amount, $211,700,000 was used for FY 76 awards.

27 Of this amount, $579,000,000 was used for FY 80 awarris.

-37 Of this amount, $54,000,000 was used for FY 80 awards.

17 Excess monies in FY 78 and FY 79 were carried forward. $140,000,000 was

rescinded. $258,000,000 was drawndown from FY 81. Total funds avail-

able was $2,469,000,000.

5/ includes $150,000,000
reduction due to Budget Amendment. Includes

Supplemented Appropriation. Of this amount $258,000,000 was drawndown

for FY 80.
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are enrolled and maintaining "satisfactory progress" on at least
a half time basis in in eligible program at' an eligible institu-.
tion of postsecondary education. These institutions include non-
profit colleges and universities as. well as postsecondary voca-
tional, technical and profit-making institutions. ,

(b) Family Contr'ibution,Schedule

Tne law requires the Secretary to submit to Congres,s each year for'
approval a schedule indicating the formula for determining the
Expected Family Contribution (EFC). Th determination- of a stu-
dent's financial 'need rests in Pa1t on a determ'ination of the
amount a family is expected to contribute to a student's post-
secondary educatton. The formula takes into account parental and
stddent income, assets, family size, number of family members in
postsecondary education and educational expenses of other depend-'
ent students, Separate formulas are used for dependent and inde-
pendent students.

(c) Calculation of Awards At Full Funding

The maximum award $1,750 in academic year 1980-81. The minimum
award is $20O. The amount of a student's Pell Grant entitlement
is equal to $1,750 minus the expected family contribution. There
is a further limitation that payments cannot-exceed one-half the
cost of attendance, which includes actual or average tuition and
fee charges, actual or average room and board charges or a stan-
dard $1,100 living allowance and a Miscellaneous allowance of
$400. Finally, an award cannot exceed the difference between cost
and expected family contribution. In addition,.the amount of the
student's award is reduced if the student is attending,half-time.

(d) Calculation of Awards at Less than Full Funding

In the event that sufficient funds are not available to fully fund
all grants, student entitlements
with the following provisions:

If thv expected fatily
contribution is:

must be reduced in accordahOe

The student's entitlement
will be:

0 - 600 100% of the amount
601 - 800 90% of the amount.
8W - 1000 80% of the amount
1001 - 1200' 70% of the. amount
1201 - 1600 60% of the amount
1601 + 50% of the amount

The minimum award is $50 at les,than full funding. Awards may
not exceed one-half the cost of attendance, nor can they exceed
the difference between the cost of attendance and the expected
family cohtribution. No students may receive an award under
reduced funding who would not have received an award of at least
$200 under full funding. The amount of the student's award is

reduced if the student is attending half-time.
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(e) Application for Eligibility

Students apply forPell Grant awards annually by filing a Pell

Grant appiication or'other approved form. This application re-

quests financial information of the student and the student's

family that is neces'sary to calculate the expected family finan-

cial contribution. The application is sumbitted to a contractor

which processes it and returns to the student a student eligibili-

ty report (SER) which cbntaing a student eligibility index (SEI).

The SEI is equivalent to the expcted family contribution. The

student receives a Pell grant.by submitting the SER to the insti',

tution's financial aid offite. At the financial aid office the'

size of the Pell Grant is determined on the basis of the SEI and

the cost of attendance at that Institution. The award is gener-

ally disbursed by the institution.

Program Scope

Table 1
provides summary statistics for the program since its inception.

The Pell (Basic) Grant program has grown from fewer than 200,000 recipients

receiving under $50 million in 1973-74 to about 2.8 million recipients

receiving $2.4 billion in 1980-81. During this'period the average award

grew by nearly $600 and potential eligibility, expanded from full time

freshmen to all undergraduates enrolled on at least a half time basis.

In addition to this dramatic growth in size there ha4s been a change in the

composition of Pell Grant recipients. Table 2 shows the distribution of

recipients by family income and dependency status for the award periods

1975-76 through estimates for 1979-80. There was a large growth in- the

percentage of "independent" recipients after 1975-76. Most recently, the

implementation of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act (P.L. 9-566) in

1979-80, caused a substantial shift in the distribution towards middle-in-

come dependent students. As Table 3 shows this change in distribution has

also been reflected in the change in the number of recipients by income

category. It is estimated that the number of dependent Pell recipients from

families below $12,000 decreased between 1976-77 and 1979-80. The remaining

dependent and independent recipient categories showed a large increase.

The program provides assistance to t large majority of low-income students

(Table 4). As we would expect, as family income increases participation in

the program decreases. Table 5 shows the distribution of Pell Grants by

ethnicity and sex for 1978-79.

Ond measure of the eectiveness of the Pell Grant Program is its ability

to equalize the "flobr" of financial aid to help defray the costs of a

postsecondary education. That is, students have!,as an expected minimum,

a financial contribution expected from the family and a Pell Grant from

the Federal government. If the sum of these two, the "floor," is fairly

constant across family income levels then students start out facing the

same financial barriers regardless of family income. Table 4 shows that

to a great extent this "floor" is being equalized for dependent student

aid applicants with family incomes up to about $18,000, once institutional

type has been controlled for.
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For example, in 1979-80 dependent student aid applicants enrolled a- four-
year' public chools have the sum of expected family contribution a/nd Pell
Grant equa1l to about 48 percent of cost up to $18,000 of family/income.
In 4-year tprvaté schools the equalization appears up to abdót-$18,000 at
around 35 percent. At incomes above $18,000 these fractions of cost in-
crease.

For 'independent students, the fraction of cost met by expected c ntribution
and Pell Grapt was, in 1979-80, generally lower than those un er $18,000
dependent student by institutional sector. The cost of educat'on for in-
dependent students is, on average, higher-than that for depende t students.
This is due to a higher likelihood of independent students havii,ig dependents
to support. 1ThuS, With the fractior of cost met by expected family contri-
bution and,/ i)ell Grants lower for independent and dependent/students, the
dollar amounts required from othe sources are higher. fOr independent
students than for dependent student

As a result-of the Middle Income tudent Assistance Act (IISAA) the,total
dollar awardS inCreased for all t tegories of income and dependency status
between 1978-79 and 1979-80. Alsp, there has been a dramatic shift in the
relative share of Pell Grant funds and recipients toward Ole middle income
student (See)Table 7 for an incl./cation of the change in/distribution for
first time s udents). In additi n, the effect of Pell lants has been the
near equaliz tion of the "flooru/of combined Pell Grant a, d expected family'
contribution as a percentage ofrcost for dependent student aid applicants
with,family incomes up to $18, 00, once institutional .ype is controlled
for. It was also found that omen and minorities rece ve Pell Grants in
proportions greater than their shares of the undergraduate enrollment.

Table 3 a decrease in 19 9-80 in the number of P 11 Grant recipients
who were dep ndent and from farjiilies with incomes unde $12,0006 However,
the Middle Income Student Assistance Act which went i to effect in 1979-80
provided forHower expected family contributions and an increase innthe

.
maximum award. As a result, t e total funds awarded to each income group
increased. The percentage incr ase in funds was sli ht in the low income
categories and quite large in th middle and upper in ome groups.

1

Table 5 indicates that women_and minorities receive a larger share of Pell
Grant funds than their proportio of the undergraduate errollment. One
suspects the lower average ihcomé of minority stu

i

ents accounts for the
distribution by ethnicity. It is ot clear whether , lower income or higher
propensity of'women to.apply for aid accounts for the distribution by gex.

.

I

..

Program Effectiveness and Progress
'

1

I

The Middle Intome, Student Assistance\ Act of 1978/ (MISAA) generally made
more,student aid available to financW aid recip'ents with family income
above $15,000. A 1980 study of the i'mpact of MI AA on aid recipients of
individual prog ams shows that there whs a very ramatic effect upon Pell

roups duri
increased
probabi
from .

Grant recipient in almost all income
of MISAA. Ever,i, income category had an
a Pell Grant (Figure 1). This increase
two lowest income categories, increasin
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group nd from .74 to .77 in the $6-12,000 bracket. For those with family

incomes ove $12,000, however, the increased probabilities of award were

very large. from .46 to .66 ($12-18,000); from .18 to .52 ($18-25,000);

from .06 to .34 ($25-30,000); and, from .04 to .08 for those with family

income above $30,000.

Furthermore, Pell Grant awards were generally larger, with only the $6-

12,000 group receiving somewhat smaller average awards (Figure 2). The

lowest income group had an average award which increased by 13%. Middle

-income recipients had significantly larger increases in average Pell

Grant awards: 41 percent for the $12-18,000 bracket and 46 percent for the

$18-25,000 segment. Even the $25-30,000 group., had a small increase of

3%.

These distributions indicate that MISAA had a large and immediate eff6ct

on middle-income students applying for participation in the Pell Grant

program.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

Although recent impact studies have been completed, A Higher Education

Panel Study been developed to determine how much financial aid is received

by summer session students. It will also survey the use of electronic data

processing equipment in the administration of student financial aid at the

institution level. A new study building upon earlier works will begin in

the fall of 1982 to study the impact of expected changes in the Higher

Education Amendments of 1980.

Source of Evaluation Data

Applied Management Sciences, Inc., "Study of Program Management Procedures

in the Campus-Based and Basic Grant Programs, "U.S. Office of Education,

OED, Contract #300-77-0498.

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further :information about program operations,

Contact: Joseph yignone, 472-4300

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Dan Morrissey, 245-7884 .
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Table 1

Pell Grant Program
Summary Statistics For Cross-Year Reference

AWARD PERIOD

1973-1974 1974-1975 1975-1976 197(-1977 1977-1978 1978-1979 1979-1980 1980-1981 1/

Number of Applicants
SubmittLng Official
Applications 512,866 1,304,877 2,339,337 3,590,379 3,884,047 3,885,383 4,186,716 2/

Number of Applicants
Submitting Valid
Applicationa 482,331 1,10,084 2,178,696 3,408,718 3,621,641 3,401,42B 3,868,429 2/

,

Number and Percent of 268,444 681,648 1,455,187 2,258,043 2,390,320 2,228,603 3,029,745Qualified Applicants (52.34%) (52.24%) (62.20%) (62.18%) (66.18%) (57.35%) (72.361) 2/

Number and Percent of Non, 213,887 432,436 723,509 1,150,675 1,231,321 1,172,825 838,684Qualified Applicants (41.70%) (33.14%) (30.93%) (32.05%) (32.03%) (30.19%) (20.03%) 2/
i

Number and Percent of
Applicants Returned
ror insufficient Data
and Never Re-8ub11itted 30,535 190.793 160.641 181,661 222.406 483,955 318,287for Proceasing (5.96%) (14.62%) (6.87%) (5.06) (5.79%) (12.46%) (7.60%) 21

co
cil

Ousber of Applicants
....i.U.A.LL.U1, Unofficial

no Applications
348,236 280,918 2/

Classes of Eligible Full time Full time Fteahmen All All All All AllApplicants Freshmen Freahnen i Sophomores Under- Under- Under- Under- Under-Sopbomorea Juniors Graduates Graduates Graduates Graduates GraduatesNumter of Eligible

Applicants Selected
for Validation

119,263 232,118 2/

Number of Recipients 176,000 567,000 1,217,000 1,944,000 2,011,000 1,893,000 21537,875 2,855,000

Total ExpendLtures 47,589,000 $356,353,000 $925,998,000 $1,475,444,000 $1,524,340,000 $1,580,947,000 $2,504,911,291 $2,518,000,000

Average Basic Grant $270 $628 $761 $759 $758 $825 $987 $882

Minimum Basic Grant $ 50 $50 $200 $200 $200 $50 $200 $150

Maxlmun Basic Grant $452 $1,050 $1,400 $1,400 $1,400 $1,600 $1,800 $1,750

I. Ihe percentages or Qualified Applicants
and Non-Qualified Applicants and the percentage 1/ ,. Estimatedor Applicants returned for boufficient Data and Never He-submitted to Processing add -2i Nut currently avaLlab1eup to 100 percent.

2. qhe minimum Basic Grant for the 1974-75 arid 1978-79 Award Periods was $50 due to reduced Source: OSFA, USOE.funding.



Table 2

:hanging :OMDOS,t,Orl
at deli ;rant ge,,,,erts

By Student Statws

lndependent Students

3tpendent Students
dy Family Incore

Less than 56.000

56.000-12,030

Over S12,000

1975-76 1976-77

Percent of Recipients

1177.20 197E.79

27% 36% 39% 36% 32:

30 26 25 22 13

32 2E 25 2E 19

11 11 11 17 26

100: 106 10211 1021. :Cc:

Source: Office of Student Financial
Assistance's merged Ag;licant Anc*:ien:

dito Wes.

Independent Students

Dependent Students
by Faintly Income

Less than 56.000

16000-12,0041

dyer 512.000

1/ ----773/ 7/ -----7 /

tOTAL
1945(.583) 1846 1837(.7%) 2538(.3E%)

Table 3*

Changes in the Number of llasic Grant Recipients

Number of Recipients in
Thousands (% Increese Prim Prior Year)

1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80

700(.111%)
716 674(41) . 857(.27%)

506(.37%)
622 401(-365) 338(463)

545(.39i) 365 456(.25%) 470(.3%)

214(.585)
149 306(.105%) 903(.195)

Source: 1/ Set Table 7

2/ Set Table 2

3/ lecause data is from 2
different sources. % change fs not

calculated fry. 1976-77 to 1977.7E.

Table 4

101173:74:

Independent Students
32%

Dependent Students by
Family Income

Less than 56.000
79:

S 6.000-12.000
62%

$12,000-18,000
33:

$18,000-25.000
10%

525.000-30,000
5%

3ver $30,000
I%

'OTAL All Income
Categories

Source: 'Study of drogrem Management
procedures in he :amoLs-Based and

Easic ;rants Program - Stage 2, Applied management Sciences,

giT,er.Soring, Maryland. Punded by the Office of Evalustion

and 0issemination, JSCE.
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Thble 5

Distribution of Basic Grants by Ethnicity and Sex-1978-79

Ethnicity Percentage of
Recipients

Percentage of
Dollar Awards

Undergraduate
Population

1. American Indian/ 2.8 3.1 0.8
Alaskan Native

2. Aaian/Pacific 3.2 3.0 3.3
IsLulder

3. Black, Not 34.0 36.7 12.3
Hispanic

4. Hispanic , 16.8 15.4 6.0

5. White 43.3 41.8 77.5

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sex

1. Male 39.6 38.9 45.5

2. Female 60.4 61.1 514.5

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: "Study of Program Management Procedures in the Campus-Based end
Basic Grants Programs - Stage 2", Applied Management Sciences;
Silver Spring, Mariland. Funded by the Office of Evaluation
and Disamination, USOE.

Table 6

EPC + BEOG as the "Floor" - Per Cent of Cnet Met by
Expected Family Contribution and Baaic Grants for Aid Applicants

By Family Inane (1979-80)

Pbur-Year Fbur-Year Two-Year TWo-Year
Public Private Public Private Proprietary

EFC EPC EPC EFC EPC

EFC BEOG EFC BBOO EFC BEM EFC BEDG EFC EfOG

Dependent Student
holly Income

$0- 6,000 6 4 8 8
/ -

35 18 49 15 49 11 45,
6,000-12,000 10 47 9 31 21 53 15 46 15 46
12,000-18,000 19 47 19 35 28 58 20 45 27 50
18,000-24,000 36 56 28 40 39 62 33 53 27 43
24.000-30,000 44 58 46 45 49 ;0 55 68 32 41
Cwer $30,000 53 61

.
56 59 69 71 a

Independent 8 24 8 20 10 56 12 33 6 31

Source: "Study of the Impact of the Middle Inca:* Student Assistance Act";
Applied ManAgement Sciences; Silver Spring, Maryland. Prnded by
the Office of Evaluation and Disaemination, USOE.

Insufficient data.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION.PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Supplemental Educational OppOrtunity Grants Program

Legislation:

Title IV Subpart A-2, Public Law 92-318,
86 Stat. 251; as amended PL. 94-482 and
PL. 96-374

Funding History: Year

Explration Date:

September 30, 1985

Authorization 1/ Appropriation

1974 $200,000,000 $210,300,000
1975 200,000,000 240,300,000
1976 200,000,000 240,093,000
1977 200,000,000 250,093,000
1978 200,000,000 270,093,000
1979 200,000,000 340,100,000
1980 200,000,000 370,000,000
1981 200,000,000 370,000,000
1982 . 200,000,000 370,000,000 (est.)

Program Goals and Objectives

The purpose of the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG)Program is "to provide, through institutions of higher education, supple-
mental grants to assist in making available the benefits of postsecondary
education to qualified students whp demonstrate financial need in accordance
with the provisions of Section 482." The more general related goal is to
contribute to the promotion of the financial aspect of equality of educa-
tional opportunity at the postsecondary level by equalizing the suM of
expected family contribution and grant aid among students at similar costs
institutions.

Program Operations

(a) Student Eligibility

SEOG awards are limited to students who are enrolled at least half-
time as undergraduates at their respective institutions, who
maintain "satisfatory progress," and who have "financial need."
Institutions may use 10 percent of their SEOG funds to make awards
to undergraduate students who are enrolled less than half-time.

1/ For initial year grants plus such sums as may be needed for continuing
grants.
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(b) Student Applicants and Awards

Students apply for SEOG's through the financial aid administrators

at their institutions. The financial aid administator determines,

individual awards and amounts on the'basis of available funds and

the financial needs of students. The maximum SEOG is $2,000 per

year. A student is eligible to receive a supplemental grant for

the period of time needed to complete the first undergraduate

baccalaureate course of study.,

(c) Institutional; Applications and Awards

For purposes of Federal allocation to institutions there are actu-

ally two SEOG programs--an initial year (IV) and a continuing year

(CY) program. The Department of Education determines the propor-

tions of total program funding that are allotted to IY and CY

uses. Initial year awards can only be made to students who have

never before received an SEOG while continuing year awards can only

be made to prior recipients. The 1980 amendments distribute funds

by IY and CY categories but expenditures may be interchanged be-

tween IY and CY funds and needed.

Institutions apply for SEOG funds, both IY and CY, annually through the

"FISAP" (cbmbined Fiscal Operations Report and Application for Campus-

.Based Aid). The FISAP became operational in the fall of 1978 for funds to

be used during the 1979-80 academic year. Prior to this, institutions

applied for funds by an application for a specific funding level that was

reviewed at the ED Regional Office level. Institutional awards were de-

termined by prorating approved application requests on a State by State

basis so- as not to exceed total appropriations.

The current process allots both IY and CY funds to States for further

allocation to institutions in thestates _on the basis of a statutory

forMulas. All data elements used to compute an institution's allocation

funding level are auditable and verifiable.

Program Scope

The SEOG program has grown from $210 million in the 1974-75 academic

year to $370 millton for the 1980-81 academic year or 76 percent over'

six years. The average (per recipient) award has risen over this period

from about $500 to over $600.

The changing composition of SEOG 'recipients is shown in Table 1. There

has been an increase in the percentages of recipients who are declared

"independent" of their parents for financial aid purposes and of dependent

recipients with family income above $12,000. Table 2, shows the distribution

of SEOG recipients and funds by ethnicity and gender for 1978-79.

The percentage of undergraduates enrolled at least half-time receiving

$E0G in 1978-79 is shown in Table 3. As family income decreases the

hood of being a recipient increases. There were approximately one-half

million student recipients during 1978-79:
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There are-approximately 3,00 institutions participating in the SEOG pro-
gram. Their funding by type and control is shown in Table 4. Although
only about 20 percent of all undergraduates are enrolled in private insti-
tutions, roughlyb40 percent of the SEOG funds went to these schools. This
is because needy students at higher-cost pl-tvate institutions require larger
amounts of aid than they would require at generally lower-cost public insti-
tutions.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

o SEOG awards are meeting between three and four percent of the cost of
----atteTeinCe of undergraduate student aithapplicants. (Table 5)

o Within institutional type the fraction of cost being met by SEOG gen-
erally remained the same up to about $24,000 in family income and re-
mained faiTly constant by year in school.

o In 1979-80 an estimated 13 percent of all SEOG recipients did not re-
ceive a Basic Grant. In 1978-79, this figure was 25 percent.
(Table 6)

Women and minorities received SEOG awards in greater proportions than
their share of the undergraduate enrollment.

Table 5 shows the estimated increase in the percentage of budget met by non-
returnable (expected family contribution, grants, and scholarships) aid

attributable to SEOG. The average increase is between 3 and 4 percent of
budget - slightly higher in the public and proprietary sectors, lower in
the private sector. Within each sector, these budget percentages remained
fairly constant up to $24,000 in family income and decreased for aid
applilcants having more than $24,000 of family income. There were no

majorldifferences by year in school. ,

In Tal7')le 6, the percentage of SEOG recipients who do not receive Pell
Grants is shown. In total, about 13 percent of SEOG recipients (fewer

then 100,000) did not receive a Basic Grant in 1979-80. This contrasts
sharply, with 1978-79 in which around 25 percent of SEOG recipients, did
not receive a Basic Grant. For depehdent students with family incomes
above $18,000 more than half of all SEOG recipients did not receive
B.asic Grants in 1978-79. With the passage of the Middle Income Student
Assistance Act in 1979-80, and its expanded eligibility for Basic Grants,
these pekcentages have dropped sharply.

1

The Middle Income Student Assistance Adt of 1978 (MISAA) generally made
more student aid available to financial aid recipients with family in-
come above $15,000. A 1980 study of the impact of MISAA on aid re-

cipients of individual programs shows that applicants generally had a

slightly reduced probability of receiving an SEOG award after the passage
of MISAA. All income groups except-the two highest had reduced chances ,of
obtaining an SEOG award (Figure 1). However, the magnitude of 'these

changes was insignificant except for the $6-12,000 group where the pro-
bability of a SEOG award dropped from .23 to .20.
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Table 1

Income Distribution a MCC Recipients in Percents
Pr.= 1974-75 td 1979-80

1971-75 1976-77 1978.79 1979-E0
,

Lass then $6,000 39% 24 17 17

,

6.000 - 12,000 30 41 21 20

....,"

Over 12,000 6 19 32 32

Independent

Snarl

_._

100

26

100

31

100 100

Sources; "Study of Program Panagement Prccedures in the Caspas-Elased end
Basic Grant Programs - Stage 2", end "Study of the Impact of the
Middle Inccre Student Assistance Act." Applied Managnsent Sciences;
Silver Spring, Maryland. Pursied by the Office of Evaluaticc end

Dissemination. USOE.

Table 2 -

Diatributical of 3pp1IwntL1 Grants
by Ethnicity and Gender 1978-79

Ethnicity

Percentage of
Recipients

Percentage of
Dollar Awards

Undergxaduste
Population

--- Prserican Indian,'

Alaskan Native ,2.4 2.5 0.8

Asim/PacIfIc 4.4 4.5 3.1

Black, Not His;anic 31.7 33.7 12.3

Hispanic 10.7 11.0 6.0

%bite 47.9 48.3 ....M2

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Gander

'Mlle 42.3 - 41.6 45.5

Perale -5142
.22..4 .221

Total c, 100.0 100.0 100.0

:

Source; "Study of Program laragment Ln the Campus-Based end

Basic Grants Precuts - Stage 2." ied lanewparent Sciences;

Silver Spring. Maryland. PUnded by\the Office of Evaluation

and Diaaallnation USDE.

Table 3

Percentage of Postsecondary Undergraduates

Enrolled at Least Half-time
Receiving SEOG in 1978-79

All Income Categories

. Independent

Dependent with
Family Income,

$ 0 - 6,000

6,000 - 12,000

12000 . 18,000

18000 - 24,000

24,000 - 30,000

Over S30,000
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Table 4

DDstributim of 1978-79 and 1979-80 Allocations Of SE5G-
by Type 31' Institution

w
.

1978L79

'SEDG-IY

198D-81 1978-79

SEDG-CY

1980-1981

SE00=ibtal

1980-811979-80 1979-80 1978-79 1979-80

Pau-Year Public - 34% 34% 35% 43% 41% 41% 38% 37% 38%

Ikau -Year Pr ivate 30 32 31 4 45 43 36 38 36

11a,-Year Public ' 17 16 17 10 9 10 14

i

14

11an-Year PrOnate 3 4 3 2 3 3 3 3 3

Proprietary 16 14 14 2 2 lo ._,2_

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

___/_

100% 100% 100%

__2_

100%

National Allocation
($ million) 146 184 200 124 156 170 270 340 370

Source: Office of Student Flnanclal Assistance.

Table 5
Percent of Cost Being Met by

"Packaged" Norlo-Returnable Aid, With and Without SEOG for 1979-80
By Type of Institution

Student
TYPe '

Four-Year
Public

Four-Year
Private

' m/ w/o
SFU1 SEW

Two-Year
Public

TWo-Year
Private Proprietary

w/
SEW,

w/o
SEM

.w/
SEW

w/o
SECG

w/
gFrr,

w/o
sex

w/
s Pm

w/o
Stu,

Independent lp 32 36 32 34 31 45 44 39 37

Dependert
With Family
Inwnel

ID - 6,000 67 62 62 57 61 55 61 60 56 51
6,000 - 12,000 60 57 60 54 61 55 65 64 58 52

12,000 - 18,000 59 56 60 56 67 60 57 56 61 55
18,000 - 24,000 6. 64 65 61 67 64 66 65 53 48
24,000 - 30,000 64 63 68 66 72 72 77 77 .
Over 30,000 70 69 75 74 82 81 .

All 54 51 59 56 48 44 58 57 47 4S

Pr eataan 60 49 63 59 49 45 58 57 47 43
Sophomore 53 49 60 57 47 41 59 56 46 43
Junior 52 49 55 52 -- -- -- --
Senior .49 47 55 52 -- -- -- __ -- --

Source: "Study of Program Managenent Procedures in the Campua-Bnned and Basic
Grant Prograne - Stagm 2"; Applled Management Sciences; Silver Spring,
Maryland. Funded by the Office of Evaluation and Dissemination, USOE..

Ineufficient Data.
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Eatiniated Percent of

Thble 6

Recipients with No BEOG for 1979-80

by Type or Institution

,

Pour-Year IPbur-Year .Two-Year Two-Year

Public Private Public Private Proprietary

$ 0 - 6,000 6% 4 6 0 3

6,000 7 12,0dC 7 1 5 1 8 0

r

12,000 - 18,000 5
i

.7 19 10 i °
(

18,000 - 24,000 19 19 25' 9 ?6

\

24,000 - 30,000 9 23 -- 19 --

Over 30,000 17 43

Independent 17 12 26 43

Total 11 12 19 13 - 5

/

Source: "Study of the Impact of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act;"
Applied Management Sciences; Silver Spring, Maryland., FUnded by
the Office of Evaluation and Dissemination, USCE.
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The average size of a SEOG award after MISAA was only insignificantly

larger for most income groups (Figure 2). Average increases of 2 percent

or less were recorded for those with family incomes up to $18,000 while

those in the $18-25,000 category had an average increase of 4 percent

and those in the $25-30,000 bracket had an increase averaging 28 percent.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

All recent Studies have been completed. A new study to measure the

impact of changes made in the program as a result of the Higher Education

Amendments.of 1980 will be conducted in the Fall of 1982.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Applied Management Sciences, Inc., "Study of the Impact of the Middle

Income Student As:::istance Act," U.S. Office of Education, OED,

Contract #300-79-043.

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further inforMation about program operations,

Contact: Robert Coates, 245-2320.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Daniel Morrissey, 245-7884.

,amegb
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

State Student Incentive Grant Program

Legislation: Expi rati on Date :

Title IV, Subpart A-3 of the Higher Education September 30, 1985
Act; as added by Public Law 92-318; as amended
by Public Laws 94-482, 95-43, 95-566, 96-96,
and 96-374.

Funding Historl.y: Year Authorization Apprcpriation

1973

1974
1975

1976
1977

1978
.1979

1980
1981

1982
1983

1984
1985

$50,000,000
50,000,000
50,000,000
50,000,000
50,000,000
50,000,000
50,000,000
50,000,000

100,000,000
100,000,000
150,000,000
200,000,000
250,000,000

1/

77
1/
T7
17
-1-7

1/
7/

None
$20,000,000
20,000,000
44,000,000
60,000,000
63,750,000'
76,750,000
.76,750,000
76,750,000
76,750,000

2/

Program Goals and Objectives:

The SSIG program is designed to encourage States to develop or expand
grant assistance to students with "substantial financial need" who attend
eligible postsecondary institutions by sharing the cost of such state
grants. Through this Federal-State partnership in student assistance,
SSIG contributes to, and provides an incentive for States to contribute
to, the longer term goal of equality.of educational opportunitY. At the
same time, the network of- State scholarship agencies provides a locus
for State attention to the needs of higher education students in particular
and the State's higher education servicesjin general.

Program Operations:

SSIGP is a 50-50 cost-sharing (State-Federal) program under which Federal
funds are allotted/reallotted to the States based on a formula reflecting
current student attendance patterns. Reallotment is permitted if a State
does not use all of its current allotment. .Disbursements are made directly

1/ ruu uLIi uMb ct, may ue ueeueu lur corminuciLlon grdlics.
-'27 Only $19,000,000 was released for allotment.
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from the'Federal Government to the ,States and from. the States to post-

secondary institutions on behalf of students. While States are responsible

for the selection of grant recipients, .selection criteria are subject to

review by the Secretary, and individual student grants are limited to

$2,000 per academic year. States pay all administrative costs and may

employ any distribution procedure that falls within the overall scope of

the statute.

States are required to administer the funds through a single State agency,

with no Federal allowance for administrative costs. To ensure maintenance

of effort,. State matching for student awards must be in excess of the

ambunt the State spent for grants two fiscal years prior to the year

the State initially received aid under the SSIG program. Education

Amendments of 1980 provide that student grant expenditures by States

must not be less than the average for the preceding three fiscal years

or the average per fulltime student for those years.

Program Scope:-

Fifty-seven States,and territories are potentially eligible for matching

grants under the SSIG program. In FY 1974, the first year of SSIG opera-
tion, scholarship programs were expanded in 27 States, and completely new

programs were established in 14 States and territories. The following

year, 9 new States and the District of Columbia joined the network of

jurisdictions with operational State scholarship programs. By FY 1978,

all eligible States and territories had joined in the SSIG network. Table 1

shows the growth of State aid programs, including the Federal share of total

State grant payout.

Table 2 shows the unevenness of State matching capability and the degree

to which some States are dependent upon SSIG incentives to maintain their

needbased scholarship programs. For the nation as a whole, in 1980.-81,

SSIG funds ($76.75 million) are approximately 0 (with matching, 16%) of

the total State grant payout ($912 million). All States use SSIG and

State matchinjg to expand eligibility; however, 28_States - primarily those

with newer State grant programs - depend heavily upon SSIG plus matching

to support their original programs. Based on their higher education

enrollments, these 28 States all together receive and match almost a third

-of the SSIG appropriation, but their total payout for scholarships is only

$86 million, or less than 10 percent of the total nationwide payout. In

fact, 16 of these States depend entirely upon SSIG and State matching for

their scholarship programs; these 16 States are eligible for approximately

$8 million in SSIG funds, based on their higher education enrollments, but

they are not now able to match all of it and are releasing more than $1

million for reallotment to other States. The total paYout of these States,

including SSIG and matching, is $14.7 million, or about 2 percent of the

total nationwide State grant payout. The chierobservation from internal

evidence related to the above analysis is that States need time to develop

their State grant Programs and to expand their eligibility to students and

IfISLILULIONS.

At the other end of the matching continuum, 6 States with mature programs

(New York, Pennsylvania, Vermont, Illinois, New Jersey, and Minnesota)
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heavily overmatch their SSIG funds. Based on their enrollments, these 6

States receive $17.5 Million (23%) of the SSIG appropriation; however,
because they have strong State programs, their total payout is estimated
at $518 million or approximately 56% of the total nationwide.

Between the two groups at opposite ends of the matching continuum-are
17 other States which, together, are eligible for $34 million or about
45% of the SSIG appropriation and estimate their payout at $309 million
or 34% of total State grants nationwide.

Under the definition of "substantial financial need," States have a wide
latitude in their selection of grant recipients. .Some States define
"relative need" as the difference between the student's resources and the

cost of attending his particular.-4-nstitution. Others measure need in
terms of income, giving larger grants to those with least resources. Some

States use need criteria established by State law, leaving institutions

to make up the difference between State awaTds and student need.

The original SSIG statute provided sepaTate authorization for initial and

continuation student awards. As the pattern of support for four full
undergraduate years was reached, the program was level funded. However,

the limitation on the amount of funds.which could be.spent for initial
awards forced States to keep separate records in order to account for
continuations; the 1980 amendments consolidate the authorization into a
single program, effective in the fall of 1980, and permit States -- at

their option -- to incl,ude graduate and less-than-half-time students,
thus expanding assistance to nontraditional students.

1

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

o Available data suggest that the SSIG prograM has been highly success-
ful in stimulating the development of a network of State scholarship
programs for the delivery of financial aid to students. The number

of States with such programs almost doubled during the, first two

years of SSIG operations. By Fiscal Year 1978 all States and terri-
tories had joined the SSIG delivery system. Annual surveys of the

National Association of State Scholarship ancr Grant Programs report

that the State level of funding for student-aid has risen dramatically
over the years the SSIG has been in effect. Table 1 shows the

growth in State programs and the amount from SSIG. When SSIG was

started in 1974-75, the total State-grant payout nationwide was
$440.8 million, including $19 million from SSIG. In 1980-81, State-

grant pa3 ...t. is estimated at $912.0 million, of which $76.75 million

is from SSIG.

o Rates of growth among State programs vary markedly, depending upon
State economic conditions and philosophy; the newer programs need
time to develop matching capability. Table 3 and other background
information for Table 2 stiows that States with mature scholarship
nrnnramc lthnco with nrnnramc in exicfence hefore SSIG) oenerallv
have considerable overmatching, while those with programs started
more recently depend more heavily upon Federal funds and State

matching. For example, -of the 23 States where SSIG. Federal funds
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acctint for less than 20 percent of total State grant payout, only

three States (Virginia, Colorado, and Kentucky) did not _have any

programs in operation.before SSIG. By comparison, of the 22 States
where SSIG is 30 percent or more of ,otal State grant payout, only

v' two States (North Dakota and Washington) had any kind of State

scholarship programs before SSIG.

o State grant assistance is distributed more towards middle and upper

income students than is Federal grant assistance. This is shown in

Table 4.

o Approximately 15 percent of all undergraduates enrolled at least

half-time received need-based State'grants in 1978-79. Tables 5A and

58 break down this percentage by income and by type and control or
institution. As expected, tfte proportion of undergraduates receiving
need-based State grants decreases with increasing income.

Onjoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

National Association of State Scholarship and Grant Programs, 12th
Annual Survey, NoVember, 1980.

Education Commission .of the States, "Study of State Student Incentive
Grant Programs and State Scholarst)ip Programs," U.S. Office of Educa-

tion, OED, Contract #300-76-0367.

Program files,-Office of Postsecondary Education.

Applied Management Sciences, Inc., "Study of,Program Management Proce-
dures in the Campus-Based and Basic Grant Programs," U.S. Office of

Education, OED, Contract #300-77-0498.

Applied Management Sciences, Inc., "Study of the Impact of the Middle
Income Student Assistance Act," U.S., Office of Education, OED, Contract

#300-79-0437.

Washington Office of thecCollege Board, "The State Student Incentive
Grant Program, An Assessment of the Record and Options for the Future,"

by Janet S. Hansen. College Entrance Examination Board, New York,

1979. 36 pages.
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Washington Office of the College Board, "Student Aid and Tuition in

Washington State, A Case Study of Federal-State Interaction," by Seth

P. Brunner and Lawrence E. Gladieux. College Entrance Examination

Board, New York, 1979. 31 pages.

Congressional Budget Office, "Federal Student 'Assistance: Issues and

Options." March 1980. 73 pages.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Lanora G. Smith, 472-42611..

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Daniel Morrissey, 245-7884.
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Table 1

History Since 1969-70 of State-FUnded Need-Based

Undergraduate Scholarship/Grant Programs

Year

# of States/
Territories Number Recipients

Dollar Payout
(Millions)

SSIG FederalTotal

1969-70 19 470,000 $199.9

1970-71 21 535,200 236.3

1971-72 .23 604,000 268.6

1972-73 29 661,700 315.5

1973-74 31 733,300 364.2

1974-7-5-- 37 813,100 440.8 $19.0

1975-76 48 901,900 510.2 20.0

1976-77 55 1,104,400 651.4 44.0

1977-78 56 1,161,400 737.0 60.0

1978-79, 57 1,217,750 789.2 63.75

1979-89; 57 1,278,429 864.5 76.75

1 80- 1 57 1,319,809 (est.) 912.0 76.75

)

Source: National Association of State Scholarship and Grant Programs, 12th Annual

Survey, Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency, Harrisburge, Pa.

17102, November 1980.
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Table 2

Ratio of Federal SSIG funds in State Grant Payout,
50 States and D. C., 1980-81 (Based on data fram
NASSGP 12th Annual Survey and SSIG Program Records)

Number States, by
SSIC % of Total
State_Grant Payout
(Double % to include Match)

SSIG (Federal Only) Tbtal State Grant Payout
Funds % of -

(000) Tbtal

Up to 5% Federal - 6 States $17,503
(N,Y. 2%0 Pa. 4%. VT. 4%
Ill. 5%; N.J. 5%, Minn. 5%)

6% to 19% Federal - 17 States 34,494
Io. 6%, Ind. 7%, S.C. 7%,
Wisc. 7%, R.I. 8%, Oh. 9%,
Mich. 11%, Con. 14%, Cal. 14%,
Or. 14%, Mass. 15%, Mo. 15%,
Va. 15%, Col. 16%, Kans. 17%,
W. Va. 18%, Ky. 18%

'23%

45%

20% to 29% Federal - 6 States
Tenn. 20%, Fla. 22%, Me. 23%,
Tex. 23%, Md. 24%, Ark. 25%

10,350 13%

30% to 49% Federal - 6 States 5,923 8%
N.D. 35%, Wash. 36%, Del. 36%,
Ut. 37%, Ga. 38%, N.C. 45%

50% Federal FUnds - 16 States 7,342 10%
Ala., Alas., Ariz ., D.C., Haw.,
Ida., La., Miss., Mont., Nebr.,
Nev., N.H., N.M., Okla., S.D.,
wyo.

Federal funds not matched by the 1,138
50% States, to be realloted to
other States

Tbtals (SSIG as % of total 76,750 100%
State Grant Payout is 8%) (000)

March 1981
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Amount
(ow)

% of Total

$517,632 56%

308,548 34%

42,534 5%

28,602 3%

14,684

N/A

912,000

'Moo)

2%

N/A.



TABLE 3

SSIG AS PERCENT OF TOTAL STATE GRANT PAYOUT - - 1980-81*

RANK ORDER (Low to High) - - THE FIFTY STATES AND

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

STATE
% FEDERAL (SSIG) 1980-81

New York
Pennsylvania
Vermont
Illinois
New Jersey

/2

/5

Minnesota
/5

Iowa
16

Indiana
77

South Carolina
Wisconsin

V7

Rhode Island
All atates

8-

1,/ 9

v'llOhio
Michigan
Connecticut

,v-14

Caifornia
,./14

Oregon
v'14

Massachusetts
V.15

Missouri
715

Virginia
15

Colorado
16

Kansas
v'17

West Virginia
v'18

Kentucky
18

Tennessee
/20

Florida
,v22

Maine
v/23

Texas
/23

Maryland
,v/24

Arkansas
25

North Dakota
./35

Washington
v/36

Delaware
36

Utah
_ 37

Geocgia
38

North Carolina
45

Alabama ,

50

Alaska
50

Arzcra
50

of rolkmbia
50

50

:ddrIC.
50

Louisjana 50

Mississippi 50

Montana 50

Nebraska 50

Nevada 50

New-Hampshire 5Cr'

New Mexico 50

Oklahoma 50

South Dakota 50

Wyoming

*Data from 12th Annual Survey of National Association of State

Scholarship and Grant Programs, and SSIG Program Records.

Mature programs ; made student grants before SSIG
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TABLE 4

Distr4ut1on of Undergraduate Need-based
State Grant Aid Assistance vs. Federal Grant Assistance

by income (1979-80)

Percentages of Undergraduate Financial
D011ar Awards Aid Applicants

State Federal*

Dependent with

Undergraduate
Students

(Enrolled at
least Half-Time)

Family Income
,

$ - 0- 6,000 15 18 18 6

$ 6,000-12,000 15 17 16' 8
$12,000-18,000 18 15 13 a_ 12

$18,000-24,000 16 10 10 14

$24,000-30,000 9 14 5 6
over $30,000 .5 1 3 16

Independent 23 '34 35 38

,

TOTAL 100 100 100 100

Source: Student Record Data from: "The Study of the Impact of the Middle Income
Student Assistance Act"; Applied Management Sciences; Silver Spring,

Maryland. Funded by the Office of Evaluation and Dissemination, USOE.

*Federal "need-based" grant assistance of Basic and supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grants (BEOG and SEOG).

382



TABLE_5A: PROPORTION OF POSTSECONDARY UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS ENROLLED AT LEAST

HALF-TLME RECEIVMG PARTICULAR FORMS OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE BY TOTAL'

FAMILY INOCME AND DEPEZBNCY: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-'79

Source of

TOTAL FAMILY INCOME

DEPENDENS

Financial .$-- 0- $ 600- $12,000- $18,000- $25,000- $30,006,-

Add 5,999 11,999 17,999 24,999 29,999 INDEPENDENTS TOTAL

-BECG 7 79 62 33 10 5 1 32 29.

SECG 21 16 11 4 2 0 10 9:

ND,S, 19 22 21 13 ! 6 2 11 12,1

CWS 25 23 17 10 .
6 3 9 11

YIATE -. 31 30 26 17 11 5 9 15

TABLE 5B: PROPORTION CF PCSISEOONDAFE UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS ENROLLED AT LEAST HALF-TIME

RECEIVING ?ARTICULAR FORMS OF FMANCIAL ASSISTANCE BY TYPE AND CONTROL OF

INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79

1\*

TYPE AND CONTROL OF INSillUTTON

Source of
\

Financial ) PUBLIC PRIA

Aid 4-year 2-year- 4-year -year Proprietary Total

BEOG 29 26. 27 28 53 29

SECG 9' 5 ` 13 , 5 14 9

NDSL 13 .'i 23 4 '7 20 12

.,.4748
10 ' 22 8 16 2 11

STATE 16 '; 27. 7 12 10 15

SOURCE: "Study of Management Propedures In the Campus-Based and Basic Grant

Programs;" ,ApOlied Maragement Sciences; Silver Spring, Maryland.

Funded by the Qffice of Evaluation and Dissemdnation, USCE.

For further information about program.operations,

Contact: Lanora G. Smith, 472-4265.

For further Information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: .Ianiel Morrissey, 245-7884
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Guaranteed student Loan Probram

Legislation:

Title IV-B, Higher-Educatiop Act of 1965,
.enacted by Public Law 89-329, amended by
Public Laws 89-698, 89-752,(89-794, 90-
460, 90-575, 91-95, 92-318;'92-391, 93-269, .

94-328,, 94-482, 95-43, 95-5 1, 95-566,
96-49, and 96-374

FundingAistory:
...,

Year Loan Volume -.

.1966 $ 77,492,000/
1967 248,494,00
1968 435,840,000_/
1969 686,676,000
1970 839,666,000
1971 1,043,933,000
1972 1,301,577,000
.1973 1,198,523,000
1974 982,600,0001/

- 1975 1,208,000,0001/
1976 1,735,000,0001/
1977 1,470,000,00.02J
1978 1,648.,000,0002/

1979 2,250,000,000
1980 4,840,000,000 .

1981 7,300,000,0004/
1.982 9,479,000,0064/

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1985

Obligations 1/ Appropriation 1/

$ 9,500,000p
15,632,000 43,000,000/
39,937,000 40,000,000./
60,571,000 74,900,000
118,387,000 73,226,000
135,616,000 161,200,000
228,708,000 209,365,000
304,237,000 291,640,000
422,321,000 ; 398,668,000
464,163,000' 594,200,000
560,889,000. 807,787,000
538,996,000 . 357,314060
737,021,000 479,663,000
788,023,000 945,030,000'

1,597,877,000 1,609,344,000
2,662,000,0004/ 2,581,000,0004/
_3,637,000,0064/ 2,753,000,0004/

1/ Includes: advances for reserve funds, expenditures for interest pay-
ments,,speciala44administrative allowances, death and disability

- claims, bankruptcy claims and default claims. Costs for computer S&E

items are not included 'except for Fiscal Years 1978 thru 1980 which
include coMputer costs of $10.5 and $12.5 million respectively.

2/ Includes 1-ba7IS--under the now repealed National Vocational Student
Loan In'surance Act of 1965.

3/ Disbursed loan volume,rather than commitments as for prior years.

4/ 4dministration estimates as of June 15, 1981.
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Program Goals and Objectives

The objective of the program is to provide low-interest loans to students

attending eligible
institutions of higher education, subsidized, low cost

low-interest vocational, technical, business and trade schools, and eli-

gible foreign institutions. This program is designed to utilize loan

capital supplied primarily by commercial lenders but also by some educa-

tional institutions and State ami'private agencies acting as direct lenders.

These loans are guaranteed either by individual State or private nonprofit

agencies (reinsured by the Federal government) or directly by the Depertment

of Education. The objective of such guarantees is to provide long term,

low-interest, deferred payment,
noncollaterized loans to students and par-

ents of dependent undergraduates. Access to loan' capital is intended to

facilitate access by students to postsecondary
education and to a wider

choice in the types of institutions.
Guaranteed loans are an important

supplement to other Department of Education programs of student financial

aid, providing low-income students with an additional source Of funds and

providing many middle-and upper-income students with their primary source

of Federal assistance.

Program Operations

The principal of the loan is provided by participating lending institutions

such as commercial banks, savings and loan associations, credit unions,

insurance companies, pension funds, State agencies, and eligible educational

institutions. Repayment of loan is guaranteed by a State or private non-

profit agency or it is insured directly by the Education Department.

The following is a description of the program as it functioned in Fiscal

Year 1981. A student is eligible if he or she is enrolled and making

satisfactory academic year as determined by the institution, or accepted for

enrollment at least half time at an eligible institution and is a United

States titizen or is in the United States for other than a temporary

purpose and intends to become a permanent resident. Annual student loan

limits are $2,500 for undergraduate study to $5,000 for graduate study.

