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Accordmg to sehool chstrlcts reporting, the
*majar Iactors dlscouragmg appllcatnon f“or

dlstncts)
cations (56“'percent) and perceived low
chances .of receiving awards (50- percent).
Each of four other factors were perceived
as magjor disincentives by . fewer than one-

third of the dlstrlcts

“of flve listed potentlal beneflts of Fuederal

competitive education programs, supple;
mentation of local funds and opportunity to
develop _ new programs _were

T‘entloned
Tmost frequently as major._benefits ‘(by 45
and 41 pPercent of - the  distriets, respec—

-

tack of staff to- prepare apph— N
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‘percent);

'programs.
B 4
] i
:
- -
1
[ 4 / -
I
;

\ .

Fifty—three percent of the dlstricts per-
ceived excessive papei'work to“be the pri-

mary ' problem associqted with conducting -

programs under these grants. Other prob-
lems _included. disruptions of staff and .

- services when the grant ends (38 percent)

{34 perecent); .
caused by delays it

cqsh flow problems
7ce|pt of funds (30

perceived 'either
or. staff develop-
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Federal competitive education Pl‘°§“am grants have. provided. schdol distﬂ'cts ‘with funds to. suppgrt R
.and edutation of the':: -

projects’ in a variety of areas, such &s bilingual education, youth. employment, on of _the
gifted and talented. School districts-havé .used competitive. program grants 't develop ney programs..
to fund in-'service education. and to develop curricula among othey purposes. Sy :

- . : 1

_This report presents tindings of a natlopal survey conducted l;y the Natiopal Center'for Education ; ;

Stat!stics (NCES) on school district perceptions of 27. Federal competitive ediiciticﬁ BF&EF&ES, miﬁ}i
< of wtﬁch have since been cpnsoiidated intd' block grants to the States. ¥,

] e
collect issue—onented data on emerging educatlonal development& The preliminary results were f st—.
shared "with the public in-the forri‘of an early release. This. report, delayed because of discrepan S
between perceptions at the local area and de >artmental records, is being. made: available .at fhis. time .

.for historical purposes and. fqr policy dellberatlons doncerning the merlts of alternatwc‘ fundmg
mechanisms for edu'catlon. 3 . :
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“ . 7 .. This survey whs copducted for .the Department oI Edueatlon'e School “Finance Project, pursu;nt to
o -, +“Section 1203 of the Edugational Amendments of. 1978, whlch mandated the study of current and

B

T elternhtfvé means of provtdlng ald to. edueatlon. 7 o e e g

s ' : ) -

Emerson Eillot, former dlrector of the, School Flnance Project. developed the ldga,gt‘ the sugyey

S ,and -provided much of 'its substance. ,-Mark Euritt  located J[tjragure oh 'egmpetttive programs,: . . ;
" “researchéd Federal competltlve prqram Tiles, ‘interviewed many of ther program dlrectors, and ." . \f

;"f'-' A | Jrevfewed ail drafts.r Thanks also go to other’ members of ‘the -School Flnance Project. . |

S ,eDevelopment of the survey involveijhe eftorts oT many other persons wlthln the Department :_ ‘ :

" "‘; directors of each of  the.27 programs; ERIC staff; members of the School Finance Project; George « - |

.. Hesselbacher, ‘Information Resource Mahagement Services, and Mary Hughes and Joe Barnes, Asslstance

3 . Mahéééﬁtént and Procurement Servlees. S o : L= @
M The surveyL was eoqrdinated with the Councll. of Chlef Statfej’ghgol Officers (CCSsS0) through its o
o Comm1ttee -on Evaluatién. and Information Systems (CEIS); Chaired by Bertha. McCloskey (Mis:ourl). . 1
. the panéi mcluded Ed Ml?en (Florida) ,Iames Mitchell (lowa), and George Rush (CCSSO§ _.: ;
S " y ; . .
‘ L Ry A" number of NCES statf\ members participated in the. survey and contributed to this report i
Sl includmg Jeanette Goor and Jean Brand‘es.lz e S - 75 :
S . The authors acknoWledge with gratitudeﬁtheﬁ 1asfsis7tancefot‘ these and other individuafg‘ nOtably. the |
T PRSS State .Coordinators who facmteted the data ,collection -and ‘the respondents who'. voluntarlly ;
T provnded ‘the; requested deta. y L e e *
S . The survey was nducted by,N(%ES' FRSS contractol;,Jvfestat,flng., 'y research firm in Rockville, _‘ b
S M yland. The_compal yjsﬁsurvey team Included John Barton, Debra Cesare, John Burke, Frances :
cee U poh N and Patrncia. ongdon. R ™ , :
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established to conduct. §