The total of loans outstanding cannot exceed $12,500 for any undergraduates

and $25,000 for any graduate and professional students, including undergrad-

uate 100.ns. All students were eligible for Federal interest benefits. The

parents of dependent
undergraduate students may borrow at at 9 percent in-

terest with, repayment
beginning within 60 days. Nine percent interest is

charged to first-time borrowers and is paid by the Federal Government prior

to the repayment period, which begins 6 months after leaving school, and

during all deferment periods. Loans made to borrowers who'have 7 percent

loans outstanding will be charged 7 percent interest and repayment begins

9-12 months after leaving school. Deferment of repayment is provided when

the student returns to full-time,study at an eligible educational institu-

tion or enrolls in certain graduate fellowship programs. A deferment period

of up to three years is also provided while the borrower is serving an

active duty in the Armed Forces or the PHS Commissioned Corps, in the Peace

Corps, or full-time volunteer programs conducted by ACTION, or during com-

parable comparable full-time vOluneer service in a non-profit organization.

Repayment is also deferred during a single period, not to exceed one year,

during such time that the borrower is seeking but unable to find full-time

employment, during required pre-professiona!
internships (up to two years),
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and during periods of temporary total disability of the borrower or h*s
spouse (up to three years).

A statutory formula provides for a Federal special allowance to be paid
to, lenders in order to promote an equitable return to holders of loans,
and to give appropriate consideration to relative administrative costs
and money market conditions. *The quarterly special allowance is computed
by determining the average of the bond equivalent rates of the ninety-one-
day Treasury bills for the three month period, by subtracting 3.5 percent
from this average, by rounding the resultant percent upward to the nearest
one-eight of one percent,'and by dividing the resultaot percent by four
(for 9 percent loans, rate is ninety-one-day lreasury bill rate minus
5.5 percent). Thus, for all student and parent loans parent loans
lenders are assured, a total yield, variable.each quarter, equal to
the annual average Treasury bill rate plus 3.5 percent.

Program Scope

Of the cumulative dollar amount of committments insured through Fiscal Year
1980, 31 percent has been insured directly under the Federal Insured Student
Loan Program (FISLP) and 69 percent under guarantee agencies. However, most
most states now operate.their own guarantee agencies and over 90 percent of
new loan voliime was insured under such programs in FY 1981. Loans are
provided to students attending 3,581 eligible schools of higher education,
3,289 vocational, technical, business, and-11-ade schools, and 856 foreign
educational institutions.

In Fiscal Year 1981, an estimated 12,000 institutions were approved and
making loans. These lenders made 236,000 federally insured loans as well as
2,078,000 guarantee 'agency insured loans, for a total of 2,314,000 loans
committed. The total amount of loan .committments was $4,840,000,000 in
Fiscal Year 1980. The average loan committed was $2,091. Fiscal Year 1981
loan volume is established at over $7.3 billion, with an average student
loan of $2,288.

Of the total Fiscal Year 1980 expenditures, $1.081 billion or 79 percent
was for payment of interest and special allowance. Of total Fical Year
1981 expenditures (estimated at $2.581 billion).

Program Effectiveness and,Progress

The CIRP (Cooperative Institutional Research Program) data for FY 1180
indicate that the percentage of all Freshmen participating in the Guaranteed
Student Loan Program increased sharply to 24 percent from 15 percent in FY
1979. This increase is proportional to overall increases in GSL program
volume between FY 1979 and FY 1980. 'Variation'from this overall participa-
tion rate for Freshmen is related b'eth to differences in family income and
to differences in institutional costs. In Fiscal Year 1980, GSLP participa-
tion by income 1/ was from 17 percent for those in the $1-5,999 income cate-
gory and 28 percent for those in the $25-39,999 category. Those in the
highest income category, $40,000 and above, participated at somewhat less
than the average rate of 21 percent. Borrower participation at generally
more expensive private institutions was 34 percent and at less expensive
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public institutions, 2hpercent. The highest borrower participation rate

for any yroup was 39 percent for males at private, 4-year colleges. The

lowest rate, 12 percent, was for females at 2-year public colleges.

Overall, male participation rates at all types of institutions was 26

percent as contrasted with 22 percent for females.

The Middle Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA) became effective on

November 1, 1978. Analysis of Fiscal Year 1979 and 1980 loans to Freshman

after MISAA had become effective, and Fiscal Year 1978 loans to Freshman

prior to the effects of MISAA, provides a measure of the changes in partic-

ipation rates by income. The income category of $25,000. and above had

been made newly eligible for interest subsidies as a result of MISAA. The

following table sets out these changes:

1978 1979 1980

Participation,

$25,000,+
8.5t 17.5% 24.5%

The participation rate for the two lowest income categories showed a

decrease over the three-year period.

Participation,
$1-15,000

25.0% 21.5% 20.5%

This decrease over the three-year peri,od, however, is almost entirely

accounted for by the lowest ($1-5,999) income category for whom addi-

tional Pell funds had been made available.

The Cooperative Institutional Research
PrograM (CIRP) survey of first-time

full-time Freshman enrolled for the 1980-81 academic year showed that

borrowers in the highest income category ($40,000+) represented 20.6.percent

percent of all Freshman in that category. This represented an increase in

participation from 11.8 percent the previous year, and, from 3.4 percent

in FY1978. (See attached table)

A study entitled, Sources of Loans for Students and Their Families for

Postsecondary Education was completed in September, 1980 by the Higher

Education Finance Reserach Institute of the University of Pennsylvania.

The study ex3mined trends in private, non-Federal education loan programs

primarely in relation to the Guaranteed Student Loan Program and the

National Direct Student Loan Program.

From 1973 thru 1979; the Guaranteed Student Loan dollar volume increased

by 149 percent, a compound annual growth rate of 16.4 percent, well over

twice the average annual rate of ihflation for that period. During the

same period;
available.toan funds in NDSL increased from $433 million to

$710 million, for a compounded.rate of 8.6 percent. Health professions

loans and nursing loans decreased from $57 million to $42.1 million.

Law enforcement loans increased by only 2.0% over the six-year period.

1/ Unweighted average across all familyincome categories.

387



GUARANTEED OTUDENT LOANS 8ATIED ON
FALL 1960 CIRP FIR8T.TIMEI FULL.TIMUDEPENDENT FRESHMEN

CELL ENTRIES ARE PERCENTAGE RECEIVING/AVERAGE RECEIVED

FAMILY INCOME . ALL8TUDOTS INSTITUTIONAL YEAR $1 TU $6,600. 8151000. $25,000. $40,000 INCOME
SEX CONTROL OFFERING 85,999 '114,999 824,999 $39099 AND UP GROUPS

TOTAL OVERALL MTV 1980 18.6 19.9 24,8 238 20.8 23.1
81,317 81,337 81,507 81,707 81,892 $1,644

TOTAL OVERALL WEAR 1978 12.1 23.5 15,8 10,2 3,6 12,2
. 81,034 81,191 $1013 81,532 81,618 11051

TOTAL UVERALL 4.YEAR 1979 10,6 15.3 20,4 19:5 13.7 17,3
81,134 4!,111,1774e 81,442 01,661 81,862 11,486

TOTAL OVERALL 4.YEAR 1980 14,1 29.6 25,5 270 21:8 23,3
$1,246 81.325 81,538 81,694 $1,870 81088

TOTAL OVERALL 2.YEAR 197$ 11,1 12.8 14,4 10:0 2.7 12,1
$984 81,174 811393 81,601 819710 81026

TOTAL OVERALL 2.YEAR 1979 8,0 11.0. 15,2 19.3 7.2 12.6
81.196 $1,127 81,416 $1,614 81.723 81097

TOTAL OVERALL 2.YEAR 1980 12,2 16.9 23,2 22.6 26.8 20,0
81,098 81,256 21,571 81.636 81,812 $1,522

TOTAL OVERALL OVERALL 1978 11.8 15.4 19.8 9.7 3.9 11.7
81,018 81,165 $1,392 81,599 81,613 81037

TOTAL OVERALL OVERALL 1979 9.6 13.5 17,8 17.3 11:5 % 15.3
816161 $1,165 81011 81,642 81,652 .$1,473

TOTAL OVERALL OVERALL 1980 13.9 18.7 24.6 25.8 20:6 22.3
81,210 81014 $1,542 41,684 818671 81085

a
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All non-Federal educational loan. services (primarily parent loans) ac-

counted for an estimated $421 million in 1973 and $691 million in 1978.

Th'is represents a rate of increase of 10.4 percent, compounded over the

five-year period. The largest components, of these non-Federal family

loans were insurance policy loans, non-insured loans bycolleges and

universities, and commerical bank loans. Recently, however, direct State

loan programs which serve student borrowers as lenders of last resort have

become the largest and fastest-growing non-Federal component. In aggregate,

3 non-Federal Postsecondary education loans amounted to only 27 percent of

combined GSL/NDSL volume at the end of 1978 and that percentage was rapidly

decreasing as GSL vol,ume experienced large increases.

In general slower growth in private, non-insured student loan programs is

attributable to inability to compete with heavily subsidized Federal pro-

grams, lack of knowledge about the availability of such programs, and

relative lack of participation by larger pools of private capital such as

pension funds and insurance companies. Vet

A Study entitled Indebtedness to Finance Postsecondary Education was com-

pleted in July, 1981 by the Educational Policy Research Institut* (EPRI)

of the Educational -Testing Service. The Contractor developed an economic

model for determining the reasonableness of accumulated education loan

indebtedness relative to-expected postschooling earnings profilet, household

expenditures and the indebtedness necessary to establish professional

practice. Using existing data, current indebtedless levels were estimated

and future indebtedness levels simulated. The reasonableness of these

indebtedness levels were evaluated in terms of projected earnings and

expediture profiles. The .model utilized actual cumulative debt burden

from a sample of 1977 graduates and was used to calculate requried monthly

loan payments as a percentage of net discretionary income. The model was

also used to project hypothetical debt burdens based upon ,t.arious combina-

tions of future income patterns, total cumulative debt, length of repayment

pertods, and future interest rates on student loans.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluations

The following studies are continuing and scheduled for completion in Fiscal

Year 1981:

(1) Parent Survey Component of High School and Beyond (Base Year Data

Collection)

This survey will collect data from a nationally representative sample.

of 5,000 parents of high school seniors. It will last from October

1979 through September 1980 and cost $400,000. The high school seniors

will have been surveyed a few months previously and it is expected that

thes'e same students and their parents will be surveyed again two years

later. The parent questionnare is currently being designed and field

tested (with Fiscal Year 1978 funds). The data collected by the parent

parent survey will relate to parental knowledge about postsecondary

schooling options (offerings, costs, and the availability of financial

aid), parental plans and actions to "finance their children's education,

family demographic, social and financial characteristics.
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(2) A new study to measure the:impact of changes made in the proram as a
result of the Higher Education Amendments of 1980 will be conducted in
the Fall of 1982. ReleVant, in light of 1981 amendments.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Higher Education Finance Research Institute (University of Pennsylva-
nia), Philadelphia, PA, Sources of Loans for Students and their Fami---
lies for Postsecondary Education, September 30, 1980.

Cooperative Institutional Res.earch Project (CIRP), 1980 Report

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: David Bayer, 245-9717.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Daniel Morrissey, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL E4LUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

National Direct,Student Loan Program

Legislation:

Title IV, Part E of the HEA 1965

Public Law 89-329, as amended.

PL. 94-482 and PL. 96-374 1/

Funding History: Year

Expiration Date:

October 1, 1985

Authorization 2/ Appropriation 3/

1966 $179,300,000 $181,550,000

1967 190,000,000 192,000,000

1968 225,000,000 193,400,000

1969 210,000,000 193,400,000

1970 325,000,000 195,460,000

1971 375,000,000 . 243,000,000

1972 375,000,000 316,600,000 4/

1973 400,000,000 293,000,000 77

1974 400,000,000 298,000,000

1975 400,000,000 329,440,000

1976 400,000,000 331,000,000

1977 400,000,000 323,220,000

1978 400,000,000 325,660,000

1979 400,000,000 328,900,000

1980 400,000,000 300,800,000

1981 400,000,000 200,800,000

1982 286,000,000 308,000,000

1/ Prior to FY 1973, the program was known as the National Defense Student

Loan Program. Title II of NDEA of 1958 as amended (Public Law 85-864).

2J Authorization for Federal capital contributions to loan funds only. In

addition, a total 'of $25,000,000 was authorized for loan§. to institu-

tions from Fiscal Year 1959 up to a maximum of $25 million.

3/ Appropriation includes
contributions to loan funds, loans to institu-

tions, and Federal payments to reimburse institutions for teacher/.

military cancellations.

4/ Actilal Fiscal Year 1972 appropriation was $316,600,000. However,

$23.6 million was mandated to be used during Fiscal Year 1973. The

difference of $293.0 million was made available for use during Fiscal

Year 1972, of which $286 million was" for contribution td loan funds.

Of this amount $269,400,000 was available for use in Fiscal Year 1973

and $23,600,000 was mandated for Fiscal Year 1974.
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Program Goals and Objectives

The objective of the program is to allocate funds to postsecondary institu-
tions for the purpose of making long-term, low-interest loans to students
with financial need. Those loans are to provide lower=income students
with an additional source of funds for access tO postsecondary education
and to help provide middle-income students with another source of funds
with which they may choose a broader range of institutions. Such loans
complement other forms of student financial assista'nce such as Pell Grants
and Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants, College Work-Study, and
Guaranteed Student Loans.

PrograM Operations

Funding is initially allotted to States by means of an allotment formula
and by regulation. Prior to FY 1979 funding levels for institutions withtn
each State were recommended by regional review panels consisting of OE
Program Officers from the regional and national offices and financial aid
officers selected from institutions in that region. Recommended funding
levels_were generally in excess of the annual NDSL allotment for a,State.
In certain cases, the entire group of institutions within a State received
less than 100 percent of their panel approved amount. However, each insti-
tution within that group received a pro-rated reduction tn its allocation
which, in percentage, was equal to that of every other institution in the
State. Currently, each institution ireceives the larger of a "conditional
guarantee" based on its program expenditures or its "fair share" determined
by formula. Institutions often distribute NDSL's in conjunction with other
forms of finanical aid and financial aid officers "package" these various
aid components in different ways depending on available funds and student
circumstances.

Students may borrow a total of: (a) $3,000 if they are enrolled in a

vocational program or if they have completed less than two years of a

program leading to a bachelor's degree; (b) $6,000 iflthey are undergraduate
students and have already completed two years of stip:1y toward a bachelor's
degree (this total includes any amount borrowed under the NDSL for the
first two years of study); (c) $12,000 for graduate or professional study
(this.total includes any amount borrowed under the NDSL for undergradoate
study). Upon leaving the institution, students sign a repayment schedule
which specifies the duration and amount of repayment. After a six=month
grace period following cessation of studies, the student begins repayment
(on a monthly, bimonthly, or quarterly basis), normally over a ten-year
period. The borrower's repayment period may be deferred not to exceed
three years for service a:$ a volunteer with VISTA, the Peace Corps, as
a volunteer in a tax-exempt organization performing service comparable
to VISTA or Peace Corps, for military service or for service as an offi-
cer in the Commissioned Corps of the U.S. Public Health Service. Repayment
may also be deferred during a period not to exceed three years during.which
the borrower is temporarily totally disabled or is unable to secure employ-
ment because he or she is providing care required by a spouse who is so
disabled. Two year deferments are granted to borrowers who are serving
internships required to begin professional practice or service. A per-
centage of the total loan amount may be cancelled 'for individuals pro-
viding special services in specific teaching areas and for members of the
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Armed Forces-of ihe United States' serving inareas of hostility.

Program Scope

In Fiscal Year 1980, over 3,300 institutions participated in the program.

The law provides limits on the aggregate amount which can be allocated

to proprietary institutions. The total -allocation of Fedeal Capital

Contribution to such institutions may not exceed the difference between

$190 million and the total appropriation. It is estimated that the average

loan in Fiscal Year.1979 was $810 and-that this average was maintained in

Fiscal Year 1980. Estimated data for academic"year 1979-80 show that $14.2

million in prior loans was cancelled under the Part E statutory provisions.

The new Federal Capital Contribution for Fiscal Year 1980 is $286 million.

NDSL award expenditures are estimated to be $836 million in Fiscal Year

1980. The difference between expenditure levels and FCC represerits the

cash available for new loans from repayment of loans made to borrowers

in previous years plus the institutional matching share for neii FCC. This

cash flow from prior repayments amounted 'to. $518 million in FY 1980.

Of the,total Fiscal Year 1980 NOSL expenditure of $710 million, $376.3

million, or 53 percent of total loant funds, will be utilized by publics

4-year colleges and universities and $276.9 million, or 39 percent will be

utilized by private 4-year institutions. Proprietary institutions are

expected to utilize 8.0 percent of total available funds.

For Fiscal Year 1979, repayment cash flow was 2.9 times new Federal Capital

Contributions. Repayment cash flow is expected to increase by approximate-

ly 10 percent annually for the next several years.
-

Program Effectiveness and Progress

The Middle-Income Student Assistance Act of 1978 (MISAA) generally made

More student aid available to financial aid recipients with family incomes

above $15,-000. A 180 study of the impact of MISAA an individual program

recipients stfows that there were only relatively minor effects on NDSL

borrowers. The probability ,of a student receiving an NDSL increased from

.17 to .18 for those in the $25-30,000 income range and from .03 to almost

.06 for those with family incomes above $30,000 (Figure 1). On the other .

hand, there were decreases in
the-probabilities of those in the $6-25,000

range receiving NDSL's, possibly because of more,BEOG and SEOG funds having

been made available to students in this family...income range. Among those

who did receive NDSL awards, however, the average si-ze of loans increased

by 10 percent for those in the $6-12,000 income category and by 6 percent

in the $12-18,000 group (Figure 2). ,
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T1.

. .

Thse data appear to Confirm a trend.already noticeable pr)or to'passage

Of MIUA:" 4DSL's are available in ititf.easing numbers to thos'e with family

incomes above $15,000, are less frequently, needed 'for those With incomes.

under $15,000, aild .contIqug to be an important "packaging" component'for

' that Tatter group attendi,ng lower-cost ias*titutions.,

Ongdim and Planned Evalvation Studies

A new study to measure-the impact of changes made in'the program,as a -re-

sult of the Higher Education Amendments 'of 1980 will be conducted in the

Fall of 1982.

Sources of Evaluation Data

Applied 'Manageent Sciences, Inc..., "Study of the Impact of the Middle

Income-Student Assistance Act," U.S. Office of Education, OED, Con-

-tract #300=79-0437.

Program files, Office of,PostsecOndary Education.

For further information about prOgram operations,

Contract: Margaret-Henry, 245-9J20

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contract: Dani21 Morrissey; 245-7884
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program NaM:

College Work-Study Program

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

Public Law 88-452, 78 Stat. 515, as amended September 30, 1985
by Public Law 89-329 the Higherlogducation
Act of 1965, Title IV-C; PL. 94-482; and
P.L. 96-374 .

Funding History: Year Authorization' Appropriation 1/
4

1965 2/ $ 55,710,000
1966 3129,000,000 99,123,000 -
1967 165,000,000 134,100,000

. 1968 200,000,000* 131,900,000
1969 225,000,000 139,900,000
1970 275,000,000 152,460,000
1971 320,000,000 158,400,000 3/
1972 330,000,000 426,600,000 47
1973. 360,000,000 270,200,000
1974 390,000,000 270,200,000
1975 , 420,000,000 420,000,000
1976 420,000,000 390,000,000,

1977 450,000,000 390,000,(00
1978 570,000,000 .435,000,000
1979 600,000,000 550,000,000s .
1980 630,000,000 550,000,000
1981 670,000,000 550,000,000
1982 670,000,000 550400,000 (est.)

I/ Up until Fitl Year 1972, the CWS Fiscal Year appropriation was ,usedto fund program operations during the calendar year. With '1

FiscalN,ear 1972, the program became one full year forward-funded.

2/.'The,Eco6omic Opportunity Act of 1964 authorized a lump tum of
-$412,500,000 for three youth programs including Cojlege Work-Study.a

a

3/ Actual funds available for CWS in this'ypar amounted.to $199,700,000,
including reprogrammed funds.

4/ Includes $244,600,000 forward-funding for Fiical Year 1973, 'plus a
supplemental of $25,600,000. A total of $237,400,000 was availatile
for use during Fiscal Year 1972 from a combination of Fiscal /'ear
1971 and Fiscal Year 1972 appropriations.

. '
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Program Goals and Objectives:

The objective oe$ the CWSP is to stimulate and promote the part-time

employment of studentt who are in need for such earnings at eligible

institutions.

Program Operations:-

Under the legislation, employment partially financed by College Work-

Study funds is made available in public or private non-profit organizations

including the institution if it is non-profit, in which a student is en-

rolled.

Grants are made to higher education institutions for partial *reimbursement

of wageS paid to students. Since August 1,68, these Federal grants have

Covered.up to 80 percent of student wages, vOth the remainder paid by the

institution, with its own funds or contributions from the employer, or

somewother donor.

One percent of each year's appropriation is res ved for Guam, American

Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

A portion is also reserved for students from American Samoa/Trust Territo-

ries who attend eligible ihstitutionS of postsecondary education outside

0 Samoa or the Trust Territory. The rest is allotted, by formula, among the

50 States, the District of Columbia, Northern Maxiana Islands, and Puerto

Rico, 53 areas'. The formula is based on three factors:

The number of full-time higher education students in each area

crelative to the total number of students for the 53 areas.

The number of high school graduates in eaSh area relative to the

total number for the-53 areas.

The number of related children under 18 years of age living in

families with income of less than $3,000 in each area relative to

the total, number of related children under 18 in such families in

in such families in the 53 areas.

Program Scope

During Academic Year 1979-80, 3,230 institutions of postsecondary

education participated in the CWS program enabling approximately 796,000

students 'to find part-time employment. The average annual student earn-

ings, including,the institutional matching share, ranged from $700 in

in private two-year institutions to $1,116 in proprietary institutions.

About 18 percent of CWS funds help finance off-campus jobs held by 16

percent of the CWS job holders. Gross compensation earned by students

was over one-half billion dollars.
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Data from the fiscal operations report show that during Academic Year
1979-80 (see Table 1), CWSP funds were distributed to institutions as
follows: Public universities, and other fourryear institutions, 43 per-
cent; public two-year, 17 percent; private universities, 35 percent;
other four-year private; 31 percent; private two-year, 3 percent; and
proprietary, 2 percent. About ninety percent of the funds. went to
undergraduates while the remainder was awarded to students at the post-
baccalaureate level.

Table 1,displays the percentage of awards going to different groups of
institutions in academic years 1978-79 and 1979-80. In general the
vaCous private institutions are getting a greater percentage of campus'
based funds and the public_ institutions a smaller percentage of funds
in-1979-80 compared with the earlier year. In part, the changes in the
distribution of funds among' institutions is based upon a new system
of allocating funds within the States which is more closely tied to
the financial needs of students in each applicant's school.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:,

The CWSP appears to be effective in,stimulating the employment of students.
The program is unquestionably popular with postsecondary institutions both
as a student aid program and as a means of providing a a broad range of
worthwhile job opportunities- for qualified students. This pool is also
welcomed by other participating non-profit institutions.

Schools have found it to their advantage to request as much CWS funding
as they can since, for most institutions, CWS students provide needed
services for institutions. Funds are used to support a wide
variety of campus programs and activities. The limited number of CWS
eligible employment,. opportunities at proprietary schools 1/ results in a

low rate of participation in the CWS program.

Studies show that, in helpiftg students finance their college expenses,
CWSP awards are distributed quite evenly across the four lowest income
categories of dependent students. Table 2 indicates that, in 1978-79
and in 1979-80, almost two-thirds of CWS awards were distributed to
dependent students from families whose incomes are below $24,999. The
average awards for these students, generally increase inversely to the
income level of the student's family. It is also noted that eligible
independent students on the average, earn considerably more during the
academic year than their.dependent counterparts. Another way of viewing
it is that they appear to work almost a quarter more hours than their
counterparts.

1/ Students receiving CWS monies cannot be employed with profit-making
organizations.
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Jable. 1

COMPARISON OF ALLOCATION 1979-80 and 1980-81

COLLEGE MORK-STUDY PROGRAMS

(dollars in thousands)

Allocati'on Allocation

1978-1979 1979-1980

AW,Ird Year Award Year

Allocation X

1980-1981 inc/

Award Year decr

$$ $$ $$ 78-79
79-80

U.S. TOTAL 438,000 547,023 547,722 26.1

STATE TOTAL c?

PUB 4-YR 200,406 235,730. 232,997
,..

17.6

PUB 2-YR 82,418 93,190 90,642 18.1

PRI 4-YR 132.864 194,344 198,328 46.3

PRI 2-YR 10,454 15,178 15,184 45.2

PROP. 7,658 8,580 10,571 12.0

Source; Jffice of Student Financial Aid; ED

TABLE 2

%

Inc/

Per cent
of Total

decr 78-79 79-80 80-81

79-80
80-81

0.1 100 100 100

-1.2 46.2 43.1 42.5

-2.7 19.0 17.0 16.5

2.10 30.6. 35.5 36.2

,

2.4 2.8 2.8

23.2 1.8 1.6 2.0

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS IN FEDERAL COLLEGE

WORK STUDY PROGRAMS BY STUDENT INCOME LEVEL 1978-79 and 1979-80*

PERCENTAGE OF TeAL PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL Average/

RECIPIENTS AWARDS RECIPIENT

STUDENT TYPE 1978-79 1979-80 1978-79 1979-80 1978-79 1979-80

STUDENTS

DEPENDENTS o

$0 - 55,999 16.3 11.2 16.3 11.0 848 965

$6,000 - 511,999 18.0 18.4 17.5 17.3 822 925

512,000 - $17,999 16.9 16.7 15.6 14.7 780 869

518,000 - 524.999 13.2 15.2 12.3 11.9 791 770

525,000 - 529,999 3.8 6.2 2.9 4.5 652 716

$30,000 - or more 1.9 4.9 1.6 4.0 696 802

E

INDEPENDENTS 22.7 24.6 27.3 33.6 1018 1342

UNKNOWN"' 7.2 2.7 6.5 3.0

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Avertges for the program are based Only upon
the students who received the particular form of

Federal financial assistance.
Unduplicated averages are based upon all students who received

one or more of the four Federal aid sources.

**Students of urAnown dependency status and/or income level.

SOURCE; Applied Management Sciences, Study of the Impact of the Middle Incoffe Student Assistance

Act (M1AA), Silver Spring, C. March 1980.
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With the advent of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act, CWSP partici-

pants from families with incomes in excess of $25,000 increased from about
4.5% of the total to 8.5% (Table 2). However, of all the Federal campus-
based programs, MISAA appears to have had the smallest effect on the distri-

bution of CWSP participants since a predominant share of the increase in
participation may be due to shifts of the family income group as a result of
adjustments in wages due to inflation.

The Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978 (MISAA) generally made

more student aid available to financial aid recipients with family incomes

above $15,000. A 1980 study of the impact of MISAA on aid recipients of
individual programs shows that there were relatively significant effects
upon College Work-Study recipients. Although' the pre-and postMISAA effects

were uneven across family income categories, those with incomes above
$18,000 had a much higher probability of receiving a CWS award (Figure 1).
For example,othose in the $25-30,000 category increased their probability

of a CWS award from .20 to .27 while those with more than $30,000 of family
income exactly doubled their probability of CWS from .066 to .132.

The average amount of Work-Study awards was significantly higher for

almost all income categories (Figure 2). At lower income levels these

average awards increased by 12% for those with incomes of $0-6000, by

11% for the $6-12,000 group, and by 13% for those having family incomes

between $12,000 and $18,000. These data show that CWS funds were more

broadly distributed and available in larger amounts after passage of

MISAA.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

A new study to measure the impact of changes made in the program as a

result of the Higher Education Amendments of 1980 will be conducted

in the Fall of 1982.

Sources of Evaluation Data

Applied Management Sciences; The Impact of the Middle Income Student

Assistance Act (MISAA) Silver Spring, Maryland, Contract #0E-300-79-

0437, Mareh 1980.

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further informaton about *gram operations,

Contact: Robert Coates, 472-2840.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Daniel Morrissey, 245-7884.

400



1.00-

.70-

.60

.50 -

.40-

.30-

.20 -

.10-

/383

FIGURE 1

PROBABILITY OF CWS AWARD PRIM TO AND AFTER THE ENACTMENT
OF MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS

.345

.319
.347 45 .320

.272

.277

.204

132

6

1,000

900 -

803 -

700-

600 -

500-

400-

300 -

200

100 -

946

1148

FIGURE 2

AVERAGE CWS AWARD PRIOR TO AND AFTER THE ENACTMENT OF
MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS

877

793

$66

765

795
-.7;-.760

730

50-5,999 56-11,999 512-17,999 518-24,999 525-29,999 S30,000

or more 50-5,999 56-11,999 512-17,999 518-24,999 525-29.999

TOTAL FAMILY INCOPE LEVEL

LEGEND

-o After MISAA LEGEND

o - Before MISAA 0 - After MISAA

- Before MISM4

TOTAL FAMILY INCOME LEVEL



ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Upward Bound Program

Legislation:

Higher Education Act of 196.5., Title IV-A
Subpart 4; Public Law 89-329; as amended by
Public Law 90-575; Public Law 91-230; Public
Law 92-318; Public Law 94-482; Public Law

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1985

96-374.

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

1965

1966
1967
1968

1/

T/
.T/

T/

1/

T/
T/
T/

1969 T/ 17
1970 -5 56,680,000 2/ 7529,600,000
1971 96,000,000 -27 30,000,000

1972 96,000,0007/ 31,000,000 3/
1973 100,000,000 -27 38,331,000
1974 100,000,000 7/ 8,331,000
1975 100,000,000 7/ 38,331,000

1976 100,000,000 7/ 38,331,000
1977 200,000,000 -27 41,500,000
1978 200,000,000 7/ 50,034,000
1979 200,000,000 77 61,000,000
1980 200,000,000 -27 62,500,000
1981 200,000,000 -27 66,500,000
1982 165,000,000 7/ 66,500,000 (est.)

1/ There were no specific authorizations or appropriations for Upward
Bound during these years. This was an 0E0 agency allocation made from
the total appropriations for Title II-A of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964.

2/ Represents budget authority for all Special Programs for Disadvantaged
Students: Special Services, Upward Bound, Talent Search, Educational
Opportunity Centers, Service Learning Centers (up to FY 1982), and

the Training Program.

3/ Excludes $4 million supplemental appropriation for Veterans' projects.

49,3
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PrograM Goals -and Objectives

The Upward Bound Program is intended for youths from low-income families

who have academic potential, but who may lack adequate secondary school

preparation, including those students whose inadequate secondary school

preparation is a result of severe rural isolation. 4/ Without the inter-

vention of the program, these students would not have considered college

or other postsecondary education, nor would they have been likely to

have gained admission to or successfully completed college or other

postsecondary education. The program is designed to generate skills and

motivation necessary for success in education beyond high school. The

goal of the program, as stated in the regulations, is to increase the

academic performance and motivational leArls of eligible enrollees, so

that such persons may complete secondary school and successfully pursue

postsecondary education programs.

The General Accounting Office (1974) study of Upward Bound found a lack

of measurable objectives that clearly stated the expected end results

of the program for student performance. GAO observed that local project

objectives were usually vague and did not express in a measurable way

changes expected in students' academic skills and motivation.

Program Operations

Upward Bound looks for the individual with academic potential (a demon-

strated aptitude) for postsecondary education, but whose inadequate high

school preparation prevents meeting conventional requirements for admission

to a college, university, or technical institute. The program is designed

to generate skills by means of remedial instruction, altered curriculum,

,tutoring, cultural exposure, and motivation through encouragement and

counseling. In a typical year'an Upward Bound student is a resident on a

college, university, or secondary school campus for a six-to-eight week

summer session. In the academic year he may attend Saturday classes or

tutorial/counseling sessions or participate in cultural enrichment acti-

vities. During his, junior and senior years he explores options for the

postsecondary program best suited to his needs.

Upward Bound is a project grant program which works primarily throuch

institutions of higher education to provide educational services to dis-

advantaged youth. The program is administered through the ED central

office. As one of the ,"TRIO" programs, 45 ED staff manage this program,

along with five other programs in the Division of Student Services. The

program is forward funded and no matching grants are required of grantees.

. 4/- Publil Law 9-6-374 substantially changed the characteristics of eligible

youths. Not less than two-thirds of the indivtduals participating in

a project must be low-income individuals,vho are also potentially first

generation college students and the remaining participants must be

either low-income individuals or potentially first generation college

students. The description presented reflected Upward Bound in Academic

Year 1980-81.
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Program Scope

In Program Year 1979-80, 412 Upward Bound'projects were funded (40 Veterans
projects are included in these figureS). The grants to projects average

$142,776. Preliminary estimates indicate nearly 36,000 students were served

by the program. Of these students, 47 percent were males and 53 percent

were females. Fifty-seven percent of the clients were black, 14 percent

were Hispanic, and 24 percent were white. While detailed client grade

distributions are not yet available, the previous year's data (Program

Year 1978-79) show that about 36 percent of the clients were in the twelfth

grade of high school, 29 percent in the eleventh grade, 22 in the tenth
grade, and the remaining 13 percent were in lower grades or were dropouts.

For FY 1980, 559 applications reflecting a demand of $107,202,000 were

processed. From these proposals, 437 grant awards were made for the first
year of a three-year funding period. Of the 437 projects, 69 were hosted
by two-year/juntor colleges, 345 by four-year colleges, 4 by vocational/

technical schools, 5 by secondary schools, and 14 by agencies. Average

cost per project was $143,020, or $1,680 per student, for the 37,210

participants.

In FY 1981, the program will serve an estimated 446 projects at an average
co't of about $149,100, or $1,765 for the 37,680 student participants.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

A recent evaluation of Upward Bound provided the most comprehensive and
scientifically accurate statistics about the program. These statistics

were based on a national sample of more than 3,400 Upward Bound students in

the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grades and a comparison group of about
2,000 similar sfudents who did not participate in the program.

The following evaluation findings document the impact of the Upward

Bound Program:

o Participation in Upward Bound (UB) failed to increase the rate of high
school completion, given tenth grade entry, beyond the 96 percent rate

for all students.

Upward Bound has a large positive influence on postsecondary entrance.
About 91% of the typical UB participants entered some type of post-

secondary education while abGut 70% of comparable nonparticipants

entered.

o Upward Bound influences the types of institutions entered and the types

of individuals who enter. Of the students that entered postsecondary
education, about 73% of typical UB participants attended a four-year
college or university. The comparable rate for nonparticipants was
50%. Indeed, 22% of the nonparticipants attended a vocational tech-
nical school in comparison to 9% of typical UB participants.
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o Upward Bound has impact on participants' financial aid. Typical Up-

ward Bound participants more frequently received Basic Educational

Opportunity Grants (79 percent vs. 59 percent), SUpplemental Educa-

tional Opportunity Grants (20 percent vs. 8 percent), National Direct

Student Loans (27 percent vs. 10 percent) and College Work-Study

while taking courses (29 percent vs. 16 perCent). Overall, typical

Upward Bound participants received an average of $1,428.in grants and

$393 in loans as compared with $389 in grants and $300 in loans for

nonparticipants.

Upward Bound has an impact on participants' usage of supportive ser-

vices. Typical participants used available tutoring and counseling

services more frequently than nonparticipants.

o Overall, UB had a large positive effect on student persistence.

Summed over all types of schools, typical UB participants maintain

their enrollment for one or more terms than comparable nonpartici-

pants. Controlling for the type of school attended, UB participants

persist slightly longer (i.e. one-fifth of a term) than comparable

nonparticipants.

o Summed over all types of schools, typical UB participants earned more

credits than comparable nonparticipants. However, after controlling

for the type of school attended, typical UB participants earned

slightly fewer credits than comparable nonparticipants.

o The grades earned at postsecondary institutions by UB participants

were roughly the same, or slightly lower, than those earned by compar-

able nonparticipants. At four-year colleges and universities, aver-

age UB participants and comparable nonparticipants earned grade

point averages of about 2.0 (equivalent to a letter grade of C).

Ongoing and Planned Evaluations

None -

Sources of Evaluation Data:-

General Accounting Office, Problems of the Upward Bound Program in

Preparing Disadvantaged Students for a Postsecondary Education, March

7, 1974, Washington, D.C.

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

Estimates of the Target Populations for Upward Bound and the Talent

Search Programs, Volume II of A Study of the National Upward Bound and

Talent Search-Programs, Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle

Park, North Carolina, 1975.

Evaluation Study of the Upward Bound Program, Volume IV of A Study of

the National Upward Bound and Talent Search Programs, Research Triangle

Institute, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, 1976.
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Evaluation Study of the Upward Bound Program: A First Follow-Up,
Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina,

Evaluation Study of the Upward Bourid Provam: A Second Follow-Up,

Researth Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina

1979;

For furthe0 information about program operations,

Contact: Richard 1. Sonnergren, 426-8960.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Robert H. Berls, 245-7884.
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ANNUALDEVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

- Program Name:

Talent Search Program

Legislation:

Higher Education Act of 1965: .Title IV-A,
Subpart 4; Public Law 89-329; as amended
by Public Law 90-575; Public Law 91-230;
Public Law 92-318; Public Law 94-482; Public

Law 96-374.

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1985

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

J966
1967
1968
1969

1/

T/
T/
lc 10,000,600

$ 2,000,000
2,500,000
4,000,000
4,000,000

1970 56,680,000 2/ 5,000,000

1971 96,000,000 7/ 5,000,000

1972 96,000,000 7/ 5,000,000

1973 100,000,000 7/ 6,000,000

1974 11'4,0,000,000 27 6,000;000

1975 100,000,000 27 6,000,000

1976 100,000,000 7/ 6,000,000

1977 200,000,000 27 8,900,000

1978 200,000,000 7/ 12,454,000

1979 200,000,000 7/ 15,300,000

1980 200,000,000.7/ 15,300,000

1981 200,000,000 27 17,100,000

1982 165,000,000 7/ 17,100,000 (est.)

Program Goals and Objectives
.2)

Talent Search Projects are designed to identify qualified youths, 3/

including qualified youths residing in areas of severe Niral isolation, of

financial or cultural need with an exceptional potential for postsecondary

educational training and espe,ially such youths who have delayed pursuing

Tr Such sums as may be necessary.

2/ Represents budget authority for all Special Programs for Disadvantaged

Students: Special Servtces, Upward Bound, Talent Search, Educational

Opportunity Centers, Service Learnitig Center (up to FY 1982), and the

Training Program.

3/ Public Law 96-374 suhstantially changed the characteristics of eligi-

ble youths. Not less than two-thirds of the individuals participating

in a project must be low-income individuals who are potential first

generation college students. The description presented reflected

Talent Secrch in Academic Year 1980-81.
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postsecondary educational training, and to encourage them to complete

secondary school and undertake postsecondary educational training. The

program also publictzes student financial aid programs and encourages

secondary-school or college dropouts of demonstrated aptitude to reenter
educational programs. The goal of this program .is to (1) increase the
rate at which youths of financial or cultural need complete secondary
educational programs, (2, decrease the rate of secondary and postsecondary
school dropouts, (3) increase the number of secondary and postsecondary
school dropouts who reenter educational programs, and (4) increase the
postsecondary enrollment rate of youths who have delayed pursuing post-
secondary educational training.

The authorizing legislation for the Talent Search Program allows youths
from other than low-income families, not to exceed one-third of the'
total' served, to benefit from the projects. ;

Program Operations:

Talent Search is a project grant program which works through institutions
of higher education, public and private agencjes and organizations to pro-
vide services to disadvantaged youth in secOndary schools or who are

dropouts. The program is managed through the ED central office. As one
of the "TRIO" programs, 45 ED staff manage this program along with the
five other programs that make up the Division of Student Services.

Awards are made competitively. The program is forward-funded and no

matching grants are required of grantees.

The local ,projects operate a recruiting effort to identify youths who
need the program's services and counsel them about opportunities for

furthering their education. .

A study of the prpgram showed that all- project directors expressed a

fundamental philosophic conpern ,with educational opportunities for the

minorities and the educationally disadvantaged. Their stated 'project
objectives were two-fold. First, they focused on improving the client
group's educational and vocational status and self-perception, ansl second,
on increasing school and community awareness of the client group's needs.
Given this common base, all projects provided services intended to encour-
age clients to aspire to postsecondary, education.

The number and kinds of services provided clients varied considerably
across projects classified by size, ethnicity and location of majority of
clients, type of host institution, age, and ED region location. However,

all projects generally encouraged the completion of high school and the
attainment of a 'postsecondary education; providedtinforpation on ed4ation-
al opportunities and financial assistance; and' assisted in the mechanics
of applying for admission and financial aid. To a more limited extent,
projects provided follow-up activities and assistance to insure that

clients actually: enrolled in postsecondary institutions; reached the
campus and began their studies; and became adjusted and oriented to the
campus.
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In receiving'theso services, about one-sixth of the clients had had

only one contact with Talent Search, about one-half had had two to five

contacts, and about one-third ha'd had six or more contacts.

Program Scope

Duririg academic year 1979-80, 153 Projects were funded. The grants

ranged from $43,789 to $240,610 and averaged .$100,386 with a cost per

client of $81. The projects reported serving 189,303 clients with-about

42 percent blacks, 27 percent white, and 31 percent of other ethnicity,

such as Native Americans or Mexican-Americans. Approximately 56 percent

of these cl.ients were female and 44 percent were males. About 71 percent

were'from families with low incomes and approximately'29 percent were

eligible due to cultural need.

For 1980, 278 aPplications, reflecting a demand of $38,653,484, were

processed. From these applications, 158 grant awards ere made for

the first year of a two-year funding period. Of 'the 158 projects, 25

were hosted by two-year/junior colleges, 70 ,by four-year colleges, 3

by vocational/technical ,schools, and 60 by agencies. The average cost

per grant was $96,835 and an average cost per student of '$76 for the

202,030 students served in FY 1980 (school year 1980-81). In FY 1981,

an expected 170 projects will be assisted at an average cost each of about

$100,590, or $86 per student, for the expected 198,837 participants.

Program Effectiveness and Progresv

Ih the 1979-80 academic year, 189,303 clients were placed in postsecondary

education with an additional 43,471 accepted, but not yet enrolled.

Approximately 8,831 actual or potential dropouts were persuade( to return

to school or college. .

The 197,5 evaluation of the Talent Search Program shows that, given the

fuzzy definition of the ,target population and the lack of measurable

objectives, virtually any person requesting assistance was served--most of

whom were determined to be eligible by virtue of low income and related

criteria.

The study assessed project files to determine their adequacy. The

content and organization of the client record files varied considerably

across projects. Files in certain projects were comprehensive and com-

plete and data were collected and filed invan organized manner, whereas

the files in other projects contained little information, often collected

and filed in a haphazard fashion. Most files generally contained such

basic descriptive data as the client's age, sex, ethnicity, and grade

level. However, data critical to determining a client's eligibility for

the program, his application for and attainment of financial aid or

postsecondary admission, his strengths and weaknesses, and his achieve-

ment of other Talent Search objectives were often incomplete or missing.

A
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The limited degree to .which these kinds of information were recorded

in the client Wes, ,and-survey findings of the postsecondary status of

,former clients, made' it difficult to assess the effectiveness of Talent

Search counseling seryices and follow-up activities. Approximately three-

fourths of the students .reported by the projects to ,have enrolled in

postsecondary institutions between July 1 add December 31, 1973, had

actually enrolled. .

And, about three-fourths of lese verified enrollees

were still enrolled in the spring of 1974. (Most of those who were not

enrolled in the spring had dropped out of their own choice.)

The study ,of the Talent Search program was' descriptive, including a

.surv,ey of college registrars to validate the'postsecondary enrollment of

forme4L.ylent Search clients. Since it: was a descrilitive study, w4thoUt

a Ponpa ticipatihg group of youths similar to those served by the program

but who did not -have access to the program's services, an assessment of

the program's impact on high school retention and college entrance cannot

.be done. Consequently, it cannot be asserted, based on the study, that

the program, does or does not place students in college who would.not v.ve

eprolled without the program's services.

In those eases where improvement, in program operations can be made on

the basis of the study, they have been included in revised program regu-

lations.,r

Sources of Evaluation. Data

Descriptive Study of the Talent Search PrograM, Volume III of A Study

of the National Upward-Bound and Talent Search Programs, Research Tri-

angle Institute, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, December

1975.

Estimates of the Target Populations, for Upward Bound and the Talent

Search Programs, Volume Ir of A Study of the National Upward Bound

and Talent Search Programs, Research Triangle Institute, Research

Triangle Park,torth Carolina, May 1975.

Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Richard T. Sonnergren, 426-8960.

For further information about studies of prigram effectiveness,

Contact: Robert H. Berls, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Educational Opportunity Centers

Legislation:
-Expiration Date:

Higher EduCation Act of 1965. Title IV-A,

Subpart 4; as amended by Public Law 92-318;

as amended by Public Law-94-482; Public Law

96-374.

September 30, 1985

Funding History: Year Authorization / Appropriation

i

1974 $100,000,000 $3,000,000

1975 100,000,000 3,000,000

1976 100,000,000 3,000,000

1977 200,000,000 4,000,000

1978 200,000,000 5,246,000

1979 200,000,000 6,300,000

1980 200,000,000 7,700,000

1981 200,000,000 8;000,000

1982 165,000,000 8,000,000 (est.)

Program Goals and Objectives:

This program is intended to serve areas lvith major concentration of low-

income populations by providing, in coordination with other applicable

programs and services:

information with respect to financial and academic assistance available

for persons residing in such areas desiring to pursue a program of

\postsecondary education;

assistance to such persons in applying for admission to institutions,

at which a program of postsecondary education is offered, including

preparing necessary applications for use by admission and financial

aid officers; and'

counseling services and tutorial- and %ther necessary assistance 'to

such persons while attending such institutions.

The centers also are to serve as recruiting and counseling pools to

coordinate resources and staff efforts of institutions of higher education

and of other institutions offering programs of postsecondary education, in

admitting educationally disadvantaged persons.

1/ Represents baget authority for all Special Programs for Disadvantaged

Students: Special Services, Upward Bound, Talent Search,, Educational

Opportunity'Centers, Service Learning Centers,: (up to FY 1982), and

the Training Program.
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While the legislated goals of the Talent Search, Upwert Bound and Special
Services programs are aimed at individuals in need of prolect services,
the Educational Opportunity Centers are designed to serve residents of
major areas with a high cbncentration of low-income populations. 2/ Con-
sequently, any resident of a funded area is eligible to receive project
se'rvices. This 'broad mandate, without the restrictions bf age, income,
and disadvantaged cultural or educational backgrounds characteristic of
the other Special Programs, offers more latitude to the project to deal
with the educational needs of a-gedgraphic area.

_Program Operations:

The Department of Education's central office awards Educational Opportunity
Center Program grants oPa cost-sharing basis paying up to 75 percent of
the cost of establishing and operating a center, to approved postsecondary
institutions, and public and private Agencies and organizations. Awards,
which are forward-funded, are made competitively. As one of the "TRIO"
programs, 45 ED staff manage this program along with the five Other pro-
grams which make up the Division of Student Services.