-] competltwe grant pre

JIn 1978—the—Scho¢i—qunce—ij

tudies on the fi'né'n’éi'ris

of public and private; eiementary and secondary

education in the United States; includlng the

Federal rPle in educatlon. . ;
Whilp

. of Federl programs were devoted to the large *

“formula_programs_for disadvantaged and handl-

, - capped chlldren, the Schoot Finance Project. also

reviewed the appl‘oprlateness and effects. of 7the
smaller programs that provided funds to&choal
districts, universities; ;non-profit organizations;
and other educational uhits on the basis of com--
petitlve proposals (see appendix ll) TheSe
tional practice:
in-service educqtjgnw
The

school

curriculum, and

teaching methodsyeSearch

rﬁjor rgcipients of . these gran
istricts

rams have generatéd
onsiderable controversy. While ‘g¢hey have
growded school districts with valuable supple-
mental funding - to- support innovation and to.
provnde _special services, they have been blamied"
for imposing outside priorities on local districts;

creating administrative problems for applicants

‘and recipients; and dlvertmg ‘district resources

to_thé process of competing for grants and _away
from more xmportant educational concerns. -

;" The Sehool I‘mance Project commnssnoned

this survéy to ascertain school district .per-.
ceptions of the benefits and problems associated
with competitive grant programs. District re-

these program S.

‘spondents, were asked their perceptions of 27 of

.

e
¥

*n

'

he llkep b

s

’, o
most of the ‘resources for the study el

ts were. o

c ‘national estimates. .

\40
had three general obiectlves.

¥ .+ 'To deteriine” the ze,xtent,, ‘wmgn

P ~ 'school districts participated ¥ these
o competitive prograins: durlng the pe-
& - .riod 1978-80 N e

s . To identify reasons why School dis-

‘tricts do or do not apply for - program
grants. and v

e Tg determine the: perceh{ed cos;s and
o n

efits of accepting and @dmlnister«-
ing the awards. .

*“competitive- grant programs into block . grants to :

be awarded to the States under Chaptér 2 of the’

_-¥ Education Consolidation and Improvement Act

(ECIA). Such consolidation was. designed to give
States more direct responsibility 48, providing.
The. .pro-

assistance to local school districts.

. grams transferred to Chaptér 2 include; ‘most of

the 27 examined in this survey. :

The estlmates in this report are based oh
‘sample datathat have Qeenﬂweghted to prodiice
The methodology 'for this
survey; sampling error; and nonsampling error

. are. .discussed in _appendix: L. - Because’ of the

focusmg on. the 27 specmed competitlve pro-

grams:" This iSsue is discussed in the_section on’
. nonsamphng errors, The survey questlonnalre is

presented in appendix ﬂl

/: _r
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C ' SURVEY FINDINGS
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tion-and_Siiccess-in-Federal Competitivg

. ?m'an districts:

- _Schoo) distrigts were- asked to characterize

their overall suécess in receiving grants during

competitive education programs specified in the
questionnaire. One-third of the districts (33

percent) indicated that they had not applied for "

any 6f these grants during this period; Toughly
another third (37 percent) .characterized their
success rate as "low" or indicated that they had
received no such grants; and the remainjng third

(30 percent) reported "medium" or "high" suc-

~cess rates (table 1). .

" In table 1 and subseguent tables, national

estimates are presented for all School districts

and for districts classified according to ehroll-

ment " size, region, and metro status (urban;
suburban; rural). Since the great majority of
the Nation's school districts are small (less than
2,500 students) and rural, findings for such
districts seldom differ dignificantly from one

‘dnother _or_from the national total.. Howeber,;

large (10,000 or more students) and urban school
districts are much less numerous (fewer than 5
percent of all school districts in the Nation),

and their experiences are:often somewhat dif-
ferent from .those of other districts..

- As one might expect, large districts were
more likely to have applied for grants than were
small districts. Relatively few large districts
(15 percerit) reported that they had not hpplied

for any of the listed grants, whereas 37 percent

‘of the small distrigts reported no applications;

11 percent of_ the large districts-indicated that

they had reteived no grants, versus 20 percent

of small districts.” Conversely, over half (54
percent) of the large districts reported medium
to high success rates in obtaining these com-
petitive grants, compared with 27.percent. of

~_ One somewhat surpeising aspect of these
findings ‘'is the apparent high rate of district
application for the. 27 listed Federal competi-

"tive grants._ Since only one-third of all school

districts indicated that they had not applied for

any of these grants; it appears that the remain-

ifig two-thirds had applied for at least-one gran{

under these programs: Partly as a check on this
finding and partly as a basis .for describing the
extent of interest in individual competitive

programs; a_search_was.made of Department of

Education Grants Management Files to deter--

mine, by program, the.actual numbers of grant

=~ «

applicants and recipierts among districts in the
FRSS sample over the two-year period. These

- sample findings then were weighted to produce

natlonal estimates:. The estimates for 14 major
Federal . competitive education programs are
summarized in table 2. 1/- As this table shows;
Bilingual Edycation, ESAA Basic Grants, amd

Gifted and, Talented were the most heavily

competed programs during the two-year period *

1878-80; applications for each of the other
programs were Pééél?é? .fi'b'@, f’eWei;th’q’ﬁ.loo

districts.

Across ail 27 programa listed in. the ques-

tionnaire, the check of Federal grant files

revealed. that an estimated maximum of "28

© percent of the Nation's approximately 16,000
school districts applied for oné or . another of -

these particular grants during 1978-80. . This
application rate estimate contrasts sharply with

the reported 66 percent apflication rate ob-

tained -from the survey questionnaire and Pg-
be

fied programs and time peciods: . -
progr , peci

interpreted solely with, reference”to.the speci-

responses actually reflected their recent expe-

rience with and perceptions of Federal educa-
tion programs _in general,. and perhaps other

Fedefal and State programs as well, not just’

with: ‘the '2’5,,?&35@: competitive _education
programs or with the two years specified in the

survey questionnaire:. Conceivably; sample dis-.
tricts that _responded narrowly-and spécifically-

with reference . to _the _designated programs

‘might have produced a different response pat- .

tern than those. that responded broadly on the -

basis of* their overall “experience with Federal

education programs., However; the data do not

" - support thig suggestion. Districts whose report-

pplication and sucdess_rate matched

.ed grant dpplic
info,rmation,froiﬁ Federal grants files were very

similar, both demographically and in terms of

respohses to other questionnaire items, to those h
whose reported experience did not match Fed-

eral records (for further details; see appendix I).

Since the responses of the two groups were so

similar, we believe that the survey estimates

are a reasonably accirate reflection of school

districts' perceptions of benefits and problems
associated with competitive programs. These

findings are presented in the following sections.
> & B ,

_ ) o 4

1/ See appendix 1 for discussion of all 27

. programs.
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e Table 1.--Perceived -uccg-g,ggtoiggfgggelvln. radqgglfp etit{vu bducution grants, va
' by district char;ctert-tlc-c Unltgd agdl, lprlng 1981 . o
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. g Taﬁle 2.--Estimated afpllcatlons and I'IrdB for qu jor Federal
ng the two-year pertéd 1918- O3 Untted States, sgring 1981

.- ;o grants dur,

= -

-

compe;ltive ggucatlon
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' . » . -

e o= 7| Number
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Ot¥ | ° ‘districts.

K Eémpéffii@é,i;ai;ims o R [ districts rebe[glg(
: . ) P applying - at least 7

Lt ' ." ) . .: p

L}

_ opne award

N

‘Percent. oi
. applicapt
districts
" receiving.
N award(s)

Bllingyal educatlon (13. 403) : o A —

Now.ooonsoarrnreeeeqgeeeeeeines 818
Contlnuitlén S

Néi;;::::;:;::;:;;;5;;;;;;.......

\
oo

o
o -

Nev.................:..;::::::::; - L5
Contlnuatlon.....................“~ s

Community education (13:563)r = - - - -u

NQ'.-.-.-30...‘-.-.---;.1---

Continuatiom e I ceeeaen (

- ron""w';ihrough (13. 433)
: ch.;...,............

v - 3s%
t . ’.' .
v S 263
g “ o

eontlnuatlon.............:....»... o9

‘Teacher corps (13.489): _— A
uew-...-.;-..........-...'......... 125
Conttnuxtton...................... .. 115

% Handlcapped research (13'143): - ; ' o T

' . . 7”7

e ‘j_' Continuauon.....;;;_:-:;:;;:;;;;.j; C 10T

Early . edgﬁh;ion ‘for : ' f;;

NOW. .o viinssoennsosssonsasnssssnssns

Coﬁiiﬁuiitaﬁ....................._v - et

Ethnic heritage .(13.549)¢ o L
New.............................. ] 138

Contlnuatlon...........;.....:..., : 0

-
oo

;Continuation: """:L'f . 1209

(13.444): . . ,;5‘

menta’ educatle : . 102

i .
281

e ",,f - -~ 396

. 588 .
125"

o

T L7S '; l

Lty 45:

S

AN Y
1S

S

e

Ul

. Note.--Thene entrIOi Ire wctnhtod e-tlmltol trom g:e FRSS llmple. Y
. .“Q CE . ; ;
- 1 S CENEI ‘1 ~ i :
. F ) - A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




4 triets); followed closely by lack of staff avail- " '
- ‘able to pl:epare grant applieations (56 percent)

-

Disimntmesior ;&ppﬁcaﬂonMedenaiﬁoﬂL

s ""petltive Education Grants .