The Centers operate a recruiting effort to identify persons who need the
program's services and to couhsel them about opportunities for furthering
their education. The Centers also provide remedial and tutorial services
to students enrolled or accepted for enrollment in postsecondary schools.

Program Scope:

In FY 1979, 32 funded projects provided various' forms of counseling and
assistance to 108,217 participants. The grants ranged from $106,178 to
$409,712 and averaged $236,190. The average cost-per-participant was $71.

I. Total participants by ethnicity.

American Indian 3,741 3%
Black 40,444 37%
Hispanic 22,207 21%
Other/Not Reported 38,572 36%
TOTAL 3,253 3%

108,217 TOW

II. Total participants by sex.

Male 46,048 43%
Female 62,169 57%
-TOTAL-- 108,217 100%

411

2/ Public Law 96-374 focused the Educational Opportunity P
,

rogram on adults
(at least nineteen years Of age). Not Jess than two thirds of the
individuals participating in a projeCt must be low-income and potentially
first generation college students. The description presented reflected
the program in Academic Year 1980-81.

!
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III. Total participants by -age.

Under 18 27,550 26%

18 - 24 48,897 45%

25 and over 31,770 29%

TOTAL 108,217 100%

For FY 1981, the $8,000,000 appropriation will service 32 projects and

106,670 students at an average cost per project of $250,000 and $75 per

student.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

An evaluation has not been conducted. Program data for FY 1979 show

that 32,796 participants were placed in Rostsecondary schools or other

types of training programs, and 8,517 participants had been accepted by

a postsecondary institution but had not yet begun their studies.

'Ongoing and Planned Evaluations:

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Program Files, Office ofPostsecondary Education.

For further inforMation about program operations,

Contact: Richard T. Sonnergren, 426-8960.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact; Robert H. Berls, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON-EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Special Services for Disadvantaged Students

Legislation:

Higher Education act of 1965, Title IV-A
Subpart 4; Public Law 89-329; as amended
by Public Law 90-575; Public Law 91-230;
Public Law 92-318; Public Law 93-380;
Public Law 94-482; Public Law 96-374.

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1985 -

Funding History: Year Authorization 1/ Appropriation
1970 $- 56,680,000 $10,000,000
1971 96,000,000 15,000,000
1972 96,000,000 15,000,000
1973 100,000,000 23,000,000
1974 100,000,000 23,000,000
1975 100,000,000 23,000,000
1976 100,000,000 23,000,000
1977 200,000,000' 30,637,000
1978 200,000,000 45,265,000
1979 200,000,000 55,000,000
1980 200,000,000 60,000,000
1981 200,000,000 63,900,000
1982 165,000,000 63,900,000 (est.)

Program Goals and Objectives

The Special Services program is designed to provide remedial and other
special services 'for youths 2/ from low-income families with academic
potential, but who may be disadvantaged because of severe rural isolation
who (1) are enrolled or accepted for enrollment at an institution of higher
education which is a begeficiary of a grant or contract and (2) by reason
of deprived educational,cultural,,or economic backgroand, physical handi-
cap, or limited English-speaking ability, are in need of such services
to assist them to initiate, continue, or resume their postsecondary
education. The goal of this program is to increase the retention and
graduation rates of such students.

1/ Represents budget authority for all Special Programs for Disadvantaged
Students: Special Services, Upward Bound, Talent Search, Education-al
Opportunity-Centers, Service Le-arni-rug Centers (rpto FY 1-982)-, -and
he Training Program.

2/ Public Law 96-374 substantially changed the characteristics of eli-
gible participants. Not less than two-thirds of the individuals
participating in a project must be physically handicapped or low-
income individuals who are first generation college studentTT. The

remaining participants must be physically handicapped, low-income,
or first-generation college students. The description presented
reflected the Special Services program in Academic Year 1980-81.

414



Irt2.

Program Operations

Special Services is a project grant program making awards to institutions

of higher education to provide remedial or bilingual educational teaching,

guidance, and/or counseling services for students with an e'ducationally,

culturally, or economically deprived background, or with a physical handi-

cap or limited English-speaking ability. The program is forward-funded and

no matching funds are required by the grantee institutions. The program is

administered through the ED central office. As one of the "TRIO" programs,

45 ED staff manve, this along with the five other programs that make up

the Division of Student Services. Awards are made competitively.

At ehe institution level, a Special Services program is defined as a sepa-

rately budgeted formal or structured body of activity by the institutions

for enrolled students, which is not routinely available to or appropriate for

the typical entering student, but is directed toward the more disadvantaged

students. Recipients of grants from this program who serve students of

limited English-speaking ability must include in their curriculum a program

of English language instruction for such students.

Program Scope

In FY 1979, 557 projects were funded. The grants ranged from $35,911 to

$307,488 and averaged $99,437. The average cost per student was $320.

The projects reported serving 173,086 students. Approximately 40 percent

of the clients was black, about 38 percent were white, and about 15 percent

were Hispanic. Approximately 57 percent of the clients were female and 43

percent were males. Approximately 8 percent of the clients were culturally

dfsadvantaged, 41 percent were educationally disadvantaged, 6 percent were

physically disabled, and 5 percent were of limited English-speaking ability,

and the remaining 40 percent of the clients were eligible based on the

low-income criteria.

For FY 1980, 790 applications, reflecting a demand of $114,015,064 were

processed. From these applications, 595 grant awards were made for the

first year of a four-year funding period. Of the 595 projects, 205 were

hosted by two-year/junior colleges, 376 by four-year colleges, 7 by

vocational/technical schools, and 7 by agencies.

Average project cost in FY 1981 is expected to be about $104,250, or $407

per student, for the projected 157,235 students to be served at 613 projects.

_Program...Effectiveness and Progress

Program records show that in FY 1979 (Program Year 1979-80), 17.3,086

students participated in the Special Services program. Of this number,

21,435 students showed adequate.academic and personal adjustment and moved

out of the program into the regular academic channels of the host insti-

tutions; 8,963 graduated from.the host institutions, and 4,156 left the host

institutions to transfer to other colleges.

415



A1975 study of postsecondary programs for disadvantaged students (both
Federally or non-Federally supported) revealed that being disadvantaged is
much more than a financially determined phenomenon. There are greater
differences among students of different ethnic classification within the
lcm-income group than there are between poverty-level and modal (typical)
students within the same ethnic classification. Differences between
physically handicapped students and modal students are relatively minor--
except for the physical disability. Between the poverty-level and modal
students, the study did not find' substantial differences by major field
of study, content of freshman courses taken, or relative difficulty with
such courses. Most students in the study were in their first or second
year, and differences in these areas may show up later in their college
careers.

As expected, the poverty-level students reported a higher degree of

participation in the services offered by the1.2 programs than did the modal
students. This differential participation was particularly large in

professional counseling and assistance on financial problems but was also
greater for: tutoring by students.and professors, professional counseling
on career choices, remedial courses and courses on reading skill develop-
ment, programs to improve writing and number skills, reduced course
load, professional counseling for personal and academic problems, and

several other areas.

Although substantial positive changes occurred among recipients of these
services in attitudes, values, and motivation, there was little indication
of impact of the services on academic achievement. Disadvantaged students
did not reduce the gap in college grade point average between themselves
and the.regularly admitted (modal) students, and differences between high
school and college grades for the two groups remained approximately the
same. The college environment, while not tending to magnify previous
differences in academic achievement, did not appear to be compensating for
such differences. Overall, the academic success of disadvantaged students
at institutions with Special Services Programs was no greater, and no less,
than at colleges without such programs. This outcome was not affected by
any differential emphasis upon specific programmatic elements, such as
tutoring or counseling.

A 1974 review of research on the effectiveness of secondary and higher
education intervention programs for disadvantaged students found that such
programs at the postsecondary level have had some positive impact upon
program participants. These programs appear to have been somewhat effec-
tive in increasing retention of disadvantaged youth in college. In some
instances, academic achievement appears to have been improved, but still
remained below institutional averages for regularly admitted students.
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'he System Development Corporation is currently conducting an evaluation

of the Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Program. The purpose

of this study is to evaluate the impact of the federally-funded Special

Services for Disadvantaged Students (SSDS) program as it existed during

the 1979-80 acaderfc year in postsecondary educational institutions across

the country. The base-year report summarizes the SSDS program's short-

term impact on freshman students who received special services from the

program in that year. A follow-up survey, to be conducted in the fall of

1981, wilLbe separately reported in mid-1982. The follow-up survey will

attempt to determine longer-term program impact on the same sample of

students, many of whom will then be in their junior year in their colleges

and universities. Preliminary findings from the base-year report are

summarized below.

o Students who received the full range of SSDS services were 2.26 times

more likely to complete the freshman year than similar students who

did not receive such services.

o SSDS students attempted and completed more course units than did

the students who did not participate in these services.

o Full-service participation by SSDS students was associated with

lower grade point averages in the first year. However, it is

likely that this finding simply reflects the fact that students

with poorer educational background and poorer entry skills tend

to be given more services. The fall 1981 follow-up study should

demonstrate whether or not this is correct.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

Evaluation of the Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Program - The

major purpose of this study is to evaluate the impact of participation in

Special Services for Disadvantaged Students project activities on student's

educational performance and progress. Issues of impact upon the hosting

institution and project staff, will also be addressed. The base-year study

began in 1979 and Will be completed by fall 1981.

Sources 'of Evaluation Data

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

Programmatic Attention to "Disadvantaged" Students by Institution of Higher

'Education in the United States: A Census for 1971-72, Educational Testing

Service, Princeton, New Jersey, April 1973.

The Impact of Special Services Pro9rams in Higher Education for "Disadvan-

ta ed' Students, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, June
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Vincent Tinto and Roger U. Sherman, The Effectiveness of Secondary and
Nigher Education Intervention Programs: A Critical Review of the Research,
,jeachers College, Columbia University, SepteMber 1974.

Evaluation of the Special Services for DisadvAntaged Students Program,
Draft Draft final_ report, System Development Corporation, Santa Monica,
California, 1981.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Richard T. Sonnergren, 426-8960.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Robert H. Berls, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Veterans' Cost-of-Instruction Program

Legislation:

Section 420 of the Higher Education Act of
1965; as amended by Public Law 92-318;
Public Law 93-380; Public Law 94-482;
Public Law 95-336; Public Law 96-374 1/

Funding History: Year

1973
1974
1975
1976

1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

1982
I

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1985

Authorization Appropriation

Indefinite $25,000,000
23,750,000
31,250,000 2)

. 4 23,721,000
23,750,000
23,750,000
19,000,000
14,380,000
6,019,000

None requested

Program Goals and Objectives

The Veterans' Cost-of-Instruction Program is intended to provide improved

and expanded services to veterans attending institutions of higher educa-

tion. These services include recruitment, counseling, special education

programs, and outreach activities. Implicit within the design of the

program is the objective of encouraging institutions of higher education

to expand and maintain enrollments of veterans.

1/ Public Law 96-374 willsignificantly affect the program. Eligibility

andpaymen't fiCiorS (e.g.'the raii rdibwerred from $135;000

to $75,000) vere changed. The descriptions presented reflect the

program in Academic Year 1980-81.

2/ Includes a supplemental aporopriation of $7.5 million.
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Program Operations:

Institutions of higher education, other than proprietary institutions,
may receive assistance under this Program if the applicant satisfies
eligibility criteria related to the enrollment of undergraduate veterans.
To enter the program, institutions must have a minimum of 25 enrolled
veterans. An institution entering the program must also show that its
veteran enrollment represents 110 percent ofthe previous year's veteran
enrollment or that veteran enrollment constitutes ten percent of the
total number of undergraduates at the institutions. To remaih eligible
to participate in the program, an institution must maintain its veteran
enrollment at 100 percent of the previous year's enrollment. On May 31,
1976, post-Korea veterans lost their eligibility for educational benefits
under the G.I. Bill. The Education Amendments of 1976 allowed theser,
institutions to subtract the number of veterans affected by this termina-
tion of eligibility from their previous requirement enrollment figure,
thus allowing more institutions to maintain eligibility in the program.
An amendment attached to the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Amendments
of 1978 provided for two additional methods whereby participating insti-
tutions can retain eligibility to continue in the program. The first
method uses a ratio criterion which allows an institution to be eligible
if the decline in its Veteran enrollment, from its first year in the
program to the present, is no more than the national average of decline
over the same period. If an,institution fails to become eligible under
this first method, it may be declared eligible upon the Secretary's
determination that,the institution is making reasonable efforts to re-
cruit, enroll, and provide necesary services to veterans. This deter-
mination is based on evidence presented by the institution and takes
into consideration the exterit to which the institution falls short of
the ratio criterion used in the firs't method.

Applicants which satisfy any of these eli,ibility criteria receive cost-
of-instruction payments subject to two major conditions. .Jhe first is
that a minimum of 90 percent of the funds awarded to an institution must
be used-to establish a full-time Office of Veterans' Affairs, to employ
at least one full-time staff member whose sole institutional rtsponsi-
bility is to veterans, and to provide adequate services. These services
include (1) programs to prepare educationally disadvantaged Veterans for
postsecondary education, (2) active outreach, recruiting, and\counseling
activities through the use of other funds, such as those available under
Federally assisted work-study programs, and (3) an active tutorial assi's.-

--tanceprii§Thin,Th-CliidifigdfiseniinatiOn of information regardin§ program.
The second stipulation is that any program funds not used for the above
activities must be used solely to defray general academic/instructional
expenses--such as instructiOnal salaries, instructional equipment, media
equipment, and library materials--and, thus, may be non-veteran related.
Instructional expenses cannot excedd 10% of an institution's award.
Several exemptions to these conditions are accorded to small institutions

those enrolling fewer than 2,500 students or enrolling no more
than 75 veterans).

420
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Small institutions are required to provide only recruitment and counselind'

services and to establish a full-time Offices -41f Veteran's Affairs, which

may be staffed by'part-time employees who together assume the responsi-

bi' lity of at least one full-time employee. In addition, small institu-

tions also have the option of entering into a consortium agreement with

a.' other, comparable institutions, provided that they are in close proximity

and that the required services will be available to the veterans on the

concerned campuses.

Program funds are disbursed to institutions in one payment. April 16 of

each year is referred to as the "count date." At this time, participating

institutions are required to count the number of Categories I and II

veterans enrolled at the institution. The second payment in January or

February proovides reallocation of any funds remaining or available due

to deobliOtions, in this program.
a

Determining the amount of the payment to which a qualified institution is

entitled requires the calculation of the payment factor, i.e., that amount

the institution is to receive for each eligible veteran. This is done by

multiplying the total of all qualified applicant institutions' full-time

equivalent Category I and II veteran. -Eligible veterans attending on

less than a one-half time basis are not intluded in the full-time equiv-

alent counts. Finally a percentage figure, which is, determined by com-

paring-program appropriation with entitlement demand; is applied to $300

and $150 .to obtain the payment factor for Category I and II veterans

respectively. For FY 1973 to FY 1976, this procedure has been done once

a year, based on the April 16 count date, and the payment factors derived

at that time were used to determine the amount of the annual award.

An additional limitation on cost-of-instruction payments permits no

institution to receive more than $75,000 in any one year. Since the

program has not been fully funded, this legislative amendment w8s added

during Fiscal Year 198b to protect small institutions.
To the extent that

this limitation makes available funds which would otherwise be apportioned

as enormous awards to large init-itutions-,-the
monies are alloted in such a

manner as to ensure that eligible institutions will receive uniform mini-

mum awards of up to $9,000. Should funds still remain available after

application of this procedure, they are furtheH distributed to ensure

rexeipt of uniform minimum awards above S9,000--subject to the provision

that no institutional awards above $9,000 exceed a cost-of-instruction

payment as calculated by the veteran computation procedures described

above.

Program management is located centrally, within the Office of Postsecon-

dary Education, by 16 ED staffers. ,

Program Scope:

Total demand for program funds, as calculated by the veteran enrollment

,computation procedures, amounted to $ 88.8 million in FY 1981. Award

levels on a per veteran basis were determined through a pro rata reduction

based.ton a full-time equivalency count of veteran enrollment.within each

of the two award level categories.
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The distribution of awards to, the 888( participating institutions is
presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Distribution of Veterans' Cost-of-Instruction

Payments Awards for FY 1980

44ard Number Percent

Under $5,000 484 54.5%
$5,001-$10,000 232 26.1%

$10,001-$20,000 121 13,.6%

$20,001-$40,000 48 5.4%
$40,001-$5Q,000 3 0.3%

Program Ef4ctiveness 6nd Progress:

No.impact evaluations of the Veterans' Cost-of-Instruction Program ha.ve,
been.conducted. A descriptive anOysis of program data for Academic
Year 1975-76 was completed. Based upon findings of this study, the
distribution of services and average staffing patterns are presented in
Tables 2 and 3.

As can be seen from Table 2, various forms of counseling (except for
financial counseling) are available at reasonably high rates. However,
the availability of services such as job placement and remedial courses
appear to be directly related to the level of VCIP Project funding. The
staffing patterns (as prefinted in Table 3) reveal increments in staff
sizes located at $50,000 and $100,000 funding levels. A large propotcion
of the increases associated with projects funded at more than $50,000
were attributable to additional secretarial and clerk positions.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education..

Evaluatior-LoUthe Veterans' Cost-of-Instruction Program, Research
Triarkple Institute, Research Triangleyark, North Carolina, 1978.

4or further information about program operations,

Contact: Stanley Patterson, 245-2806.

For further infOrmation about sfudies of program'effectiveness,

Contact: Robert H. Berls, 245-7884.

42,3
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I _Table 2

Activitis Reported by VCIP Projects in FY 75-76

Activity '--

$5,500
t5,500-
$9,000

$ 9,000-
$25,000

$25,000-
$50,000

$50,000-
$75,000

$ 75,000-
$100,000

vook,000-
$135%000 Total

Personnel
Counseling 64% 74% 69% 81% 83% 82% 92% 73%

Family
Counseling 44% 52% 52% 73% 63% 82% 46% 56%

Career .

Counseling 55% 80% 68% 82% 88% 88% 77% 72%

Educational
Counseling 69% 76% 74% 86% 92% 88% 92% 78%

Financial
Counseling 28% 17% 27% ,34% 46%, 29% 15% 28%

Job Placemer,;,, 14% 20% '29% 28% 38% 41% 23% 26%

Remedial
Mathematics 17% 22% 36% 37% 29% 53% 62% 32%

Remedial English'. 18% 22% 36% 38% 33% 47% 62% 33%

Remedial Reading 18% 26% p.36%' 35% 29% 24% 54% 31%

Tutoring Service 74% 78% 76% 74% 75% 76% 90% 78%

Study Center 11% 20% 27% 45% 25% 29% 23% 26%



Table 3

Average FTE Staffing Patterns Reported by VCIP
Projects fOr FY 75-76

Staff $1 $5,500- $9,000- $25,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000
Position, $5,500 $9,000 $25,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000 $135,000

Full-Time
OVA Person .6 .7 .7 .7 .8 .8 .7Coordinator .3 .3 .3 .3 .5 .6 .6
Counselor .2 .1 .3 .6 1.8 1.1 2.0
Outreacfi Worker .1 .2 .3 .4 .9 .6 1.2Recruiter .1 .1 .2 .1 .2 .4 1.7Secretary
Clerk

.2

.1

.2

.1
a

.5,

.2

.9

.5

.9

1.5
1.3

1.7
2.5
3.2

4

TOTAL 1.6 1.6 2.7 3.7 6.8 6.7 11.9
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

High School Equivalency Program; College Assistance Migrant Program

Le9islation

Higher Education Act, Title IV,

Part A, Subpart 5, Section 418A,

as amended,by P.L. 96-374

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

High School- 1980 $12,000,0004/ $6,160,000

Equivalency Program 1981 12,000,00Q,/ 6,345,000

1982 12,000,0001/ 6,345000

College Assistance 1980 1,173,000

Migrant Program 1981
1,208,000

1982 1,208,000

Program Goals and Objectives

These programs provide grants to institutions of higher education to assist

migrant and seasonal farmworkers beyond the age of compulsory school attend-

ance to complete the courses necessary to receive a high school diploma or

its equivalent, and to assist such farmworkers enrolled in the,first under-

graduate year at an institution of higher education to pursue successfully

a program of postsecondary education.

The High School Equivalency Program (HEP) brings together the outreach,

teaching, counseling and placement services necessary to recruit and serve

eligible farmworker school dropouts, aged 17-24, who wish to obtain a High

School Equivalency Certificate and subsequent placement in a college or

university, a job-training program, the military or full-time employment.

Participants receive room and board and a stipend for personal expenses.

They live on a college or university campus and can use the cultural,

recreational, health and other facilities. They attend'at least 30 hours

of class a week in the subjects covered by the General Education Development

examination and receive whatever additional tutoring is required. Career

and personal counseling, as well as placement assistance, are also provided.

T/ for both programs.

425
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The College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) is/ intended to assist
migrant and seasonal farmworkers and their dependents who are enrolled
as first year undergraduates to make the transition from secondary to
postsecondary education, to, develop the motivation necessary for success
in postsecondary education and to complete their first year successfully.
NEP graduates and eligible graduates of other high school equivalency
programs may participate in CAMP. Participants receive tuition scholar-
ships and a stipend for personal expenses. The program also provides
whatever tutoring and counseling is required and assists in arranging
grants, loans and work-study arrangements to cover the full cost of the
remaining three undergraduate years.

Program Operations

Both programs are funded through -one year grants to private, non-profit
and state-supported colleges and universities.

From 1974 to 1980, the Department of Labor funded NEP and CAMP, using a

discretionary portion of funds set-aside for migrant and seasonal farm-
worker programs. The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act Amendments
of 1978 included specific authorization for these programs. In 1980,
the program was transferred to the Department of Education and reautho-
riz.ed as part of the Higher Education Act. Funding for the two programs
has increased from $5,396,665 in 1975 to $7t553,000 in 1981. New program
regulations have been issued and program grants are now issued competively.

Program Scope

NEP is expected to serve about 2,940 students at 14 sites, and CAMP about
675 at three sites in FY 1981.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

During academic year 1979-80, 80 percent of the NEP participants success-
fully completed the General Education Development examination; 90 percent
were placed in colleges, job-training programs or full-time jobs. During
the same year, 98 percent of CAMP participants successfully completed
their first undergraduate year. Whereas the grade point average for
entering CAMP students was generally one-half point below that of their
freshman class as a whole, the grade point average for CAMP students at
the end of the freshman year was one-half point above the class average.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

None planned

Sources of Evaluation Data

Program records, Office of Postsecondary Education.

426



Pro ram Data

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Vidal Rivera, 245-2222.

For further information
about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Gerald Burns, 245-9401.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

State Student Financial Assistance Training Program

Legislation:

Sec. 493C of Title IV, Part F, Higher
Education Act of 1965, as created by
P.L. 94-482 (October 12, 1976); repealed
by P.L. 96-374.

Funding History:

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1980

Year Authorization Appropriation

. 1977

1978
1979

1980

1981

$ 728,009 4/

$ 770,073
$ 553,085
$ 534,240
$1,000,000

$448,009
$490,073
$533,085
$534,240
$503,367 2/

Program Goals and Objectives

The purpose of the SSFAT Program is to help States design rlizi develop pro-
grams to increase the proficiency of institutional and State financial aid .

administrators in all aspects of student financial assistance-. States
identify current and future financial aid administration needs, develop
strategies and training materials to strengthen present programs, and
provide appropriate pre-service and in-service training for financial
aid administrators in State agencies and in postsecondary institutions
throughout the State.

\

Program Operations:

The law provided for an annual Federal appropriation of $280,000 through
Fiscal Year 1978, -to be divided equally among participating States and
territories; however, funds were never appropriated for this authorization.
The law also-established the current funding pattern of transfers in each
State of amounts equal to one-twentieth of one percent of the funds allot-
ted under each of the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant, College
Work-Study, and National Direct Student Loan Programs, not to exceed
$10,000 from each program; 4nd for equal matching Federal funds by amounts
from State resources.

1/ ihese figures represent the sum of $280,000 and the authorized yearly
transfers from three Federal student financial assistance programs
according to the formula( described in the Program Operations section
of this report.

2/ Section 493 C is repéeL by P.L. 96-374. However, part of the program
authority is now indlOdeeunder Title IV, Part F, Sec. 486. Since Part
F contain,s "General Prdirfsions Relating to Student Financial Aid Pro-
grams" thiS programill not be reported separately in the future.

428



States wishing to participate in the SSFAT Program must file an application

.for funds for each program year with the Secretary of Education through the

State agency administering its State Student Incentive Grant program. At

the end of each award period, the appropriate State agency must file a

report on its expenditures and training activities for that year.

Program Scope:

Fifty-seven states and territories are potentially eligible to participate

in the SSFAT Program. In the first year of the program existence, 1977-78,

there were 41 participating entities, consisting of 39 states and Puerto

Rico and the District of Columbia. In the fourth and final year of the

program, 1980-1981, it is expected that at least 43 states will have part-

icipated, while Puerto Rico ard the District of Columbia have discontinued

their participation. See Table 1 for more details on funding.

The most recent program year for which complete figures are available, 1979

-80, indicates that almost two-thirds of the 12,548 financial aid adminis-

trators identified through the program's need-analysis surveys as being

"eligible to benefit" attended SSFAT Program training sessions. A similar

number of financial aid administrators received materials developed and/or

distributed with 5SFAT Program funds. See Table 2 for more details on

participants.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

The SSFAT Program has provided for training opportunities that address the

complexities of both State and Federal student financial aid programs.

Workshops presented with the assistance of SSFAT Program funds have ranged

from sessions in less populous states, such as Alaska and Rhode Island: to

the multiple presentations in California, New York,.and Pennsylvania. Ma-

terials developed with SSFAT Program funds have included gui,des to'available

student financial aid, model policy and procedures manuals for financial

aid offices, and monographs. One monograph on legal issues in financial

aid developed in Illinois was reproduced and distributed by several other

states. Materials through the third program year have been indexed and

are on file in the Division of Training and Dissemination, Office of Student

Financial Assistancei:

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

SSFAT Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further information on Program Operations;

Contact: Pat Hopson, 472-3320.

For further information on studies of Program Effectiveness:

Contact: Dan Morrissey, 245-7884.
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Federal Appropriations

TABLE 1

Funding Summary
State Student Financial Assistance

Trajning Program
FY 1977-80

or

FY 1977-78 FY 1978-79

$413, 724.00 $429,630.00

FY 1979-80 FY 1980-81

$491,949.00

Participating: States 39 44 43

Participating: Others 2 2 0

$503,367.00

State Expenditures $399,690.71 $448,224.39 $495,483.69

Federal Expenditures $333,431.85 $376,606.51 $413,623.24

Total Expenditures $733,122.56 $824,830.90 $909,106.93

*Figures for FY 1980-81 are not available at this time.

TABLE 2

Compilatton of Data
FY 1979-80'

State Student Financial Assistance
jraining Program

Eligible Beneficiaries . . . .12,548 Training Sessions (Total). . . .506

Actual Beneficiaries 9,419 Workshops/Seminars 263

Attended Workshops 8,100 On-Site Assistance 216

Received On-Site Other 27

Assistance 726

Received Other Training . . . 1,922

Received Materials 8,146
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Training

Program for Special Programs Staff and Leadership Personnel

Legislation

Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended by
Section 124 (c) of Public Law 94-482; as
amended by Public Law 96-374.

Expiration Date

September 30, 1985

Fundins History: Year Authorilation 1/ Appropriation

1978 $200,000,000 $2,000,000

1979 200,000,000 2,400,000

1980 200,000,000 2,000,000

1981 200,000,000 1,000,000

1982 165,000,000 2,000,000 (est.

Program Goals and Objectives

The Training Program for Special Programs Staff and Leadership Personnel

is designed to provide training for staff and leadership personnel who

will specialize in improving the delivery of services to students assisted

by the Special Services, Upward Bound, Talent Search, and Educational

Opportunity Centers programs. Training for local, project personnel is

designed to improve their skills in leadership, management, academic

instruction and counseling.

Programbperations

The Training Program awards contracts 2/ to support the operation of

short-term training institutes and in-seRice training programs to improve

the skills of staff and leadership personnel. Proposals are requested from

institutions of higher education and other public agencies and non-profit

private organizations. The program is forward-funded and contracts are

awarded competitively. Beginning in FY 1982, The Training Program will

become a discretionary grant program instead of a contract program. It is

expected that 20 new grants will be awarded at an average of $100,000 per

grant. As one of the "TRIO" programs, 45 ED staff manage,,this program

along with five other programs in the Division of Student- Services.

1/ Represents b-udget authority for all the Special Programs for Ilisadvan-
_

taged Students: Special Services, Upward Bound, Talent Search, Educa-

tional Opportunity Centers, Service Learning Centers, and the Training

Program.

2/ Public Law 96-374 authorizes grants rather than cobtracts.

1
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Program Scope

In FY 1979, contracts were awarded to Marquette University ($400,000)
for leadership training sessions, the University of Colorado ($1,200,000)
for training in instructional and counseling techniques, and Atlanta
University ($800,000) for management and evaluation training sessions. A
total of 1,899 project staff persons received training under the above
contracts.

In FY 1980, two contracts were awarded to provide training to approximately
1,400 Special Programs project personnel. One contract went to Marquette
University ($1,400,000) to provide training to experienced project v.rsonnel
in the areas of project evaluation, designing and implementing effective
counseling and tutorial' components, and curriculum, design. The second
contract went to Far West Laboratory ($600,000) to provide project manage-
ment training to new Special Programs project personnel.

In FY 1981, one contract will be awarded to provide training to about
550 project personnel.

Program Effectiveness

A program evaluation has not been conducted.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation

None Planned

Sources of Data

Program files, Office of Pbstsecondary Education.

For further information about program Operations.

Contact: Richard T.-Sonnergren, 426-8960.

For *nit* information about program effectiveness

Contact: Robert li,Berls, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL 6ALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Strengthening Developing Institutions Program (SDIP)

Legislation

Higher Education Act bf 1965, Title III,
Public Law 89-329, as amended by Public

Law 96-374.

0:5

Expiration Date

September 30, 1985 1/

Funding History: Year Authorization AppropriatiOn

19,66 $'55,000,000 $ c,003,000

1967 30,000,000 30,000,000

1968 55,000,000 30,000,000

1969 35,000,000 30,000,000

1970 70,000,000 30,000,000

1971 91,000,000 33,850,000

1972 91,000,000 .51,850,000

1973 120,000,000 87,350,000

1974 120,000,000 99,992,000

1975 120,000,000 110,000,000

1976 120,000,000 110,000,000

1977 120,000,000 110,000,000

1978 120,000,000 120,000,000

1979 120,000,000 120,000.000

1980 120,000,000 110,000,000

1981 120,000,000 120,000,000

1982 129,000,000 129,600,000

Program Goals and Objectives

The program objective in Fiscal Year 1981 was to provide assistance tb

developing institutions of higher education which demonstrate a desire

and a potential to make a substantial contribution to the higher educatfon

resources of the Nation but which, for financial and other reasons', are

struggling for survival and are isolated from the main currents of

, academic life. Specific program objectives included the improvement of

the quality of curriculum, faculty, student services, administration, and

other general areas of institutional=operations. Since its inception, the

program has included both two- and four-year institutions enrolling sub-

stantial numbers,of students from low-income families as well as represent-

atives of minority populations. Almost a thousand colleges:anduniversities

were eligible to participate in the Title III program based on average BEOG

awards and E&G expenditures in FY 1981.

1/ The program for 1982 will be changed due to the Higher Education

Amendments of 1980. It will consistent of three individual grant

prVgrams; The Strengthening Program, The Special Needs Program, and

thi Challange Grant Program. Details on the new programs are available

from R. Fairley, Institution Aid Programs (755-1254).
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The program goal was to provide such supplementary financial assistance
as may be necessary to allow developing institutions to move into "the

mainstream of American -higher reducation" so that they might, on the

basis of offering an education of good quality, reasonablj compete for
siudents and_external financial resources.

Program Opsratiäns

Developing institutions for FY 1981 were defined in the legislation as
institutions of higher education which: (1) provide an educational program
which awards an A.A. or a B.A. degree,- (2) are accredited by a nationally
recognized accrediting agency or association, or making reasonable progress
toward such accreditation, (3) have satisfied both of the above requirements
during the five academic years preceding the'academic year during which
program assistance would be providedwith the exception that the five-year
stipulation may be waived for institutions which -serve to increase the
higher education available to. Indians. In addition, three of the 'five
years may be waived for institutions serving substant'al numbers of Spanish-

,

speaking persons, (4) admit as regular st.udents only persons having a

certificate of graduation from a high school providing secondary pducation
or the recognized equivalent of'such a certificate, (5) are public or non-
profit, and (6) meet such other requirements as may be prescr4bed by

regulations. The law requires that such prescriptions include an indication-

that the institutions participating in the program are: (a) makiN a
reasonable effort to improve the quality of their teaching and administra-
tive staffs andi4student serviCes programs and (b) for financial or other
reasons are struggling for survival 'and isolated from the ,main currents
of academic life.

During Fisca) Year 1979, new regulations -.mere adopted which changed the
eligibility criteria. Two quantitativecriteria replaced th2 old meAsures,
resulting in a simpler eligiblity process.

Institutional eligibility was determined by considering the size of its
average Basic ,Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) award per full-time

undergraduate student. This criterion is a measure of the institution's

service to low-income students, and is given double weight. The second
criterion is the institution's cost per full-time equivalent undergraduate
student in educitional and general expenditures, which is a measure of
the institution's financial health.

In all instances, a developing institution is the grantee even when

bilateral or consortium arrangements with other agencies are used. A

bilateral arrangement may involve many assisting agencies, however, the

current appropriation law limits "funding of more than one non-profit

Agency.

Institutions.qualified as developing in FY 1981 submitted a proposal

that included the following three sections; 1) institutional narrative,

2) activity narratives, and 3) budgets. The institutional narrati

is to include; 1) mission and goals of the instftut+on, 2) studem.
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characteristics and 3) the long-rang plan Which includes long and short
range goals, planned activities, criteria for measuring progress, time

schedules, resources needed, and pro edures to be used to monitor the
progress. There Were four program areas within which activities could
be funded; academic, administrative a d management, student services and
fiscal stability. The proposals were reviewed and rated Orl the basis of

the the entire proposal. The crite ia are "to what extent does the

applicant's mission and goals reflectits constituents needs," "to what
extent does the size, scope, and duratiO1 of,proposed activities contribute
to the stated goals," and oto what eXtent ',extent is the proposed cost
realistic." If the proposals exceeded an.average rating of 50 points, then
the proposal Was rated on program prioritieS. Program priorities were

to "strengthen the academic program forlow-inCOme and minority students,"
and "contribute to the long term stability of \the institution." Grantees
were expected to:submit twice yearly progress report and yearly evaluation

reports prepared by a third party.

,Program Scope

In total from FY\ 1966 to FY., 1981, over $1.2 billion was appropriated
for this program. Three distinct funding strategies were used over this
period. They are summarized as below.

The Basic Grant Strategy - FY 1966' to FY 1972 -- Total Funding,

$210.7 million. Number of participants ranged 'from 158. to 556.

Activities were funded on a project by project basis usually for
one year and judged in the same manner. See, Table I for more
details on participants.

The Basic and Advanced Grant Strategy - FY 1973 to FY 1978 --

Total Funding $637 million; $311 .million for the Basic Program;

and $326 million for the Advanced Program. The Advanced Pro9ram
projects were selected and judged as they related to the institutions'

development plan. See Table,s 2 and 3 for more details on participants.

The Combined Strategy - FY 1979 to FY 1981 -- Total funding, $350

million. All institutions are required to have long-range a develop-
ment plan. Projects funded must relate to the plan and are judged on

the basis of their contribution to its implementation. (See Table.

4 for more details on participants and funded activities.)

Funds will be awarded :under new regulations reflecting the Higher
Education Amendments of 1980 for the first time in FY 1982.

Program Effectiveness and Progres

Over the past fifteen years a num12417 of studies have been completed covering
a wide spectrum of activities. HoWever, up to this point there has been

np comprOensive evaluation of. the 'overall impact of the program. The

first phase of a study, which begansin late 1980, to determine how best
to evaluate the impact of the:program both from a national perspective

and also at the institutional level has been completed.
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While the contractor uncovered a number of measurement problems because
of the multiplicity and diverSity of kinds and mixes of activities that
institutions propose and are in fact allowed to operate, they concluded
the "program objectives are-measureable at the institutional and national
level; that a systematic attempt to document program performance in

these terms is feasible and desirable; and that such an effort should
become routine managment practice in monitoring and accounting for program
performance.

In coming to this Lonclusion, they suggested that currently too little
attention is given to outcomes and too much to activity milestones.

However, they also recognized this is due in part to the (reasonable)

conviction that the institution can best determine its needs and strategies
and measure its accomplishments; the absence among progrm operations staff
of special competences in higher education, in the variety of disciplines
represented in the activities, or in impact evaluation per se; and the lack
of ready and persuasie evaluation capability in the eligible institutions
themselves, along with the added cost for the institution of and executing
a reasonable impact evaluation.

Finally it is also reasonable to expect that orderly and determinable
institutional and activity characteristics can be identified that may
explain differences in program impact indicies at the_institutional level
and that such ,Monitoring of impact can be routinized for efficient operation
by existing program staff. This will aid not only impact analysis but the
applications review process, technical assistance to institutions, and the
better specification of rules and regulations.

Ongoing and Planned Activities

Phase II of the above noted study will be conducted in FY 1982 under the new
Insitutional Aid program to document both institution and overall program
impact. It is scheduled for completion in FY 1983.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

;

\A Stiidy of Title III of _he Higher Ethcation Act: The Developing
Inseitutions Program, Center for Research and Development in Higher,
Education, University of California--3erkeley, January 1974.

A sessing the Federal Program for Strtngthening Developing Institutions
of\HiherEducation , General Accounting Office, October 31, 1975.

Th Devel,Opment of Institutions of Higher Education: Theory and

Ass ssmeOt of Impact of Four Possible Areas of InterventiOn Plus
Tec nice/1 Appendices, Harvard Graduate School of Education,
Carrtride, MassachUsetts, January 1977. .

.Rese rph Triangle Institute, 'A Study of the Strengthening Develqiing
Insti ution Program, Phase I; Research Triangle Park, North Carolina,
1981.
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Program Files, Division of Institutional Development, Office of

Postsecondary Education.

For further information about program operattons,

Contact: Richard Fairley, 755-1254

Forjurther information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884
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Table 1
TITLE III, HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965-STRENGTHENING DEVEOpop INSTITUTIONS

BASIC INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOMENT PROGRAM

Funds Appropriated

1966

COMPARATIVE DATA FOR FISCAL YEARS '.7.:6-1972

1971 19721967 1968 1969 1970

& Obligated $ 5,000 $30,000 $ 30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $ 33,850 $ 51,850
(in thousands)

Funds Requested
by Institutions $32,250 $56,792 $113,925 $95,187 $85;434 $105,048 $143,000
(in thousands)

Number of Proposals
Submitted 310 560 500 464 433 441 456

Developing Institutions:
Number of Grantees 127 411 220 229 227 198 226

Participating Institutions 31 55 148 186 215 307 330

-P
(...)

co

Total 158 466 368 415 442 505 556

Assisting Institutions 66 168 131 142 156 151 185

Assisting Agencies
& Businesses 9 53 28 47 51 53 101

National Teaching
Fellowships Approved 263 1,514 727 655 649 541 635

Professors Emeriti 1/
Awarded 56 64 73

Geographical Representation
(States/Territories) (38/1) (47/3). (45/3) (45/3) (44/4) (40/3) (43/3)

s
4.1 1/ The Higher Education Amendments of 1968 added this component to the program and the first award was in 1970.

Source: Program files, OffiCe of Postsecondary Education.
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Table 2
TITLE III, HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 STRENGTHENING DEVELOPING

INSTITUTIONS BASIC INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

COMPARATIVE DATA FOR FISCAL YEARS 1973-1978

1977 19781973

Funds Appropriated

1974 1975 1976

& Obligated $ 51,850 $ 51,992 $ 52,0006 $ 52,000 $ 52,000 2/ $ 52,000

.(in thousands)

Funds Requested
by Institutions

(in thousands)

$220,000 $198,000 $222,000 $196,000 $184,000 $172,000

Number of Proposals
Submitted 470 511 491 431 410 415

Developing Institutions:
Number of Grantee 235 215 207 .203 190 238

1
Participating Institutions 232 139 230 232 229 205

Total 467 354 437 435 419 443

Assisting Institutions 181 163 141 163 168 211

Assisting Agencies
and Businesses 134 178 118 166 149 257

National Teaching
Fellowships Approved 354 524 461 362 3/ 3/

Professors Emeriti 1/
Awarded 45 59 48 38 3/ 3/

Geographical Representation
(States/Territories) (43/3) (47/3) (44/3) (44/4) (46/3) (46/4)

1/ The Higher Education Amendments of 1968 added this component to the program and the first award was in 1970.

7/ An additional $476,440 was received from OE reprogrammed money to make the new total obligated funds--$52,476,440.

7/ Not available.

Source: Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.
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INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
ITLE III, HIGHER EDUCATION ACT'OF 1965

Table 3

\ SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEARS 1973-78

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 Total

Funds Appropriated
And Obligated $ 35,500,000 $ 48,000,000 $ 58,000,000 $ 58,000,000 $ 58,000,000 $ 68,000,000 $ 325,500,000

Funds Requested by
Institutions 336,554,162 400,387,759 318,997,848 314,577,547 281,373,538 352,595,125 2,004,485,979

Number of Proposals
Submitted 156 205 174 134 193 135 997

Number of Institutions
Funded 28 36 61 34 89 55 303

Number of New
Institutions Funded 28 36 19 32 29 21 165

Number of Grants Awarded 28 36 63 34 110 58 320

Geographical Representation
of Grantees (States) 22 18 26 23 29 26 36

Number of Different Four-
Year Colleges Funded 17 23 44 22 63 37 108

* In FY 1977-79 awards with a mean of $92,000 were mad to previous grants.

Source: Program files, Office of Postsecondary Educat on.
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Table 4

Funding Summary
Developing Institutions Program

FY 1979-1981

Appropriation

1979-

Fiscal Year

1980 1981

120,000,000 110,000,000* 120,000,000

Obligations 117,000,909 110,000,000 120,000,000

Funds Requested 567,775,965 562,007,501 521,884,306

Number of Proposals 504 445 657

Number of Grantees 372 302 380

2-Year
166 92 144

4-Year 1 206 210 236

*$12 million was set aside for non-competing continuations. In FY 1979 66 2-year

schools were given only one year funding of their multi-year award. Thus, in FY

1980, money had to be set aside to fund the second year of these multi-year

award§. $3.5 million is set aside for noncontinuations in FY 1981. This set

aside is for 17 2-year institutions.

Source: Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.
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Table 5

AIDP - Ten Most Frequently Funded Activities

Fiscal Year 1973-1978

Number Obligated

Activity Funded in $1,000's

Number of
Institutions

Top 10 Activities

Planning Phase 200 $ 9,286 165

Planning, Management,
and Evaluation 187 32,454 140

AIDP Coordination and Control Q174 23,569 130

Vocational and Technical Training 318 64,489 110

Career' Counseling/Guidance/
Advisement/Placement/Follow-up 96 17,367 82

Instructional Methods and
-...-ww---

Technology 90 21,863 70

Strengthening Fund Raising

Capacity 86 2,105 69

Management Information Systems 70 65,000 100

Varied Student Services 59 16,595 58

Development Studies Program 57 9,887 42

Percent of total (top 10) 70 65 100

Total of all Activities 1,905 262,615 165

These activities constituted 3pproximate1y 70 percent of all AIDP-funded

activities and accounted for 66 percent of all expenditures under AIDP

programs.

Source: Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.
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ANNUAL EV UATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Minority Institutions Siience Improvement Program

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Section (3)(a)(1), Naticimal Science Foundation September 30; 1984

Act of 1950, enacted bylP.L. 81-507, 64 Stat. 149
(42 USC 1862), amended by Section 1303 of which
added Section 406 A to the General Education Pro-
visions Act (20 U.S.C. 1221 e-1 b; 3444). PL 96-374

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

1972
1973
1974
1975

1976
1977

1978
1979

1980
1981

1982

$ 5,000,000
$ 5,000,000

$ 5,000,000
5,000,000
5,000,000
5,000,000
5,000,000
5,000,000
5,000,000
5,000,000
5,000,000
5,000,000
5,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The Minority Institutions Science Improvement Program (MISIP) was estab-

lished to assist minority institutions to develop and maintain quality
science education and to improve access to science and engineering careers
for pre-college and undergraduate level minority students.

The MISIP program began in 1972 at the National Science Foundation at a

funding level of $5 million per year. The program has supported a wide

range of science projects at institutions whose student enrollments are
predominantly from ethnic minorities underrepresented in science and en-
gineering:--11W disadvantaged- groups supported throu,gh the MISIP program
include Alaskan Natives, American Indians, Black Americans, Hispanics,

Pacific Islander and other ethnic groups underrepresented in science and
engineering.

PrograM Operations

The program supports four types of projects. The institutional and coop-

; erative grant awards are for comprehensive science education projects at
a single one institution or at a consortium of institutions, and are

funded at a maximum of $300,000 three years. The design projects are
small projects which provide science planning capability to eligible insti-

tutions having no formal planning mechanisms; these grants are made for a

. maximum of one year at $20,000. Special projects are designed are designed

for single-focus science improvement activities these grant,projects are
funded for a maximum of two years at $50,900. The program receives, on the

average about 60 applications annually in the institutionalicooperatiNe
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category, and about 100 appliCations in the special projects category. The

'proposals are evaluated using a peer review system. Each application is
read'and evaluated by two separate panels composedOffour or.five scien-
tists and engineers representing both the social and natural sciences.1

Program Scope

During the first nine years history of the program, MISIP has provided
$41.7 million for 207 direct institutional/cooperative projects at 139

different institutions and $2.3 million for 48 special projects, design
projects and a variety of other activities that relate to the objectives
of the program.

Table 1 outlines the types of awards, the year initiated,.the number funded
and the average size of the award.

Table 1 .

Minority Institutions Science Improvement43rogram

TYPES OF SUPPORT .

Award Type Institutional Cooperative Design
Special

Project

FY Initiated 1972 1974 1977 1979

Primary Purpose Basic
Science

Improvement

Joint
Science

Improvement,

Assist
Long-Range
Planning

Single

Focused

Maximum Award Size $300,000 $300,000 $20,000 $50,000

Maximum Duration 36 mos. 36 mos. 12 mos. 24 mos.

No. of Awards through
FY 1980 207 6 10 32

No. of.Awards in FY 1980 19 0 1 19

Total Amount Awarded 41,677,225 1,099,873 197,814 1,274,621

Average Award Size 201,339 183,312 19,781 39,832

'Source Program Files
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Program Effectiveriess and Progress

Thepurpose of this program is to effect long-range improvement tn science

education out predominantly minority institutions. As Table 2 indicates,

One half of the eligible institutions participated in the prograM through

FY 1980.

Table 2

Minority Institutions Science ImProvement Program (MISIP)

Institutional Participation in MISID, FY 1972-1980

Predominant
Minority Group

Alaskan Native

American Indian

Black

Mexican Ameri6an

Puerto Rican

Micronesian

Coffbination

TOTAL

Number
Eligible*

Number
of

Awards

Number
of Diff.
Inst. Rec.

Awards**.

Sucess=
Ratio
(Awards/

6 .Proposals)

4 2 1
/ 67%

6 11
g**

.
'65%

141 157 98** 49%

16 8 6 40%

25 21 14 51%

1 1 1 100%

19 13
* * 70%

214* 213
* * 50%

*Does not include 34 institutions wh

certain or which are non-accredited.

1 1 ty/accred.tat*on is-un-

**Includes sevin non=accredited American Indi

%ccredited Black institutions and one Hawaii

in the current eligibility pool count.

institutions, two non-

stitution not thcluded

More to the point, a 1979 evaluation of the program concluded that the pro-

gram while limited in funding has been able to initiate capability en-

hancing activities in participating institutions.s? Further, participating

institutions report,ed increases in the number ofsponsored science research

projects conducted by science faculty:

However, little could be reported as to the impact of the prograi on the

actual production of science degrég in part due to the small size of

grants and in part due to the relative newness of the program. There was .

however, an 'increa'se reported in the time spend by faculty on science

student career couseling and advice,
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluation. Studies
amp

No new studies are planned; however, information will be gathered from
participating institutions when applicable as part of an on-going evalu-
ation of the Developing Institutions Program.

Sources of Evaluation Data

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

Author D. Little Inc., Evaluation of MinorqY Institutions Science
Iamprovement Program, Prepared for the National Science Program
C-79691) February 1979.

For further information about program operations:

Contact: Argelia Velez, 472-6583

F,or further information about program effectiveness:

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Progrhm Name

Biomedical Sciences

'Legislation

.
Elementary and Secondary
EdOcation Act, Title III Part L.

Funding History: Year Authorization

1980 1 $40,000,000

1981 40,000,000

1982 --- 1/

Program Goals and Objectives

ration Date

Se tember 30, 1983

//
Appropriation

1

$ 3,000,000
3,000,000

To enco rage and help prep re talented secondary /school students from

economi ally. disadvantaged backgrounds to pursue careers in the biomedical

science , grants are awarded to institutions of higher eduction to provide

these students with the neciessary academic skills, cbunseling, and exposure

to the opportunities in tHe field. The institutions work in conjunction

' with local educational ag ncies, private secondarY schools and community

health agencies in the ge graphical area to provide students at the secon-

dary school level with a intensive academic pro ram in mathematics, the

sciences, and English and studyskills developmenii as well as experiences

in labOratory and health delivery settings, guidence and counseling, and

exposurfe to professionals in the biomedical stienCes. Projects must offer

at least 100 hours of training after school during the academic year and a

six-week summer program o academic instruction/and enrichment to accommo-

date all of the students ho wish to enroll.

Prograo Operations

The authorizing legislatio requires that each project operate for a five

year period, although awar 'are made for single year's duration with sub-

sequentI awards dependent ,on available funds and maintenance of enrollment

at 50 percent of the precédi g years enrollmen. A five'year project period

enablesgrantees to enroll ta get students while they are in the ninth grade

and to provide intensive, corlistent, and continuiny experiences for these

students during high school, 'and to assess each participant's experience,

including their first year at university. !

The law \also requires that pro ects must eriroll at least 100 ninth grade

studentsp but permits additional students tolenter at the tenth grade level.

Students in the eleventh and tvlelfth gradet may also enroll if they have

had simi
I

ar course experience in a comparabIe program. No grant may exceed

$2,400 for each student particip nt, of whjich not more than $30 per month

may be mOe available to each s udent as a stipend. Additional project

costs are allowed for the summer p ogram.

1/ Repealed by the Omnibus Budget econciliation Act:of 1981.

47 !
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Students eligible for participation must be from a family which had, during
the preceding year, an income equal to 50 percent or less of the national
median income for families of comparable size. Students from this pool
lust also have the potential for successfully completing college level
d'ourses in the biomedical sciences.

Grants to institutions of higher education are made on the basis of a na-
tional competition. To encourage participating students to serve in commu-
nities underrepresented by the biomedical sciences after completing their
training, special consideration is given to those projects which are located
in rural areas or areas where there are health personnel shortages. Other
factors which are given special consideration in making awards are the ex-
tent to which a project (1) offers opportunities not previously available
and (2) assures a diverse geographic distribution of all awards.

Program Scope

This program complements activities being carried out under the Department
of Education's Special Programs for the Disadvantaged, which concentrate on
identifying and encouraging disadvantaged students to complete high school
and to enter and succeed in postsecondary education, as well as the Gradu-
ate/Professional Educational Opportunities program which supports graduate
fellowships, some of which are in the biomedical sciences. This program
also complements several programs outside the Department of Education,
including the Public Health Service's Health Professions Graduate Student
Loan program, Health Career Opportunity Program, and Health Professions
Student Loan program, and the, National Institute of Health's Minority
Biomedical Support program.

Table 1 summarizes actual awards for FY 1980 and expected awards for FY
1981. FY 1981 funds will be used for continuation awards although because
of an assumed attrition rate of 20 percent, two new projects may be funded.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

Projects are funded for a five year period, based on the availability of
funds in subsequent"years. Grantees are expected to assess each partici,
pants experience, including their first year at a university however, the
program has been operative for too short a period to determine its effec-
tiveness.

Ongoin_g:and Pla'nned Studies

None Planned for FY 1981
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Sources of Data

Program'Files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For furt'her information about program operations

Contact: Richard Sonnergren, 245-9758.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness

Contact: Robert Berls, 245-7884.

Table 1

Summary of Projects Funded Under Biomedical Sciences
1980 and 1981

Number of Projects
-- New Awards

1980 1981

Actual Actual

12 --

Continuation Awards 12

Total 12

Number of Students
Enrolled
New Projects 1,200

Continuation Projects 1,200

'Total 1,200 1,200

Sou rces: P rogram Fi 1 es
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Law School Clinical Experience Programs

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Public Law 89-329 Higher Education Act of September 30, 1985
1965 (as amended by Public Law 92-318),
Title IX, Part E, extended by Public Law
96-374

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

1978 $7,500,000 $1,000,000
1979 7,500,000 2,000,000
1980 7,500,000 4,000,000
1981 7,500,000 3,000,000
1982 1,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The overall goal of this program is to provide clinical experience to
students in the practice of law.

Program Operations:

The Secretary is authorized to enter into agreements with accredited law
schools for the purpose of paying not more that 90 percent of the cost of
establishing or expanding clinical law programs. Costs are limited to
such expenditures as: planning; preparation of related teaching materi-
als; administration; training of faculty members; payments for faculty,
attorneys and other directly involved in supervision; appropriate travel;
and other activities related to the program. Proposals are submitted in
a national competition. A panel of outside consultants reviews the pro-
posals and makes recommendations for funding to the Secretary. The program
is forward funded.

Program Scope:

The Law School Clinical Experience program was first funded as a demonstra-
tion'program in 1\978 with an_appropriation of $1,000,000. _The _appropri-
ation has doubled annually with $2 million in 1979 and $4 million in 1980.
In the academic'year 1980-81, the $4,000,000 was awarded to 84 Taw schools
to establish or expand programs that provide law students with actual law
experience. Institutions receiving the grants which ranged in size from
$20,000-$75,000 are located in 42 States, the District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress:

When initially funded in 1978, this program was to have supported one-

time only demonstrations to stimulate accredited law schools to establish

or expand clinical training programs for law students in -the actual

practice of law. Using example and imitation as criteria the Federal

objective to demonstrate the value of clinical experience in the education

and training of law students can be said to have been met. For example,

the Ford Foundation sponsored Council on Legal Education for Professional

Responsibility, Inc. (CLEPR) has spent approximately $7,000,000over the

past ten years to support the demonstration and development of approximate-

ly 100 clinical legal education programs. In view of this evidence it has

been concluded that the concept of clinical legal training has been

demonstrated and if the program is of value it should be the individual

institution's responsibility to support the operation of these programs.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Louis Venuto, 245-2347.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Legal Training for the Disadvantaged

Legislation:

Public Law 89-329 of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (as amended by Public Law
93-380), Title IX, Part D, Section 966;
extended by Pubfic Law 96-374.

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1985

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

1974 1/ $ 750,000
1975 T/ . 750,000
1976 17 ,_ 750,000
1977 T/ 750,000
1978 T/ 1,000,000
1979 T/ 1,000,000
1980 T/ 1,000,000
1981 T/ 1,000,000
1982 $1,a10,000 1,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of Title IX, Part D, Legal Training for the Disadvantaged,
is to makers grants to or to enter into cdntracts with public and private
agencies and institutions for the purpose of assisting persons from
disadvantaged backgrounds, to undertake training in the legal profession.
The program was established for the purpose of bringing about a significant
increase in the number of lawyers from minority and disadvantaged groups.
The program formerly funded and administered by the Office of Economic
Opportunity (0E4 is now administerd by ED. The FY 1974 appropriation
was the first specifically for the program under ED direction.

Program Operations

The administration of the program is handled through a non-competitive
project grant to the Council on Legal Educational Opportunity (CLEO) with
no matching requirements. CLEO conducts a nationwide search for candidates
to participate in this program. The participants are persons who wish
to become lawyers, but have been unable to gain admission to law school
under prevailing admissions criteria because of economic disadvantages,
marginal academic credentials, or 'both. Applications are submitted to
the CLEO central office where an initial screening process is done.

1/ This program was funded from private sources in 1968-70, and thereafter
first by the Office of Economic Opportunity and then in 1974 by the
Office of Education under HEA, Title IV, Part D, Section 966. "Such
sums as may be necessary" were authorized for appropriation at that
time.
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Eligible applications are then forwarded to regional panels of law school

deans and other educators who make the final selection of students.

The program provides the students with an intensive training session

in the summer prior to law school. The intensive,pre-law training that

the participants receive runs for six weeks and is held at a number of

regional institutes. Institute sites are selected in an effort to re-

flact a broad geographic distribution and to reduce student traveling

expenses to the institute. This special preparation is designed to

enable CLEO students to perform as well in law school as the traditional

law student. After completion of the summer training, the students

begin three years of law school where they annually receive a fellowship

stipend of $1000. In addition, participating law schools waive the

tuition and fees that would normally be charged to these students.

Utimately, this program will increase the number of attorneys from econ-

omically and educationally disadvantaged backgrounds.

Program Scope:

In the 1980-81 academic year, 210 new students were supported in addition

to 340 continuing students. Altogether 2,850 students have participated

in the CLEO program whiph has involved 144, law schools. Table 1 summa-

rizes awards for 1980 and those anticipated for 1981.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Since its operation in 1968, the program has experienced a retention

rate among its first-year students of about 80 percent, as compared to the

90 percent rate for law students as a whole. Since the program's inception

in 1968 through 1979, a total of 2,722 students have successfully completed

the summer institute programs, and of these, 2,629 have entered law school.

Of the total possible number of eligible graduates at this time, 1,410 or

approximately 70 percent have already graduated, a figure which compares

reasonably well with the national norm. An additional 605 students have

withdrawn from or failed in law school. Available data on students who

participated in the legal training for the disadvantaged program from 1968

to 1979 are summarized in Table 2.

Considerable efforts have been made through the program to increase the

number of women going to law school. Forty-six percent of the 1979 current

participants were females. Similar efforts have been made to attract

minorities. Table 3 summarizes,the information on the ethnic background of

the current participants. As the table indicates, the majority (approxi-

mately 54 percent) of participants 1979 were Blacks. However, a large

number of ethnic minorities have participated in the program.

The CLEO National Office initiated a comprehensive survey in the summer

of 1978 to compile relevant data on the performance of the more than 1,410

program participants during and after their matriculation in law school

to assess the Program's impact. To do so, they examined several signifi-

cant variables; quantifiable law school admission credentials; performance

within the academic arena of law school, bar performance, and most im-

portantly, the employment achievements of the Program's graduates. The

survey of CLEO graduates' academic academic and bar performance data
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involved 690 Program Fellows from entering classes of 1968 through 1975,
that is, the law graduates of the classes 1971 .through 1978. The survey
represented a 48.9% response from the total available pool of 1,410 CLEO
law school graduates during the time period covered.

The survey revealed that while CLEO fellows mean admission test scores
were considerably lower than the National Average (422 compared to 551.9),
their academic standing reflects a surprisingly successful record of

performance for the period of law school enrollment. Eighty-seven percent
of those fellows surveyed were reported to be in gooding standing at the
conclusion of the first year, 94.1% in the second year, and 99.6% is

the third year.

The survey also found 73.9% (501 of 678 respondents) passed their bar
examination by their second attempt. This compares favorably with the
national bar passage rate of 74%. This is especially important since
the bar examination performance is viewed by many as an essential factor
in determining the viability of affirmative admission programs. Given
the law admission test scores the CLEO Fellows' bar performance is indeed
significant.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

The 4lucation Amendments of 1976 required an annual report on the- HEA
Title IX programs, including Part D. The first study focused only upon
1978 while the second report, was combined for the years 1979 and 1980.
This report requirement was removed in the Higher Education Amendments of
1980.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Program files, Division of Training and Facilities, Office of Postsecondary
Education.

Applied Management Sciences, "A Study of Specific Federally Funded Graduate
Education Programs," February 1978.

Council of Legal Education Opportunity, "CLEO Fellows Academic and Bar
Performance Data: An Abstract," Summer 1978.

U.S. Department of Education "A Report on Specific Federally Funded Gradu-
ate Education Programs 1978 to 1980" (The Secretary's Report to Congress on
Title IX of The Higher Education Act of 1965 is amended) January 1981.

Data from Council on Legal Educat.ion Opportunity, December 1978.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Lou Venuto, 245-2347.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884.
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Table 1

Summary of Awards for CLEO

1980

New Awards - Federal Dollars $ 210,000

Number'of Students 210

Noncompeting Continuations
Federal Dollars $ 340,000

Number of Students 340

Summer Institutes -
_Federal Dollars $ 210,000

Number os Institutes 7

CLEO - Administrative Costs $ 240,000

Total BA $1,000,000

Total Students Supported 550

Student Stipend $ 1,000

Source: Program Files
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1981

Estimate

$ 210,000
210

$ 340,000
340

$ 210,000
7

$ -240,000

$1,000,000
550

$ 1,000



Table 2

Year

Participating
in CLEo

t

f Students
Participatire

Sunmary of Information on CLEO Participants 1/

M Completing
Summer . M Students in Law

Institute M Entering Law M of CLEO School Presently

Successfully School Graduates Receiving CLEO Aid

N in Law School
Not Receiving'
CLEO Aid M Withdrawn M Passing Bar

1

M Failing Bar

1968
_

161 151 131 W4 0 0 8 69
\ _
\7

1969 448 444 , 400 292 2 0 8 176 30

1970
,

212 197 191 130 0 0 61 83

-6

10,

1971 221 210 207 137 0 b 70 3 \

g.

1972 217 213 210 141 0 0 69 55

1973 233 229 218 158 0 o 60 53 8

cn
1974 225 225 219 160 r 0 0 59 53 6

an
1975 251 244 234 156. 0 0 52 46 12

1976 220 216 205 148 6 10 36 2 N/A

1977 220 208 197 N/A 152 2 47 N/A N/A

1978 217 213 203 N/A 159 7 36 N/A N/A

1979 224 222 214 N/A 206 7 6 N/A N/A

TOTAL 2,850 2,722 2,629 1,405 523 26 652 598 81

1/ December 1979 Data Report from Council on Legal Education Opportunity.

4 f'
41.
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Table 3

Ethnic Composition of CLEO Participants in T979 1/

American Indian
3

Appalachian
2

Asian. American
14

Black ,
301

Black Panamanian
1

Black West Indian
1

Caucasian
10

Chicano
139

Cuban
10

Domini.can
1

Filipino
1

Hawaiian
1

Italian American
1

Puerto Rican
52

Spanish Surname-
6

Other Groups
5

TOTAL
568

17 Data obtained frOm Council On Legal Opportunity
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ANNUAL EVALUATION P.EPORT.ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Graduate and Professional Study Program!!

Legislation

HEA of 1965, Title IX, Parts "A,B,C, and D;
as amended by the HEA of 1980, Parts A and B.

Funding Hfstory: Year Authorizationgi Appropriation

1981 ,$110,000,000 2/ $11,000,0001!
. 1 . 1982 141000,000 11./ $11,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives .

The overall purpose of this legislation is to provide, through institutions
of higher education, a program of grants to assist in making available the
benefits of post-baccalaureate education to graduate and professional stu-
dents who demonstrate financial need. There are two parts to this program:
1) the Institutional Grant Program (Part A) provides Federal financial
assistance to enable institutions of higher education to maintain, strengt
en, and'improvethe quality of graduate and professional programs leading t
an advanced degree (other than a medical degree) inclbding public service*
education and to strengthen undergraduate programs when it is determined
that strengthened undergraduate programs will contribute to the purposes of
Title IX-A; 2). The Graduate and Professional Fellowship Program (Part
B) provides grants to, institutions./ of higher education to support fellow-
ships for graduate and professicinal study to students who demonstrate
financial need. Fellowships, are awarded to support students in three
categories:

(1) Graduate and Professional Opportunity Fellowships (G*POP) awarded to
individuals from groups, particularly minorities and women, who are
underrepresented in graduate or professional study;

1! The Education Amendments (P.L. 96-374) of 1980 provides for a new Part B
of Title IX of HEA of 1965. The new Part B voids and replaces the
old Part B (Graduate/Professional Tailcation Opportunities Program),
Part C (Public Service Fellowships), and Part D (Domestic Mining ond
Mineral and Mineral Fuel Conservation Fellowships) and reconstitutes
them into a single program, Fellowships for Graduate and Professional
Study. For information on each program prior to FY 1981 'see the ED
Annual Evaluation Report for 1981.

2/ Part A is authorized at $50,000,000 while Part B is authorized for
$60,000,000. It should be noted that under the consolidated Part B,
Section (e), it is required that at least as much money be spent
each year on; public service fellowShips, mining fellowships and G*POP
fellowShips as was spent in FY '979 for each ,,,of these categories.

3/ G*POP, $10 millyn; Public ServicE, $2 million; Mining projram funds
were rescinded.

4/ Authorization is for Part B fellowships only. No authorization for
Institutional Grants.

Expiration Date

September 30, 1981
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(2) Public Service Education Fellowships, awardec to individuals who

plan to begin op continde a career in public service;

(3) Domestic Minin and Mineral and Mineral Fuel Conservation Fellow-

ships, awarded ,to individuals who plan to begin advanced study in,

domestic mining and mineral and mineral fuel conservation, including

oil, gas, coal, oil shale, and uranium.

Program Operations /

)

The Graduate and Professional Study Program is 4 small discretionary graht

program. Award are made annually on a competitive basis to institutions

of higher education who apply directly to the Department of Education.

Institutional applications for institutional grant and fellowship monies

are reviewed and rated (in accordance with specified criteria for each

program) by panels of academic experts chosen from institutions of higher

_ education.

Allocations of fellowships are then made to successful applicant institu-

tions, that in turn, award the fellowships to qualified students. In

accordance with the statutory minimum requirement, no grants will be made

to any of less than $75,000. The minimum award, however, does not apply

where the grant is made to support continuation fellowships only. This

requirement was waived completely in the FY 1981 appropriations 'language.

Eligible college O'aduates apply for fellowships directly to institutions

that have received allocations of fellowships. The student must meet all

the institutional eligibility requireMents for admission into one of the

approved graduate or professional programs for which the institution awards

fellowships. In FY 1981, fellowship stipends are awarded based on financial

need up to a maximim of $4,500 per 12-month peilod. An institutional allow-

ance of $3,900 per year is provided for each fellow enrolled in the program.

Fellows must be full-time students and ordinarily cannot have the fellow-

ships renewed beyond a 36-monthtime period.

No set amount is specified for individual institutional grant awards. For

applications of substantially equal quality, priority is given projects that

strengthen activities that support fellowships funded /under Title IX-B.

Institutional grants may be used for, but are not limited to, the following:

faculty improvement; maintenance and improvement of the quality of graduate

or professional programs; needed innovation in graduate and professional

programs; and recruitment, retention, counseling, and' barrier placement

activities.

Program Scope

The first grants were awarded under the new consolidated program in Fiscal

Year 1981. Part A funds were available for institutional support only in

coniundtion with the G*POP fellowships. Those funds were specifical,ly de-

signated to help identity aria to place urluer yr auuaut at.uuclut, v. .-..

itive basis in the programs which lead to their employment in an appropriate

graduate or professional career, and to encourage inter-institutional and,

community cooperation in such areas as recruitment and retention. Of the

$10,000,000 available for G*POP1 $227,000 was set-aside for institutional

grants under Part A. Approximately 16 institution received awards ranging

in size $10,000 to $20,000.
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The remainder of the $10,000,000 was awarded to 115 institutions to support
521 new and 664 continuing G*POP fellowships and institutional allowances.

\

1

ProgramNEffectiveness and Progress I

No forma study of these programs has been wide taken. However, available
data from the,three fellowship programsiindicat that they are well tar-
geted on fellowship recipients. Of the total G*POO population, 51.3 percent
are female, 51,4 percent are Black, 21.0 percent cs! Hispanic, 4.2 percent
are Asian-American, and 4.6 percent are Native merican. (See Table 1)
Seventy percent', of the 1980 fellowshipswere awar d to students enrolled
in the Physical Sciences, Engineering and Law.

]

In the Public Service Program, 128 fellowl5 completed the deg-ee programs.and
162 were continuing as studentslin 1977-78. Of the 1976-77 fellows, 141
Secured employment in a public service related positio .,. Twenty-two fellows
found emplbyment in unrelated areas usually with profieTmaking organizattlis.
The emphasis on educating practitionerS is seen in that 155 fellows were
reported to have participated in an internships, while Only 34 were reported
to have engaged in research. .

,

,

1

Ongoing and Planned Studies
1

An Evaluability assessment (EA) of G*POP is currently Underway. The EA
is expected to produce 1) an agreed-on program description including
objectives, activities, and anticipated outcomes, 2) Aossible measures
of program pellormance, and 3) options for improving the management of
and evaluation Of the program.

1

Sources of Data'

Program files,'Office of Postsecondary Education.
1

1

"Evaluability-Assessment of the Graduate Professional Opportunities
Program", the American Institutes for Research, Palo \Alto, CA, July
198h

U.S. Department of Education "A Report On Specific Fderally Funded
Graduate Education Programs 1978 to 1980" (The Secretary's report to

/ Congress on Title IX of the Higher Education Act of 19 5 as amended)
January 1981.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Louis Venuto, (202)245-2347.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

3411 L.VIguliV, kLuc)
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Table 1

Graduate/Professional Educational Opportunities

1980-1981

Total By Ethnfcity

Black White Hispanic

Asian
American

Native
American 'TOTAL

Number of new fellows 1/ 126 38 51 10 11 236

Percent of total 53.4% 16.1% 21.6% 4.2% 4.6% 100%

Number of continuation
fellows 2/ 391 188 130 42 23 774

Percent oftotal 50.5% 24.2% 16.8% 5.4% 3.0% 100%

Total number of fellows 517 266 181 52 34 1,010

Percent of total number 51.2% 22.4% 17.9% 5.2% 3.4% 100%

Total by Sex
,

Female Male TOTAL

Number of new fellows 121 115 '236

Percent of total 51.3%. 48.7% 100%

Number of continuation
fellows 2/

439 335 774

Percent of total 51.7% 43.3% 100%

Total number of fellows 560 450

Percent of_total number 55.4% 44.6%

New 1980 Fellowships by Discipline

1,010
100%

Percent of Total

Sciences (physical, biological,

Number of Fellowships

earth, and marine) 55
23

Engineering
53

23

Law
35

15

Social sciences
19

.8

Health sciences
15

6

Business/accounting
14

6

ArcKitecture/city planning 12
5

Math/computer sci./physics
10

4

Psychology
9

4

Education
7

3

Speech & hearing science
5

2

Journalism
2

1

Total fellowships 1980 236
100%

1/ New fellowships - awards made to students in academic Year 1980-81.

fellows - awards made to students in academic years 1978-79 and 1979-80.

Source: Program Files for FY 1980 Funding
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION RROGRAMS

Program Name:

Fulbright-Hays Act

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange
Act of 1961. Section 102(b)(6), Public Law
87-256; as amended by Public Law 87-565;
Public Law 89-698.

Funding History: Year

1964'

1965
1966

1967
1968
1969
1970

1971

1972

1973
1974
1975
1976

1977

1978
1979
1980 .

1981

1982

None

Authorization Appropriation

1/ $ 1,500,000
1,500,000
2,000;g00
3,000,000
3;000,000
3,000,000
2,430,000

830,000
1,323,000
1,360,000
1,360,000
2,700,000
2,700,000
3,000,000
3,000,000
3,000,000
3,000,000
6,200,000
3,000,000 (est.)

Program Goals and Objectives:

The purpose of this program is to promote .4nd strengthen the .capability
of American education in those modern foreign languages, area studies and
global issues where there is greatest need to improve American understanding
by supporting group projects and fellowships in foreign countries for teach-
ers and prospective teachers of United States schools, colleges, and univer-
sities to improve their skill in languages and increase their knowledge of
the culture of these countries. The program also Supports visits by foreign
educators to the United States to improve foreign language training and in-
ternational and intercultural edupation in United States schools, colleges
and universities.

1/ Indefinite, does not have specific money authorization.

2
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Program Operations:

Programs funded under Section 102(b)(6) of the Fulbright-Hays Act provide

opportunities to individuals for first-hand experiences in the locales of

their respective specialization areas. Specifically, faculty and doctoral

dissertation research fellowships are provided for updating and extending

research knowledge, and maintaining and improving language skills. The

program also supports group projects abroad for research and training, and

curriculum consultant services by foreign educators to improve foreign

languages, area studies and intercultural education in U.S. schools and

colleges.

Programs for foreign language and area studies funded by this program have

four major purposes: (1) to increase the Nation's pool of trained special-

ists in foreign language and area studies, (2) to provide inservice training

to upgradewpfil update the professional knowledge and skills of speci'alists

in foreign languages area. studies, (3) to increase the knowledge about other

nations and cultures, particularly those orthe Ron-western world; and (4)

develop curricula and instructional materials in foreign language and area

studies heeded by educational institutions government, and business. Three

permanent full-time positions are present provided for the administration

of this prOgram: program di'rector, assistant, and secretary.

Program Scope:

The Fiscal Year 1981 appropriation of $6.2 million for this program will

support 150 doctoral dissertation research fellowships, 29 group projects

abroad, 15 foreign curriculum consultant grants and 49 faculty research

fellowships. Jen special bilateral projects with Israel, Italy, Taiwan,

Brazil, Korea, the Peoples' Republic of China will also be funded.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

An early 1970's review of foreign language and area studies programs in the

U.S. demonstrated that adequate opportunities for research and study abroad

are Critical to improving the quality of foreign area specialists' training.

Over 35 percent of the specialists included in the survey reported a need

to increase opportunities for studying language in its natural setting.

While, in absolute terms, there has been substantial growth in the numbers

of specialists with some overseas experiencc, the survey reveals that on

the average the depth of experience abroad is inadequate. Furthermore,

although, as a group, specialists have studied in a wide range of countries,

the research of a majority of the specialists has been clustered in a small

number of countries. In brief, a few countries are overstuuied, relatively

speaking, while a large number are understudied.

1/ Lancipage and Area Studies Review. Richard Lambert (published in August

1-73 by- the American Academy of Political and Social Science and the

Social Science Research Council).
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The Fulbright-Hays programs therefore provide a resource for training
specialists in underemphasized areas and for helping improve the caliber
of training in foreign language,and area studies through research and study

abroad.'

The Fulbright-Hays program is directly and significantly'affected by the
dractic changes in exchange rates and international prices that have taken
place over the past decade. A staff study analyzed changes in exchange

rates, international prices and purchasing power of U.S. dollars. The
data show that exchange rates, or the cost of foreign currencies, actually
decreased by 2.7 percent during 1971-77. However, price levels abroad
increased by 98.6 percent uring the same period. The combined effect of

these two factors was an 82.7 percent increase in the cost of program

operations abroad. equivalent to a 10.5 percent annual rate, of

inflation in foreign countries compared with the 6.7 percent domestic

inflation. The Fiscal Year 19,7 appropriations purchases only 82.5 percent

as much as the Fiscal Year 1974 appropriation. A Fiscal Year 1979 appro-.
priation of at least $4,000,000would have been necessary in order to fund
prognam operations at the Fiscal Year 1974 level. Recent intreases in

inflation have aggravated this problem.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:
2

The Fulbright-Hays programs are being examined in light of the recommen-
dations made by the President's Commission of Foreign Language and Inter-
national Studies. These recommendations, which are included in the Com-
mission's report entitled Strenghth Through Wisdom, call for significant

increases in foreign language instruction and international education

programming in the United States.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Program Data. Information collected in other reports listed under

Tifle VI of the National Defense Education Act is also relevant for
the Fulbright-Hays Program.

Language and Area Studies Review, Richard D. Lambert, (published in

August 1973 by the American Academy of Political and Social Science
and the Social Science Research Council).

Changes in Purchasing Power of International Education Appropriations,
Technical Paper, Office of Planning; Budgeting, and Evaluation, U.S.
Department of Education, September 1978.

Strength Through Wisdom: A Critiqueof U.S. Capability, a Report to
the President by the PreiT;iTit's Commission on Foreign Language a*nd

International Studies, Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.

1979.
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FOREIGN AREA AND LANGUAGE TRAINING

Grants Awarde4 By Country ahd Area: FY 1964 - 79 and FY 19801/

AREA AND COUNTRY GRANTS TO U.S. CITIZENS
Grants to
Foreign
Nationals

U.S. and
Foreign
Totals

Doctoral Disser-
tation Research

Faculty
Research

Group
ProjectsZ/

Curriculum
Consultants

FY

64-79
FY

80
FY

64-79
FY

80
FY

64-79
FY

80

FY

64-79
FY

80
FY

64-79
FY

80

Africa '220 15 40 2 1,073(55) 41(3) 54 5 ,481 63

Latin America 301 12 81 2 633(30) 32(2) 74 1,113 44

East Asia & Pacific 453 23 165 6 1,298(54) 102(5) 32 2 2,002 133

Western Europe 65 5 116 383(19) 41 1 733 8

Eastern Europe 315 8 297 9 1,936(74) 230(2) 19 2 2,435 249

Near rast and
South Asia 402 16 194 5 4,873(246) 204(15) 39 2 5,485 224

Multi-Country 2./ 186 69 - -

World Total 1,942 79 962 24 10,196(478) 609(27) 259 12 13,178 721

1/ All 1980 figures are for grants or funds obligated through September 30, 1980 for the 1980-81 academic year.

2/ Figures in parenthesis indicate the nUmber of group projects and seminars funded.

3/ Statistics based on multi-country research were replaced by statistics based on "major host country" in
mid 1970's.

473



U.S. CITIZENS

FOREIGN AREA AND LANGUAGE
TRAINING PROGRAM

Doctoral Dissertation Research'Abroad
awards, 1980-81 79

Number of countries they went to 40

Number of all Doctoral Dissertation Research
awards, 1964-80 inclusive 2,021

Faculty Research Abroad awards 1980-81 24

Number of countries.they went to 17

Number of all Faculty Research Abroad
awards, 1964-80 inclusive 881

4

Group Projects Abroad participants, 1980-81 609
Number of countries they went to 14

Number of projects supported 27

Number of all Group Projects Abroad
participants, 1964-80 inclusive 10,805

FOREIGN NATIONALS

Curriculum Consultant awards, 1980-81 12

Number of countries they came from 12

Number of all grants to curriculum consultants
1964-80 inclusive 271

COST OF PROGRAM 2,513,838

The following is a breakdown of expenditures by program:

Fulbright-Hays P.L. 480
dollars. foreign currency Total

Doctoral Dissertation
Research Abroad

Faculty Research Abroad
Group Projects Abroad
ForeigR Curriculum Consultants

1,201,535
295,094
862,368
154,841

817,1.83

1,201,535
295,094

1,679,551

154,841

TOTAL 2,513,838 817,183 3,331,021
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'EXCHANGES BY AREA
(Number of new grants.awarded, 1980-81)1/

0

U.S.

grantees
to

Foreign
grantees

from

Africa 58 5

Latin America 46 ,-

East Asia and Pacific 131. 2

Western Europe 5 1

Eastern Europe 247 2

Near East and South Asia 225 2

TOTAL 712 12

1/ All 1980 figures are for grants or funds obligated through_September 30,
1980 for the 1980-81 academic year.

-

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Dr..Richard T. Thompson, 245-2556.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Robert H. Berls, 245-7884..
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Language Training and Area Studies

Legislation: Expiration Date:

National Defense Educption Act'of 1958 September 30, 1985

Title VI; Public Law 85-864; as amended by
Public Law 87-344; as amended by Public Law
88-210; Public Law 88-665; by Public Law 89-698;

q Public Law 90-575; Public Law 92-318; Public
Law 94-482; Public Law 95-43, Public Law 94-482;
transferred to Title VI of the Higher Education
Act by Public Law 96-374.

Funding History: Year Authorization App\r(Triation

1959 $ 8,000,000 $

1960 8,000,000

c3,416,000
1,300,000

1961 8,000,000 6,554,000

1962 8,000,000 8,000,000

1963 8,000,000 7,970,000

1964 8,000,000 8,000,000

1965 13,000,000 13,000,000

1966 14,000,000 14,000,000

1967 16,000,000 15,800,000

1968 18,000,000 15,700,000

1969 16,050,000 15,450,000

1970 30,000,000 13,002,000

1971 38,500,000 7,170,000

1972 38,500,000 , 13,940,000

1973 12,500,000

1974
_50,000,000-
75,000,000 11,333;000

1975 75,000,000 11,300,000

1976 75,000,000 13,300,000

1977 75,000,000 14,650,000

1978 75,000,000 15,000,000

1979 75,000,000 17,000,000

1980 75,000,000 17,000,000

1981 730,600,000 21,800,000 (est.)

1982 30,600,000 17,000,000 (est.)
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Program Goals and Objectives

The goal of this program is to support programs and activities that develop
the knowledye and .skills of U.S. students and scholars in modern foreign

language§ and area studies, particularly with regard to the lesser known
non-Western areas of the world. The program awards grants and contract's

for advanced international studies centers, fellowships, exemplary -pro-

grams, research, and international understanding projects. Specifically,

the Education Department funds programs to: strengthen U.S. institutions'

teaching, research and dissemination' activities in modern foreign languages

and area international studies;. increase the understanding of the U.S.

businesS and legal communities, Federal, State and local government and

'!.S. citizens about the cultures, actions,,and policies of other nations

increase and strengthen the pool of trained international specialist's

who constitute an important national resourc'e in the conduct of foreign

affairs. Four major programs are supported under Title VI of the Higher

Education Act. In addition, one international education program is author-
ized under the Elementary and Secondary.Education Act.

Advanced International Study Centers: Grants are awarded on a two or
three year cycle to institutions of higher education, or consortia of

such institutions, to establish and operate centers which contribute

significantly to the national interest through advanced research and

training, by employing scholars in disciplines related to a geographic

conceatration, and by maintaining important library collections. Con-

tinuation aWards are based on thel availability of funds. Centers

focusing on a single world area offer instruction in two or more of

that area's principal languages, as well as in other disciplines, in

order to assist in the development of expertise in-that particular
world area. Awards are made in each world area cate.gory, to centers

having a combination of graduate and undergraduate instruction, as

well as to those offering only undergraduate training.

Undergraduate International Foreign Language and Area Studies: Grants

are awaeded on a twoyear cycle to institutions.of higher education, or

on a three-year cycle to consortia of' such institutions, to ,establish

intructional programs in international studies at the graduate and

undergraduate levels. Programs. must be global or multi-area in instruc-

tional coverage.

Foreign Language/ and Area Studies Fellowships Program: Academic-year

'fellowships are awarded for graduate students in 'modern foreign lan-

guages and.area studies. In addition, intensive summer language train-

ing fellowships are funded. The yrants are made to institutions of

higher education.

Research: Grants are awarded to :institutions of higher education,

organizations, and individuals to supportsuryeys and studies_ to det-

ermine the need for increased orimprov,ed instruction in modern
foreign languages, and area and international studies, or to develop
more effective methods or specialized materials for such training.
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International Understanding Program (formerly Citizen Education for

International Understanding program): The Education Amendments of

1980;p1ace the authorization for this program under Title III of the

Elmentary and Secondary Education Act. Grants are awarded-to public
and private agencies and organilations to support educational projects
that increase the understanding of U.S. students about the cultures,
actions and intertonnectiOns of nations and people. Such projects
may provide for in-service training for teacKers and other educational
personnel, for the cbMpilation Of existing information and resources, .
and for dissemination activities, for'developing materials to link

language learning to international studies, and -for the introduction

by a local education agency of instruction in foreign languiges

Priorities may be set in this program each year.

Program Operations

The programs are discretionary'grants-and forward funded; All new proposals

are reviewed by non-Federal readers who mal(e recommendations to the
Dep,rtment of Education, which makes the final selection of grant recipi
ents. G:rants under the Centers, International Studies, and Research pro-
grams m4,excAred 12. months.

Thisprogram was, first funded in 1959. Since that time, more than

$270,000,000 in appropriated funds has been used to'support a variety of,
activities to,strengthen and improve this country's foreign langua9e and
international studies capabilittes and,has contributed 'to .an increased

awareness ofinternational issues among the American people. _-

Program Scope

In FY 1981, 90 Advanced Centers will be supported in' the first year,of a

two-yedr award Cycle at- an average cost of $116,665. Approximately 700

FLAS fellowships will be awarded at an indreased aMount of $7,980 each.
Intensi've summer language training fellowships:0,11y be increased to 205

at an average of $2,500 each. The undergraduate international studies
progra* will be increased from FY 198D to 33 new and 12 continuing at
an average cost from $40,000 to $.80,000. The research program will make

25 grants at $40,000 average cost each. The Gi.tizeb Grants for Inter-

natiOnal. Understanding Program will Make 36 awards, at an arverage cost

of $55,555.
, .
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Program Effectiveness lpd Progress

- An early 1970's review of foreign linguage and area studies programs in

the U.S. (based on a sample of 13,000 foreign language and area studies

specialists, of whom about 10,000 are college orb university faculty

'members),has provided data on the impact of the NDEA program. A sampling

of previous holders of NDEA VI fellowships showed that almost all (89.1%)

of the fellows_used their foreign area training .in their first job. Of

the Ph.D.. graduates, 99% were eMployed as language and world area special-

ists. The,survey also indicates that the existing pool of specialists needs
more focused development in certain aspects in order tc achieve aft upgrading

of language skills. Of the world area specialists surveyed; only 25%
reported that they ca6c§asi1y speak, read-, andwrite a langua9e of their

area. A major factor io acquiring and maintaining proficiency in foreign
languages is the opportd,nity to utilize the language in a country where

it is in regular use.

r

Studies on international and intercullgral education and new curricula

And instructional materials are intenddd for use in schools and colleges
:.ihroughout the U.S. The impact of this program is suggested by a materials

,ailization survey which provides specific data on instructicnalmaterials
'Ior 50 different languages in 82 foreign language and area studies 'programs.
Results of the survey show, for example, that of 24 respondent instituttons

engaged in .teaching Chinese, 21, or 88 percent, were using materials

produced under Title VI support; of 17 programs offering instruction in
Hindi, 100 percent were using National Defense Education materials; and

6 out of 7 Arabic programs similarly reported utilization of-Tjtle VI

supported materials.
r

The Comptroller General reported to the COngress in 1978 'on the. study

of foreign languages and related areas. The report notes that recipients

of Title VI program funds believe the Federal program administration to

be fair and effective, and that the Federal program managers have made
important improvements in the programs in the past several years.

At the time of the Comptroller General report, priorities for determining

language and area studies fellowship grants were still based On data

gathered in the, late 1960's and early 1970',. The report observed that

since national needs in foreign language and area studies is difficult

to determtneit could not be known whether the greatest national needs

were being met.

In the 1981 competition the formal priorities were dropped in favor of
supportinginstitutions where 3-year records showed successful-placement

of students.
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The Comptroller General's report concluded that additional administrative
improvements were needed. The report recommended that Title VI program
staff:

Visit at least 'once every two years each of the 80 centers at '

institutions of higher education receiving Title VI grants.

Prepare and distribute to center 'officials and other appropriate
parties a biannual report containing helpful "lessont learned" as
gleaned from the reports submitted by each center to the Department
of Education and visits to centers by -staff members of the Department.

Provide feedback rebbrts to the centers at least once a year on their
reports to the Department of Education.

Develop a system to evaluate the *effectiveness of the program proOd-
ing starter grants to new international studies projects.

The President's Commission on Foreign Language and International Studies
concluded in their recent report that "it will take a major, sustained
national effort to raise American competence in foreign languages to
levels commensurate with our nation's needs." The Commission also asserted
that "international studies and language training programs are shrinking"
while at the same time, "our needs for such training are intensifying."
The Commission's report arrayed a host of recommendations intended to
counter such declines and to increase national competency in foreign
languages and international studies.

The Rand Corporation, in its report prepared for the President's Commission,
presented findings that in some areas support the President's Commission
conelusions but diverge in other areas. The findings from the Rand
report that are most pertinent to the Language Training and Area Studies
program are as follows:

o Study of all languages at colleges and universities has declined about
10 percent since the 1960s, while the study of uncommon languages has
doubled in the past decade to a level of 60,000-students enrolled in
in college and university Courses.

o The number of Ph.D.s awarded in'area studies has been stable (with
some recent evidence of declining Ph.D. degree enrollment); the
quantity of M.A.s has been increasing.

o It has become harder to place Ph.D. graduates in recent years, except
for those in economics, law, sociology, business, and other pro-
fesTional skills. M.A. placement has been somewhat easier, particular-
ly for graduates of general schools of international affairs. There
is also potential demand for specialists in such emerging inter-
national fields as demography, energy, and the environment.

In other fields there is excess supply, brought about by the satura-
tion of the academic job market, but the numbers of graduates have
declined, very little in response to fewer job openings.
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o The decline in demand is not likely to be compensated for by

government or business employment, and may imply the need for

' curtailing admissions unless new sources of demand appear or ex-
.

tisting ones are expanded.

o Title VI fellowship funds should not be used to stimulate general

levels of supply, but should be allocated selectively to produce
specialized skills, higher levels of competence, and needed skill-

mixes.

The Rand report also posited a series of perceived :ieeds in the'program

area:

o The universities face a special problem in supporting specialists

in rare languages and the more exotic areas of tlie world. The

demand for their services is small, but subject to urgent demand

from government in times of crisis.

o Increased fellowship funds for foreign study and research, and

adequate released time for faculty;

o Acquisition of special libra6, materials, which has been impeded

by the loss of Ford Foundation funding and by mounting costs of

processing;

o Maintenance of national research, exchange and training centers;

such as The International Research and Exchanges Board (IREX) and

the American Research Center in Egypt;

o Better training in spoken foreign languages, particularly for use

in business, government and personal contacts..

The Rand Corporation is currently conducting a two-phased evaluation of

the Foreiyn Language and Area Studies Program: The purpose of the phase

one report will be to analyze program management and identify selected

activities that maximize program efficiency.

Preliminary findings by sub-program area include:

Centers

o Define potential grant recipients more flexibly.

o Improve center linkages with professional schools.

o Define center outreach requirements more flexibly.

o Require more thorough staff sfte visits; clarify panel review crit-

eria, and intensify attempts to recruit major scholars for review

panels.
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Summary of Awards

r

ADVANCED NATIONAL CENTERS
No. of centers
Avg. cost per center

Centers

FOREIGN LANGUAGE AND AREA STUDIES

1980 1981 (est.)

85

$ 94,550

$ 8,037,000

90

$ 116,670

$10,500,000

FELLOWSHIPS
No. of fellowships 765 700

Average cost $ 5,960 $ 7,980

Fellowships $ 4,558,500 $ 5,588,000

INTENSIVE SUMMER LANGUAGE
TRAINING FELLOWSHIPS
No. of fellowships 161 205

Average cost 1,500 2,500

Summer Fellowships $ 241,000 $ 512,000

GRADUATE INTERNATIONAL STUDIES
PROGRAMS
No. of programs 7

Average cost $ 37,325

Graduate Programs $ 261,300

UNDERGRADUATE AND 'CONSORTIUM
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES PROGRAMS
No. of new programs 12 33

No. of continuation programs 14 12

Range of awards $ 35-70,000 $ 40-80,000

Undergraduate Programs $ 1,016,500 $ 2,000,000

RESEARCH PROGRAM
No. of awards 26 30

Average cost $ 34,065 $ 40,000

Research Program $ 885,700 $ 1,200,000

INTERNATIONAL UNDERSTANDING
No. of awards 36 36

Average cost $ 55,555 $ 55,555

International Understanding $2,000,000 $ 2,000,000

TOTAL all programs $17,000,000 $21,800,000

SOURCE: Program Files

Ls
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Fellowship Program

o Determine employment trends of fellowship recipients and evaluate

the match between training and employment.

o Establish a protected competition for advanced students in the

professions and high-demand disciplines.

o Establish mid-career sabbatic awargs to maintain and improve skills.

Graduate and Undergraduate Studies Program

o Forty-two percent of these seed-money projects were found to be

Continued by the sponsoring institution after Federal funds were

discontinued. This is a much higher rate than that of many other

Federal programs using a seed-money .strategy.
.PR

o Successful seed-money projects should be identified and placed in

the National Diffusion Network; or other money could be set-aside

for dissemination.

The-seCond phase of this study, to be completed ih mid-1982, will analyze

supply and demand trends for foreign language and area studies graduates,

and assess the relationships between employment and program-supported

training.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

Evaluation of t6 Foreign Language Training and Area Studies Program,

Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California. The evaluation is sa-Ruled

for completion in mid-1982. The exploratory evaluation part of this

study (phase one) should be available in summer 1981. The sudy seeks

to improve the program's objectives and procedures and to provide a

means to better allocate program funds by world areas and languages.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Language and Area Studies Review, Richard D. Liambert (publish'ed fn

August 1973 by the Amerfcan Academy of Political and Social Science

and the Social Science Research Council).