: Distrlets were asked the extent to which X
they are djscouraged by the following factors -
from applying for Federal competntive educatlon_- _

. grants: . ) ) ) .
A : li‘isijffiéiéiit lead tiiiié or iﬁfdriﬁétiéﬁ,
. 'Confusmg or cumbersome applicatxon

procedures\ S

. Stat‘f npt available to prepare appll-'
catlons : .

,o

o 'Low sUccess rate in bast abﬁiiéaﬁéﬁs; .

Lnek of fit be'tWeen programs and
: dlstl‘lct needs or prlorltles.

Low odds of reeeng awards and

.. - Awards funded at,n'!ueh lower levels
- . than requested

- ‘Most frequently cited as a. "major" dis-

eouraging factar was eonf,usmg or -cumbersome

application -procedures (62 percent of all dis-

N e
[
z

..

L]

w

: and"by perceiyed "lovi odds" of receiving awards
_.‘:(50

- -~ _ ) ~ . ey
. ; .

“reent). as_shown in- table 3.

grams not mtlng -district .needs (30

percent)% “sbout “insufficient lead time for pre--

“about__Tow

paring’:. applications - (27- peregnt).
percent), or

suceess rate in [ lications (2

about the. . t* ‘that programs might be-
-funded _at | vels ower than requested (15
““percent). T - S S

The p’&'ttéiﬁ"éf applidation-related concerns
among large distri¢ts and- urban_districts was

. -sofyewhat different than among smail or rt

Larges@nrollment districts were 1 mue

districts. Largesnrollment distric
less likply than small-enrollment .districts to

view lack of internal application capébilities-as.
(31 percent versus 60 percent:

méajor proble
for lack of avhilable staff; 38 percent versus 65
percent for lack of t‘amiliarity with application
procedures).
about _discouraging factors ‘focused largely on
external problems e.g.; 51 percent perceived
low odds as an important consideration).