Comptroller General of the U.S., Study of Forei_gm Languages and

Related Areas: Federal Support, Administration, Need. September 13,

1978, Washington, D.C.-

Foreign Language and International Studies Specialists: The Market-

place and National Policy. (A report for the Rresident's Commission

on Foreign Language and International Studies.) Sue E. Berryman,

Paul F. Langer, John Pincus, and Richard H. Solomon (Santa Monica,

California: The Rand Corporation, September 1979).
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Strength Through Wisdom: A. Critique of U.S, Capability. A Report
to the President from the Presidents Commission on Forefgn Language
and.International Studies. Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C. 1979.

Evaluation of the Foreign Language Training and Area Studies Program,
Phase one, Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California. (Draft final

report

Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Richard/T. Thompson, 245-2356.

For further information about studies of program effectivenliii

Contact: Robert H. Berls, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Cooperative Education Program

Legislation:

Authorization: Higher Education Act of 1965

(Title VIII), Public Law 89-329, as amended

Expiration Date:

Seplember 30, 1985

by Public Law 90-575, October 16, 19681 and
Public Law 92-318, June 23, 1972; and Public

Law 94-482, October 12, 1976, and Public Law

96-374, October 3, 1980.

Funding HistorY: Year Authbrization Appropriation

1970 1/ $. 1,540,000

1971 T/ 1,600,000

1972 $10,750,000 1,700,000

1973 10,750,000 10,750,000

1974 10,750,000 . 10,750,000

1975 10,750,000 10,750,000

1976 14,000,000 10,750,000

1977 16,500,000 12,250,000

1978 22,500,000 15,000,000

1979 28,000,000 15,000,000

1980 28,000,000 15,000,000

1981 35,000,000 23,000,000

1982 20,000,000 23,000,000,

Program Goals and Objectives

To stimulate the development of cooperative education programs, discretion-

ary grants are provided to institutions of higher education combinations of

such institutions and in some circumstances, public on private nonprofit

agencies or orsanizations. Cooperative Education programs are developed

in conjunction with public and private employers to provide work experi-

ences for students either concurrent or alternating with periods of.academ-

ic study. Work experience relate to a student's career or academic objec-

tives and also provide earnings which a-student may use to help meet the

costs of postsecondary education.

Four categories of grants are provided:

1. Administration grants - projects, generally focusing on a single

department or cluster of departments in an institution of higher

education, to develop and carry out cooperative education programs

and to strengthen and expand linkages with employers (and local

high school cooperative education programs.)
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2. Demonstration and exploration grants - large projects to he-Cp

institutlons plan and initiate institution-wide cooperative
educational approaches to postsecondary programs of study.

3? Research grants - projects to collect, study and disseminate
information on cooperative education programs and practices.

4. Training grants - projects to provide peogram directors,
faculty and professionals in-business with information on
how to administer and expand their cooperative education
programs.

Program Operations

Under Section 802 of Title VIII administration grants are awarded to
insfitutions individual units of an institution are eligible for a maximum
of five years of support. An award to an individual institution may not
exceed $325,000 in any one year. In the case of a consortium of institu-
tions, the maximum award in one year is $250,000 times the number of insti-
tutions in the consortium. Further restrictions on amount of awards are:
(1) the first year's grant for a unit may not exceed 100 percent of total
administrative costs of the project, (2) the second year's grant for a unit
may not exceed 90 percent of such cost, (3) the third year's grant for a
unit may not exceed 80 percent of such cost, (4) the fourth year's grant
for a unit may not exceed .60 percent of such cost, and (5) the fifth
year's grant for a unit may not exceed 30 percent of such, cost. Funds
may not be used as compensation for student employment. Salaries and
,other administrative expenses for cooperative education administrators
are payable from grant funds.

Institutions receiving second, third, fourth, and fifth year administration
grants for specific individual units are required to provide 10, 20, 40,

and 70 percent of administration costs for those respective years. In

addition, program regulations require each administration grant recipient
to spend during the grant year not less than it spent for cooperative
education during the previous fiscal year in which it received program

funds.

An institution of higher education is responsible for assigning the

student to a job relevant to his academic pro'gram and providing supervision
during the work period. The institution evaluates, with employer input,
the student's job performance and in most cases awards academic credit
for the work experience. Cooperative education is an academic program

and credit is recorded on the t/nscript.

Under Section 803 of Title VIII,tgrants are made to institutions of higher
education and other non-profit orlganizations to, conduct workshops and
other learning activities, to train persons in the planning, establishing,
administration, and coordination of cooperative education programs.
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Under Section 803 of Title VIII, grants are also made to npn-profit
organizations and higher education institutions to conduct research into

methods of developing, improving, and promoting the use of programs of

cooperative education in institutions of higher education.

In Fiscal Year 1979, grants were made for the first time for large,

comprehensive co-op projects ED's Cooperative Education Program administer

Cooperative Education projects funded by the Secretary to demonstrate or

explore the education programs which expand student enrollment and dis-

cover more effective structures for developing school-wide programs.

Successful projects will save as examples to similar schools of the most

beneficial approach for providing a cooperative education program at all

collegiate levels open to students in all fields.

Program Scope

In 1970, there were only 195 cooperative education programs in the country.

By 1979, the number of institutions which conducted cooperative education

programs grew to 1049, which amounts to about one-third of the nation's

institutions of higher education. Over three-fourths of the 1,040 Co-op

colleges an& universities offering cooperative education have recefved

Federal grant support. During the ten-year funding history of this pro-

gram, fifty percent of the applicants have been successful in obtaining

grants.

In Fiscal Year 1980, 544 proposals were submitted. They requested

$48,974,036. With an appropriation of $15 million in 1980, 251 admin-

istration grants (total of $11,999,284), 14 training grants (total of

$787,020), 4 research grants (total of $212,980), and 3 demonstration

grants (total of $2,000,000) were awarded to a total of 272 institutions,

Forty-three percent of the grants (worth $5,078,048) went to two -.yea'r

colleges and 57 percent of the grants (worth $6,921,236) went to four -

year colleges. (See Table 1 for more details)
41

In Fiscal Year 1981 with an appropriation of $23,000,000, a total of 235

grants were made. As Table 2 indicates, the average cost for projects

in all catagories inp-eased. Also demonstration grants tripled 3 to 9,

with the mean award increasing to $1,000,000. '

Program Effectfveness and Progress

In 1977, a nationwide study of cooperative education was completed which

compared cooperative education students and graduates with students and

graduates in the same aLademic field Who had not, participated cooperative

education programs.

Selected findings of the study were:

o Co-op students perceived that their job skills improved

as they advanced through their undergraduate programs and

approached graduation. Those students had a more specific

sense of their career objectives than did students who had

no coOperative education experience.
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Table 1

A;

COOPERATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM
Summary of Funding History

Applications and Awards, 1978, 1979, and 1980

1980Applications Received , 1978 1979

TOTAL 586 606
-547
19

19

23

544

Administration
Demonstration
*Research
Training

547

20

468

43

10

23

B. Funds Requested
...

TOTAL $31,510,056 $33,429,514 $48,974,036
Administration 29,138,883 29,123,943 28,052,743
Demonstration --- ,1,951,940 18,549,167
Research 906,814 878,017 5Q3,378
Training 1,464,359 1,465,614 1,868,748

C. Application Approved

TOTAL 315 (53.8%) 286 (47.2%) 272 (50.0%)

Administration 293 (53.6%) 256 (47.0%) 251 (54.0%)

Demonstration , 8 (26.3%) 3 ( 7.0%)

Research 6 (30.0%) 5 (26.3%) 4 (40.0%)
Training 16 (80.0%) 17 (73.9%) 14 (61.0%)

D. Funds Obligated

TOTAL $14,934,708 $14,980,960 $14,999,284
Administration 13,645,050 12,517,431 11,999,284

Demonstration --- ,1,020,685 2,000,000

Research 320,000 278,133 212,980
Training ' 969,658 1,164,711 787,020

E. Average Size of Grant

Administration $ 46,570 $ 48,896 47,806
Training 60,604 ,68,512 56,216

Research 53,333 55,626 53,245

Demonstration 127,586 666,667
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Table 2

.Summary of Awards

19804 1981

Administration
No. projects 251 210

Average cost $ 47,800 $ '62,000

Total cost $12,000,000 $13;000,000

Demonstration
No. projects 3 12

Average cost $ 666,667 $ 720,000

Total cost $ 2,000,000 $ 9,000,000

Research -

No. projects 4 5

Average cost $ 53,000 $ 4,0,000

Total cost c17 213,000 $ 200,000

Training
No. projects
Average cost
Total cost'

Total budget
authority

14 8

56,200 $ 100,000

787,000 $ 800,000

$15,000,000
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o Amon'g graduates, .the findings showed that cooperative education
participants had a MOre direct relationsbAp between college major
and full-time after-graduation employment', and current job and

career plaqs, than -did griduates who had not participated ih.

coOperatiNe education.-

o For the majority of stddents and institutional personn el,- the

financial assistance tospect of cooperative education, was secon-

dari to its educational potential. For the remainder paramount
importance in their decision to enroll in cooperative education.
It was very important to leven larger proportions of certain sub-
groups within thestudenf saMple, specifically minprity groups and
economically disadvantaged students.

Estimated lifetime financial returns to students were greater

for those students -who participated in cooperative education,

even when it required an additional year of,schoo1ing.'% ,

o Additional costs experienced 6/ employers in hiring cooperative
education students compared to their regular employees were small.
The only appreciably greater4costs were pie one time start-up

costs and costs assigned to the evaluation of Co-op stip:lents. On

the other hand, benefits included greater student productivity and
the ability of employers to recruit fOture full-time employees at
reduced cost.

o In a period of about six years, cooperative education grants ,have
been very effetive in increasing the number of cooperative educa-
tion programs (from approxithately 300 to over 1,000), but apparent-
ly have had little influence on the nature and structure of the
programs.

o Overall, grants absorbed approkimately 55 percent of the institu-
tional costs of developing and maintaining programs of cooperative.
education.

o Lack of understanding of and information about cooperative educa-
tion were commonly,given reasons for non-participation in Coopera-
tive Education by students, institutions, and employers.

More recently an exploratory evaluation was completed. .Concerned primarily
with program direction and management, the study found that:

o program managers'Sand policymakers at the Federal level basically

agree about the objectives of the program and the strategy for
achieving these objectives through the distribution of seed money.

o Project operators in the field undeestand and agree with the'

Federal program objectives.

o Those arects of the program relating to the grant award process,
have measurable objectives and are well-documented; therefore, the
achievement of short-range or management objectives can be meas-
ured.
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o Long-range programcgoals relating to the ultimate.impact of Federal

financial support, has nbt been clearly specified making it diffi-

cult to measure perf6rmance at the institutional or national lev-

els.

o Even if long-range program ,goals or objectiveS were specified,.

. data from .the institutions are not systematically collected or

.aggregated to document national accomplishments.

o Management' and planning practices offer.limited Federal direction

to grant recipients, thereby impeding"'"the likelihood that the

V -Impact of Federal funds can be measured.

To address these findjngt, a series of management and evaluation options

were developed. Thete options included the4 development of a regular

planning cdmpo.ent for the program, the specification,of measurable long-

range objectives and annual priorities based on an assessment of community

needs, revisions to the grant award process to provide more Federal direc-

tion to the program, and the establiShment of more systematic. monitoring

Of grant recipients. Using this as a base, meetings were held with the

community to ,clarify program definitions, goals, and activities. Both

sfudy findings and suggestions from the community were incorporated'in

' program regulations published on December 30, 1980.

Ongoing_ and Planned Evaluation Studies
4

'None Ptanned

Sources of Evaluation Dsate

'Progrfam Files, Office of Postsecondary Education.'

Applied Management Sciences, "Cooperative Education - A National

. Assessment." Silver Sating, Maryland 1977.

Applied Management Sciences', "An Evaluability Assessment of

Cooperative Education," Silver Spring, Maryland 1980.
CS

For further information about program operati.ons,

a

Contact:. Morris L. Brown, 245-2146.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPDRT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Education Outreach Programs1/

Legislation Expiration Date

Higher Education Act 89-329, September 30, 1985
as amended by Public Law
96-374, 1980

Fundfng History: Year Authorization Appropriation

1981 $20,000,000 \\ $2,200,000:?/

1982 $ 8,000,000 \ None Requested
w

Program Goals andObjectives

The overall goal of the Educationflutreach Program is to increase access to
postsecondary continuing educatiOn programs for adults whose eucational
needs have been inadequately served.

Rrogram Operations

This program provides grants to States, institutions of higher, education,
public and,private institutions and organizations, business, industry, and
labor. Ninety per,cent of the appropriation is allotted on a formula basis to
States having an agreement pursuant to Section 1203 of the Higher Education
Act. 'The formula allots 60 percent of the funds on the basis of the ratio of
each State's adult population to the total adult population of all States.

Each State, in turn, uses its allotment as follows: (1) 15 to 20 percent for
comprehensive planning, with an emphasis on continuing education planning;
(2) .12 percent -or $50,000, whichever is greater, to develop and provide
educational and occupational information and counseling services; and (3)
the balance for .continuin4 education grants to institutions-and organi-
zations business, induWy,-and labor, or any .combination thereof. The

States also may use 5 percent of the funds or $40,000, whichever is greater,
of the amount.available for continuing efication state grants for admini-
stration and operation of the continuing education programs. Each State
which has, entered into an agreement with the Secretary pursuant to Section
1203 reeives its allotment, with no State plan or application being re-
quired. At the end of the grant period, each State submits a report on
the activities conducted with the_funds.

ArThe Education Amendments of 1980 redirected and combined three programs
formerly authorized separately under the Higher Education Act, namely:

the the Community Service and Continuing Education program,ctheEducation
Information Centers program, and the State Postsecondary Education
Commissions program. Fodeta2ills- oa-these programs see, The Department

------o-fEctutatiO-nuation Report for'FY 1980.
2/ $15 mil;ion was originally appropriated, of which $12.8 million was

rescinded by the Congress.
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Ten percent of the appropriation is set aside for Federal discretionary grants

to institutions of higher education, public and private institutions and

organizations, business, industry, labor and States, dr any combination

thereof. These funds support projects designed to demonstrate the effective-

ness of alternative providers and approaches in increasing access to post-

secondary continuing education opportunities for underserved adults.

One third of the total program costs under both the State-administered part

r of the program and the discretionary part of the program must be supported

by non-Federal funds.

Program Scope

This program did not operate in FY 1981. The Congress initially appropriated

$15 million for this program, but later rescinded $12.8 million. The remaining

$2.2 million was made available to those States and Territories which parti-

cipated in the former Community Service and Continuing Edutation ,Program in FY

1980 for administration and close-out of activities supported in prior years.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

The program has riever been operative.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

None planned

Sources of Evaluation Data

Rrogram files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For futher information about,program operations,

Contact: Charles Griffith, 245-9868.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORTS ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education

Legislation:

GEPA Part A Sec. 404, Enacted June 23, 1972
P.L. 92-318, Amended October 12, 1976 P.L. 94-
482. Enacted asiTitle X, Higher Education Act,
October 3, 1980'P.L. 96-374.

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1985

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

1973 $ 10,000,000 $ 10,000,000

1974 54,000,000 10,000,000

1975 75,000,000 11,500,000

1976 75,000,00C 11,000,000

1977 75,000,000 11,500,000

1978 75,000,000 12,000,000

1979 75,000,000 13,000,000

1980 75,000,000 13,500,000

1981 20,000,000 13,500,000

1982' 35,000,000 13,500,000

Program Goals and Objectives

The purpose of the Fund', as set forth in its legislation, is to improve
postsecondary educational opportunities ,by providing assistance to'educ-
ational institutions and agencies for a broad range of reforms and inno-
vations.

In the authorizing legislation. Congress identified eight broad purposes

for which grants and contracts may be awarded. They are:

1) encouraging the reform, innovation, and improvement of postsecondary
education and providing equal educational opportunqy for all;

2) the creation of institutions and programs involving new paths to career
and professional training and new combinations of academic and experi-
ential learning:

3) the establishment of institutions and programs based on the technology

of communications;
4) the carrying out in postsecondary educational institutions of changes

in internal structure and operations designed to clarify institutional
priorities and 'purposes:

5) the design and introduction of cost-effective methods of instruction
and operation:

6) theeintroduction of institUtional reforms deOgned to expand individual
opportunities for entering and re-entering institutions and pursing
programs of stUdy tailored to individual needs:
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7) the introduction of reforms in graduate education in the structure

of academic professions and in the recruitment and retention of

faculties: and
8) the cr'seation of new institutions and programs for examining and

awarding credentials to individuals, and the introduction of reforms

in current institutional practices related there to.

Program Operations

To increase the effectiveness of education_beyond high school, the Fund

for the Improvement of Postsecondary Educatiow(FIPSE) solicits exemplary,

locally-developed improvement proposals. These projects are funded be-

cause they address widely-felt problems and opportunities, and have poten-

tial.for triggering a chain reaction of improvement nationally without

sustained Federal involvement.

Fund competitions are chiracterized by: 1) wide eligibility (colleges,

universities, consortia, .educational associations,.postsecondary agencies,

and other organizations with concerns in postsecondary learning can apply),

2) applicant freedom to define the problem,and the solution, 3) a 20:1

ratio of preliminary proposals to grants (the Fund supports only the best

proposals, and grantees, therefore, also benefit from the prestige attached

to the competition), 4) a simple but rigorous review process.

Competitions are designed to attract both experienced and new applicants

(35% of the grantees never previously applied for any Federal grant).

After submission, proposals are reviewed by people in the postsecondary

field (teachers, administrators, students, researchers and others), Fund

staff, and State postsecondarY commissions. The director is advised by

a 15 member National Board in establtshing policy and in reviewing grant

proposals. Awards are granted for one to three years. Grants usually

provide seed money to improve existing programs and services or to initiate

new approaches. Other people focus on assessment dissemination, and

evaluation activities, for example. The awards are made to those proposals

that define a widely-felt need, present an improved strategy for meeting

the need and demonstrate the ability to implement that strategy.

Most awards are made through the Comprehensive program, a competition

open to action-oriented proposals covering the whole range of postsecondary

issues. The Fund also employs targeted competitions, designed to highlight

specific national needs and opportunities. Such competitions have in

the past stimulated work on competence-based education, improved educational

services for disadvantaged youth, and methods for serving adult learners

more effectively.

Program Scope

Since being established in 1972, the Fund has supported over 750 projects,

totaling $100 million, located in all States and most of the outlying areas.

Table 1 outlines the funding of 1980 program priorities. Grants covered a

wide range of activities which is consistent with the Fund's mandate as

outlined above.
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In FY 1981, 97 new awards and 120 continuing awards are anticipated. New
awards and continuing awards will average between $62,000 and $63,000, up
slightly from the 1980 average of $57,950. However, over the years
postsecondary needs have become more diverse and urgent and program
growth has been slow, so grant size has been reduced in order to make some
headway on a variety of fronts. The con-Sequences have been 1) lower
margin's of safety for individual projects, and a 2) decreased Fund ability
to cope with issues requiring large grants (e.g. computer-aided instruc-
tion telecommunications projects, systematic governance reform, restruct-
uring of major educational institutions). Table 2 outlines these changes.
Where the mean new grant size was $92,500 in 1973 it fell to $57,950 in
1980. (Given the change in purchasing power the 1980 award in real dollars
is actually considerably lower.)

Table 1

Distribution of Funding for
Comprehensive Program Priorities, 1980

--Quality Programs for all Postsecondary Students (toward
full acceptance and further improvement of programs and
services for new' learners);

--Professional Education and Employment for Women and
Minorities (toward better access to programs atthe graduate
and professional level as well as more equitable employment
practices within institutions);

- -The Full-time Worker as Learner (to generate 'new programs

and services for workers);

- -Active Modes of Learning (to encourage experimentation
with ways to engage and empower learners in various
situations);

--Focus on Knowledge and Abilities (to assist efforts to
renew or alter educational content which is vital and of
lasting significance); and

- -Leadership for New Educational Circumstances (to encourage
efforts to clarify educational missions and strengthen
institutional management).

Source: Program files
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Table 2

Funds for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education

Changes in Size of Comprehensive Program Grants

1973 1977 1980 (new grants)

Average Grant: $ 92,500 $ 72,500 $ 57,590

Maximum Grant: 375,000 188)616 118,000

% of Grants $100,000+: 31% 19% 9%

1973 1977 1980

$360-380,000/year 1%

340-360,000 0%

320-340,000 2%

3007320,000 0%

280-300,000 1/

260-280,000 0%

240-260,000 1%

220-240,000 0%

200-220,000 5%

180-200,000 3% 2%

160-180,000 2% 4%

140-160,000 6% 3%

120-140,000 3% 6%

100-120,000 6% 5% 10%

80-100,000 7% 15% 8%

60- 80,000 9% 22% 35%

40- 60,000 42% 23% 25%

20- 40,000 8% 17% 23/

0- 20,000 2% 4% 1%

TOTAL: 98%* 101%* 102%*

Source: Program Files * Rounding Errors

Program Effectiveness

Perhaps the most significant indicators of the impact of the Fund is how

grants affected the host institution programmatically and whether these

activities were adopted by other institutions. Some evidence in this

regard is' available from a program fOnded impact study. Based upon inter-

views with' project directors they reported that:

o Funding strategy, based on local initiatives attacking widely-felt

problems and opportunities, was an "unqualified success". Of those

projects designed to coritinue locally after the grant ended, 70%
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succeeded (a continuation rate several times higher than typical seed
grant programs); a majority of the grants have been-so successful
that they have inspired other institutions to improve also. As a
consequence, the evaluators indicated, widespread increases in qual-
ity and access have apparently resulted from the Fund's small awards.

o The project's impacts were greater than anticipatd in the proposal
(68%).

o Over three-fourths of the projects represented a departure for the
host institution.

o Over two-th"ds improved the general climate for innovation at the
host instit jon.

o 98% reported\that the grant had been essential, providing moral
support, legitimacy, and visibility. 80% felt the project would
either'not have begun, or would not have survived without the grant.

o Project directors also reported typically that six other institutions
were adapting aspects of their programs; ..bout 70% of project direc-
tors reported at least one adaptation.

o 87% of projects were engaging in dissemination (over half had speci-
fied this as a grant activity). Grants awarded in 1973-78 period had
received an estimated 300,000 requests for information.

o In terms of program content, 81% reported that it increased program
cost-effectiveness.

o 33% of Fund projects serve a student population that is over half
minority learners. 61% of the projects have minority populations of
over one-fifth.

o One-quarter of the student-directed projects served a clientele at
least two-thirds female.

o 46& of the projects served a predominantly adult audience.

Based upon the above criteria, Fund impact to date has been impressive.

Ongoing and Planned Studies

The final report of a major external evaluation of the Fund, commissioned
by the Department and carried out by the NTS Research Corporation, is due
in the Fall of 1981.

490



Sources of Data

Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

NTS Research Corporation, "An Evaluation of the Fund for Improvement

of Postsecondary Education, Vol. 1: Case Studies. Vol. 2: Interim

Report." 1980

For further information about program operations:

Contact: Stephen C. Ehrmann, (202) 245-8091.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness:

Contact: Sal Corrallo, (202) 245-7884.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Land-Grant Colleges and Universities

Legislation: Expiration Date

Second Morrill Act of 1890, as amended; - Indefinite
26 Stat. 417; 7 U.S.0 322, 323; Bankhead-
Jones Act, as amended; 49 Stat. 439; Public
'Law 182; 7 U.S.C. 329 as amended Title IX,
Sec. 506 Higher Education Amendments of 1972,
Sec. 1461 Higher Education Amendments of 1980.

Funding History: Near Authorization Appropriation 1/
1964 $14,500,000 $14,500,000
1965 14,500,000 14,500,000
1966 14,500,000
1967 14,500,000 14,500,000
1968 14,500,000 14,500,000
1969 14,720,000 14,550,000
1970 14,922,000 14,720,000
1971 14,720,000 12,680,000
1972 14,720,000 12,600,000
1973 15,160,000 18,700,000 2/
1974 15,160,000 12,200,000
1975 15,160,000 12,200,000
1976 15,160,000 12,200,000
1977 15,160,000 14,200,000
1978 2,700,000 3/ 2,700,000 3/
1979 2,700,000 2,700,000
1980 2,700,000 2,700,000
1981 2,800,000 4/ 2,800,000 4/
1982

1/ Figures are the sum of permanent appropriation under the Second Morrill
Act (i.e., $50,000 for each State and each jurisdiction regarded as a
State for the purpose of this Act) and funds annually appropriated
under the Bankhead-Jones Act.

2/ This figure includes a one-time appropriation of $6,000,000 for the two
newly designated land-grant colleges of the Virgin Islands and Nam.
Each jurisdiction received $3,000,000.to be invested in U.S. Government
or other safe bonds, with the resulting interest to be used by the
land-grant colleges.

3/ In FY 1978, administration of the Bankhead-Jones'Act was transferred to
the',Department of Agriculture by Public Law 95-113. The $2,700,000
admirlistered by the Office of Education is the sum of $50,000 to each
of 54 juM,sdictions authorized by the Second Morrill Act.

4/ The Education, amendments of 1980 established the Community College of
American Samo nd the College of Micronesia as land grant colleges,
bringing the number of jurisdictions to 56. A one-time grant Of
$6,000,000, similarNto that given to the College of Virgin Islands
and Guam in 1973, has -not yet been appropriated.
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Program Goals and Objectives:

The goal of the land-grant programs is to lend Federal support to the

several Statesand jurisdictions regarded as States for the purpose of

this legislation, for collegiate-level instruction in agriculture and

the mechanical arts. In addition, program funds may be used to support

instruction in the English language and the various branches of mathemat-

ical, physical, natural, and economic sctences. The objective of the

Morrill Act of 1862 was to provide public lands to any State that would

agree to establish an institution in which programs in agriculture and the

mechanical arts would be available to the sons and daughters of working

class people. The objective of the Morrill Act of 1890 was to provide

funds to those States having a dual school system, with the use of such

funds authorized for the establishment of a land-grant college for black

persons. Later amendments to the land-grant colleges program were designed

to maintain and increase the level of Federal support in continuing the

kvailability of these educational programs for persons whose educational

opportunities were limited.

Program Operations:

A land-grant college or university is an institution designated by'a State

legislature for the benefits of the First Morrill Act of 1862 or the Second

Morrill Act of 1890. The original Act provided publiZ land (in the amount

of 30,000 acres for each Senator and Representative of a State) in order

to ensure the development in each State of at least one institution "to

teach such branches of learning as are related to agriculture and the

mechanical arts." The Second Morrill Act provided for an appropriation of

$25,000 for each State having a land-grant institution. The Nelson

Amendment of 1907. doubled these appropriations to $50,000. The Bankhead-

Jones Act of 1935 provided for.additional support. Puerto Rico was added

in 1908; the District of Columbia in 1969; Guam and the Virgin Islands

in 1973, and American Samoa and Micronesia in 1980.
d

In fiscal year 1978, administration of the Bankhead-Jones Act transferred

to the Department of Agriculturft. The Department of Education administers

only the Second Morrill Act, with its $50,000 to each of 56 jurisdictions.

Monies are paid directly to State treasurers and, in the event that more

than one land-grant institution exists in a State, State legislatures

must provide by statute for the division of these monies. Funds may not

be used to purchase land, nor may they be applied to the purchase, erec-

tion, repair, or preservation of buildings. Each land-grant institution

is required to provide annually to the U.S. Department of Education a

report on the expenditure of monies received under all land grant appro-

priations.
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Program Scope:

In fiscal Year 1-980, $2%800,000 was apportioned among the 56 jurisdictions.
Of the 74 land-grant institution's, only Cornell University in Ithaca and
the Massachusetts Inseitute of Technology retain elements of private control.
All of the land-grant collegeoffer educational programs of more than two
years duration. Land-grant institutions now exist in all 50 States, the
District of Columbia: Guam, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, American Samoa and
Micronesia. Sixteen of the land-grant institutions are predominantly black.

A legislative proposal to change Nelson Amendment furiding to an annual
authorization has been sent to Congress. Under it no funds are requested
in 1982. The appropriation is a very minor source of funds for these
colleges and universities, which include some of the strongest and most
prestigious institutions _of learning in, the country. The smaller and
poorer land-grant tristitutions, particularly the predominantly black land-
grant institutions in the South, will continue to be aided by the Developing
Institutions Projram (Title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965).

Program Effectiveness:

The land-grant colleges and universities program assists 14 land-grant
institutions in meeting and continuing costs of instruction and equipment.
Since these grants form a very small part of the institution's recent
budgets and the use of land-grant monies is of a -discretionary, nature,
the Current impact of these funds is difficult to assess. Nonetheless,
abundant historical evidence indicates that the land-grant institutions
created by this program have provided the bulkof the techanical expertise'
which has made the U.S. agricultural sector the most technologically advanced
and dynamic in the world.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.
Division of Facilities and General.Support.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Melvin Fresquez, 245-2806

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORTS ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Coliege Housing Loans

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

Housing Act of 1950, Title IV September 30, 1983

,

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation!!

1973 Indefinite $12,395,000

1974
II 12,946,000

1975.
ii 14,758,000

1976
,, 12,863,000

Transition 3,607,000

Quarter

1977 12,640,000

1978 10,299,000

1979. 13,097,000

1980 13,645,000

1981
I, 1/

1982. 17

Program Goals aril Objectives

To provide finanOal assistance to colleges and universities for the

constructiOn or pdrchase of housing and essential housing related facili-

ties, a program f loan assistance has been authorized. Currently,

loans are limited to. construction which addresses energy conservation, P

and,construction ork acOuisition of housing for igstitutions with severe

housing shortages.

1/ Excludes permanent indefinite appropriation ($279,000 in FY1981;

$232,000 in FY 1982) TrTidiFwPayment of Participation Sales

Insufficiencies" in the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1967.
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Program Operations

The College Housing Loan program enables the Secretary of Education to
make direct Federal loans to higher education institutions at a three

percent interest rate. Loans for energy conservation and construction
or acquistion of housing,for institutions with severe housing shortages
ar'e provided from a revolving loan account which consists of funds

borrowed from the U.S. Treasury, funds obtathed from borrowing through
the sale of participation certificates, and interest income and
.collections from prior loans. The difference in interest owed .on past
participation certificates which exceeds the interest earned on loans
supported by such certificates previously was met by Congressional
appriations for insufficiencies. Most of insufficiencies will now be
paid from the account's unobligated balance. Collections on past loans
replenish the loan fund.

Past loans were made at an interest rate of three percent and have terms
of not more than 30 years. Eligible institutions include public or

private nonprofit colleges dpd universities, teaching hospitals, and

certain vocational institutions. In past years, apPlAcations for loan
reservations were received anc( reviewed in the Department of.Housing and
Uyban Development's headquarteli.s. Loan funds are disbursed to educational
institutions during the construction of projects, provided that all of the
program prerequisities specified in theloan agreements have been met.
In FY 1981, program authority and administrative control shifted to the
Departmet of Education central office.

Program Scope z

Table 1 summarizes budget authority and total loan obligations for 1979
and 1980 and estimates for 1981. Table 2 summarizes loan obligations

for 1979 arid 1980 with estimtes for 1981. Although, gross obligations
for the principal amount of direct loans for FY 1931 are limited to
$110,000,000 it is expected, when the amount need for participation
sales insuffficiences has been deducted from repayment fund about $70-75
million will be available in FY 81 for new loans.

The College Housing Loan Fund is financed by the Federal Financing bank,
(FFB) and carries a large off-budget cost. The Department of the Treasury

and thereby reduce off-budget..
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. Table 1

A Summary of College Housing Loan Program Appropriations
and Total Budget Authority 1979, 1980, and 1981

t.

1979
Actual

1980

Actual

1981

Estimate

1. Operating expenses:

Interest expense on'partici-
pation certificates:

a. Appropriation ' $ 13,338,000 $ 13,857,000 279,000 1/

b. (Obligations) (28,810,000)
,

(28,810,000) (28,809,000)

2. Interest expense (66,022,000) (65,728,00u) (66,605,000)

. 0

3. Loan servicing expenses. . .

,

(223,000) (211,000) (211,000)

4. Loan obligations (58,016,000) (113,668,000) (102,259,000)

5. Acquired security and
collateral (676,000) (88,000) (8,000,000)

Total budget authority. . $ 13,338,000 $ 13,857,000 279,000 1/

(Obligations) (153,747,000) (208,505,000) (205,884,000)

1/ The 1981 appropriation for this Rurpose has been 'rescinded. Funds required

to pay participation sales insufficiencies will be taken primarily from the

account's Onobligated balance.

SOURCE: Program Files
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table-2
College Housing Loans

Amounts Ayailable for Obligation.
1979, 1980, and 1981 .

ApPropriatiom.

Annuil.(definite)
Permanent (indefinite) .

,Subtotal,.appropriatio.n

Receipts and reimbursements from:

Federal funds:
Investments income from
participation sales funds'

Non,-Federal source:
Revenue ..... . . .

Loans repaid

Unobligated balance transferred to
participation sales funds . . .

Unobligated balance, start of period:

Committed.
7 Uncommitted

Unobligated balance,
Committed
Uncommitted .

end,of period:

Total obligations

1979
Actual

1986' 1981

Actual Estimate

$ 13,097,000 $13,645,000 $ 279,00&

241 000 212,000

13,38,000 13,857,000 $ 279,000

1,651,000 1,810,000 846,000

94,322,000 94,312,000 95,000,000

72,405,000 74,471,000 75,000,000

- 618,000 - 272,000 26,244,000

342,886,000 251,557,000 222,752,000

111912,000 129,693,000 134,184,000

- 251,556,000 -222,752,000 -147,016,000

- 129,693,000 -134,184;000 -201,405,000

$ 153,747,000 208,505,0001j 205,884,0003J

1/ "A $13,000 recovery of prior.year
obligations fs included in this tatal but is not -

itemized."

2/ During fiscal year 1981 and-within the resources and authority available, gross

obligations for the principal comment of direct'loans shall not exceed $110,000,000. ,

. SOURCE: Program Files
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*Program Effectiveness

During fiscal Year" 1980, approximately $85,000,000 in loan commitments

sup?orted 66 construction projects.

The Department has budgeted no authority to make new loan commitments

for college housing in.fiscal year 1982. The Nation is no longer facing

rapidly exoanding postseconaary enrollments and there is no longer a

Federal role in this area.

The funding for this program comes through the Federal Financing Bank

(FFB), and the termination of new loan awards will allow the program to
begin reducing its debt to the FFB. The off-budget interest costs of this

program are estimatqg to be more than $210 million a year. With the

termination of new loans coymitments, obligations will soon be limited to

the annual tnterest expense on Treasury borrowings.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

A Higher Education Panel .Study is currently being conducted which will
provide basic information on the condition of college housing and occupancy

rates.

Sources of Evaluation Data

Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education.
0

For further information about program operations:

Contact: PI% Carr, 245-9514

For further information about studies of program effectiveness:

Contact Sa1 Corrallo, 245-7884.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Annual Interest Grants

Legislation:

Title'VII-C, Section 745 of the Higher
Education Facilities Act of 1965; as
amended by the Highei' Education Amendments

of 1972 (formerly Title III, Section 306

of the Higher Education Act of .1963; Public

Law 88-204) and Higher Education Amendments .

Expiration Date:

SepteMber 30, 1985

of 1980, P.L. 96-374.

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

1969 $ 5,000,000 $ 3,920,000

1970 11,750,000 11,750,000

1971 25,250,000 21,000,000

1972 38,750,000 29,010,000

1973 52,250,000. 14,069,000

1974 65,750,000 31,425,000

1975 79,250,000 0 1/

1976 92,750,000 017
1977 Indefinite 0 T/

1978 Indefinite 4,0007000

1979 Indefinite 29,000,000

1980 Indefinite 29,000,000

1981 Indefinite 26,000,000

1982 Indefinite 25,500,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

Annual Interest Grants is one of four programs (which include also Loans

for Construction of Academic Facilities, Grants for Construction of

Undergraduate Academic Facilities, and Grants for the Construction of

Graduate Facilities) 2/ which were designed to help institutions of higher

1/ No appropriations were requested of funds for continuing grant obliga-

tions in FY 1975, FY 1976, or FY 1977. A new accounting procedure was

instituted wherein all outstanding obligations were de-obligated so

that program obligations will agree contractually with the years in

which payments commence under each grant agreement.

2/ New funding for Grants for the Constrattion of Graduate FacilitieAand

Loans for the Constructon of Academic Facilities ceased in 1969

(loans, however, were authorized to the extent that funds became

available from cancellation of previous loan commitments). In 1978,

at Congressional initiative, two loans totalling $7.2 million were

authorized to assist Georgetown University and Tufts University in the

construction of two model inter-cultural centers. In addition,

Congress appropriated $5 million in grants for the same project under

the Title VII-B Graduate Facilities Grant Programs. ,
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education meet a national shbrtage 'of facilities. The Annual Interest

Grant Program became operational in Fiscal Year 1970 and was designed

both to encourage the use of private capital for construction of academic

facilities as well as to reduce the interest burden on borrowers to a

level commensurate with direct loans for academic facilities.

Program Operations:

Institutions of higher education, cooperative graduate center boards,

and higher education building agencies (i.e., State agencies empowered by

the State to issue tax-exempt-bonds on behalf of private institutions of

higher education) eligible to apply for Federal annual interest grant

assistance on loans obtained in the private market. Up to 90 percent
of the cost of a project has been eligible for loan subsidies over a fixed
period which may not exceed. 40 years. Subsidy payments commence after
either long-term financing arrangements have been consummated or after the
project has been completed--whichever is later. Subsidies represent the
difference between the interest amounts payable at the commercial rate on
the loan and the amount payable at an interest rate of 4 percent. Not more

than 12.5 percent of the annual appropriations for this program h.as been

allowed for grants to any one State. Further, the aggregate principal

amount of loans (or portions thereof) with respect to which annual

interest grant subsidies were approved can not exceed $13.5 million per

campu during any Federal fiscal year.

Prograni priorities focus first upon applications from pdblic community

colleges and public techncial inftitutions, from developing institutions,

and for institutions in which enrollments from low-income families were

at least 20 percent of the student body. Applications from all other

institutions are regarded as a secondary priority. Within these two
priority categories, requests were awarded so as to encourage a distribution

of funds to those institutions or branch campuses which are in urgent

need of additional academic,facilities.

Program Scope:

NO awards f r annual interest grants have been made since FY 1973 and the

program is not active Since the program's inception in FY 1970, 711

grants (subsidizing a total loan volume of $1,434,571,000) have been

approved. As of the close of FY 1981, 631 of thesegrants (sUbsidizing
-Y-16-81i---iitlulme- of approximately $1.3 billion -- or 89 percent of the

total) have are in active pay status. Thirty-three projects have begn

paid in ful , 30 have been terminated and 17 are not yet in pay .statds.
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Federal obligations for subsidies of annual interest grants amounted to
$8,000 in FY 1971; $2,105,000 in FY 1972; $6,005,000 in FY 1973; $11,408,000
in FY 1974; $16,657,000 in FY 1975; $18,950,000 in FY 1976; $23,972,217
in FY 1977; $25,733,884 in FY 1978; $25,057,769 in FY 1979; .$24,626,106
in FY 1980; and an estimated $26,000,000 in FY 1981. It is anticipated
that when the total loan volume comes into active pay 'status, annual
Federal obligations, will approximate 'no more than $29,000,000 and that
final payments under this program will extend until roughly 2020.

Of the $1,434,571,000 total subsidized loan volume, $364095,000 (or

25.4 percent) of the loans were held by two-year institutions and
$1,069,976,000 (or 74.6 percent) of the loans are held by four-year colleges
and universities.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Since the inception of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963, thg
Federal Government has provided financial assistance for the construction
or imp.ovement of academic facilities throughout the 55 States and terri-
tories. During the period-Ftscal Year 1965 through Fiscal Year 1975 almos
$2.5 billion in direct Federal grants and loans were awarded. In addition,
over $144 billion in commerical loans were approved .for annual interest
subsidy support-involving an estimated annual commitment of Federal funds
approximating $29 million. Over 1,800 institutions of; higher education
.received financial assistance for the purpose of facilities construction
and improvement arid some 4,000 facilities costing in excess of $10 billion
was constructed.

The large volume of academic facilities of construction supported by this
program has met national demand and the program has successfully accom-
plished its objectives. While certain areas of the country may face tempo-
rary shortages of academic'space, existing conditions do not constitute a
national problem arV there is no longer a clear Federal role in this area.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

The Demand for Facilities in the Postsecondary Sector, 1975 to
1990, Joseph Froomkin, Inc., Washington, D.C.; Augutt 15, 1974.

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further information about program operations,.

Contact: Tom McAnallen, 245-3253 1.

For further information about studies'bf program effectiveness,

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884



ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Grants for Construction of Undergraduate Academic Facilities

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Title VII-A of the Hig4ier Education Facilities September 30, 1985

Act of 1965; (formerly Title I of the HEFA 1963;
Public Law 88-204); as amended by Public Law
92-318 as amended by Public Law 94-482 1/;
extended by Public Law 96-374.

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation

2/

1965

1966

1967
1968

1969

1970
1971

1972

1973
1974

)975

1976
1977

1978

1979
1980

1981

1982

$230,000,000
460,000,000
475,000,000
728,000,000
936,000,000
936,000,000
936,000,000
50,000,000
200,000,000
300,000,000
300,000,000
300,000,000
300,000,000
300,000,000
300,000,000
300,000,000
100,000,000

$230,000,000
458,000,000
453,000,000
400,000,000
83,000,000
76,000,000
43,000,000
43,000,000
43,000,000

0

0

0

0

0

0

3/

IT

1/ Public Law 94-482, "Education Amendments of 1976," was passed in

September 1976. It.authorized Grants for Construction of Undergraduate
Academic Facilities until October 1, 1979, and expanded the scope of

the program by authorizing grants for reconstruction and renovation

projects-designed to:

031 Economize on the use of energy.
V) Bring facilities into conformance with the Architectural Barriers

-Act of 1968 (making facilities accessible to the handicapped).

(3) Bring facilities into conformance with health, safety, or envi-

ronmental protection requirements mandated by Federal, State,

or local law.

2/ Funds appropriated in Fiscal Year 1973 were released to the program in

May 1974 for obligation during Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975.

3/ Congress appropriated $25,000,000 in Fiscal Year 1980, However, the

Supplemental Appropriation and Rescission Act of 1981 P.L. 97-12

rescinded $10,000,000 made available for the program in Fiscal Year

1981. Pub. Law 97-12, enacted June 5, 1981, rescinded the $10,000,000.
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Program Goals and Objectives:

Grants for Construction of Undergraduate Academic Facilities is one of
four programs (which include also Loans for Construction of Academic

Facilities, Annual Interest Grants, and Grants for the Construction of
Graduate Facilities) 1/ which were designed to help institutions of higher
education meet a national shortage of facilities. The objective of this
program is to provide grants to institutions of higher education to

finance the construction, rehabilitation, or improvement of undergraduate
academic facilities.

Program Operations:

Funds for public community colleges and Public technical institutes under
this program are allotted to each State by a formula based on the number
of high school graduates and per capita income of residents. Funds for
other institutions are allotted to each State by a formula based on the
number of students enrolled in institutions of higher education and the
number of students in grades 9 through 12. Within each State, Federal

grants may be awarded for up to 50 percent of the project development cost.
Not less than twenty-four.percent of funds appropriated under the Title
must be reserved for community and technical schools.

Grants are not given for the construction.of facilities for which admission
is normally charged, for facilities used for sectarian instruction, for
facilities for schools of the health professions as defined in the Higher
Education Facilities Act, or for residential, dining, and student union

facilities.

Program Scope:

No appropriations _for_new ens ruction projetts have been made for this
programsi-nce--FY 1973. However, for FY 1980, Congress appropriated,
through the continuing resolution, $25 million for grants for reconstruc-
tion and renovation projects for removal of architectural barriers to the
handicapped.

11 With one expection, funding for Grants for the Construction of Graduate
Facilities and new funding of Loans for the Construction of Academic
Facilities ceased in 1969 (loans were authorized only to the extent
that funds became available from cancellation of previous loan com-
mitments). However, in 1978, at Congressional initiative, two loans
totalling $7.2 million were authorized from the unobligated balance
in the loan fund to assist Georgetown Univarsity and Tufts University
in the construction of two model inter-cultural centers. In addition
to the two loans, Congress appropriated $5 million in grants for the
same projects under the Title VII-B Graduate Facilities Grant'Program.
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June '3, 1980 was the deadline for making programs accessible to the

handicapped in compliance with the regulations implementing Section 504

the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. A survey conducted by the National Center

for Education Statistics in 1979 indicated that the total cost for removal

of architectural barriers in compliance with Section 504 at colleges and_

universities across the country would run approximately $560 million. It

was on this basis that the Congress appropriated the $25 million for 1980.

Because this program liad been inactive since 1973, and because of compli-

cations encountered in preparing regulations, the time required to imple-

ment this special program for removal of architectural barriers was greater

than originally anticipated. Accordingly, it became apparent that the

grants could not be awarded in FY 1980, and the Administration requested

Congress to extend the availability of these funds through FY 1981. In the

meantime, although steps were being taken to implement this program, the

$25 million was included in the President's rescission package as a

proposed budget cut for 1980. Although the rescission package 1,4as not

acted upon, Congresspassed the Supplemental Appropriation and Rescission

Act of 1980 which rescinded $15,000,000 of the $25,000,000 and deferred

$10,000,000 for use in fiscal year 1981. Public Law 97-12 rescinded.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Since the inception of the-Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963, the

Federal Government has provided financial assistance for the construction

or improvement of academic facilities throughout the 55 States and terri-

tories. During the period Fiscal Year 1965 through Fiscal Year 1975

almost $2.5 billion in direct Federal grants and loans were awarded. In

addition, over $1.4 billion in commerical loans were approved for annual

interest subsidy support involving an estimated annual comMitment of

Federal funds approximating $29 million. Over 1,800 institutions of higher

education received financial assistance for the purpose of facilities

construction and improvement: Some 4,000 facilities costing in excess

of $10 billion will have been constructed.

The large volume of academic facilities of construction supported by this

program has met national demand and the program has successfully accom-

plished its objectives. While certain areas of the country may face

temporary shortages of academic space, existing conditions do not

constitute a national problem and there is no longer a clear Federal role

in this area.
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There have not been any comprehensive studies conducted with regard to the

overall recon:truction and renovation needs in higher education facili-

ties. However, a special survey was conducted by the National Center for

Education Statistics (NCES) in 1979 to assess the costs at colleges and

universities of removing architectural barriers to the handicapped in

compliance with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. The survey

indicated that institutions were moving.ahead to comply with Section 504

without Federal assistance. It also determined that the capital costs

required for removing of architectural barriers at most institutions were

relatively small relative to total college budgets.. Over a three-year

period ending in June 1980 (deadline for compliance with Section 504), the

estimated cost of removing architectural barriers would represent about

three percent of total capital outlays, and only 1/3 of one percent of the

total revenues of all the colleges and universities during this period.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

The Demand for Facilities in the Postsecondary Sector, 1975 to 1990,

Joseph Froomkin, Inc., Washington, D.C.; August 15, 1974.

The Impact of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 on

American Colleges and Universities, Preliminary Final Report, NCES,

May 1979.

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Edu:ation.

For further inf6rmation about program operations,

contact: Tom McAnallen, 245-3253.

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884.



ANNUAL EVALUATION'REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Loans for Construction of Academic Facilities

Legislation:

Public Law 89-329, Title VII-C of the Higher
Education Facilities Act of 1965; as amended
by Public Law 92-318 (formerly Title III of
the HEFA; Public Law 88-204); as amended by

Expiration Date:

October 1, 1985

PL. 94-482 1/, PL. 96-49 and 96-374

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation 2/

1964 $120,000,000 $ 0

1965 120,000,000 169,250,000
1966 120,000,000 110,000,000
1967 200,000,000 200,000,000
1968 400,000,000 925,000
1969 400,000,000 103,275,000
1970 400,000,000 2,918,000
1971 400,000,000 2,952,000
1972 50,000,000 ,2,961,000
1973 100,000,000 2,921,000
1974 150,000,000 2,948,000
1975 200,000,000 2,701,000
1976 200,000,000 2,192,000
Transition
Quarter 548,000
1977 200,000,000 2,119,000
1978 200,000,000 1,847,000
1979 200,000,000 2,204,000
1980 200,000,000 2,189,000
1981 80,000,000 1,656,000
1982

1/ Public Law 94-482, "Education Amendments of 1976," was passed in

September 1976. It authorizes "Loans for Construction of Academic
Facilities" and expands the scope of the program by authorizing loans
for reconstruction and renovation,projects designed to:

(1) Economize on the use of energy,
(2) Bring facilities into conformante with the Architectural Barriers

Act of 1968 (making facilities accessible to the handicapped).
(3) Bring facilities into conformance with health, safety, or envi-

ronmental protection requirements mandated by Federal, State,
or'local law.

a

2/ Excludes permanent indefinite appropriation under "Payment of Partici-
pation Sales Insufficiencies" in the Independent Offices Appropriation
Act, 1967.
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Pr9gram Goals and Objectives:

Loans for Construction of Academic Facilities is one of four programs

designed to help institutions of higher education meet a national shortage

of.facilities. The three reVated programs are: Annual Interest Grants,

Grants for Construction of'Undergraduate Academic Facilities, and Grants
for the Construction of Graduate Facilities. 1/ The objective of this
program has been to help reduce the financial-burden on inStitutions of
higher education by making available to their loans with low rates of in-

terest.

Program Operations:

Loans have been awarded pursuant to the following stipulations: (1)

that not less than 20 percent of,the development cost of the facility be
financed from nod-Federal sources (this requirement may be waived for
schools qualified as developing institutions under HEA Title III), (2)

that applicants have been unable to secure the amount of such loan from
other sourrAn upon terms and conditions equally as favorable as the terms
and conditions applicable to loans under this program, (3) that construc-
tion will be undertaken in an economical manner and that it not be of
elaborate or extravagant design or materials, and (4) that, in the case
of a project to construct an infirmary or other facility designed to
provide primarily for outpatient care of students and institutional per-
sonnel no financial assistance be provided for such project under Title IV

of the Housing Act of 1950.

Loans have been made available to institutions of higher education, to

cooperative graduate center boards, and to higher education building

agencies (i.e., State agencies empowered by the State to issue tax-exempt

bonds on behalf of private institutions of higher education) for the
purpose of constructing only academic facilities. Although the law allows

for a repayment period of 50 years, loans have normally been made available
for 30 years--with exceptions, under certain circumstances, permitting a
maximum loan period of 40 years. Interest rates on these loans cannot

exceed 3 percent per annum.

Program Scope:

As it was anticipated that this program's objectives could be accomplished
'under the Annual Interest Grants Program and with the use of private
capital no monies have been appropriated for new loans under this program

since Fiscal Year 1969. Annual appropriations have been required to fund

operating defecits. These defecits occur because the Secretary is re-

quired to make interest payments 'an participation certificates and on

Treasury borrowing that exceed repayments from low interest loans to

institutions.

Since Fiscal Year 1970, this program has been authorized to make new
loans to the extent that funds became available through the termination

1/ Funding of Grants for Construction of Graduate Facilities ceased in
1969. However, in FY 1978 $5 million was appropriated for grants for
two model intercultural centers at Georgetown and Tufts Universities.

Funding for Grants for Construction of Undergraduate Facilities

ceased in 1973. No new awards for Annual Interest Grants haVe been
made since FY 1973.
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(primarily through withdrawal) of prior-year loan commitments. During

Fiscal Year 1975, the remaining funds released through cancellation of
prior loans were approved for new loan commitments. However, in 1978,

at Congressional initiative, two loans totalling $7.2 million were

authorized from the unobligated balance in the loan fund to assist

Georgetown University and Tufts University in the construction of two
model intercultural centers. In addition to the two loans, Congress
appropriated $5 million in grants for the same projects under the Title
VII-B Graduate Facilities Grant Program. In 1981 Congress specifically
authorized two additional loans totalling $25 million, from unobligated
balances in the loan fund, to assist Boston College in the construction
of 'a new library and to provide a loan increase to Georgetown University
in connection with the model intercultural center project initiated in

-19784 With the exception of these special projects, this or-6gram has
been inactive in terms of new loan approvals since 1975.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Since the inception of the Higher Education Facilities Act of-1963, the
Federal Government has provided financial assistance for the construction
or improVement of academic facilities throughout the 50 States and the
territories. During the period Fiscal Year 1965 through Fiscal Year

1976 almost $2.5 billion in direct"Federal grants and loans were aWarded.

In addition., over $1.4 billion in commerical loans were approved for
annual interest subsidy support requiring an estimated annual commitment
'of Federal funds approximating $25 million. Over 1,800 institutions of
higher education received financial assistance for the purpose of facili-
ties construction and improvement and some 4,000 facilities costing in
excess of $10 billion will have been constructed.

The large volum of academic facilities of construction supported by this

program has met ational demand and the program has successfully.accom-
plished its obje tives. While certain areas of the country may face
temporary shortag s of academic space, extsting conditions do not consti-

tute a national p oblem and there is no longer a clear Federal role in
this area.

There have not been any comprehensive studies conducted with,regard to
the overall reconst uction and renovation .needs in higher education

facilities. However, a special survey was conducted by the National
Center for Education tatistics (NCES) in 1979 to assess the costs at
colleges and universi ies of removing architectural barriers to the

handicapped in complia ce with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of

1973. The surveys in icated that institutions were moving ahead to
comply With Section 504 without Federal assistance. It was also deter-

mined that the capital costs required for removing of architectural

barriers at most instit tions were small relative to total college

budgets. Over a three-y ar period ending in June 1980 (deadline for
compliance with Section 50 ), the estimated cost of removing architectual

barriers would- represent bout.three percent of total capital outlays,

i and only 1/3 of one percent of the total revenues of all the colleges aO
universities during this pe iod.
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Tne Demana for Facilities in the Postsecondary_Sector, 1975 to 1990, Joseph
FrooWtn, Fnc., Washington, D.C.: August 15? 1974.

lne impact of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 on
Amerttan Colleges and Universities, Preliminary Final Report, NCES, May
1979..

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

For further information about program verations,

Contact: Tom McAnallen,s245-3253

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,.

Contact: Sal Corrallo, 245-7884
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, ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Postsecondary Educational Institution and Program Eligibility

Determination and Agency Evaluation

Legislation Expiration Date

Accreditation: Education Amendments of. 1952

(Public Law 82-550); subsequent legislation.
Eligibility: Higher Education Act of 1965, as
amended tncluding Public Law 96-374.

Funding History! N/A

Program Goals and Objectives

N/A

The Eligibility and Agency Evaluation Staff (EAES) and th% U.S. Secretary

of Education's National Advisory Committee on Accreditation and Institu-

tional Eligibility (NACAIE) function to "orchestrate" a system of determi-

ning eligibility for postsecondary educational institutions and prpgrams to'

participate in Federal student and institutional assistance programs.

Program Operations

Initial eligibility is granted to postsecondary institutions and programs

which meet certain statutory and other prerequisites, including: (a) State

licensing or chartering, (b) accreditation by private nongovernmental accre-

diting bodies or State approval agencies recognized by the U.S. Secretary.

of Education,, and (c) compliance with appropriate Federal regulations. The

Secretaryof Education publishes criteria with which accrediting agencies

and State approval agencies must comply 'n order to be listed as recognized

by the Secretary. Accreditation of an educational institution or program by

qne of these agencies is an'essential requirement for eligibflity to partic-

ipate in Federal funding programs. *At least every four years, an agency's

continued compliante with the criteria is reviewed by NACAIE/EAES and a re-

"commendation is ,made t6 the Secretary regarding the agency's continuation of

recognition.

EAES is comprised of 24 permanent full-time positions. rt is organized into

two sectiOns and a director's office. 'One 'of the sections is subdivided

into two units.

Program SCOpe

KS of February 1, 1981, EAES has,

(a) certified 9,351 institutions for. Federal eligibility through the

"triad" eligibility process participated in .by accrediting bodies,

State chartering and licensing agencies, and the Federal government.;
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LtBrrrovided the staff for the NACAIE and the Secretary (formerly Commis-
sioner of Education which has .;.esulted in the recognition of 75 ac-
crediting bodies, 10 State agencies for the approval of public post-
secondary education, and 8 State agencies.for the approval of nurse
education.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

bver the last decade several studies and evaluations have been conducted in
the area of eligibility determination. These are cited in the section on .

sources of evaluation data. The major findings of the more recent studies
(since,1976) are summarized below.

lAuthorization y State agencies is a prerequisite for institutions seeking
to participAte in Federal programs, since the States have the major con-
stitutional responsibility forthe governance.of pottsécondary institutions
within.their boundaries., -With the States, therefore, having the major
burdenof consumer protection in postsecondary education, a study. (Jung,

et al., 1976) was conducted to assess the degree to which postsecondary'
state oversight agencies proyide student consumer protection by preventing
or correCting abusive and potentially abusive institutional policies, ,

practices, and conditions. Additionally, the 'study included (1) an in-depth
profile of strengths and weaknesses of the State laws and enforcement re-
sources, and (2)-specific suggestions for strategies which coUld be used

by the USOE to help State agencies require stronger laws and augment their
enforcement resources.

The American Institutes for Research completed "A Study of State Oversight
in.PostSecondary Education" in December 1977. They found that ;State,
authorizing/oversight requirements Care relatively much more extensiVe for'
private non-degree-granting institutions, less extensive for private degree-
granting institutions, .and almost non-existent for public institutions.

Their report concluded that:

o stronger laws and regulations Are needed, especially to (1):eliminate
provisions that now exclude accredited institutions from State agency
oversight, (2) provide stronger bonding or tuition-indemnification

requirements, (3) provide and publicize:statewide complaint-handling
sYstems, and (4) improve the coordination and communicatifris among the

ciagenes that have various oversight responsibilities within each

State;
4'

o better communications and coordination are needed Among licensing
agencies in all States, especially in the degree-grafiting sector, to
deal with Rroblems created by institutions that operate across State

lines.

Significant barriers to improied consumer, practices Were found due to:

unwillingness of legislatures .to make adequat e. appropriations for

school oversight due to a lack of understAnding;of the nature of the
problem.and'general reluctance to approve fundslor any form of State
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strong and effective opposition by schools and accreditation bodies to
inCreased levels of State Abricy oversight;

o' lack of agreement and cooperation among State education agencies about
which agency should perform what functions; and

o reluctance of law enforcement agencies and attorneys general to take
strong actton against educational,institutions.

In July 1978, that report was the basic working document for an invitational

conference sponsored by the (then) U.S. Office of Education and the Educa-

tion Commission Of the States'. Conference participants were representatives
:from-State-authorizing-and oversight agencies-, legislators-,---governorsi-edu-
cation aides, attorneys general, chief State school officers1, congressional'
aides, and Federal agency staff.

In support of the State role the Institutional Report Form (IRF), originally

developed as part of the consumer protection study (Dayton, Jung, 1980) was
revised and field tested for use by State postsecondary education licensing
and oversight agencies. The field test was to provide State postsecOndary
licensing and oversight agencies with a tool to monitor the potential for
student consumer abuse in the institutions over which they exercise author-
ity. The field test Which was completed in 1980 found that:

o Response to the Institutional Report Form (IRF) was generally positive.
Fifteen of eighteen agencies completed their efforts on time. Sixty-

eight percent of State agency and institution.respondents had clearly
positive reactions to the IRF (only three percent had clearly negative

ones). Fifty percent of the respondentsJelt the IRF should be used
more widely (twenty-one percent opposed this)'.

o The IRF was-dost uSeful at. new schools, non-accredited schools, and
others that- do not already undergo a regular review. The schools

Preferred it as a-self-check educationaltobl for institutional offi-
-.:Cials, rather than as a monitoring device to be used in an authoritar-

ian manner by the State agency.

o The study recOmmends that wider .use be.made of the IRF, as a means of

improving student consumer protection, by postsecondary schools part-
icularly as a self-check educational tool for school oficials. Also,

since State licensing, as the first step to Federal funds eligibility,
represents the primary defense against student consumerabuse, minimal

Federal assistance to strengthen State licensing and oversight should

be considered. This Federal assistance might include a Federally

sponsored clearinghouse for sharing information among State agencies;
and to provide further technical assistance in use of the IRF, espe-
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cially for States with new oversight agencies or staff. ED should
assign one agency of the department the respOnsibility for initiating
and maintaining a continuing liaison with State licensing and oversight
agencies land their national organizations. _This liaison would be to
enhance Federal and State cooperation in protecting student consumers.

Another study also completed in 1980 by the EdUcational Testing Service,
evaluated the ED Criteria and Procedures for'the Recognition of Accrediting
and State Approval Agencies. This study was designed to assess how well
ED's procedures for recognizing accrediting agencies distinguish agencies
that can relied on for accurate evaluations of educational quality from
those that cannot. During the ten-year period from 1969 to 1978, ED con-
ducted approximately, 240 evaluations-of-the-organizational structure and
protedures of more than 100 accrediting and state approval agencies con-
cerned with postsecondary education. Nineteen percent of those evaluations
resulted in denial of recognition, or instruction to show°cause why recog-
nition should 'not be revoked. The remainthg 81 percent led to recognition
for periods of one to four years, depending on the number and the serious-
ness of the agenties's deficiencies. The requirements for recognition are
embodied in.44 published criteria. The study evaluated the criteria as
well as USDE's procedures.

The major findings affecting the reliability and validity of the ED criteria
and procedures are:

The ED ----pdttres reliably dif.ferentiate ineffective agencies from
effective ones 'and remain stable from year to year in the inter-
pretation and apblication of the criteria.

o The recognition decisions over the ten-year period from 1969 to 1978
have consistently, utilized virtually all the criteria; decisions have
not rested dominantly on a limited number. The few criteria that have
not discriminated between recognized agencies and those denied recog-
recognition have been criteria that are universally met, such as the
requirement that the agency's standards be published.

o Agencies denied recognition differ among themselves more widely than \
do the agencies recognized for three or four years. The major de-
ficiencies of the agencies denied recognition tend to involve weak
evaluative procedures, questions about the impartiality of their
decisions, and nonrepresentative governing boards. Secondary de-
ficiencies are related to small size and limited staff, budget, and
experience.

o To a large extent, the criteria that most sharply differentiate the
recognized agencies from those denied recognition are also most
important to assessing an agency's effectiveness in evaluating edu-
cation quality. The major exception is the criterion requiring public
representation on an agency's governing board, which has had a signi-
ficant role in the.decisions but appears to be relatively unimportant.
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o A group of slightly more than 100 persons knowledgeable about ac-

crediting from a variety of perspectives, when presented descriptions

of agencies that had been eyaluated and either recognized or denied

recognition'by ED, agreed substantially with the ED decisions. The

measure of agreement between the actual decisions and the judges'

decisions was .68, where 1.00 indicates perfect agreement. Agreement

was close to perfect in the case of the agencies denied recognition.

The major source of disagreement involved agencies recognized for a

limited period, where the judges tended to award recognition for a

slightly longer period than was awarded in actual decisions.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

None Planned

Sources of Evaluation Data

PrOram Files, Office of Postsecondary Education.

Orlans, Harold, et. al., Private Accreditation and Public Eligibility,

Volume I and II, The Brookings Institution and the National Academy of

Public Administration Foundation, Washington, D.C. 1974.

Jung, Steven M., et. al., Improving the Consumer Protection Function in

Postsecondary Education, American Institutes for Research, Palo Alto,

California, December 1976.

Jung, Steven M., et. al., A Study of State Oversight in Postsecondary

Education, American Institutes for Research, Palo Alto,-California,

December 1977.

Comptroller General, What Assurance does Office of Education's Eligibility

Process Provide? HRD-78-120, U.S. General Accounting Office, Washington,

D.C., January 17, 1979.

Warren, Jonathan R., Evaluation of Criteria for Recognition of Accrediting

and.State Approval Agencies, Educational Testing Service, Berkeley,

California, May 1980.

Dayton, Charles W. and Steven M. Jung, State Regulatory\Agency Field Test

of the AIR Institutional Report Form, American Institutes for Research,

Palo Alto, California, November 1980.

For further information about program opera.tions,

Contact: Larry Friedrich, 245-9873.

For further information.about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Robert H, Berls, 245-8130.
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,ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Pre-College Teacher Development in Science

Legislatibn: Expiration Date:

P.1._ 96-374, Sectien_1303 added September 30, 1982

Section 406A to the General Educa-
tion Provisions Act (20 U.S.C.
1221e-lb).

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1980 $ 2,500,000 $ 2,500,000

1981 2,500,000 1,875,000 1/

1982 1,875,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The major goal of the Pre-College Science Teacher Development
Science program is to promote high quality science, mathematics, and
social studies instruction in the Nation's elementary schools. This

is done through:

o Improving teachers' knowledge of the subject matter of

science and mathematics, and accompanying appropriate
instructional strategies;

Developing and maintaining cooperation and'communication

between scientists and mathematicians,at colleges and
universities and teachers in elementary schools; and

o Aiding teachers in'the identification and use of resources
appropriate to their level of instruction, which will aid
in their teaching of scientific concepts.

It is the goal of this program to fill these needs, by awarding

grants to colleges, universities, and nonprofit institutions having

the scientific research staff and facilities necessary to mount a

1/ The appropriation was $1,875.000 in FY 1981, due to rescission of

25% (or $625,000) of the Program authorization of $2,500,000.
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quality science education program. The projects funded provided con-
tinuing education opportunities for kindergarten and elementary school
teachers extending their basic subject training.

Program Operation:

The program solicits applications for grants from colleges and
universities that offer at least a baccalaureate degree in science
as well as from nonacademic, nonprofit institutions having both the
scientific research staff and facilities necessary to mount a quality
science education program. Such institutions could include museums,
scientific field stations, and nonprofit scientific research labora-
tories.

Most applications will fall into one of the following categories:

1. Academic Year Seminars -- Part-time

Part-time study offered at a central location for
teachers within commuting distance, with sessions
held regularly during the academic year. Such

projects may be preceded by a brief (up to one
week) full-time session prior to the beginning
of school, or be followed by a brief (up to one
week) "wrap-ups following the close of the school
year.

2. Summer Seminars -- Part-time

Study offered at a central location for teachers
within commuting distance, with sessions held
during the summer. Such projects may include
follow-up sessions during the academic year similar
to these described under Item one above.

3. Summer Workshops -- Full-time

Projects offered during the summer, generally for
one to four weeks. These projects usually will
be regional and intended for more advanced training
in specific disciplines. Limited follow-up activity

may take place during the academic year.

Projects are to provide instruction on general concepts of science
and mathematics, or more advanced training in specific disciplines,
concsistent with the needs of an identified group of teachers. Courses
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are developed cooperatively between local school systems,and colleges,
to meet the* needs of the teachers to be served. The instruction maY
also illustrate appropriate materials and instructional teaching
strategies for classroom usi, as well as identify local resources that
are applicable to classroom instruction. Some teachers may require
subject matter training in the traditional disciplines and trainng
on how such"disciplinary materials can be applied in their classr)om

settings. Others may benefit more from interdisciplinary or mult.'-
disciplinary science training.

Program Scope:

--Silty-eight-projects have been-funded in FY 1981, and approxi-
mately 3,200 teachers will participate in the program. A multiplier

'effect is achieved by encouraging the teachers who participate in
this training to train other elementary teachers in their schools.
In this way approximately 35,000 teachers will receive instruction.
Fifteen of these.projects were jointly funded with the National
Science Foundation. These jointly funded projects'involve study
opportunities for both elementary and secondary school teacfiers.

promEffectiveness and-Progress:

Since this is a new Department of Education program, offered
for the first time in FY 1981, independent of the National Science
Foundation, no formal evaluation has been conducted.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

A preliminary evaluation of this program is proposed for FY 1982.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Analyses of grantee reports.

The Status of Pre-Colle9e Science! Mathematics! and Social
Studies Practices in U.S. Scnools, Juli, 1978; GPO Stock No.

038-000-00383-6; $3.50. I t

`What Are The Needs InsScience, M thematics, and Social St'ience

Education? Views From the Field 1980 NSF, 5E80-9, available from the

I4tiona1 Science Foundation.

521



For further information about program operation,

Contact: Mary G. Lewis
(202) 653-5983

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Robert J. Maroney
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL !VALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Territorial Teacher Training Assistance Program

Legislation:
Expiration Oate:

The Education Amendments of 1978, September 30, 1984

P.L. 95-561, Sec. 1525

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1980 $ 2,0004000 $ 2,000,000

1981 2,000,000 1,800,000

Ing Indetinite

Program Goals and Objectives:

The Territorial Teacher Trai6ing Assistance Program provides

Federal funds for the upgrading of existing teacher's capabilities

in schools in Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern

Mariana Islands, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and

the Virgin Islands. The intention of the program is to proOde a

multi-year one-time investment to help territorial institutions

provide teacher training programs to strengthen their efforts and

to build the capacity to continue to deliver improved instruction

after the Federal funding is discontinued.

Program Operations:

The Program is a combined grant-entitlement aCtivity. Only the

five territories are eligible recipients, and each territory may

receive no less than five percent of the funds appropriated. Awards

are for four years, with each years continuation subject to perfor-

mance and availability of funds. The territory SEA must submit an

application, either alone or in conjunction,with an IHE. If a joint

application is submitted, each SEA remains fully responsible for the

administration of the project. Activities must be directed at

teachers who work with students in grades k - 12 in public and non-

profit prfvate schools. All activities must be directly related to

teaching and may include, but are not limited to, inservice teacher

training in basic skills development or specific subject areas,

curriculum development, use of instructional materials or equipment,

classroom management, or training for teachers to achieve full

certification under the appropriate territorial requirements.
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Program Scope:

In FY 80, the first year of program operations, all five eligible
territories applied for and received awards. The awards ranged in
size from.$1;000,000 to $100,000. It is-expected that all five
grantees will request and receive continuation awards, although at
sligtaly reduced funding levels.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Since program continuation applications and progress reports have
not yet been submitted, no information on effectiveness is available.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

Program continuation appliCations and progress reports.

For further information

Contact:

For further information

Contact:

about program operation,

Andrew Lebby
(202) 653-5839

about program effectiveness,

Robert J. Maroney
(202) 245-8877
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rogra N me:

Pub ic\Library Services

islet on:

Library Sivices rAct, P.L. 84-597

as amendeekby the Librarty Services

and Constrtiption Act, Title I, P.L.

91-600, P.L; 93-133,.P.L. 93-380,

P.L. 95-123kand P.L. 97-35.

FUNDING HISTORY: k

Le

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Beginning in 1974
State institutionkr
alizdd Services (Title
IV-A) and Services ',to

the Physically Handi-
capped (Titie IV-B
were combined under\
Title I. The 4,977 \

amendment requiiTng
percentage of any exj

cess of hinds over $60

million to be reserved
for itrengthening major
urban resource libraries
in FY 1979.

YEAR

1961

1962

"T9t1

1965
1966

1967

1968
1969

1970
1971
1972

1973
1974
1975

1976

1977
1978

1980
1981

1982

AUTHORIZATION

Expiration Date:

FY 1984

APPROPRIATION

$ 7,500;000 $ 7,500,000*

7,500,000 7,500,000

7,500,000 7,500,000

25,000,000 7,500,000

25,000,000 25,000,000

25,000,000 25,000,000

35,000,000 35,000,000

45,000,000 35,000,000

55,000,000 35,000,000

65,000,000 29,750,000

75,000,000 35,000,000

112,000,000" 46,568,500

117,600,000 62,000,0001/

123,500,000 44,155,500

129,675,000 49,155,000

137,150,000 49,155,000

Transition Quarter '
12,189,000

137,150,000 56,900,000

-110,000,000 56,900,000

140,000,000 62,500,000

150,000,000 62,500,000

150,000,000 62,500,000

65,000,000 Pending

,Program Goals and Objectives:

The legislative purpose of the program is to provide support to States: to

assist them in providing library services to areas without such services or

areas with inadequate services, including services to such groups as the

1/ $32,000,000 of the 1973 apprOpriation was impounded and not released until

1974.
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disadvantaged, bilingual; the physlcally handicapped, those in State-support
institutions and users of major urban resource libraries% to strengthen metro-
politan public libraries which serve as national and regional resource centers;
and to plan programs and projects to extend and improve services. Funds may
also be used to strengthen the capaCity of the State library administrative
_agencies to serVe people and for administrative costs for all Library Services
and Construction Act programs.

Program Operations:

LSCA, Title I, allots funds to the States by grants on a formula-matching
basis. Each State, and D.C. and Puerto Rico; re.ceives a base af $200,000 and
each outlying Territory receives a base of $40,000, with the balance distributed
on the basis of total resident.population. The Federal shaie ranges from 33 per-
cent except for the Trust Territories, which are 100 percent Federally funded.
States must match.in proportion to their per capita income and also maintain the
same level of expenditures of the second preceding yeai. They, must also main-
tain the same level of fiscal effort of the second preceding year for handicap-
ped and institutionalized.library services. Federal expenditures for admini-
stration of the program must be matched with an equal amount of nonFederal funds.
States with cities of 100,000 population or more must reserve funds for major
urban resource libraries according to a statutory formula when the appropriation
exceeds $60 million and may not reduce the amount paid to these libraries below
the amount they received in the preceding year. In order to participate, each
officially designated State library administrative agency must submit a basic
State plan (State/Federal agreement), 'an annual upadate of the long-range pro-
gram for library development based on the State's assessed needs, an annual
evaluation report. These documents outline a state's goals, objecives, priori-
ties, and activities, along with project evaluation for specified periods of
time. Furthermore, they provide to the Secretary of Education assurances that
the above-mentioned specific requirements will be met annually as stated in the
State/Federal agreement signed by both parties.

Program Scope:

1. Federal dollars appropriated (1957-81)

Estimated FY 79 data for this program are as follows:

2. Disadvantaged persons receiving services from
LSCA funds

3. Number of Limited-English-speaking persons
serVed by LSCA

4. Number of handicapped persons served by LSCA
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5. Number of State institutionalized persons $ 750,000

served by LSCA funds 0

6. Number of metropolitan libraries strengthened 109 ,

as resource centers

7. Number of cities with populations,of 100,000 170

of more which may qualify for portion df

funds in excess of annual appropriation of

$60'million.

'Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Federal assistance has contributed to the expansion and improvement of li-

brary services throughout the country. Today'about 96 percent of the popula-

tion has access to some form of publi-. library services. Current reports indi-

cated that over 40 percent of the LSCA expenditures have gone to projects with

designated disadvantaged priorities.

o Public library services that link individuals With

available? necessary information for self-help,

coping employment and learning skills are expanding.

Information and referral (UTE services are grow-

ing and it,is estimated that 60% of oll public

libraries are providing some form of all.

o Services to handicapped persons and other special

identified groups are expanding. .With LSCA support,

libraries are utilizing new technology and develop-

ing new delivery strategies to reach the visually

impaired, deaf, and other physically disabled persons

in the population. New media being used includ&read-

ing machines, teletypewriters, and radio receivers.

Libraries are removing their access barriers and de- °

livering programs outside the library to institutions,

homes, and into rural areas by mail, in an effort to

reach more handicapped and isolated persons.

o- Increased literacy progrims in libraries are attracting

adults and young adults who are learning reading skills

in the non-classroom atomosphere of the libraries. Often

tutors and teachers are volunteers.

o Through responsive library programs, independent learners

-are pursuing their special interests, upgrading their

professional knowledge and job skills.

The first study of the.impact of Title I services, covering the period

,
from 1964 to.1968, was made by the System Development Corporation (SDC), Santa

Monica. In reviewing the LSCA activities in 11 States it found that most pro-

jects felt handicapped by: lack of manpower; lack of coordination among

public libraries-and other education agencies; need for research in determining

whether disadvantaged projects were
reaching.their goals; lack of understanding

on the part of the public of library's potential and actual services; lack'of
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ability of libraries to react quickly to public demands for more service; and
lack of suitable measurements of library performa ce.

The Behavior Science Corporation, Washingto , D.C., conducted a study to
_waluate public library service to disadvantaged people in selec'ted cities.
These projects were not limited, however, to Title I projects. This pilot
study selected library programs serving the dis4dvantaged in 15 cities and
utilized user and nonuser'interviews for evaluation. The study recommended
that libraries find better ways to coordinate with schools when dealing with
disadvantaged children. The successful programs 'were.'characterized by some
or all of the following features: active participation \by the target group;
emphasis on audio visual rather than print materials; and provision of sig-
nificant service in the community.

Another major evaluatiOn study was conducted by SDC to determine how the
Library Service and Construction Act, Title I, was,meeting the public library
needs of special clientele groups; erg., disadvantaged, ethnic minorfties,
handicapped', and institutionalized persons. .This evaluation surveyed all State
Library Agencies, all known \ongoing projects directed toward these groups, and
discontinued projects. This study provided an inventory of projects, a needs
assessment, and recommendations for program change. Over 1,600 projects were
identified queried. It was found that many projects classified as discontinued
(these projects had been initiated with LSCA funds) were operational with funds
now received from Stdte or local agencies. A methodology specifying criteria to
judge program effectiveness was developed, and was tested and validated with a
sample of projects.

The report concluded:

It is evident from the data gathered in this project that
LSCA projects directed toward special clientele have been
successful, to some extent. More projects are successful
than unsuccessful, and fairly significant numbers of
special clientele groups have been,reached. It is also
evident that some projects are far from successful. Many
important needs are not being met, or barely being met,
even by projects judged successful...

\ In many States it was evident that were Federal funds not
\ available, there would be no projects'whatsoever for spe-
\cial clientele. Indeed, In one State plan that was ex-
amined the statement was made that, while there were
special clientele in tile State, no\ projects need- be
directed towards them because the State intended to give
service to all of its citizens on an equal basis: that
naive attitude represents -all too frequently -- the lack
of knowledge and concern that exists at many levels of
State and local government. Special ciientele frequently
need to be educated to become users, and persuaded that
the library has something of value for them. LSCA funds
have been a critical factor in projects for special clien-
tele, and they have provided the bulk of the funds being
used for innovative projects; without LSCA (or no innova-
tion -- in short, a rather Static, even moribund public
library in the U.S.
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A subsequent study of "The Public Library and Federal Policy", performed by

SDC, assessed the carrent national public library situation utilizing_existing

data and included recomMendations for further data collection efforts in areas

of current information deficiencies. The,final report stated:

In this study we examined the pest and present status of the

public library and likely directions for 'the future. Based

upon our examination of the public library as an information-

providing institution, and our certainty that free access to
all kinds of'information is a requirement of a democratic

society and a necessity far individual-well being, [it was

found that]

The Federal government has played a role in recent years of

helping the public library to organize into systems and to

provide services to segments of the population who were

previously unserved. While there ire indications that
Federal programs suffered from insuffficent coordination,
insufficient evaluation:, and inadequate funding impetus
toward system organization and the provision of services

to special clientele were provided by Federal intervention.

A comprehensive study/of LSCA I was recently completed by Applied Manage-

ment_aciences,(AMS). The 0.1rpose of the study was to evaluate the.impacts and

effectiveness of the only'Federal program designed,to assist Stateefforts to

develop and improve public libraries. ,

Since there are a variety of purposes for this program, it is not, surpris-

ing that there were a diversity of findings, some of which initially,may appear

contradictory. The study found that significant proportions of LSCA Title I

funds are expended on the general public Which may indirectly benefit target

populations, i4luding such indirect servites as interlibrary,loans or centra-

lized purchasing. Only 32.9 percent of all publiclibraries have received at

leas"4 one direct LSCA Title I grant since 1965, but.only 6% of all public li-

braries &tilde, io receive at- least one dirett benefit from the program.

The studY col\.firmed the find_ngs of an earlier study that LSCA I is contri-

bUting much to the growth of networking and interlibrary cooperation. Because

of this generalized approach, the efforts to upgrade service to target groups

has generally been less than expected, with the exception of State institution-

alized and handica ped groups. When LSCA was originally legislated in 1956

extending coverage to the unserved was a major concern. It is estimated that

96% of-the populat on now/have access to library service, thus achieving one

of the program's o ginal/ goals. The adequacy Of this service could'ect be

measured,due to the ack
/

of standards. Complicating efforts to upgrade exist-

ing services is the problem of rising costs. Increasingly the ability to pay'is

being outstripped byl coat, causing a shift away from the goal of improvement

towards one of mainta ning existing levels of services in the face of diminish-

ing revenues. .
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The results of this study are especially'timely, since the.existing legi-
--slat ion -expires-in-FT---1982. --An-analys-ia--af-the-findings-shoulci-provide-valu--

able inputs to refining the role Of Federal support of,public libraries in con-
sideration of ouch factors as the economy, the existing State and cost of li-
brary services, and current administration policies.

Ongoing and Pl4ned Evaluation Studies:

None.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. ,Overview of LSCA Title I,
published by Bowker, 1968.

2. A Study of Public Library
Selected Cities, behavior

\

by system Development Corporation,

service It'o the Disadvantaged in
Science Corporation, 1970.

3. Study of Exemplary Public Libraj Reading and Reading Re-
lated Programs for Children, Yohth and Adults, by Barss,
Reitzel and Associates, Inc., 972.

4. Basic Issues in the Government Financing of Public Library
Services, Government Studies and Systems, May 1973.

5. Evaluation of LSCA Services to Special Target Groups, by
System Development Corporation, July 1973.

6. The Public Library and Federal Policy -- by System Development
Corporation, Jhly 1973, published by Greenwood Press, 1974.

7. An Evaluationof Title I of the Library Services and Construc-
tion Act. Applied Management Sciences, 1981.

8. Various Library Demonstration Projects: Tliese projects are'

designed to survey and analyze the public iibrary and informa-
tion services to the American Indian, the ag ng, the handicapped
institutionalized, and the information needs f the rural and urban
poor.

9. An Evaluation of Title I of the Library Services Ohd Construction
Act. Applied Management Sciences, 1981.

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Robert Klassen
(202) 472-5150

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Arthur S. Kirschenbaum
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Interlibrary Cooperation

Legislation:

'Library Services Act, P.L. 84-597
as amended by Library Services
and Construction Act, Title.III,
P. L. 89-511 as amended and extended
by P.L. 91-600, P.L. 95-123, and
P.L. 97-35.

Expiration Date:

FY 1984

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1967 $ 5,000,000 $ 375,000

1968 7,500,000 2,256,000

1969 10,000,000 2,281,000

1970 12,500,000 2,281,000 .

1971 15,000,000 2,640,500

1972 15,000,000 2,640,000

1973 15,750,000 7,500,000

1974 16,500,000 2,593,500

1975 17,300,000 2,594,000

1976 18,200,000 2,594,000

Transition Quarter 648,000

1977 18,200,000 3,337,000
\

1978 15,000,000 3,337,000

1979 20,000,000 5,000,000

1980 20,000,000 5,000,000

1981 20,000,000 12,000,000

1982 15,000,000 Pending

Program Goals and Objectives:

Thelegislative purpose of the program is to establish and maintain
local, regional, State or interstate cooperative networks of libraries and

for the coordination of informational services of schools, public, academic,

and special libraries and information centers, permitting the user of any one

type of library to draw on all libraries and information centers. Participa-

pation of two types of libraries in the cooperative activity is a program

requirement.

1/ $4,770,000 of the FY 73 appropriation was impounded until FY 74. Actual

FY 73 obligations were 42,730,000.
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Program Operation:

The Library Service and Construction Act (LSCA), Title III, allocates
funds to the States on a formula ba,sis. Each State receives a minimum sum of
$10,000, and the remainder is allocated by population. The State library
agency must submit its Annual Program Plan proposed expenditures of funds)
before it can receive its allocation. Title III does not require State or
local matching funds, although many project& do use State and local funds
along with LSCA funds.

Program Scope:

The FY 80 appropriation provided support for cooperative networks involv-
ing the sharing of resources among nearly 5,000 libraries of at least two more
of the following four types:. school, academic, public, or special. Based on
the States'programs for FY 79, the following table indicates areas of expendi-
tures, based on State definition of use. These are not discrete categories.

Uses of funds Number of States

1. Interlibrary loan and reference networks 38
2. Multi-State organizations 29
3. Union lists/catalogs 25
4. Continuing education 23
5. Use of Computers

15
6. Preparation of special subject lists or directories 9
7. Planning for.interlibrary cooperation

- 9
8. In-State regional multi-type cooperative systems 8
9. Processing centers

5
10. Automated circulation systems 6
11. Delivery systems

3

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

o Participation by all types of libraries in tele-
communications and information processing systems
has increased.

o Access to computer-based information services
through regional, State, and multi-State coopera-
tive networks has been made available to more
people, including those in sparsely populated
rural areas.
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Planning within States, as well as among States,

for coordination of library and information
services has increased.

o Bibliographic data banks have been expanded to
include the holdings of many libraries of
different types within regions, statewide and

in multi-State areas.

A study of library cooperatives, networks, and demonstration projects

was completed in April 1978, by Applied Management Sciences, Silver Spring,

Maryland. It states, "LSCA III has impacted the development and expansion

of library cooperation in a number of ways. LSCA III is a major driving

force behind the development of multi-type library cooperation and network-

ing, primarily at the State level. Along with LSCA I, use of LSCA III has

resulted in greater centralization of planning and administration of library

services at the State and regional levels. LSCA III was credited as a major
influence on State legislatures to modify or pass into law legislation favor-

ing cooperation and networking. Activities and services to increase access

to library resources and to provide librarians with needed continuing educa-

tion were listed as the major outcomes of the cooperative and networking

Projects."

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. A Study of Library cooperatives, Netowrks, and Demonstra-

tion Projects, by R. Patrick, et. al. K. G. Saur, New York, 1980,

(2 volumes).

2. Program operational data.

For further information about progrm operations,

Contact: Robert Kasssen
(202) 472-5150

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Arthur S. Kirschenbaum
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

College Library Resources

Legislation:

Title II-A of the Higher Education
Act of 1965, as amended by Section 201
of the Education Amendments of 1980
(P.L. 96-374)

Expiration Date:

FY 1985

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1966 $50,000,000 $10,000,000
1967 50,000,000 25,000,000
1968 50,000,000 24,522,000
1969 25,000,000 25,000,000
1970 75,000,000 9,816,000
197 90,000,000 9,900,000
1972 18,000,000 11,000,000
1973. 75,000,000 (II-A&B) 12,500,000
1974 85,000,000 (II-A&B) 9,975,000
1975 100,000,000 (II-A&B) 9,975,000
1976 100,000,000 (II-A&B) 9,975,000
1977 110,000,000 (II-A&B) 9,975,000
1978 115,000,000 (II-A&B) 9,975,000
1979 120,000,000 (II-A&B) 9,975,000
1980 120,000,000 (II-A&B) 4,988,000
1981 10,000,000 (II-A only) 2,988,00
1982 5,000,000 Pending

Program Goals and Objectives:

The Education Amendments of 1980 provide for resource development grants
to eligible institutions to assist and encourage them in the acquisition of
library resources (including law library resources), such as books, period-
icals, documents, magnetic tapes, phonograph records, audiovisual materials,
and other related materials (including necessary binding). As a result of
the new legislation funds may also be used for the establishment or main-
tenance of networks for resource sharing. Eligible institutions are defined

. as institutions of higher education and other public and private nonprofit
library institutions whose primary function is providing library services to
institutions of higher education on a formal.cooperative basis.

Program Operations:

A resource development grant may not exceed $10,000. Awards are made
to applicants that meet the eligibility standards and the maintenance of
effort requirement. The maintenance of effort requirement states that the
applicant must plan to expend for library materials an amount equal to or in
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excess of the average for the two fiscal years prededing the year of appli-

cation. Only in very unusual circumstances will waivers of the maintenace

of effort requirement be approved.

Notices to apply for Title II-A Resource Development Grants is published

annually in the FEDERAL REGISTER. The applications are -reviewed for com-

pleteness, eligibility, adherence to the maintenace 0:if effort requirement,

and requests waiver. All applicants whose eligibility ,status has not been de-

termined are referred to the College Eligibility Sectton, Division of Eligi-

bility and Agency Evaluation, Department of Educatton. Upon review and

approval the applicants are placed on the funding lisi. Otherwise they are

notified of rejection due to failure to meet the published criteria. Re-

cipients of Title II-A awards are required to submit annual fiscal reports.

ED staff conducts on-site monitoring.

Program Scope:

In the early years of the program, annual, appropriations of about

$25,000,000 provided each applicant with a basic grant of $5,000 and also

allowed substantial supplemental and special purpose grants. In FY 71 and

72 appropriations were reduced and priority was given to the neediest in-

stitutions, on the basis of recommendations made % by the staff and the

Commissioner's Advisory Council on Library Training. :This approach was pre-

dicated on data indicating that most junior colleges:and many urban insti-

tutions were far below national standards. However, the Education Amendments

of 1972 required that the first priority was to emard basic grants to all

eligible institutions.

Fiscal Year Appropriation No of Awards

Average Amount of
,Grants

1974 $9,975,000 2,377 $ 4,235

1975 9,975,000 2,569 , 3,918

1976 9,975,000 2,560 3.930

1977 9,975,000 2,600 3,855

1978 9,975,000 2,568 3,906

1979 9,975,000 2,538 3,963

1980 4,988,000 2,604 - 1,900

1981 2,988,000 2,500 et. 1,200 estimated

It is anticipated that in fiscal year 1981 2,500 grants average $1,200

will be awarded for use between October 1, 1981 and September 30, 1982.

Grants by type of institution are estimated to be:

Colleges and Universities

Estimated Number:

1,325

Two year colleges (including
vocational and technical schools) 1,140

Public and Non Profit Library
Institutions 35
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Since the inception of the program in 1966, approximately 2,500 insti-
tutions of higher education have received.grants annually, and 41,573 awards
for basic, supplemental, and special purpose grants totalling approximately
$191 million have been made.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

At least 200 institutions improved their libraries sufficiently through
this program to receive accredititation, mostly in the 1960's. .

In the early 70's a study showed that many institutions gave-priority to
the utilization of Title II-A grants to purchase materials on urban studies,
ethnic studies, and career education. It has been estimated that 75% of the
funds were used for the acquisition of printed materials and 25% for non-
print materials.

During ED site visits, in past years, librarians has commented that
the availability of any unrestricted funds, which are not part of any depart-
mental book budget, helps them meet special book purchasing needs. In some
cases librarians use the Title II-A funds to "match" funds of departmental
requests to acquire special publications or materials not in the regular

budget.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluation Studies:

Program operational data

For further information about program operations,

Contact: Frank A. Stevens
(202),245-9530

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Arthur S. Kirschenbaum
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRANS

Program Name:

Library Career Training

Le*slation:
Expiration Date:

Title II-B of the Higher
FY 1985

Education Act of 1965,,a8
amen4ed by Section 201 of
the Education Amendments
of 1980 (P.L. 96-374), and
P.L. 97-35.

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1966

,

$ 15,000,000 $ 1,000,000

1967 15,000,000 3,750,000

1968 15,000,000 8,250,000

1969 11,800,000 8,250,000

1970 28,000,000 4,000,000

1971 38,000,000 3,900,000

1972 12,000,000 2,000,000

1973 (See HEA II-A 3,572,000

1974 College Library 2,850,000

1975 Resources 2,000,000

1976 Authorization 500,000-

1977 Through 1980) 2,000,000

1978
2,000,000

1979 2,000,000

1980 667,000

1981 10,000,000 (Training, 667,000

1982 1,200,000 R & D and Pending

Special Purpose Grants)

Program Goals and Objectives:

The goal of the program is to provide training opportunities to profession-

als and paraprofessionals in library and information services. The program ob-

jectives are to increase opportunities for minorities and disadvantaged persons,

to assist minorities and women in obtaining the skills necessary for thei6lro-

fessional advancement, and to provide opportunities for people in the profession

to upgrade their skills or to learn new techniques of information transfer and

communication technology.
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The major aims of the program in FY 1981 are to:

o Increase the number of minorities and economically
disadvantaged persons in the profession.

o Establish and improve library and information services
to minorities and handicapped individuals.

o Prepare minorities and women for leadership positions
in library and information science administration,
research, and collegelevel teaching.

Program Operations:

This is a discretionary grant program which provides assistance to insti
tutions of higher education and library organizations or agencies to train
or retrain individuals for service in all types of libraries and information
centers. Training projects may be a short or longterm institutes, trainee
ships, or academic fellowships. Through the fellowship program grantees pay
fellowship stipends to participants based on the rraining level of the project.
Additional funds are awarded to the institution to assist for covering the cost
of the training courses. Funds for institute projects may be used as stipends
to participants or to cover the actual cost of the project. A traineeship
grantee may choose either the fellowship or institute method Aof--funtangwv----

Dependency and travel allowances may be available under the three types of
projects.

Grants for training projects are awarded annually on a competitive basis.
A panel of outside experts evaluates each application according to published
selection criteria. Using the panel evaluation as guidance, the authorized ED

official selects the grantees.

The program is administered through correspondence, telephone, communica7
tion, meetings, and review of required reporti. Site visits are planned for
25% of the grantees each year.

Program Scope:

The Fiscal Year 1981 appropriation of $667,000 has been-shared by 34 insti
tutions for fellowships in 21 States and the District of Columbia. The awards %
will support 59 master's, 2 postmaster's, 13 doctoral, and 5 associate level
fellowships. The cost per fellowship at the master's level is $8,000, at the
postmaster's and doctoral level, $12,000, and at the associate's level $3,500.
In 1981, it is estimated that over 77% of the fellowship awards made by grantee
institutions will be to ethnic or racial minorities.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

No known or current data exist which address program effectiveness.
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluatiois Studie4:

;

1

of Evaluation St4diesi
;

Program files which Contaln narrative and
views, and professional literature., .