x * . N

4
9
11

-

-Among large districts; concerns

Ly
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i Table 3; ::mdor tactors dtscounrgtng appucg.tions for i‘.‘éﬂej‘,a,l competitive grants, by dlstrict .
. & ] 5 . charactiertsttcs . Untted States, spring 1981 ] .
_ L S~ _ 1 . A
‘ i - T lhjor factors discouraging application _
. . ' .pistrict Nuber 6t | e 1 |eewes|Llackof| - | Funding
-, C P ciri~t< | Procedure ,,.S,t,&ff Donft . Low ower
et - clfgr?;ctt_ertstics , districts ?P{'fprs{'{{/ ,mgyap— GdL‘:iws rit i%if"f;/_“ sticcess ‘lower
e . 5 . ' o 'cmlber_sanev_ ablex:: -, needs | (iion |10 p‘ast ;ééi}eéted .
.o 1 2 .| 3 ] .a s | e |77 | 8 7%
"I Totaliiiii:iit;ei.. o 15,834 9,829 ' 8;570 7 869 4,688 4 211 4,197 g3
. . T . . ¢ - , - )
' : , Lo o LY {In percents ot colmn 2) L i
Togal.iooaiiiasans 15,834 62° -5% % 3. = ;- 15
; Enrollment size: ' S Ny
Less than 2,500...... 11,946 65 60 48 32 %6 Z 14
. 2,500-9,999... . .\.... 3,171 58 E AR B3 18
' 10,000-or more ...... 717 38 31 - 51 22 37 22 .16 . -
Region: T : -
4 North’ m;gguc.;;;:';; 3,067 6 -, 53 60 15 . 24 ., .:39 15
N Great Lakes and B R - - L, o o . -
: PlAINS: .. s eee el L. . 6,315 66 60 . 52 32 .. 25° 27 15
Solitheast . ::;..: 0505 1,739 53 43 48 30 -3 - 28 .1
Wégt and Southwst . 4,713 62 '?7 ) 40 36 - 30 17 - 177
o ~ Metro status: - e R _ :
o ; 10,623 . 66 58 a7 . 3 26 24 .t 13
4,831 56 - 53 - 55 20 27 v . 19
381 28 .- 32 58 “14 34 25 ;. .2
" - ‘ ;
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L .. Co- i‘ .
- N o - -
- : E v : _ sl R ‘ “ :
'7;7.”D|str|ctisf Wwere qsked to rate the lmpor- - Most frequently c|ted, as major benefxts
" tance of; the foilowmg five “ways “in-. which were supplement. to Iqeal - funds (45" percent of
: Federal competltlve educatlon programs mlg ‘all districts) and opportunity to develop ‘new
: . be beneflclal to them — : X yiprograms (41 .percent), as. indjcated in table. 4. -
‘,' - : FE T B Lo However, : ‘each _of - the _remaining . benefits— -,
. : Oppoﬁumty 't_o developj new pr‘of{ - ability -to__continuie - existing . local ‘programs, : i
. grams. L R stimulus for_ professional. growth of staff, and = -
' st ©o@e T Lo promotion of. district goals—also was cited fre-
e T g Supplement to 10cal funds e quently as major {by 31 to 34 percent of -
S e dxstrlcts) _ ) _
O L e ﬁblhty to contlnue exlstlng locat - ' T
T S v programs, SAs - : ~In §inéill dlstrlcts. supplementatlon of Iocal ;
R , I % .. -funds stood out as the single major perceived . --
' - - StijnqusWforftfeacher/staff lmtlatlve . benefit of 'Federal competltxve education pro- - ..
and professuonal growth, and d - ... grams (47 percent versus. 29 toc 39 percent for
: S . ) ¢'other benefits). Among large districts; oppor=:
y : . Promotlon of distrxct goals and ob-:w tunity to develop: new programs (55 percent) and. -
: jectives. - 3’ to. promote district | goals . (44 percent) wére
_ ' _ LE .o, cited as major beneflftgiat least ‘as freqqently as
Y E _ asupplementat-non of local funds (44 percent)
Table 4 —-Perceived ma_jor benefits of Federal cannpetltive education programs, by district
. characteristlcs United States, spring 1981 o
: o B [ Perceived ﬁiajoriuengg; ts of programs )
, District : - ~ | sNumber of [T -, — ari 1o .
st oA Nicrriare | Supplement | Develop | . ..- - | Stimulus |~ Pramotion
o characteristics d districts to. local " hew C‘I’_",t?'!‘f‘,‘? " for of district
\ L | tunas | programs | PrOSTAMS:| - geary goals
r oo | o2t | s ) e s | e ] T
o (Total.......'.t...... 15,83  7,1% . 6,465 5,346 - 5,033 4,888
N : ' : i - . . L C}~ N - .
] . N (In percents of column, 2)
° o ;. . . N . .
] 15;834° 45+ - 4t 34 . 32 . 8t
" Enrollment size:. . 3 : o | 0
n Tl . E .. ® to o . o
. Less ‘than 2 500 ©:11;946 . _47-5‘ ' 39 - 35 29 29 - g
2,500-9, 999 eeie - 3171 39 . - 45 33~ 40 360
: 10,800 or more...._:. eeey L TI7 44 55 18 . 38 4
Region s S ;- s R ) )
" North Atlantic:: L,;;;;;— . 3067 . st . 4 33 43 35
- Great Lakes and Plains. - 6,315 w44 - 36 36 24 27
&Q;@gét::c :':_-,-,---z---- 1,739 b . 44 ~ 30 37 35 .
West and Southwest.:.... 4;713 . o 4ar .43 - 34 33 - 31
. '_Pétro.status.. o o . < N
. ’ 10,623 a3 39 30 30 28
4,831 : 49 43 - 42 36 36
381, . Y 57 56 25 38 38
- K . X
-, - -~
- 7 _. W,; .
. . 16 :
- Q [ 4 . P
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Perceived Problems in_ lnjplementmg Fedéral : o '
S Competmve Educatlereﬁiograms . . .
. ] : s
- prstrrcts a;sq were asked to rate the . Excessxve paperwork was cited most often :
lmportance of the _following _seven problems (by 53 perc,enft”,gff all - districts) as a mgjor
_ : associated with. conducting Federal competltlve : problem in carrying out_ these programs (table
& . education programs? . 7. 5). Other problems frequentll mentioned were
- o T .. disruptions of staff or services when the pro- -
— ’ . Insufflclent lead time for planning, - gram- ends (38 percent), insufficient Jlead time -
: - for \ \grgg'am planning (34 percent), and cash flow
. Casnifi%gv cnmpllcatlons due to lag in complications caused by a 1g in receipt of _
-receipt ‘of funds : funds (30 percent). Seldom reported as. major -
: : problems were conflict’ with district ‘policies or
- . Tensuons created among staff _ procedures (9 percent), tensions 7cre'gzed among
_staff (12 percent), and fragmentation/of currie- _,
0 Fragmented currlculum, ulum (14 percent) - ‘
o L e Conflict with dlStrlctf)Bliéles or pro- " The ranklngs of program lmplementatjgn. ,
c v - . " cedures, C . problems _were roughly' the same for __large
. T ‘ T districts as. for_ medium-sized and Small dis-
. - . DlsrUptlons in staff or servnces when _tricts. The problems that most strongly dlffer-.,
- .program’ ends, and S entiated _small -and _large_districts -were ..cash
. / ’ flow and papgrwprlgﬁ both were seen. more
. ?gpgryyprk or other costs outwelgh frequently as major. problems by small districts
benefi lts. than by large ones (32 percent versus 17ﬁper¢ent
- for: cash_flow complications;. and' 55 versus 44. v
© percent for paperwork) L e
Table 5. -Pérceived ma jor problems in conducting prﬁgrams :(unded mder Féderal competitive education rants, by
: district characteristics‘ United States, f\pring 1981
A ) _ Ma jor problems rii'i 'c'di'idi.ii:’tii'ig ;srégrams
. pistrict . Nuiber of [T e o
characteristics ° districts | Paper- Disruption | Insufficient Cash Fragmented " Staff ¢°“f“°t
- work - when grant | lead time flow currlculun tensions -with
) Work'1" ends | for planning : ! policies. -
Y T2 3 4 s |e [ 7 |- 8" .9
CSMOtal.lie.eseeee.rs. 15834 8,428 5,996 .5,30 4,746 2,220 . 1,892 . 1,397
» ‘ ' (In pc?rcénts of cpit’mn 2) : -
< Totali...iieeresns .. 158%W 53 38 E IR * N ¢ ‘9
Enrollment size \ . ) |
Less than 2,500......... 11,946 56 34 33 ;2 14+ 12 10
2,500-9;999....000urenns 3,171 49 51 36 . 26 - #13 12 6
10,000 OF MOrC...ctsesoo N7 44 G 35 ©o17 . 16 j 4/ 13 11
Reglon: _ ’ o ;
_ North AtlantiC.......... 3,067 49 32 34 34 & 9 8 7
* Great Lakes and Plains.. 6,315 58 41 31 © 28 16 12 9
Southeast.. Tieas L 1,739 53 55 <7 25 24 16 10
West and Southwest...... 4,713° 49 ~230 36 32 1 13 9
\ Metro status: - -
RUPAL:siiiaiireeeceiiit 10,623 53 38 < I 30 : 15 12 10
Suburban.......... NP 4,831 54 36 32 : 32 - 11 11 6 .
Urban..... P 381 14 © 56 43 ., 15 21 20 7
. ) ’. ) N . — ) i —
§ ; . C L 1k
r = : ) 8 N 1 p;/
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: V.o
o - - - Distri 2 ‘asked to oo _While cul;pculum development and staff
o ©*  most helptui to- least heipf h- six aspects of development were the most frequently top-. |
o . Federal 7comgc;i;jve ‘educatior Erent;. “Table 6 . - -rankéd: features’ of Federal programs for most -
. shows the . percent . of  distri that identified - distnc{ subgroups, this tendency was especially -
each:of the six as being the most helpful aspect pronounced for large districts and urban dis- -
_ _ _(that is; ranked each as "1"). Opportunity .for. tricts; . Urban ‘distriets focused on "these two -
o - currigulum qevelopment most often was identi-; ‘. aspects ‘almost exclusively (86 percent):. Rural -
ST ) fied as thg most useful programmatic feature of  districts perceived the abilnth to obtain mstruc- :
' " . Federal competitive ..education  programs <31 . tional materials and to _improve facilities as -
percent 9{ all distriqtﬁs)” Leds frequently cited - being as usef as staff development .
- opportunities. for prolessional staff devel- _ 4
opment (20 percent), acquisition of instructional .-, - - . ta
z materials (16 percent), and updating of facilities . s
_ m.; (14 percent). Research and hiring new staff -~ . . - o

" seldom were identified. as the -most useful
aspects -of these programs (3 percent and 6 o ; _ ‘
perceneprespectively) : N ST .

' o < Vi o

“

s 'I‘able «Erceived most helpful aspect of Federal carpetitive education grants; by district characteristics

_ 3 ?R . : ‘ . United Stdtes; spring ‘1981
NS i , . wost Helpful aspect of grants ' -
LN District ST Number of - —— .
e\ characteristics districts | Curriculum | _ Staff ° |Instructional | Updating_|Hiring new Research
A . . developnent_ developnent materjals . facirities staff. ]
\ »’i 5ﬁ 2 | 3 3 - 5 . | 7 | 8
Total..eeuerenaennen 15,834 - 4,906 - 3,215° 2,5% . ' 2,188 983 551
) ! . » (In percents of colum 2) - I
"3 % ‘16 . 4 6 .3
) a
28 18 18 16 6 1
41 .24 9 v a2 . 9 2
- 36 4 7 - 8 3 . 4
= ¥ P8
- A
) North Atlantic.......... © 3,087 2 26 13 . - 11 .10 2
\ Great Lakes and Plaths.. .  6;315% " 28 . 227 - 16 ‘16 B 5
: 1,739 29 25 : 16 12 4 -2
. ..4,713 36 12 17 oo 14 5 3
- . N olae . o
.2 19 18 17 5 4
.38 22 127 8 9 3
; a9 37 .4 1 1 1
Note:--Percents may not add to'100 because same districts gave tled ranks
_ . .