Overview of the Libralry Fellowships Program, by the
Science Research, Inc., of Washington, D.C. 1970.

Data Collection and Descriition of HEA Title II-B Institutes, by Rutgers,_

New Brunswick, New Jersey, 1972.

Sources

None.

fiscal reports, personal inter-

Bureau of Social.

For further information abOut program operation,
1

Contact: Frank A. Stevens
(202) 245-9530

i

I ;

For further information abeutprogram effectiveness,

Contact: ArthUrS. Kirschenbaum
(202) :245-8877

1 ;
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Program Name:

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

a

Library'Research and Demonstrations

Legislation:

- Title II-B of the Higher.Education
Act of 1965, as amended by Section
201.of the Education Amendments of
1980 (P.L. 96-374), and P.L. 97-35

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR

1967
1968

1969

1970
1971

1972

1973
1974

1975

1976
1977

1978

1979
1980

1981

1982

Expiration Date:

FY 1985

AUTHORIZATION

(See-HEA II-B
Library Career
Training authori-
zation for FY,-1967
through FY 1972).
(See HEA II-A
College Library
Resources kuthori-
zation for FY 197,3
through FY 1980)

(See HEA II-B Training)

APPROPRIATION

$ 3,550,009
3,550;000
3,000,000
2,171,000
2,171,000
2,750,000
1,785,000
1,425,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
333,000
250,000

Pending'

Program Goals and, Objectives:

.., The purpose of the program is to provide support for research and demon- -

stration projects related to the improvement of libraries, training in libra-'
rianship, and'information,technology and for the,dissemination of information
derived from such projects. The program aims to improve libraries through
economic and efficient information delivery, cooperative efflorts and develop-

ment projects. The program encourages projects of educational significance
that can be replicated. I

Program Operations:

s This program is authorized to make discretionary grants to and contracts
with public and private organizations and agencies including institutions of,
higher education. Eligibility for grants and contracts was expanded to in-
clude profit making organizations by the Education Amendments of 1980.
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Applications are solicited and reviewed annually:- A review of propo
sals is conducted according to published criteria. In FY 81 only contracts

were awarded. A Notice of Proposed Rulemaking was published December 30,
1980 proposing for selection'.

grogram Scope:

With an appropriation of.$25'0,000 in Fiscal Year 1981, this program sup

ports two contracts and several commissioned papers. These projecsts will con

duct research and disseminate information that is Intended to facilitate li
brary improvements through economics and efficient information delivery and
cooperative projects. The current contracts are:

o Criteria of Effectiveness for Network Delivery of
Citizen's Information Through Libraries (Awarded
December 1980 to Simons College Boston, Ma.,

$57,000)

This project will identify and record who uses
library network/consortia, for what reasons; and
with what degree of success. ,It will providevital

. baseline data on the use of networklconsortia, and
will develop a design and performance methodology
for library information detwoiks that provide cow-
sumer information. This study could, iii.the future;'

help library networks reshape, reform, and reorganize
into a unified national network that is structured,
efficient, and more sensitive.to the information needs-

of the people.

o This project will:develop a Natio,711. Research Agenda

for Library and Information Science for the 1980s. The

results.,of the project may provide guidance for library
researchers in university and research institutions, and

,for agencies of the Federal, Government land the private
sector. A major challenge is to arrive at'a National
Research Agenda that is both relevant to the library and
informttion requirements'of the 1980s and that is under
standable and supportable by the research community.
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Program*Effectiveness and Prcgress:

o Since 1%7, $26,235,000 has been funded for
research and demonstration to improve library
services.

o 309 Projects were funded 1967-80.
,j"---

--/Type of Progfam

o

o

o

o

o

Promote interlibrary cooperation to serve
Total

spiecialized groups 65 21%

Demonatrate applicability of technology
to library aervices 53 17%

Improve internal management practices
to upgrade reader satisfaction 66 21%

Deilelop and plan new-approaches to-
library services 74 24%

Design improved educational programs
for libraries and information scientists 51 17

309 100%

A stu4y of library cooperatives, networks, and demonstration projects
was completed in April 1978, by ApplAed Management :.4ciences, Silver Spring,
Maryland. It states "The HEA II-B Library Reeearch and Demonstration Program
has'had a significant impact upon the library and information community merely
by virtue of its existence. The Program has provided millions of dollars for
innovative research and demonstration, where previously there were very few
funds available._ It is the only Federal Program that as part of its effort,
supports'a wide range of research to improve public library services. The
Program has generated new knowledge about innovative approaches to network-
ing, serving special target groups, utilizing community resources, and new
technology. Several projects have been successful locally and a few have had
national impact, such as the series of projects which contributed to the de-
velopment and improvement of the OCLC; Inc.
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Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. A Studyl of Library Cooperative, Networks, and Demonstration Projects,
by R. Patrick et. al., K. G. Saur, New York, 1980 (2 Volumes).

2. Program Operational Data.,

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Frank Stevens
(202) 245-9530

For further informatio4 about program ef ectiveness,

/

Contact: Arthur S. Kirschenbaum
(202) 245-8877 '
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRANS

Program Name:

School Libraries and Instructional Resources

Legislation:

Title IV, Part B of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, as amended by Section 401
of the Education Amendments of
1978 (P.L. 95-561), and P.L. 97-35.

Expiration Date:

Repealed effec-
tive October 1982

1/

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1975 $ 350,500,000 $ 137,330,000

1976 Indefinite 147,330,000
1977 Indefinite 154,330,000

1978 Indefinite 167,500,000

1979 Indefinite 180,000,000
1980 Indefinite 171,000,000

1981 Indefinite 161,000,000

1982 SEA Block Grant

Program Goal and Objectives:

ESEA Title IV, Part B, is a formula grant program. 'the purposes of this

program as specified by the legislation are the acquisition of school library
resources, textbooks, and other materials and equipment for instructional pur-

poses only. Funds are available to State education agencies for administra-
tion of the program.

For school year 1980/81 (FY 80 appropriation) guidance. counseling, and
testing activities were removed from this program, since Congress has provided

a separate authority under the new Part D of ESEA Title IV.

Pro&ram Operations:

Program funds are allocated to each State from the amount appropriated to
carry out Part B in an amount which bears the same ratip to the total,as the
number of children aged 5 to 17, inclusive, in'the State to the number of
such children in all the States.

1/ Program is advance funded; amount appropriated in one fiscal year is
available the next fiscal year.
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The State is 'required to distribute these funds among local education agencies

(LEAs) according to the enrollments in public and nonpublic schools within the

school districts of such agencies, except that higher per pupil allocations will

be provided to (1) LEO that make a substantially greater tax effort for eddca-

tion than the State average, but the per pupil expenditure is no greater than

the State average, and (2) LEAs that have the large proportions of children

whose education imposes a higher than average cost, e.g., low-income children,

rural children, and children from families in which English is not the dominant

language. Local education agencies are given complete discretion (subject to

provisions for equitable participation by private school children) in determi-

ning which Part B program purposes they will fund. SEAs provide technical

assistance on program development and monitor projects for program compliance.

Program Scope:

The 50 States, District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, Trust Territory ,

of the Pacific Islands, Virgin Islands, and the Departmett of the Interior (for

children and teachers in elementary and secondary schools operated for Indian

children by the Bureau of Indian Affairs) had ESEA Title IV State plans approved

brthe Secretary of Education for Fiscal Year 1981; about 16,376 local education

agencies had approved Part B projects in Fiscal Year 1981. American Samoa and

the Northern Mariana Islands have used Title IV-B funds in the consolidation of

funds under the authority of Title V of P.L. 94-134.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:"

The following
ditures of Part

State Admini-

program table contains
B funds in Years 1978-81.

1978 1979

preliminary data showing actual expen-

1981 (estimated)1980

stration $6.9M (4.8%) $6.7M (4.5%) $6.1M (3.8%) $10.1M (5.9%)

School Library
Resources and 80.6m (55.3%) $83.4M (55.3%) $92.9M (58.2%) , $102.6M (60.0%)

Other Instruc-
tional Materi-
als Textbooks-

Equipment and
Minor Remodel-
ingl/ 40.5M (27.9%) $46.0M (30.6%) $51.0M (32.0%) $58.3M (34.1%)

Testing,
Counseling, 2/
and Guidance 17.5M (12.0%) $14.1M (9.4%) $9.5M ( 6.0%)

Total: $145.5M' (100.0%) $150.2 (100.0%) $159.5 (100.0%) $171.M (100%)

2/ Minor remodeling eliminated 1980.

3/ Guidance, Counseling, and Testing eliminated 1981.

545

5 5 i



The following information for school year 1980/81 indicates program ef
fectiveness and progress:

o Average per pupil expenditure is $3.39 overall

o An average of $4.08 per child serves 4.5 million
low income children

o an average of 43.25 per child serves 1.2 million
rural school children

o Funds enable LEAs to use new technologies such as
microcomputers, video discs

o Funds have assisted in increasing the number of
books in public school library media centers.

The ESEA Title IVB program has a requirement that the aggregate of State,
local, and private school expenditure for IVB purposes in,the preceding year
equal those of the second preceding year. There is a provision for a waiver of
the requirement under certain circumstances. No waiver has been requested since
1977 when GUAM requested and received a waiver.

Private school children were able to participate equitably in the program
because of the special efforts made by State and local educational agencies and
State Title IV Advisory Councils. In FY 1981, an estimated 38,5 million public,
and 3.8 million private school children participated in the program.

The U.S. Catholic Conference testified that parochial school officials
rate this program as the most equita'lle and the fairest in providing services
and benefits to private school children. The National Center for Education
Statistics estimates that ESEA IVB has the highest rate of participation in
several Federal programs studied. More than 907. of the Catholic schools and
40 percent of all other private schools participated in this program. It is
estimated that the percentage of funds expended for Part B benefits to private
schoois children 7.9% of the total Part B allocation corresponds roughly
with the percentage of eligible private school children in the school population.

A study completed in FY 1980 examined the implementation and management of
the progra-,. This study supgorts the following conclusions about Title IV:

o Title IV is a popular, wellrun program that is praised for
its flexibility and ease of administration. State and local
'program staff cite Titlp IV as a model Federal program be
cause of its minimal categorical constraints and procedural
red tape. Federal staff receive high marks for their ability
and responsiveness in program administration.

2/ Minor remodeling eliminated 1980.

3/ Guidance, Counseling, and Testing eliminated 1981.
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o Title IV did not result in a consolidated management

of former categorical programs. Most states and

LEAs manage IV-B independently, as they did the cate-

gorical programs replaced by Title IV. The few that

consolidated Title IV management and program activi-

ties did so because their pre-existing management
style favored program integration. For the most.part,

.
however, little or no consolidation occurred because

neither the Title IV legislation nor the Federal

program response contained incentives for State

officials to make more than pro forma response to the

Title IV consolidation.

o States and LEAs vary in the substance, management,
and quality of their IV-B activities. State and

local program staff have taken advantage of Title IV's

discretion to shape program activities to their parti-

cular and often quite different needs and management
preferences.

However, boththe strength and weakness of Title IV lie

in its flexibility. Title IV's programmatic discretion

permits State and local staff to develop activities

that respond to their needs much more effectively than

a federally developed strategy could. Federal and State

directives merely target funds and articulate broad pro-

gram objectives; State and local staff determine what

happens next. State management of IV-B depends on the

interests of program staff, their expertise, and their

assessment of the program strategies most likely to

enhance local practices. Similarly, local interests and

skills determine the implementation of Federal and State

Title IV regulations. If local commitment o'r expertise

is lacking, Title IV funds can be underutilized, with

IV-B becoming primarily a way to fill gaps in local pur-

chasing. In this case, IV-B funds become a wasted oppor-
eunity and do little more than sustain the status quo.

o Small IV-B grants can induce suhstantial improvement in

local practices. Small Title IV.grants can greatly assist

in developing LA practices and resources because they

allow staff to tailor activities to local needs and because

they often stimulate local commitment and enthusiasm. The

freedom to specify project objectives, identify target

groups, and devise project strategies often elicits a level

of local creativity and interest that is absent when catego-

rical strings diminish local sense of ownership and qonstrain

choices.

a

Because Congress granted LEAs complete autonomy in allocating IV-B funds

among the program's eligible purposes, the State has less to do with shaping

the program's eligible purposes, the State has less to do with shaping local

projects projects, and most SEA IV-B staff now see their function as that of

auditor and program guideline interpreter. Few SEA staff view themselves as
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constrained by Federal regulations, however. In fact, many SEA IV-B respon-
dents in this study's sample (46 percent) believe that State-level staff can
do more with the program if they so desire. Although it is true for only a
minority of States, some SEAs have used State-developed'management, planning,
and information strategies to persuade local districts to view IV-B as more
than an acquisition service.

Local allocation choices since the IV-B consolidation mirror the purposes
of ESEA Title II and NDEA III, former categorical programs. The study found
that on average only 8 percent of local IV-B funds are used for guidance and
codnseling activities; 62 percent of the LEAs in the sample spend none of
their IV-B funds on guidance and counseling.

Three-fourths of the LEAs in the sample allocate their funds on a per
capita basis to individual schools. In these cases, there is little that can
be called a IV-B program, and school site personnel use their IV-B allotment
supplement ongoing activities. gowever, one of the most impressive observa-
tions from the fieldwork is that, when time and effort are spent in developing
a focused project, a small IV-B grant often yields a high return. Furthermore,
many local administrators report that, especially as local budgets tighten,
IV-B funds are critical in maintaining thequality of district library/media
and individualized instruction programs.

Title IV operations across the country demonstrate that there may be
multiple program-strategies to achieve a particular aim, and that successful
implementation can involve programmatic and organizational development as well
as compliance by lower levels of government. The legislative and administra-
tive history of the Title IV consolidation reveals how Federal choices can
strongly influence state behavior. At the State level, the way an SEA is or-
ganized and its customary way of dealing with LEAs laigely determine whether
the State acts as a passive funding conduit, concerned only with compliance,
or whether it actively shapes Federal programs to promote the state priorities.
Along with a State's political culture, these factors also critically affect
the kind of technical assistance that SEAs provide to local districts.

An analysis of funding mechanisms and their effect on rural areas in-
dicates that ESEA Title IV-B funding f6rtulas are operating to provide rural
areas with at least a proportional share of Federal funds and in most cases
somewhat more.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Bass,G. and Berman,'P., Funding Mechanisms and Their Effect on Rural Areas:
Analysis of wo Federal Programs. The Rand Corporation, 1979.

McDonnell, L. M. and McLaughlin, M.W., et. al. Programs Consolidation and
The State Role in ESEA Title IV. The Rand Corporation, April 1980.
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-Rouse Report No. 95-1137, 95th Congress, 2d. Session.

ESEA Title IV Annual Reports.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Milbrey L. Jones
(202) 245-2488

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contract: Arthur S. Kirschenbaum
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Strengthening Research Library Resources

Legislation:

Title II, Part C, of the Higher Education
Act of 1965, as amended by Section 201 of
the Educational Amendments of 1980 (P.L.
96-374), and P.L. 97-35.

Expiration Date:

FY 1985

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1977 $ 10,000,000 -0-
1978 15,000,000 5,000,000
1979 20,000,000 6,000,000
1980 20,000,000 6,000,000
1981 10,000,000 6,000,000
1982 6,000,000 Pending

Program Goals andcObjectives:

This program makes grants to major research libraries to maintain and
strenthen their collections and make their holding available to individual
researchers and scholars and to other libraries whose users have need for re-
search materials. A major research library is designed as a public or private
nonprofit institution including the library resources of an institution of
higher education, an independent research library, or a State or other public
library having library.collection which are available to qualified users. and
(1) makes a significant contribution to-higher .education and research; (2) is
broadly based and recognized as having national or international significance
for scholarly research; (3) is of a unique nature and contains material not
'widely available; and (4) is in substantial demand by researchers and scholars
not connected with
that institution.

Program Operations:

No institution receiving a grant under this part may be eligible to receive
a grant under Title II, Part A, of the Act in the same fiscal year. A reason-
able effort will be made to achieve a geographic balance in the allocation of
funds. Each institution is limited to one applicaLon which may include more
than one project. Funds provided may be used for the acquisiticin of books and
other library materials; binding, repairing, and:preserving books and other
library materials, cataloging, abstracting, and making available guides to
library collections; distributing materials and bibliographic information to
users beyond the primary clientele; acquisition of equipment, supplies, and
communication expense; hiring necessary additional staff to carry out funded
activities.
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This is a small discretlonary grant program, with an annual competition involv-

ing the use of an outside review panel as well as staff review. Coordination

of funded projects with the State library agency is legislatively'mandated.

Monitoring is conducted through site visits, analysis of reports, professional

meetings, etc.

Program Scope:

Thirty grants were awarded in FY 1981. These 30 grants support activities

at 41 major research libraries.

The grants to be revised range in size from $50,000 to $300,000. The

average grant was $150,000. Each of the II-C Regions were represented. Of the

30 grantees, 34 are university, 5 are independent research libraries, and 2 are

libraries.

The three main program activities are collection development, resource

sharing and preservation of materials.

Specific methods to achieve program goals are:

o Acquisition of additional unique and specialized

library materials.

o Preservation of rare and unique materials to

permit utilization, duplication and sharing.
0

o Initiation of specialized research projects.

o Initiation and development of noteworking activities.

o Promote inter-institutional cooperative activity.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Data providel, through interim program reports indicate that interlibrary

loan transactions have increased substantially as a direct result of HEA II-C

support. Such activity means that research and scholarship throughout the

nation will benefit because of the provision of resources which otherwise,

would not have been available.

In order to make available rare and unique libra6i materials which are

unable to be loaned or duplicated a substantial amount of grant funds have

been, or are being, used for preservation projects. It is estimated that,

since the first year of program operations (FY 78), over 60,000 items were

preserved, so that they are now available either by interlibrary loan, dupli-

cation, or utilization on-site.

All of the projects funded to date under HEA II-C are participating in

efforts to implement a national bibliographic control network. A "spin-off"

of this activity is the gtrengthening of regional networking activities, which

are essential to the development of national network. Thousands of cataloged
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activities. This is a small discretionary grant program, with an annual com-
petition involving the use of an outside review panel as well as staff review.
Coordination of funded projects with the State library agency is legislatively
mandated. Monitoring is conducted through site visits, analysis of reports,
professional meetings, etc.

Program Scope:

Thirty grants were awarded in FY 1981. These 30 grants support activities
at 41 major research libraries.

The grants to be revised range in srize from $50,000 to $300,000. The

average grant was $150;000. Each of the II-C Regions were represented. Of the
30 grantees, 34 are university, 5 are independent research libraries, and 2 are
libraries.

The three'main program activities are collection development, resource
sharing and preservation of materials.

Specific methods to achieve program goals are:

o Acquisition of additional unique and specialized,
library materials.

o Preservation of rare and unique materials to
permit utilization, duplication and sharing.

o Initiation of specialized research projects.

o Initiation and development of noteworking activities.

o Promote inter-institutional cooperative activity.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Data provided through interim,lorogram reports indicate that interlibrary
loan transactions have increased substantially as a direct result of HEA II-C
support. Such activity means that research and scholarship throughout the

nation will benefit because of the provision of resources which ofherwise
would not have been available.

In order to make available rare and unique library_materials which are
unable to be. loaned or duplicated a _substantial amount' of grant funds have
been, or are being; used for preservation projects. It is estimated that,
since the first year of program operations (FY 78), over 60,000 items were
preserved, so that they are now available either by interlibrary loan, dupli-
cation, or utilization on-site.

All of the projects funded to date under HEA II-C are participating in
efforts to implement a national bibliographic control network. A "spin-off"
of this activity is the strengthening of regional networking activities, which
are essential to the development of a national network. Thousands of caia-
Loged Library records to hundreds of librarie.s and thousands of scholars and
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rE4earchers. This bibliographic dua_also contributes to the savings of many

professional and nonprofessional persorrhours by avoiding the duplication of

basic cataloging, classifying, and indexing functions which would have to be

performed locally.

Another cost=effective aspect of the-program is the evolution of inter-

\institutional cooperation, particularly with regard to collection development.

As the national data base is built and as specialized colletians are developed

4nd strengthened, libraries avoid duplicating purchase of those items which are

p'7hibitively expensive and not in great demand.

Ongoing and_Rianned-Evaluation Studies:

\

None'.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Program Files

For fUrther-information about program operation,

contract: Frank A. Stevens
(202) 245-9530

For furthr information about program effectiveness.

Contract: Arthur S. Kirschenbaum
(202) 245-8877

if
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAM

Program Name:.

Educational Television and Radio
Programming Support

Legislation:

Title III Section 303 of 1965,
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act as amended by section 301 (a).

of the Educational Amendments of 1978
(P.L. 95-561)

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR' AUTHORIZATION

1972 Indefinite
1973 Indefinite .
1974 Indefinite
1975 Indefinite
1976 Indefinite

Transitional
Quarter
1977 'Indefinite
1978 Indefinite
1979 Indefinite
1980 Indefinite
1981 Indefinite
1982 25,500,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

Expiration tate:

Repeated effective
October 1983

APPROPIRATION1/

$ 7,000,000
6,000,000
3,000,000.?_/

7,000,000
1,600,000

7,000,000
5,000;000
6,000,000
6,000,000
6,000,000
Pending

-

The goal for this program is to carry out the development, production,
evaluation, dissemination, and utilization of innovative educational tele-
vision and tradio programs designed to help children, youth, and adults to
learn through broadcast and/or nohbroadcast modes of communication. The
flexibility of this legislation has permited the Department of Education
to initiate a program-broad enough to inch* a range of activities, from
creative planning and chvelopment to productioft distribution and utilization
of programs which have a potential for helping people to learn.

'Program Operation:

Program administration of educational television and radio programming
support has awarded contracts and grants (contracts only from FY 1976 on)

.for television programming, including the planning, production, evaluation,
dissemination, and utilization of programs such as Sesame Street and Foot-
steps. Utilization projects included activities and print materials--di-
signed to enhance and reinforce the effectiveness of programs used in formal

: and informal educational settings. The development and implementation of a

1/ Funding from L972 through 1975 under the Cooperative Research Act,
Title IV (P..L. 83-531)

2/ Impouhd funds released in Fy 1974.
r-
Ou;)
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series of strategies in specific community settings address the concern of4

parents,'teachers, and others for using television and, radio as postive

educational force is another example of a funded activity.

15rogram Scope:

In FY 19804 $2i000,000 _was awarded to the Children's Television Work-

shoP,for partial sjipport of the production of the 10th and 11th seasons of

Sesame Street. An agreement was negotiated between the contractor and the

Department of Education to phse-out Federal, support' of Sesame Street since

the prograt is moving Wards self-support. This funding will include all

cost incurred .in cessation of direct Federal funding of the series. The

agreement also details the arrangement between the contractor and the

government about Program-Re3ated Income which the contractor will continue

to receive for four years afer the final contract ends.

The audience for Sesame Street is afiproximately 10,000,000 ,daily 'viewers.

The Electric Company yhich is'in reruns has a daily audience of about 6,000,000

The contract with CTW includes'community extension services for both Sesame

Street and The Electric'Company and provides training for personnel working

bon 4n schools and in day care centers.

In SY 1981 $1,000,000 'w.;s transfered to the National Science Foundation

for the continued support of.',an elementary school science and environment

series. This 'program, 3-2-1 Contadt, began" broadcasting in January 19804frs,

The program is designed to attract youth into ,science fields with special

emphasis upon
attracting.minorities anct women. The current effort.provides

partial support for the second'65 programs i.n the series.

the Critical Television. Viewing Skills Projects completed their work-

shops for the training of te'achers and paren's in the use of television

in the educational proces,s. The goals of 'these projects are to provide the

basis for understanding
feleOsion, what makes-it work, and how each individ-

ual can use it more effectively. In cooperation with the Corporation for

Public Broadcasting- a ten.parL television series was'funded to reinforce the

print materials thr:Ztrgh WNET, New York City.

In FY 1980,--the Program funded Moving Right Along a new seies, about

adolescents and parents, their problems and famiTy conflicts. WQED of

PittsburghPA was awarded the contract for this producti--, Phase I of the

project was funded, in FY" 80 and Phase II of the project was funded in FY 81.

The series will Vnclude ten, thirty-minute programs with supplemental

materials for parents and teachers.

\

A new radio series 'was funded through Audience Profile Associates of

Washington, D.C. This program, Almost Even is designed to attract adoles-

cents and their parents and is part of the parenting initiative of th(.

Department. Phase I was funded in FY 80 and Phase II in tY 81. .These two

'new programs continue long term Departmental goals for strengthening the

family and to compl'ement the Footsteps series.
Gr
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In FY 81 the Department initiated a new series on science nd mathe-matics for the elementary grades. This project includes non-broadcast tech-nology as well as the broadcast series. Supplemental materials will include
intercictive television and microco puter programs. In FY 81 the first pilot
phase of th'is program was funded f r $650,000.

A'promotional program contihued to make existing programs available'through sales and rental. Additilonal programs were encoded with captionfor the hearing impaired so that; the potential audience was increased to
cover this handicapped population.;

\,

In FY 1979, a contrad was awarded for Powerhouse, a new series onhealth and nutrition designed to emphasize the relation between nutritionand good health habits; This is directed towards eight to twelve year olds
because there is evidence that health habits are likely to be formed during
these. years. $850,000 was awarded for the first phase of this productioneffort. $1,800,000 was allocated for the second phase in FY 1980. It is

:p anticipated-that this series All be ready for broadcast in 1982.

Materials in audiovisual format are still inrhigh demand by publicschools. For instance, the Dial A-l-c-o-h-o-1 series is being used by
local broadcast stations and is taped by schools which use it for discussion
of the issues developed in the'series. Data are difficult to obtain on theexact size of the audience for these secondary showings since we allow un-limited recording of our .materials, with the exception of Sesame Streetand The Electric Company. (New arrangements with Sesame Street allow forrone year use of off-air (recordings). Based upon _utilization findings ofloan and rental services it is estimated that Music...Is has at least1,000,000 of in-school viewings, i.e., one child seeing one show in an audio-
vispal-f-ormat. The actual figure may be double this since it is known that anumber Of schools have recorded the series or have bought the film version.These series are also being used by several State education.departments.

,Since-danuary of 1978, all awards undeT this program has included a
requireMentfor the encoding of "closed captions" for the hearing.impaired.3-2-1 Contact began its broadcast with this new system. Footsteps and
Music... Is were ready in the captioned version for their reruns in 1980..

4 Sesame Street in Season 12 will .be fully captioned. For Season 11 the
Chlldren's Television Workshop is working with the National. CaptioningInstitute to determine the best format for captioning )the Sesame Streetprograms. All programs aired in the future under this program will includethe enclosed "closed captions". Since the captioned signal will be encoded
on the master tape, all programs duplicated for broadcast or cassette dupli-
cation will include closed captions.

Program Effectivenes and PrOgress:

Over 94 percent of the public television stations that sponsor instruc-
tional programming broadcast. Music...Is and Footsteps two to six times per
week during the last broadcast season. Sesame Street and The Electric Company
are used for teaching English in foreign countries and for basic skills educa-
tion programs in the United states.
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1

In 1977, a national survey was conducted to asseSs t e public's1concerns

_about parent education andAeneral issues surrounding futu e educational tele-

yision programming decisions. These data were used as guid nce in the produc-

yon of Footsteps. Data were collected in three ways; (1 ) five focus group

Interviews in five di,fferent cities; (2) interviewsl with 48 prafes-sionals

whose viewpoint included observation of public trends in \social sciences;

,Old (3) a representatiVe sampling of 1300 American Households. Five topics

emerged as tommon concerns "of all groups. They were": (1) p rent eddcation,

child development, and family life; (2) economic/vocaional s ills and atti-

tUdes; (3) health and nutrition; (4) interpersonal !relation hips; and (5)

'values and morality. In general, the groups had some reservations about the

ablility of current television programming to deal 'with these topics, but

expressed optimism about televison's potential to faddress sArious social

concerns. P,Ibst respondents associated good programming with *lit broad-

caSting. The study also found that good programming must i icl,ude massive

promotionalcampaigns and positive images of different kinds of, people in

different kinds of situations. . \

i

1

\

The Footsteps Series has been:
\

1

1

o Adopted as a project fOr the International Year Of The Child 1
,

, \

o Recommended for viewing by the National Education Association \

o "Graded "A" by the National Congress of Parents and Teachers

1 on their films report card (on a scale of A 'to F)
1

! o Adopted by-the Gener4l Federation of Women's Clubs as a part

i

of their parent eduOion project

o Adopted as an exemplary exhibit for the International

Education Exposition, in Geneva, Switzerland
4

Adopted as a National 4-H Project for teenagers

Utilization and distribution of the Footsteps program have taken many

forms. Having secured off-the-air, recording rights, the Division of 5duca7

cationaljechnology encourages 'long term use of the shows. The f011ow-

ingtaro examples(of such use:

The higher educat'on system in Indiana broadcasts a call-in

telephone panel show after each program showing on public

television. Continuing education and college credits are

possible.
1

o Churches, PTA's, and,day care centers in Kentucky are

setting uvviewing/discussion groups.

o The Appalachian Educational Satellite System will use the

shows in 13 states and will encourage home viewing with the

home viewer guide, health services utilization by medical

personnel, and college credit.
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o The Ontario Education CoMmunications Authority is airing the
series and will duplicate and distribute copies in Canada to
public stations and educational requestors at cost.

o The National Audio Visual Center of GSA has video-cassettes
for sale and 16 mm films for sale and rental.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

A small feasibility study began in FY '81 to examine television
and learning.

Source of Evaluation Data:

1. Public Broadcasting Service carriage data, (to deeermine
percentage of use on public televiSion stations).

2. The Federal Role in Funding Children's Television Program-
ming, by Keith Mielke, Barry Cole, Rolland CJohnson, Indiana
University 1975.

3. Sesame Street Revisited, by Thomas D. Cook, Hilary Appleton
Roos F. Conner, Ann Shaffer, Gary Tamkin, and,Stephen J. Weber,
Russell Sage Foundations, N.Y. 1975.

4. An Assessment of Parent Education and General Needs for Ed-
ucational Television, Applied Management Sciences, Silver Spring, Md.
1977.

For further infor:mation about program operations,

Contact: Malcolm D. Davis
(202) 245-0955

For further information about studies rof program effectiveness,

Contact: Arthur S. Kirschenbaum
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Metric Education

Legislation:

Public Law 95-561, Title III
Part B

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1983

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1975 $ -0- $ -0-

1976 .10,000,000 2,000,000

1977

1978

10,000,000
10,000,000

a

2,090,000
2,090,000

1979 20,000,000 1,840,000

1980 20,000,000 1,840,000

1981 20,000,000 1,380,000*

Program Goals and Objectives:

The Act states that the program's purpose is to encourage and

support programs to prepare students to use the metric system of

Measurement as part of the regular educational program. The

outcomes 'of an effective metric education project include:

improving the long term capabilities of individuals and instruc-

tioral personnel of institutions to use and teach the metric system

of measurement; developing or adapting new techniques and approaches

to meet the educational needs of the learner population(s);

including the constituents of nonprofit agencies; identifying and

using local and other resources for metric education purposes;

supporting new or existing metric educational activities of educa-

tional agencies and institutions; continuing and expanding

successful project activities after Federal funding is ended; and -

evaluating metric educational activities in realizing project

objectives.

Program Operations:

This program solicits proposals for grants and contracts for

the following activities: (1) inservice 'and/or preservice training

of teachers; (2) State- and multi-state metric educational planning

and training; (3) mobile metric education units; (4) development

and dissemination of high quality metric educational models and

*Reflects rescised appropriation.
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materials; (5) mass media development; (6) school-based inter-
disciplinary metric instructional projects; (7) the provision of
metric educational opportunities for the constituents of non-profit
groups, institutions, organizations, and agencies; and (8) for
the enhancement of the National-effort of the Metric Education
Program effort.

Program Scope:

Fiscal Year 1981 budget negotiations will be completed during
the third quarter of Fiscal Year 1981. These grants will generally
commence during the month of September, 1981 and will continue for
a 12 month daration.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

No evaluation of this program has been.conducted.

Ongoing anCi Planned Evaluation Studies:

An exploratory evaluation is proposed.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Analyses of grantee progress reports and on-site monitoring data.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Floyd Davis
(202) 425-7220

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Edward Rattner
(202) 245-8877

560

r--,) 1 6

C.>



ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name

Consumers' Education

Legislation

Title III Part E, of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
as amended by Section 301(a) of the
Education Amendments of 1978
(P.L. 95-561)

FUNOING HISTORY YEAR

Expiration Date

Repealed Effective
October 1, 1982

AUTHORIZATION

1977 $ 15,000,000

1978 15,000,000

1979 15,000,000
1980 not less than $5,000;000
1981 not less than $5,000,000
1982 3,600,000

APPROPRIATION

$ 3,135,000.
4,068,000
3,135,000 '

1,617,000
1,356,000

Program Goals and Objectives

The enabling legislation states that this program is in responge to the'

Congress' findings that consumer education needs to be encouraged and sup-

ported in this period of an inflated economy. More specifically, the regula-

tions describe the prognam goals as developing processes by which consumers:

4

(1) Acquire skills to make informed decisions in the purchase

of goods and services in light of personal values, maximum

utilization of resources, available alternatives, ecological

considerations, and changing economic conditions;

(2) Become knowledgeable about the laws, rights, and methods of

recourse in order to participate effectively and self-con-

fidently in the marketplace and take appropriate action to

seek consumer redress; and
7

(3) Develop an understanding of the consumer-citizen role in the

economic, social, and government systems and how to influence

those systems to make them responsive to consumers' needs.

Program Operations

Grants are awarded to State and 'local educational agencies, institutrons.

,or higner educatiun cind agencics tc support activitioc .decir.rod to

561 .
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(1) establislypilot or demonstration projects, or augment existing projects;
(2) provide ibort-term training to prepare educators and community leaders to
plan, organize, and conduct consumers' education projects,or teach consumer-
related subject matter; (3) establish or expand pilot or demonstration projects
to serve the needs of special groups including the elderly, Native Americans,
persons with limited English-speaking ability, the handicapped, and urban and
rural low-income groups; (4) research, develop, pilot test, evaluate, and dis-
seminate carricula and other activities and materials in consumers' education;
and (5) provide consumers' education at the el.ementary, secondary and higher
education levels.

Contracts are awarded to profit-making agencies and to parties listed
above to support activities, usually national in scope, which meet specific
needs of the Consumers' Education Program. These may be designed to: (1)

research, test, assess, evaluate, and disseminate existing consumers' education
activities and materials; (2) disseminate infornation and provide developmental
and technical assistance to agencies and organizati4ns that are planning, de-
veloping, or carrying out consumers' education projects; (3) prepare and dis-
tribute consumers',education materials by the use of mass media; and (4) support

,other activities necessary for the development of the-Consumers' Education
Program.

Program Scope

For 1980, 59 grants and 14 contracts have been awarded. Twenty four States,
.the District of Columbia, and the Trust territories are represented in the grants.
There continue to be projects to meet the needs of low-income people, both urban
and rural; to.work with the elderly, the handicapped and other special groups.

The number of teachers and other people in key positions receiving instruc-
tion on trhe job is slightly higher than in previous years. Of particular interest

are the projects emphasizing the corsumer/citizenship role. There are ten of these
types of projects, several train government people at,local, state and even the
Federal levels to serve more effectively consumer's needs. These projects stress
procedures and techniques the various governmental agencies can use to become more
sensitive and responsive to the groups these organizations were intended to serve.
Other projects train people to become more effective consumer representatives on
State and local boards and commissions, particularly those with regulatory and
policy making responsibilities.

As the first step in a new inttiative to strengthen Statewide consuder
education, a series of contracts were awarded to the attorneys general offices
in five-States -- Georgia, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland and Washignton -- to develop
a consumer catalogue of law's, regulations and other information of use to the
consumer educators and residents of those States.

Special emphasis is also placed upon training and developing leader at the
State and local levels. This is an integral component of the institutional
capacity building priority of all projects.
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One major contract was continued for -i,ts third year, the Consumer Education

Resource Network (CERN). This project is the only national center for the

-collection and dissemination of consumer and leadership training. Several

other small contracts were awarded to prepare materials on special topics of

interest and value to consumers and consumer educators.

There were 713 applications for Fiscal Year 1980 seeking a total of

$40,621,000. Of these 59 were funded with an average grant award of $47,250,

up slightly from the previous year's average of $46,600.

At this writing 665 applications were submitted for Fiscal Year 1981,

requesting $46,760,000. All were reviewed in accordance with accepted pro-

cedures and recommendations were made and approved. However, due to the

recission of $2,261,000 no grants are being awarded. The contract activities

planned for this year are being supplemented.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

A review of the first four years of program activities is underway which

will summarize the grants in terms of the materials produced, the topics and

useS for these materials, the people who were trained, the types of agencies

and institutions involved, and an assessment of the current and emerging

problems and issues identified in the period of time.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

A study to determine the impact of the 300 grants awarded during the past

four years is being designed and will be completed within the next year.

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Dustin W. Wilson, Jr.
(202) 426-9303

For further information about studies of program effectiveness,

Contact: Dr. Eugene Tucker
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Women's Educational Equity Act Program

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Title IX, Part C of the Elemen- September 30, 1984
tary and Secondary.Education Act
of 1965 (designated thd Women's
-Educational Equity Act of 1978)
added by the Education Amendments
or1968-TP=C-95-561)

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

.1975 $ -0- $ -0-

1976 30,000,000 6,270,000
30,000,000 7,270,0001977

1978 30,000,000 8,085,000
1979 30,000,000 9,000,000
1980 80,000,000 10,000,000
1981 80,000,000 8,125,000
1982 6,000,000

Program Goals and Progress:

The purpose of the program as stated in the Act are to promote
educational equity for women in the United States and to provide
financial assisance to enable educational agencies and institutions
to meet the requirements of Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972.

In response to.the Act's intentions, the Department has defined
its ultimate goals for the program as:

A) The elimtnation of discrimination on the basis of sex
and of those elements of sex role stereotyping and sex
role socialization in educational institutions and
curricula which prevent full participation lay women in
educational programs in American society generally.

8) The,achievement of responsiveness in educational institu-
tions to the needs and concerns of women arising from
inequitable educational policies and practices.

t) '
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There are two program strategies to achieve these goals. The

first is a program of demonstration, development, 4nd dissemination

activities of national, general, or statewide significance. The

second is direct assistance to projects of local significance to

support the operation of programs of equal educational opportunities

for both sexes, including activities to achieve compliance with

Title IX. According to the Act, this second strategy can only be

undertaken when appropriations for the program exceed $15 million..

Since funding has remained below this threshold, the second strategy

has never been applied.

Specific operating objectives have been established for the

development, demonstration, and dissemination strategy to evaluate

its success in meeting the program's ultimate foals. These program

objectives are as follows:

o Develop diverse, tested model products and change

strategies.

o Produce and market the best of these model products

and strategies to potential users, nationwide.

o Demonstrate that these model products and strategies

are usable, beneficial, and adaptable.

o Specifically, demonstrate that use of the model products

and strategies:

- produces positive changes in participant's behavior,

attitudes, aspirations, and awareness.and in educa-

tional policy and practice;

- fosters a conducive environment for equitable change;

- enhances the capability of the educational system to

work for and to achieve educational equity.

Program Operations:

The WEEAP is a discretionary program which may receive aPplica-

tiqns for project grants fkm any public agency, nonprofit organiza-

tion, or individual. The applications are reviewed by panels whose

makedp i.eflects the concerns of the program. Grants are awarded to

the highest rated applications within five priority subject areas

established in the program regulations, with consideration also

being given to geographic distribution across education levels, and

to other criteria for diversity (types of grantees, target populations,

types of activity).
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The program also funds a publishing service for its products
through a contractor, he Education Development Center of Newton,
Massachusetts. Technical assistance is provided to grantees during
the product development phase of their project by both the contrac-
tor and the WEEAP staff.

Grantees develop a.diverse array of model products and.approaches
to promoting and institutionalizing equitable educatinal-policies and
practices. Most items are for training educators, counselors, and
administrators. Many are,for use with students and adult women both
in and out of school.

Grantees use part of their funds to have their products reviewed
by experts or tested through trial use. They then.submit revised
materiari to the WEEAP publishing center. The WEEA Program Director
and the publishing contractor, advised by national review panels,
choose the best materials to produce and market nationwide, at
cost, usually under $10 per-item.

Stice 1979, the WEEAP has also funded five national demonstra-
tion sites. They,are local school districts in Arizona, Oregon,
North Carolina, Florida, and Massachusetts. The teachers, c%;unselors,
and administrators at these school-based sites are currently integra-
ting the WEEAP products into their educational programs in combina-
tion with other educational equity resources. Beginning in 1981,
educators from all over the country will be visiting the demonstra-
tion sites to observe these programs.

Program Scope:

The WEEAP received 967 (955 new, 17 continuations) grant applica-
tions for the 1980 fiscal year and allocated 70% of its $10 million
appropriation to fund 70 of them. 53 were new grants and 17 were
continuations of multi-year grants. The levels of education addressed
by these grants ranged from preschool through adult. Half af these
focused on postsecondary and adult educaitonallevels. About one-
third were for elementary and.secondary levels. In 1931, the WEEAP
received 813 applications for new grants and allocated $625,000 of
its $8.1 million appropriation to fund 16 of them; 33 continuation
grants were awarded, for $5.5 million.

The priority categories for project emphases give another indica-
tion of the breadth of the program's aims. In 1980 and 1981 grants
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were distributed among these priorities in the amounts below:

1980 1981

1. Title IX 25% 30%

2. Minority Women 25% 40%

3. Disabled Women 10% 15%

4. Institutional Leaders 10% 10%

5. Persistent Barriers 25% 0%

6. Other Authorized Activities 5% 5%

Prr . : Effectiveness and Progress;

Production and sales data from the WEEAP'Publishing/Center fndi-

cate that the program is meeting its first two objectives of developing

a broad range of products and marketing them nationwide: ,

o Approximately 200 different WEEAP products covering a
broad range of topics are now available for distribution.

o The publishing contractor receives irders for WEEAP
products at a rate of between 250 and 300 a month. They

come from educational institutions and agencies at all

levels, as well as from other government agencies, pro.,
fessional and women's organizations, private companies,

and individuals.

o Every state is represented among the thousands of orders

the WEEAP Publishin4,Center has processed since product

distribution began in the,third.quarter of 1978.

Information on the extent to which the program is meeting its

objectives for product qUality and impact in the field is being

gathered currently as part of the Rapid Feedback Evaluation described

in the section below.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation4Studies:

The Amsrican Institutes for Research has been conducting.a two-

phase study of the WEEAP under the sponsorship of the Division of

Program Assessment. The first phase of the study was an Evaluability

Assessment which established'the operating-objectives for the program

and analyzed the factors aiding or obstructihg their achievement.

The second phase, which began in February 1981, is a Rapid Feedback

Evaluation which will collect data on the extent to which the objec-

tives are being met. This second phase will be completed in
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September 1981. A summary of this study may be found in Appendix 8
of this report.

Sources of Data:

Evaluability Assessment of the Women's Educational Equity Act
Program, American Institute for Research, Pat Alto, Califorota,
(January 1981)

For further information about pro4ram operation,

Contact: Les14e Wolfe
(202) 245-2181

For further'information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Robcct 0. Maroney
(202) k S-8877.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON, EDUCATION PROGROS

Program Name:

Arts in Education Program

Legislation:

Public Law 95-561, Part C,
Title III

.s

Expi rat i on 'Date :

June 30, 1983

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR ',AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1975 -0-

1976 Not less than
750;000 $ 750,000

1977 Not less than
750,000 $ 1,750,000

1978 Not less than
750,000 $ 2,1100,000

1979 .Not less than
750,000 $ 3,000,000

1980 20,000,000 $ 3,500,000

1981 20,000,000 $ 3,150,000

Program,Goals and Objectives:

The legislative intent for this program is to-encourage and
assist State and local educational agencies to establish programs in
which the arts are an integral ra-rt,of elementary and secondary

school.programs. The program purpAe, in accordance with the
published regulations, is to:

(1) Encourage the development, in students, _of an
aesthetiC awareness in the arts

(2) Foster self-actualization and the development
of communiCa-five skills through movement, sound
visual images, and verbal usage

(3) Involve each student in each school covered by
theepql-ration fh egjoyment, understanding,
creation, and ev

P
luafion of, and participation

int, the arts

(4) Address the spectrum of art forms, including at
least dance, music, drama, and the visual arts
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(5) Integrate these art forms into the regular educa-
tional program as distinguished from treating
them on an extra-curricular or peripheral basis;
and

(6) Infuse the arts into the curriculum to enhance
and improve the quality of aesthetic education
offered, and expand the use of the arts for
cognitive and affective learning experience.

Program Operations:.

Grants are awarded to State and local educationsagencies and
with FY 80 to other public, and private non-profit organizations,
institutions and agencies as well, on a.competitive basis. The

John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts, through the Alliance
for Arts Education, provides a variety of forms of technical
assistahce to grant applicants.

Projects funded tend to combine a variety of activities
designed to integrate an appreciation of the arts with educational

practices. These activities focus on students as well as on
teachers (e.g., through training programs) and other education
practitioners (e.g., through State arid local conferences).

Program Scope:

The program used some Wary and Expense monies in FY 75 to
conduct regional conferences and workshops, and to assist States
tn Planning for arts educational programs. In 1976, grants were

awarded for the first time,under this program using a specific
appropriation of funds for Arts in Education.

The folloWing represerits the first four-year program breakdown:

State Local Trust Territories BIA 1/ Total

1976 41 44 3 1 89

19.77 29 47 1 0 77

1978 41 39 0 0 80

1979 43 39 1 0 83

1/ BIA (Bureau of Indian Affairs) was ruled'an ineligible applicant to

the program by the Office of General Counsel of the Education pivision
of HEW and has.therefore not ben considered for funding after this

initial grant.
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At the St0 ate -level funded projects have generally included such

activities as mini-grant programs for local school districts, State-

wide conferences to promote the concept of arts in education, State-

wide teacher training activities and the acceptance.of a Statewide

plan for the,arts. -At the local level projects are even more varied

but have especially narrowed upon inservice teacher training, technical

assistance contracts for arts consultants; training workshops and

project planning research.

In the fall of 1976 Congress appropriated an additional $1 million

under the program, over and above $T50,000 for FY 77 grants to State

and local education agencies. This additional $1 million was Provided

specifically for: the Alliance for Arts Education ($750,000) and the

National Committee/Arts for the Handicapped ($250,000).