_ specified. time -period.

" but “40 percef
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-
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SUMMARY -

. Pedéral competitive education programs

have provided support to local school districts

for projects targeted to many specific areas; -

such as early education for handicapped chil-
dren, teacher -centers, community . education,
and arts.education. Programs in_the:areas of

bilingual education, gifted and talented, and

“-bers of applications from districts across the

‘Nation during 1978-80.

' Approximately two-thifds of all school dis-
tricts indicated that they had applied for one or -

‘more/grants during 187880 under one or more
of 27 specified Federal competitive education

programs; of these districts; 45 percent charac-

' terized their success in_obtaining grants -as

medium or high:

From examination of Federal

" grants management records, it appears  that

‘these findings overstate’ the actual extent of

application: and participation in these particular

programs during “these particular years. 1t is- o

conceivable  that many districts' responses re-

flected their recent experiences withky Federal

education programs generally, as. well as with’
" _ other Federal and State programs, rather than
" with_the 27 listed competitive programs’ in_the

specified. time -period. However, a marked
similarity. exists in the demographic character-
istics and questionnaire responses, of - distriets

whose reported application and success matched.

Federal grants records and those whose reported

application and- success did not match Federal
records. Becaiise of this similarity, the report

treats both sets of responses equally as applica-

blé to Federal competitive education -programs.
___One apparent difficulty with Xederal com-

petitive funding programs is_that districts fre-
quently lack the specialized resources needed

‘for preparation of grant application materials.

perceived difficulty in this_area.

needed staff resources and- unfamiliarity. with
application procedures were reported as major
problems by about 60 percent of rural districts

Lack of -

and _distriets. with . enrollments- of~ less than.

. 2,500, in contrast to fewer than 40 percent of

urban districts and districts enrolling” 10,000 or

. N ‘e

LN
.

RiA

.
-
<.

tudents. _Since three-quarters of the .
school -distriets in _the ‘Nation are:small and- .
‘two-thirds are rurg), these problems appear to -

more students.

" have been significant and to’ have made it -
 difficult for many districts to compete effec-.

tively for Federal educn}i,o'n_' funds:

- - Excessive papérwork was by far the most .
frequently - cited. majorgproblem in conducting .
programs funded - under Federal competitive - -
.grants; it was reported to be a_major_problem
by 53 percent of districts overall. - This prob-

" iem, together with cash flow problems caused - -

by delay in receiving furids, was perceived more .

strongly among smail or rural districts than
among ldrge or urban districts. e

SR

" On. the_positive side, the 'survey  findings

also 1indicate that -school _ districts perceived
many benefits from Federal competitive gduca-

‘tion programs: ' Supplementation of local funds
and .opportunity to develop- niew programs were
reported- as major - benefits by more than 40
percent of all districts. Other benefits, in-

cluding opportunity to continue existing pro- - '

grams, stimulus for professional growth of dis-"
wict staff, and opportunity to promote district

- goals; also were reported as major benefits by
30 percent or more of the districts.

In rank ordering six potentially useful

“features of Federal competitive education pro-

grams, over half of ‘all districts ranked either ;o

currictium development or staff development'as - .
the most .useful. .- This trend was--especially =~

.pronounced among _large or uarhan districts;.
where oneé or the other of these two {actors was

top-ranked 70 percent or more of the time. .
his survey collected data in spring 1981
concerning district perceptions of the benefits

and problems afSociated with 27 major Federal
competitive education programs. - Many of. these

" Federal programs_have been consolidated Into

block grants to_States since tie survey was
conducted. These findings; An conjunction with
" other data, will allow policy makers to assess -
the relative strengths.and weaknesses of the
various aid mechanisms. U

Y
*
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‘ The Fast Response Survey Sysgem

'I‘he Fast Response Survey System (FRSS)

was established. by. the * National Center for '

uc\txon ‘Statistics -(NCES) so that
data, urgently needed for planmng and pollcy
formulation; could be eollected qulckly and with
minimum burden on respondents. <

The FRSS covers six educa“non sectors

State educatxon agencles (SEA's)

Logal educatlon agencies (LEA's)

Public elementary and secondary. schools

Nonpﬁblfc elementary

schools.
Instntutwris. of hlgher educatlon

[y

Noncolleglate postsecondary schools wnth'

occupatlonal programs

ALl 50 States and the Dlstl'lct of Columbla-'
For each of the -
other sectors, a stratified. random: sample was -

are included in the SEA sector.

designed to allow valid national estimates -to be
made; The sample sizes range from 500 to
1,000. - ‘ ;

A data-collectxon network involving - both_
respondents ‘and coordmators jwas developed in"-

each ctor.