Beginning in 1977 the Congress has annually doubled the amount

to be provided for-the National Committee/Arts for the Handicapped,

bringing its current appropriation for 1980 up to $1.5 million. In

addition, the Congress increased Arts Education project funds by

$500,000 for the FY 79. The additional funds were awarded to State

and local applicants through a Request for Proposals. The purpose

of the RFP will be to identify and support programs in arts educa-

tion which exemplify the infusion of the arts into the basic

elementary and secondary school curriculum, community inva-tvement

and cooperative planning. There were 10 awards.

Beginning with 1980, the Arts'in Education Program revised its

funding strategy in an effort to promote collaboration among schools

and local arts resources. The FY 80 appropriation remains at $1.5

million. Larger awards (Averaging $50,000) but fewer grants will

be made to projects which propose an effective management of their

community arts and education resources. Involvement of such

organizations'as museums, performing arts companies, universities,

and colleges, art councils, and parent groups are a requirement

of the new program regulations. Minimum elements of consortium are

established for three separate categories of competition: State,

urban and rural. There were 20 awards for 1980. Under these

categories:

State

3

'Urban Rural

8 9

Fourteen of those projects will receive continuation assistance for

FY 81 in addition to which the program expects to make three new

awards, one in each category.
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PrograM Effectiveness and Progress:

With four years of "seed" projects now completed and the final
reports submitted, certain program trends are notices. There is
a growing tendency among applicants to encompass the secondary
school population in an arts project. Nevertheless, the number of
projects specifically designed for high school students is dispro-
portionately small compared with the number for elementary school
students. Inservice teacher training has remained the activity
most often funded while funding for curriculum publishing and
dissemination has increased.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

Data has been collected by program staff which identify the
levels of education of students involved in the projects, popula-
tibns to be benefited, project activities, community resources'
utilized, evidence of cost-sharing, by-passed groups, university
participation, and the level of support of State Arts Educatioh
Alliances. By the fall of 1981, an evaluation of the four-year
program will be completed by the program office.

Source of Evaluation Data:

Program Reports

For further information about program operation,

Contact: Harold Arberg
(202) 245-8912

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Edward Rattner
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Nixie:

'Law-Related Education Program

Legislation:
Expiration Date:

Part GpTitle III., of thenElemen- September 30, 1983

tary and Secondary Education Act

of 1965, as amended by the Educa-
tion Amendments of 1978, P.L. 95-561

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR_ AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION
yk,

1978 $ 15,000,000

1979 15,000,000

1980 15,000,000 $ 1,000,000

1981 15,000,000 1,000,000

1982 1,000,000

Program Goals and Objectiiies:

The purpcse of the Law-Related Education Program is to enable

children, youth and adults to become informed and effective through

educational programs pertaining to the law, the legal process, and

the legal system, and the fundamental principles and values on

which these are based.

Law-,Related Education is not legal education for lawyers dr

para-legals, nor does it include direct training for careert in

Program Operations:
pfi7-

The Law-Related Education program is a small, discretionary

program. Law-Related Education awards are made in two discrete

program categories--elementary/secondary projects and exemplary

projects. In FY 1981, program priorities focused on elementary/

secondary projects to assist existing law-related education programs

in strengthening, expanding, and institutionalizing their efforts

within elementary and secondary schools and in providing technical

assistance to new or developing programs in their state or region.

In addition, a few awards were made under the exemplary category to

to support innovative activities at any level of education in any

area authorized by the Act. These grants are designed to assist in

meeting significan$ needs and in developing model approaches to the

field.
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In 1980-81, the Law-Related Education program worked closely
with leaders,in the field (e .g.s the American Bar Association's
Special Committee on Youth Education for Citizenship) to encourage
.the sharing of ideas and information on topics of widespread
interest and concern. In addition, grantees of other federal
agencies collaborated on policies and undertook complementary activi-.
ties with other federal agencies such as the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

5

Program Scope:
-

In.Fiscal Year 1980, the program's first year of operation,
$625,000 supported 18 program implementation projects for elementary/
secondary schools; $156,753 supported 10 exemplary projects and
$166,689,supported'two technical assistance projects (one involving
a three-member consortium). A $50,000 contract provided program
grantees with assistance in evaluation.

The institutions receiving awards included six LEA's; four
State governmental agencies; seven post-secondary institutions, and
13 non-profit organizations.

Ten of the 30 grants served siatewide or regional projects;
two are national in scope; 14 were located in lrban or suburban
areas; and four served rural populations. Students in the programs
included elementary/secondary school children and their teachers;
adults with special needs (e.g., limited English-speaking capability,
handicapped, low-income), and ethnic populations (e.g., American
Indian, 81ack, Hispanic, Asian).

-Program Effectiveness and Pro ress:

No overall evalution study has been conducted on this program.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

No overall evaluation of the Law-Related Education Program has
been undertaken by,the Oepartment of Education.

Sources of Evaluation Oata:

Program records.

5
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For further information about program operation,
-

Contact: Eltza'beth C. Farquhar

(202) 472-4594 .

For further informaiton about program effectivenss,

Contact: Robert J. Maroney
(202) 245-8877
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Institute of Museum Services

Legislation:

P.L. 94-462, Title II, Section 201 --
The Museum Services Act of 1976
P.L. 94-496 -- The Arts and Humanities
Act of 1980.

,

FUNDING HISTORY: YEAR

1978

1979
1980

1981

1982

Program Goals and Objectives:

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1985

AUTHORIZATION

$ 25,000,000
I/

1/

25,000,000
9,600,000

APPROPRIATION

$ 4,110,000
7,852,000

10,922,000
12,857,000

Not available

This program assists museums in maintaining, increasing and improving their
services to the public. The Institute of Museum Services (IMS) awards grants to
museums to improve ,their preservation of the nation's scientific, historic, and
cultural heritage; to continue and expand their educational role; and to help
ease the financial burden borne by them as a result of their j_ncreasing use by
the public. The programs that the Institute of Museum Services undertakes are
designed by the National Museum Services Board, the Institute's policy-making
Board. The Institute of Museum Services is the only Federal agency to provide
ongoing fiscal support to continue basic museum services in the United States.

Program Operations:

Discretionary grants are awarded for general operating suppart (GOS) anct
special projects (SP) to museums of every size and type: art, history, and
science museums, zoos, aquaria, botanical gardens, arboretums, planetariums,
children's, general, and specialized museums. The grant applications are re-
viewed by museum professionals, three per application, as well as a panel
representative of the muSeum Services Board and then recommended for awards
to the Directoe of IMS.

1/ Such funds as necessary.
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General operating support grants (GOS) are one-year grants to utilize

by museums in meeting the administrative costs of preserving, maintaining, and

exhibiting their collection, and for using their collections to provide educa-

tional programs for the public.

Special projects grants (SP) are one-year grants which assist an institu-

tion in developing and carrying out exemplary educational programs, develop-

ing or demonstrating methods of conservation, or developing long-range institu-

tional ,plans. IMS also awards small, one-time grants for the=Museum Assessment

Program which enable museums to obtain technical assistance in order to evaluate

their programs and operations by generally accepted professional standards.'

A

Program Scope:

Year Number of Applications Number of GOS Awards Number of SP Awards

1978 850 243 13

1979 1718 352 51

1980 1475 366 39

19811/ -1311 573 15 - ,

17--1-11 1981, 400 additional grants were made as part of the Museum Assessment.

Program, therefore the total numbers of awards.for 1981 was 988.

Grants are awarded in all of the fifty states and several of the territo-

ries. Grants can be for up to 435,000, or 107. of a museum's operating budget,

whichever is smaller. The aVerage size of an IMS grant is approximately

$ 27,000.

Program effectiveness and Progress.

After three years of the grants program and on the basis of reports sub-

mitted by affected museums, IMS has found a number Of trends aiong grantee

institutions, particularly, that the majority of LMS' grantees dse GOS funds

in the area of education. Following that, grantees use IMS funds to help off-

set curatorial activities and general admission costs. To a lesser extent, IMS

funds are used by Arantee institutions for maintenance costs, exhibit prepara-

tion, security'expenses, and development purposes.

Ongofng and Planned Evaluation Studies:

Program operational data.

For further information about progtam operation,

'Contact: Mary Kahn or Kate Merlino
.(202) 426-6577

For further information about program effectiveness,

Contact: Arthur Kirschenbaum
(202) 245-8877

1/ In 1981, 400 additional grants were made as part of the,Museum,Assessment

Program, therefore, the total numbers of awards for 1981 was 988.
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, APPENDIXA

Ivalua'tion4Contracts Actfve':
During Fiscal Year 1981

100000 Series: Elementary and Secondary Programs 582

300000 Series: Postsecondary Programs 589

500000 Series; Occupational, Handicapped, and
Developmental Programs 591

700000 Series:
,
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SUMMARY OF PLANNIOD AND EVALUOION CONTRACTS,A8 OF OCTOBER kg. 1981

CONTRACT NUMMI OEITCRIPLION Of CONTRIp

I. ELEmENTARY AND SECONDARY PROGRAMS

CONTRACTOR NAME,
OCATIOG, AND WE,
START AND END DATES

PROJECT MONITOR UGLIG
A ORGANIZATION OULLANS

.1%

I 75 001 100911112 4 EVALUATION OF TH NGE SUSTAINI SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CORP. ANDERSON J A 19811101
.a.

a EFFECTS OF CORPENSATORY EDUCATION SANTA MONICA. CAL. (P1 OPE
(PRIMARILY IITLE ; FUNDS WITH SOME 7175 to g/ga
PEE AND SEE FUND8)

%

Ln
oo
na

FUNDING HIGTORV. FT 7311 ggagfil,

r 741 1)94907
/71 3101115111.

7111 18658#7
/91 MISTS
801: /7756,8
*41 S611670

14

'I 76 009 100:76.80$3 .

COmPLETED.-.REPORT AVAILABLE

FUNDING HISTORY. FT 761 070707
_

.771 111$191
'Tel 2075616
791 64377

77 001 10077-8000
CONOLITED...REPORT AVAILABLE

FUNDING HISTORY: FT 7111 $64119
/81 1040/$

a 791 189809
gill al,096

i 77 010 10047..8127'

-

fUNDING HISTORY. FY 771 1170018
. 7111 1461741
/$1 111602

. ....
.

1 79.001 100.-7880117

.

....

,

,

..-

,

.

EVALUATION OF THE IMPACT OF THE - RESEARCH INliNGLE INSTITUTE
(SEA TITLE I NAGRNT PROGRAW DURHAM. 01, CS 1 -

(TITLE I FUNDS ESOP? 811.485 PIE ink TO II/8)

fUNDS 14 FT TOT ,

N*
.

DEVELOPMENT OF EVALUATION MODELS HURON INSTITUTE
'OR TITLE I PROGRAMS IN EARLY ROSTON M11114

'CHILDHOOD,E0,11CATION (TITLE I FUNDS) 10171 TO PSI

t

k STUDY OF 1HE EFFECTS OF SELECTED SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CORP.
ESAA SUPPORTED ACTIVITIES ON INTER. SANTA MONICA. CAL.
GROUP RELATIONS AND OASIC SKILLS -11/17 TO RIBI
(ESAA FUNDS)

,

STUDY OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CORP.
VARIOUS PROGRAMS (WA. moo ORO. SANTA MONIC1. CAL.
SAI. 81LINGuACIIIITLE I 8 PIE 9/78 lb stsa
monde

'

A

(N)

INT

(P1

(P)

i. 11Ne.

OPE

SIONEHILL
OPE

,

w

WEINHViMER
oPg

DURNS
OPE

11510S1

417001

2951021

2766604

FUNDI"G HISTORY. FT 181 .6191SA
PSI 1109421
401 601119
.if1 216791

ri

.. .



SUMMARY OF PLANNING AND EVALUATION CONTRACTS AO OF OCTOBER I. 1981

CONTRACTOR NAME,
011iRIPTION OF CONTRAC1 LOCATION, AND TYPE,

SIART,AND END DATES

SER.
N0. CONTRACT NUMUR

1 VS 0, 380.711.1148,
COmPLETED...REPORT AVAILABLE

FUNDING HISTORY. FY 781 6414(10g

111 203718

70 811 380.7111182

FUNDINGHIsTORY. PV 7E1
791
$01
1111

1 78 031 '380-711.0327

FUNDING HISTORY. FY 781
741
1111

811

19171S
259144
321315
149198

1117111
164018
02119
S41165

79 001 300-7911487
COMOLETED--REPORT AVAILABLE
E0(92466

FUNDING HISTORY. Fy 191 Maio

1 79 002 300-70.689s
COMPLETED--REPORI AVAILABLE

FuNDINGcm18TURY. FY 791

1 79 117 300-79-8724

t:

DEVELOPMENT OF ENTRY/EXIT CRIVERIA SWRL ED RESEARCH I DEVELOPMENT
AND ASSOCIATED ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES LOS ALAMITOS. CALIFORNIA (N) OPE
FOR BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROJECTS 9/7$ TO 3/111

(Ismael OILINGUALII II358,1119 SIET

PROJECT MoNITUN UBLIG
ORGANIZATION uULLAR3

SHOEMAKER 848591

AN ANALYSIS OF ISSUES IN ISEA
TITLE I EVALUATION AND REPORTING
(TITLE I FUNDS)

NMC RESEARCH CORPOgATION
MOUNTAIN VIEWt CAL.
1118 10 8/82

STUDY OF 011111HINAT(N,,EFFORTII SUP. NETWORK OF INNOVATIVE
PORTING Amos. INFRovesom ANDOVER. NA88.
ses.519.Tee olAseN 11547.4111.F0kLOW 9/78 10 simiu
THAI, FUNDS IN 711. ALL 01i1 141.41,

A coNFRENENtIvE STUDY OP /VALUATION
PRACTICES AND PROCEORES IN F10E0.
ALLY FUNDED ELEMENT/AV AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

,./ITUDy ON PROGRAM EVALUATION IN
rEDUCATION

90040/

A STUDY OF THE UTILIZATION AND
EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE MEASURES OF
COMPAAASILITY (1111.1 I FUNDS)

FUNDING HISTORY. PY 791 -4001.0
841 177190
811 74Kst

I 79 121 300-19-0481

,FONOING HISTORY. FY 751
apt

670711
882992

OPERATION oF URA TITLE I TECHNICAL
AIIISTANCE CENTER..REGIUN I WILE
I FUNDS)

8TONEHILL 1120072
(P) OPE

SCHOOLS WEINHEINER 100258)
(N) OPE

NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY
EVANSTON. ILLINOIS
9/19 10 0/131

ANDERSON J K IS090.1
(B) OPE

NATIONAL ACADEMV.OF SCIENCES mARENUO
WASHINGTON. D. C. (N) ODA8
9079 TO 1/81

APPLIED URSANETICS. INC.
WASHINGTON. D.C.
9079 TO $081

RMC RE8EARCH C101!;
PORTSMOUTH. N. H.
10179 TO '9/es

cRusILEY
(P) UPE

9990u

4b1774

ANDERSON .1 I 15970b
(P)

55:3



SEG.
NO. CONTRACT NUMBER

UMW OF PLANNING AND EVALUATION CONTRACTS A$ OF OCTOSER 10,

CONTRACTOR NAK
DESCRIPTION OF CONTRACT LOCATION, AND TYPE,

START'AND END DATES

PROJECT MONITOR MUG
ORGANIZATION DOLLAR&

1/2 3118.1804481 OPERATION OF (SEA TITLE I TICHOG,CAL. EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE
ASSISTANCE CENTER...REGION II (TITLE PRINCETON N.J. (N)

SIONEHILL
oPE

I FUNDS) ISM TO Wel
FUNDING HISTORY. FY 191 411488

es,

1 19 123 388.141.4443

6S5554

OPERATION OF ISLA TITLE I TECHNICAL Nis RESEARCH CORP ANDERSON J I
ASSISTANCE CENTER...RfRION III DURHAM. N.C. (N) OPE
(TITLE I FUNDS) ism TO Wel

FUNDING HIMIRY. 14 191 01711S'
881 I 322tO

1 19 114 380.81414444 OPERATION OF ESEA TITLE I TECHNICAL EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE ANDERSON J I
ASSISTANCE CENTER...REGION IV (TITLE ATLANTA. GA (N) OPE
I FUNDS) ISITD TO DM

FUNDING HISTORY. FY 781 48SSIO
SO1 /2171A
1111 138888

tri 1 10 125 180.1418443 OPERATION OF EMU TITLE I TECHNICAL EDUCATIONAL TESTING smug ANDERSON J I
CO ASSISTANCE CENTER...R[610N V MILD EVANSTON, ILL. (N) oPE

I FUNDS EXCEPT SES7.S54 POI FUNDS , TO 441111
IN FT SO1

FUNDING HISTORY. Oy 481 1310114
811

1 19 114 31801808486

414141

opERATION oF ISEA TITLE I TECHNICAL POWELL ASSOCIATES, INC. SIONEHILL
ASSISTANCE CENTER..REGION VI (TITLE AUSTIN, TEXAS
f FUNDS ISM TO WIT

(P) OPE

FUNDING HISTORY. FY 881 1104813

1 79 121 181-141.8447 OPERATION OF (SEA TITLE I TECHNICAL AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH SIONEHILL
ASSISTANCE CENTER..REGION VII PALO ALTO, CAL. (N) OPE
(TITLE I FUNDS) 11170 TO 9/81

FUNDING HISTORY. FY 801 1604715

1 19 118 348.14.4488 OPERATION oF (SEA TITLE I TECHNICAL NORTHWEST RIIIIONAL LABORATORY SIONEHIiL
ASSISTANCE CENTIR.RESION VIII PORTLAND ORE. (N) OPE
(IIILE I FUNDS) !silo TO S/SI

FUNDING HISTORY. Py 7,1
881

1 19 174 1887908480

Sals,

OPERATION OF ESKA TITLE I TECHNICAL NORTHWEST REVONAL LABORATORY ANUENGON j 1

.1 ,j ASSISTANCE CENTER..REGION IN (TITLE PORTLAND ORE.
rFuNDsf 14119 ID 0/41

(N) OPE

FUNDING HISTORY. FY 191 510384
881 1/1111

1141534

244,14A

1120115

,4219415/

IIv467f

I575418/

115459

5



4%.

SER.
NO, COORACT MONSEN

1 79 11S 188074184418

0101161711, OF PLANNING AND MUNITION CONTRACTS AS OF OCTOBER VO, 1,111

CONTRACTOR NAME,
OF.CONTRACT LOCATION. ANO TYPE.

STANT AND IND DAMS

FUNDING'HISTORT. FT 791 SOUS1
OSI 448800

1 741 261 180079088911
CONFLITED..REPORT AVAILABLE

FUNDING HISTORY, OT 7415 126827

1 79 102 18074180041
COMPLETED

FUNDING HISTORY. FT 791

1 79 002 A00..790801

FUNDING NIsToRT. FY 7411
555

I 70 101 188790848

FUNDING HISTORY. FT /91
801
1111

1 79 702 300.49..067S

FUNDING HISTORY: FT 791
881
811

9999

ossois
Isom

17411157

0128S
AGM

019008
479984
420567

1 AA 101 340-70.0709
COMPLEIgD-.REPORT AvAILAIR.r.

ruNDING HISTORY. FT nol 521s

1 OA 102 188.88555I
COMPLETED...REPORT AVAILASLE

FUNDING HISTORY; FT 11S1

OPERATION OF IDEA TITLE I TECISNICAL
ASSISTANCE CENTER...AMON X (TITLE
I FUNDS)

PROJECT MONITOR OOLIU
I ORGANIZATION DOLLARS

NORTHWEST REeTONAL L.SORATORY STONIMILL 114366U
PORTLAND ORE: (N) OPE
I5/7, TO WOI

STUDY Of ISAA FUNDED PROGRAMS TO 2101 INTERNATIONAL GORP:
REDUCE DISPROPORTIONATE DISCIPLINARY ANNANDALE, VIRGINIA
ACTIONS ABAINGT MINORITY STUDENTS 0/79 TO 1181
(ISAA FUNDS)

LEWIS
(14 OP0

PREPARATION nr FOLLOW THROUGH LATER SCHOOL DISTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA BURNS
EFFECTS DATA FILISmaPRILADELPHIA PHILADELPHIA. PENNA. IL/ OPE
SCNOOLS.PORTION (FOLLOW TNRU PONDS) f1/79 TO 11141

eurronT OF nor OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
VU oF EVALUATION ANO TEST INFORM/I.
TIOM (OMEN FONDS PLUS ITS.SIS
TITLE I FUNDS IN PIM

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
OASHINGION. O.C. IF) UPI
0/79 TO 9/82

Mu/

9999

ANDERSON J I 300000

A Sum OF CAA TTTLE VII FUNDED RHC RESEARCH CORMIATION
ANO OTHER BILINGUAL TEACHGR TRAINING MOUNTAIN TIEN, CAL.
PROGRAMS (SILINSuAL FUNDS) 12175 10 9/S1

EVALUATION OF THE CLASSROOM INSTRUC0 DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES
TION COMPONENT OF THE COCA TITLE ARLINGTON, VA.
VII BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 11/79 TO 9/42
(BILINGUAL FuNOs)

STATE REFINEMENTS TO THE ED
EVALUATION AND,DIPORTIN0 OMEN
FUR ESEA.TITLE f (TITLE I FUNDS'

OKADA
(P) OPE

510156

$110EMAKER 1519571
IP1 OPE

UTAH STATE DEPT OF PUBLIC MGT SIONENILL
GALT LABE CITY. UTAH (11) OPE
10/79 fU 2/5I

STATE REFINEMENTS TO TNT ID NE11 YORK ST&II EDUCATION DEPI. STONEWILL
EVALUATION ANO REPORTING SYSTEM FOR ALSANT. NEW TOMB (S) OPI 4

IsEA TITLE I (TITLE I FuNDO) 10179 TO 8/81

9121A

20000



SER.
NO. CONTRACT NORER

1 80 loi 305-80.8882

SuMmARY OF PLANNING AND EVALUATION CONTRACTS AS OF OCTOBER 19, 1081

CONTRACTOR NAME,-
DEURIPTION io CONTRACT LOCATION; AND 101,

SIAR/ AND END DATER

FUNDING HIaloRy: fy 808 Was

I 00 IDA SOPOWOSOS
COMPLETED-.REPORT AvAILASLE

FUNDING HISTORY; FY SG1 33844

I GO IDS 380.88.8881
COMPLETED-01min AVAILABLE

FUNDINO HISTORY. FY 801 100041

1 80 106 1004G.OGRE
COMPLETED

FUNDING HIs1oRY: Fy 801

1 80 107 108.88.8824
CONPLETED..REPORT AVAILABLE

FoNDING HIsToRv. FY SOS 04583

g no g08 300.88.801S
COMPLETED...REPORT AVAILASLE

fuNDING NIsloRy. Fy 081

I 80 109 300-40-88a3
CUHPLETED-.REPORT AVAILABLE

FUNDING HISTORY; Fr so. assis

80 110 100.40.8188
COMPLETED...REPORT AVAILABLE

FUNDING HISTORY; FY S1 3,31)

80 III 300.1141.8147
COMPLETED-4E00AI AVAILABLE

FUNDING HISTORY. fy sal

1 80 ill 300-81.8510

STATE REFINEmENTO TO THE E0
EvALNATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM
FOR (BEA IIILE I (TITLE 1 mosi

STATE REFINEMENTS To THE ED
EVALuATIOWAND REPORTING SYSTEM FUR
ESEA TITLE I (TITLE I FUNDS)

STATE RIFINENENTS TO IHE 10
EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM FOR
ESEA TITLE I (TITLE I FUNDS)

STATE REFINENENTS TO Tog go
EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM
FOR g.iA TITLE I (TITLE I FUNDS)

24127

FUNDING HISTORY: Iv 801 71100

BUIE REFINEMENTS To THE ED
[VALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM,
FOR (BEA TITLE I (TITLE I FUNDS,

SIAM REFINEMENTS 10 THE ED
EVALUATION AND REPOSIING SYSTEM
FOR (SEA TITLE I ITITLE I FuNpli

STATE REFINEMENTS 70 THE ED
EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM
FOS (SEA TITLE I (TITLE I. FUNDS)

STATE REFINEHENIS I0 IHE ED
(VALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM
FOR EsEA TITLE I (TIILE I FUNDS)

STATE REFINEMENTS TO THE ED
EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM
FOR [SEA 114( I (TIILE I FUNDS)

STATE SIFTNININTS TO TNE 10
EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM
FOR LILA TITLE I (TIILE I FUNDS)

PROJECT MONITOR OaLIG
A ORGANIZATION DOLLARS

NwsCNUSEIIs STATE DEPT OF gD- ANDERSON J I 30720

GUSTO, MASS ($) OPE

3/SO 10 WM

RHODE ISLAND DEP( of EDUCATION ANDERSON
PROVIDENCE, R. I. (a) OPE
Igi/S TO 2/$1

ALASKA sIAIE DEPT of EDUCATION GloNEHILL
JUNEAU. ALASKA
II/70 10 3/01

(114 aPE

ARKANSAS DEPT OF EDUCATION
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS
11170 TO 10/GO

Ei4GLIGN
(S) 04

J I 3324,

bp094

OREGON STATE DEPT OF EDUCAIION ENGLISH 0050$

SALEM. OREGON (I) OPE

11/70 TO 1/81

WISCONSIN sfaIE DEPT OF EDUC ANDERSON J K 24921

MADISON. WISCONSIN ($) OPE
11/19 TO

LOUISIANA ST DEPT OF EDUCATION
SAION ROUGE, A. (S)

11/79 10 0/SI

PENNSYLVANIA DEPT oF EDUCATION
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1/p$ TO 3/11

2830o
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TENNESSEE ST DEPT OF EDUCATION ANDERSON J K 1A404

NASHVILLE. TENN. 111 OPE
4/118 TO 0/81
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6 ORGANIZATION DOLLARS

A DIseRIP7TON OF STATE MANAGENENT
PRACTICES IN ESIA TITLE I (TITLE
I FUNDS

AMERICAN INSTIIUTES FOR RESEARCH
PALO ALTO, CAL. 1N1

6/S4 TO 6/62

ANDERSON j I
OPE
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A DESCRIPTION OP ESEA TITLE I ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY INC ANDERSON J N 410706.1
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AGE cONTRACT1 ((lAA FUNDS) 11/74 TO 18/110

01416#
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44714
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r
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gem

STATE REFINEMENT TO EsEA TITLE 1 MISSOURI DEPT OF El, t GEC EDOC ENGLISH 32111

EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM JEFFERSON CTY. MO. 161 OPE

(TITLE I FuNDS) 7i41 TO 5.,4

32111
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CONTRACTOR NAME.

ogRAIPTION OF CONTRACT LOCATION.-AND TYPE.
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1

11041sEgoNDART PROGRAMS

/S 411 FUND@ TRANSFER
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APPLIED MANAGEMENT 4CIENCE8 INC
SILVER WINO, NO. IP1
tIvs ID 1/81

GENERA& RESEARCH CORP
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5 TO 1141 380.711718
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EVAL OF.ImPACT OF PARTS OIC.PRO08 I,
PROJR.ONDER PART IV INDIAN ED ACT
(8134088 INDIAN ED FUNDS IN FT 7,11
8133022 INDIAN to FUND& IN FT 1$)
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AN IMPACT STUDY OF PERSONNEL TRAIN.
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT, AS AMENDED
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EVALUATION OF THE RAMC 881114
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (BASIC SKILL@
FuNDo)
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EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND
RAPID-FEEDBACK EVALUATIONS

Evaluability AsSessment (EA) is designed to improve program outcomes and

the evaluation process by first ensuring that a program has a solid manage-

ment foundation. An EA determines what changes might be needed to make the

program mOre manageable and accountable, the extent to which a program is

ready for evaluation, and how an evaluiricii-of,the program might be most

usefully conducted. A fullg successful evaluability assessment results in:

(1) clearly specified and agreed upon program ojbectives and activities;

(2) an exOlicit statement .of the assUmptions that underlie the program;

(3) a list of program performance indicators or measures that are agreed

upon by those responsible for the program; and (4) management and evaluation

options which may be implemented as program managers see fit.

Evaluability Assessments of Department of Education prograMs were begun in

FY 1979. .Twelve EAs of programs were initiated in FY 1979 and FY 1980, and

six more were initiatbd during FY 194.1, making a total of eighteen. Two of

the early EAs were terminated before completion (Vocational Education and.the

National Center for Educational Statistics): Ten of the assessments had

been. completed.as of the end of June 1981 and six were still in process. The

ten completed studies covered the following programs: Bilingual'Education,

Career Education, Cooperative Education, Early Childhood Education for the

Handicapped, Follow Through, Independent Living Centers, Institute for

Museum Studies, Language Training and Area Studies, Vocational 'Rehabilitation,

and Women's Educational Equity. Most of the EAs initiated to date have been

conducted by outside.evaluators under contracts monitored by Department staff.

Two RaRid-Feedback Evaluations, an optional follow-up of EAs, were also

initiated in FY 1981, one on Career Education and the second on Women's '-

Educational Equity. The ffrst was completed in June 1981 and the second will

end in November 1981. Rapid-Feedback Evaluations use readily available data

to follow-up on EAs by examining the evaluable parts of a program and

drawing tentative conclusions on effectiveness. These two studies are also

being done under contract.

This appendix contains descriptions of-the eight EA's and two Rapid-Feedback

Evaluations that were either initiated or completed in FY 1981. (For infor-

mation on EA's completed in previous years, refer to the FY, 1980 Annual

Evaluation Report, Volume II, Appendix B.) The eight programs assessed are:

Evaluability Assessments

Graduate & Professional Opportunities
Gifted and Talented
Independent Living Centers
Women's Educational Equity
Developing Institutions
Adult Education'
Basic Skills Improvement
Student Services
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'Rapid-Feedback Evaluations

Women's Educational Equity
Career Edutation

Graduate and Professional Opportunities Program

An Evaluability Assessment of the Graduate and Professional Opportunities
Program (G*POP) began in January and was completed in July 1981. G*1)0P is a

relatively small discretionary program that provides funds to institutions
of higher education to support 1) fellowships for qualified individuals from
traditionally underrpresented groups (minorities and women) to undertake
graduate and professional study and, to a lesser degree, 2) tnstitutional
activities to maintain, strengthen, and improve graduate and professional
programs and to support other activities which are directly related to the
fellowship program, such as recruitment, onientation, and retention of
Fellows.

Goals and Objectives. The EA identified the program's ultimate social goals
as well as its intermediate operating objectives that were agreed on by
Federal managers and policy-makers. The long term social goals are to (1)
Provide access to graduate and,professional education in areas of high
national priority for groups who have traditionally been underrepresented
in these career fields, (2) meet national employment needs for well-trained
individuals, particularly minorities and women, (3) increase the.representa-
tion af minorities and women in the highest level of academia, industry, and
government, and'(4) provide incentives to institutions of higher education
to recruit, maintain and graduate minority and women students in high-
quality professional and academic programs.

The intermediate objectives which must be achieved in order that the program
achieve the social goals identified above are to:

o Disburse fuWas according to Congressional intent through an equitable
and efficient grant application and review process;

o Provide hith quality technical assistance to institutions of higher \'

education to increase their commitment to equal education opportunities;\

o Increase the extent and types of G*POP staff monitoring activities
to enhajice the performance capabilities of the participating institu-

tions;

o Encourage cooperative arrangements among institutions that will foster
successful recruitment and retention practices;

o Increase'the number of minorities and women who are enrolling in and
graduatirig 'from high-quality professional and graduate programs.

Most of the objectives listed above were considered to be plausible. Those

for which plausibility was judged uncertain under present conditions, appear

'amenable to improvement with changes in current program activities.
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Options. Management options for improving the administration and operation

of the program and evaluation options for'obtaining.information on the

program's effectiveness in the field will be presented to program managers.

They-will then determine the actions they wish to take.

Gifted and Talented Program

The Gifted and Talented Program (G&T) evaluability assessment was initiated

in December 1980 and was scKeduled for completion in:July 1981. This pro-

gram was established in the Office of Education in 1972 to promote the

development and operation of programs'to meet the special educational needs

of gifted and talented children. The program is a complex one whose activi-

ties include both contracts and grants as well as a variety of leadership

activities.

,Goals and Objectives. Managers and policy-makers concur that the ultimate

social goal of the program is the provision of quality educational pro9rams

which meet the special needs of gifted and talented children. The program's

strategy, however, is to focus on the attainment of intermediate ob§ectives

which seem likely to lead to the ultimate objective. The evaluability

assessment identified the following six such objectives for the program:

o Encourage the identification of disadvantaged G&T children;

o Increase public support of and commitment to education for the

Gifted ,and Talented;

o Increase the capability of professionals employed in the field of

education for the Gifted and Talented;

o Promote effective education practices for G&T students;

o Improve dissemination of information about effective methods and

techniques for use with G&T children;

o Encourage coordination of G&T programs with other programs at the

local, State, and Federal levels.

All six objectives were deemed possible to a-hieve, but it is not plausible

to assume that all of them can be accomplished with theresources presently

available for the Program.

Options. A number of options were offered to policy-maker and program

managers. Management options included suggestions for impnoved monitoring

procedures and improved dissemination strategies. An evaluation option sup-

gested was a rapid-feedback evaluation focusing on selected objectives.

Comprehensive Services for Independent Living Program

An EA on the Comprehensive Services for Independent Living Program (IL) was

initiated.in November 1980 and was completed in May 1981. This program,

which,was authorized fn fiscal year 1978, provides grants to States to provide

comprehensive services for independent living. Services are designed to

meet the current aind future needs of individuals
whose disabilities are so
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severe that they do not presently have the potential for employment but
may benefit from vocational rehabilitation services which will enable them
to live and function independently.

Goals and Objectives. The long-term objective of the IL Program is to
increase the independence of handicapped individuals psychologically,
physically, and if possible, vocationally. The EA identified objectives for
program operations at both the Federal and local (IL Center) levels.

The Federal program objectives are to:

o Operate the grant application and review procedures fairly and
efficiently;

o Increase the amount and quality of technical assistance available
to projects;

o Establish cooperative agreements at the Federal level with other.
Federal agencies and encourage the use of such agreements at State
and local levels;

o Ensure that grantees are able to gain access to generally available
resources at State and local levels;

o Develop and institute data collection and monitoring procedures that
are realistic in terms of the resources which can be devoted to them.

The IL center program objectives are to:

o Establish a system of necessary services through operation of
Independent Living Centers;

o Involve severely handicapped individuals to a substantial degree in
the policy direction and management of ILCs;

o Ensure continuing provision of services and operation of ILCs beyond

the grant period.

Basic consensus was achieved on all objectives from program and policy staff,

Office of Management and Budget representatives, and Congressional Committee
staff members. Minor differences were expressed regarding specific means of

achieving these objectives. The objectives of the IL Program were found to

be plausible--they could be expected to be accomplished. Specific measures

of achievement were identified for later use by the program staff.

'Options. Three management and three evaluations options were proposed at

the conclusion of the EA. Two of these have been or are being implemented.

Program managers have 1) implemented a strategy for systematically identifying

and resolving policy issues and for providing technical assistance to
7grantees, and 2) developed a formal data collection or measurement system

,that is being processed for apProval and subsequent implementation. A third

.option, to conduct a rapid-feedback evaluation, received expressions of sub-

stantial interest. If funds were to become available, this option could

also be implemented.
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Women's Educational Equity Act Program

An Evaluability Assessment of the Women's Educational Equity Act Program
(WEEAP) was begun in July 1980 and completed in January 1981. The Program

provides discretionary grants and contracts for the purpose of promoting
educational equity for women and girls at all levels of education. Funds

are used for the development, dissemination, and demonstration of model

projects, materials, and other approaches that target on achieving equity
and eliminating sex bias in education.

Goals and Objectives. WEEAP's broad goals are: (1) to eliminate sex bias

in educational institutions, programs, and curricula which prevent the full
and fair participation of woment and girls in educational programs, and (2)

to achieve responsiveness of educational leaders and other personnel to the
need% interests, and concerns of women arising from inequitable educational
policies and practices.

The EA identified the following specific objectives to be accomplished in

progressing towards these general goals:

o Develop diverse, tested model products and change strategies;

o Produce and market the best of these model products and strategies

to potential users nationwide;

o Demonstrate that these model products and strategies are usable,

useful, valuable, beneficial, and adaptable;

o Specifically, demonstrate that use of the model products and

strategies:

produces positive changes in participants' behavior, attitudes,

aspirations, and awareness,and in educational policy and

practice;

fosters a conducive environment for equitable change;

- enhances the capability of the educational system to work for

and to achieve educational equity.

The study included a reveiw of the Program's current resources and adminis-

trative structure and its actual operations in the field. Based on this

review, the program's objectives were found to be plausible, although the

extent of accomplishment is limited by the resources currently available.

Options. The study provided management options for improving the program's

administration and evaluation options for obtaining information on the

program's effectiveness in the field. Several of the-management options

were implemented withiri-a short time, and the first evaluation option is

being implemented through a Rapid-Feedback Evaluation which began in

February and was scheduled fortompletion in September 1981.
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Developing Institutions Program

The Evaluability AsSessment of the Developing Institutions Program was

initiated in October 1980. It is the major portion of Phase I of a two-

phase study of the program and was scheduled for completion in August 1981.

Authorized by the Higher Education Act of 1965 (as amended), the Developing

Institutions Program provides institutional _suppott to strengthen develop-

ing colleges by funding programs on faculty development, curriculum,

administrative improvement, and student services. Competitive awards are

made to eligible institutions which enroll a substantial percentage of low-

income students and which have low average expenditures per student.

Goals and Objectives. The broad goal of the program is to strengthen the

academic quality of developing institutions which have the desire and

potential to make a substantial contribution to the higher education

resources of the Nation, but which are struggling for survival and are

isolated from the main currents of academic life. The Evaluability Assess-

ment identified the following program objectives from an analysis and review

of documents (including the legislation and regulations) concerning the

program;

o Enable financially-stressed
institutions serving low-income students

to become viable and improve their efficiency;

o Increase educational opportunities for low-income and minority

students;

o Improve quality of education for such students.

Although ED program managers were knowledgable about the language of the

legislation and regulations, they generally considered self-sufficiency of

institutions to be an unreasonable goal to expect. The lack of consensus

on the objectives of the program is highlighted by the fact that although

representatives of funded institutions concurred generally with the broad

goals of the legislation and regulations, their focus was on the specific

objectives for which funding was awarded. They identified these as follows:

Develop programs to provide better service for students in the

community;

o Attain or retain accreditation of the institution;

o Develop vocational and career curricula;

o Improve the overall program
offered by the institution;

o Develop remedial studies courses;

o Train faculty members;

o Strengthen departmental structures within instttutions.

Options. A number of options are presented in the draft final report of

this Evaluability
Assessment which is currently under review. Maqagement

options include suggestions for improving the field-reader process and the
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grant-monitoring procedures. One evaluation option suggested was to make

case studies of all funded activities at a representative number of institu-

tions in order to get a better picture of the actual program.

Adult Education Program

An Evaluability Assessment of the Adult Education State Grant Program was

begun in January 1981 and will be completed in September 1981. It was

requested by the program managers in order to provide a foundation for an

evaluation of the program's national impact, particularly in the new areas

of emphasis established by the 1978 amendments to the Adult Education Act.

Goals and Objectives. The study has defined both the program's ultimate

goals and itS intermediate operating objectives. The three ultimate goals

are to: (1) enable most adults in the program to acquire basic skills

necessary to function in society, (2) enable those who so desire to continue

their education to at least the level of completion of secondary school,

and (3) provide them with an opportunity to secure training that will

enable them to become more employable, productive, and responsible citizens.

Toward these goals, the objectives at,the Federal level are to:

o Disseminate exemplary adult education products and practices;

o Administer the development/dissemination activities in a timely

and efficient manner;

o Effect a significant increase in all States' capacities to imple-

ment basic education for adults;

o Administer the state grant process in a timely and efficient manner.

At the State agency level, the objectives are to:

o Identify educational needs of adults and the resources required to

meet them;

o Establish education programs for all adu.lts in the State including

residents of rUral areas, residents of urban areas with high un-

employment, adults with limited English proficiency, institution-

alized adults, and immigrants;

o Allocate a minimum of 80% of Federal funds to Basic Education;

o Expand significantly the delivery of services to adults.

The objectives for local agencies are to:

o Encourage participation through outreach and cooperative arrange-

ments;

o .Reach the least educated and most in need;

o Adopt exemplary adult education products and practices.
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An analysis of the plausibility of these objectives is currently underway

as part of the Evaluability Assessment. This analysis will include consider-

ation of the feasibility of the Federal role given the current resourCes

and existing regulations,

Options. Evaluation and management options will be presented at the elos'e"-

of the study. The evaluation options will be derived from the EA's iden--
tiffcation of performance indicators and points at whcih measurements may ,

be taken. The management options will be derived from the analysis of any,.
administrative factors which may be reducing the plausibility of achieving

the Federal objectives.

Basic Skills Improvement Program

The Evaluability Assessment of the Basic Skills Improvement Program began

in mid-April and was scheduled for completion at the end of October 1981.

This EA must deal with a variety of activities in examining the three major

areas included in the program -- the National Basic Skills Improvement

component, the State Basic Skills Improvement component, and the Educational

Proficiency component. The program operations include contracts and grants

and technical assistance.

Goals and Objectives. The overall goal of this Program is to improve basic-

skills achievement of children, youth, and adults on a nationwide basis.

The Assessment has produced a logic model and has reached the stage at

which consensus is being sought on specific and measurable program objectives.

A tentative list of objectives has been formulated and distributed to

policy-makers and program managers for review and discussion. They are as

follows:

o Disseminate and replicate successful demonstration programs;

o Coordinate basic skills education at Federal, State, and local

levels;

o Increase and improve knowledge of and commitment to basic-skills

instruction in the public and private sectors;

o Strengthen advocacy for basic-skills education at the Federal,

State, and local levels.

During the course of the EA these objectives will be modffied, sharpened,

and examined for plausibility as well as measurability. The logic model will

also be revised as needed.

Options. Although this study has not yet approached the stage of developing

options, special attention is being given throughout the work to results

which will be useful in operating the program at the State level.
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Student Services Programs

The Evaluability Assessment of the Student Services Programs was initiated

in May 1981 and was scheduled for completion in December 1981. The four

programs which comprise Student Services, (Upward Bound, Talent Search,

Special Services for the Disadvantaged, and Educational Opportunities

Centers) are separate but closely related programs designed to identify and

prepare disadvantaged and needy youth for successful entry into and retention

in postsecondary education. The EA is especially timely because these

programs have just been reauthorized by the Higher Education Amendments of

1980 'which go into effect in October 1981.

Goals and Objectives. Although the study has only recently begun, some

tentative goals of the four programs have been identified. These goals are

to increase: (1) knowledge of postsecondary education opportunities and

motivation of economically and educationally disadvantaged youth to partici-

pate, (2) secondary school completion rates, (3) readiness for and applica-

tion for participation in postsecondary education, and (4) motivation and

performance in appropriate postsecondary educational programs.

More specific objectives will be devel\dped for each program through a

series of interviews with program managers, policy-makers and representa-

tives of stake-holder groups. These objectives will be examined for both

plausibility and measurability. The logic model, which has already been

drafted, will be revised as knowledge of the intended and the actual pro- ,

gram increases. Function and measurement models will be developed.

Finally, careful analyses of all the information gained will yield both

management and evaluation options.

Career Education Incentive Act Program

A Rapid-Feedback Evaluation (RFE) of the Career Education Incentive,Act

Program was begun in September 1980 and was comOleted in June 1981. The

RFE was based on an Evaluability Assessment which had been completed in

August 1980 and which identified plausible and measurable objectives at

the Federal, State, and local levels as well as performance indicators to

measure progress toward the accomplishment of the objectives.

Focus. By using already available or
easily obtainable data, the RFE was

able, in a relatively short period of time, to provide information abbut

the status of selected asvects óf the program. In this evaluation, the

focus was on the extent of career education implementation at each level

which could be attributed to the Incentive Act, the activities selected by

managers as most important in implementing the programs, and other infor-

mation of interest for use in FY 1981 Congressional hearings.

The strategies employed in obtaining data relevant to program objectives

were: discussions with Program staff at all three levels; review of reports

received at the Federal level on the nature and extent of implementation

activities at State and local levels; visits to selected State and local ,

sites; and telephone interviews with representatives of national business,

industry, and labor organizations.
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Results. While the results of this brief evaluation are based only on data
that were readily available and in no way represent a comprehensive picture
of the status of career education in the country as a whole, it is apparent

that P.L. 95-207 funds are serving the purposes envisioned by Congress when

it passed the Incentive Act. In administering the program, the Office of
Career Education is providing advice and assistance to individual states as
well as utilizing the discretionary funds to address needs common to several,

if not all, of the States (i.e., dissemination of information on exemplary

projects,,promoting involvement of community organizations). Moreover, OCE

is playing an active role in providing national leadership, and this role has

been assisted by the activities of the National Advisory Council for Career

Education. States are utilizing the Incentive Act funds as prescribed in

the legislation, with 80% or more being transferred to intermediate or local

education agencies. At the same time, states are maintaining and even

increastng their investments in career education.

Despite rather meager State-level career education staffing, State leader-

ship is-being exercised at an accelerating rate in the majority of States

visited. In line with the collaborative nature of career education,

substartial resources are being provided by other State and Federal education

programs and by the private sector -- business, labor, industry, professional,

government, civic and community organizations. In most districts where

P.L. 95-207 grants have been received, the schools seem well advanced

toward complete career education elements suggested by the Office of Career

Education. ,

Thus, in spite of the realtively small amount of funds available

inFY 1979 for career education, substantial progress appears to have been

made at the national, State, and local levels in developing commitment to

career education and instilling career education into the educational system

at the K-12 levels.

Women's Educational Equity Act Program

A Rapid-Feedback Evaluation (RFE) of the Women's Educational Equity Act

Program (WEEAP) was begun in February 1981 as a follow-up to the Evaluability

Assessment which was completed in January 1981. The EA found the program to

be evaluable since its objectives are generally plausible and measurable.

Focus. The RFE is designed to collect readily-avaialbe information on

selected performance indicators identified by the EA. This evaluation will

focus on the level of effectiveness of WEEAP's achievement of its four

objectives in the field. It will include surveys of users of WEEAP-supported

materials to obtain the following: views on the materials' quality,

usefulness, and iipact; analysis of impact data collected by a sample of

product developers; assessment of the effect of outside factors on the use

and impact of WEEAP materials at the five demonstration sites in school

districts; and an analysis of sales data to determine the range of product

distribution.

Results. Preliminary results have been obtained in two of the above substudies

as of early July. The user survey has identified the types of products

preferred by users/ and the types of technical assistance that they require

in obtaining and utilizing WEEAP materials. The analysis of impact data from

selected product developers has produced illustrative information on the types

of effects those products have. The collection of data was to be completed

in August and the final report was to be available in September 1981.
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