The respondents
institutions or

pled institutions or. agencles
selected to report for their

agencies, vo ntarily provide the pollcy-orlented
data reques d in the qlrestionnélres

LA

CAPPENDIX I, . 2

- Pr gggams

l i

and secondary .

s

~Coordinators’ assist .in' the data :°
collection by mamtaining liaison -with, the sam~- -

ith-a mechanism . for furmshug ‘data’.

ﬁll aspects ~of the
the rnetwork of *

system—the -'sarmple desx A

coordinators and . respondents; and- the -short

A
- g
l' '

Methodology for the Surve;Lof Sc,hool Dlstrlct

.

The national sample of local educatlon
agencies used for this survey.was alloc’ated to -

strata ‘approximately proportional to the cumn-'
Jative square root- of enrollment size..

The

universe of ' LEA's was stratified by district -
enrollment size and sorted by geograpgnc' region

prior- to sample selection. A stratified; system—

.atic sample of ‘636 local education _agencies ‘was

selected from the universe -of 15,834 public

: school dlstrlcts in the Umted States.

', After_adjusting for gchool district closings .:
-and refusa)s to participate in the Fast Responise - -
“Survey S¥s
dents was reduced to 576. Questionnalres were :

mailed to these respondents in April 1981.- Data

ation” »

jl‘ ¢ Fast Response Surszey Syste.rn provndes ‘
. NCES
-qbickly ‘and effxclently

questionnalres-have been deslgned \W}th this end ’
~in:mind. e

'
"14

~

,«4

!
(WY

collection continued until a 95 percent response,_ S

£540 questxonna' es) was: obtamed R

o

The . response. data were weightqd togror .

duce national estnmates. and a_ weight  adjust~

. ment was made to account for survey nen-

o

and . margrnal totals uséd in the wexghtmg_.

ooty

.‘...
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-the "27 competitive. education_ ptograms  were : . 66 percent (10,472) of'all districts had submit-
Loal obtained -from the  Depdrfment,,of Education . ~ted one or more applications? during 1978-§0.
. '~ :(ED) Grants.Management Files. The names.of _+ By contrgst, the initial estimate from~the grants’
e _ the school districts in the suryey sample were .data showed, that only 16 petcént (2,576).0f the
" ,". . matched manually with districts listed in the =  districts had Submitted,applications for these 27
o Grants Management Universe Files; and data on * ' programs_during. these._two _years, .' ApproXi-
‘.- these districts' applications for the 27 programs - - madtely 9,000 applications for the programs were
" were added‘to the survey data file. . made, with an average of 3.4 applications per
R P S S S . . dpplicant district; ac‘qording to the ED files.
S ... Supplementation ‘of ;};q;quey.)data;with' R A S
* .. = grants data was intended to serve two purposes:. , & In an attempt to reconcile the two esti--
oy to provide .information on each of the specified ¥ mates, the Grants Management Files werebe- . .
R programs;: and' to compare respondents’. percep- sexamined. This proéess revealed that the grants; .
o .tions of their success rates with actual suagpss “files .¢ontained complete and :accuratg informa-
S ‘?‘E‘E?‘t‘ _These, goals were not, @alizéd;’ho,weygi‘;?\ tign for most of the-27%programs. However, a=
i begause of a basic discrepancy between the 1wo , few programs for which sqme districts -had
T data, -sets re’l}ating to - the ‘question’ of whether - .., apblied had not been-ifmplemented as competi-
_— _ respopdent-districts had actually applied for any ™ - .. tive grant programs 'and; ,therefore; were not
' ", “of the 27 competitive education grants.". 1 ."""included in the grants .Eiles; .
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Smce several programs had been eXcluded

the . .initial estimate of a 16 _percent actual

application rafe should be inflated somewhat: -

Program specialists estimated that the excluded

-programs represented a . maximum of 2,000

applications.. If each of the 2,000 ‘applications

" was  submitted by a dnfferent distriet -and if-

thesé districts did not overlap .with_those ‘al- .
ready .identified 'as-applicants (both _unlikely

“events); the apphcatlon rate would be about 28

 still markedly dtfferentlfrom the 66

perce:? [
-perce survey esttmate . . —

. Obvnously,.respondent districts overstated
the degree of their apPcation for and_partici--

pation in_ the- 27 competifive education pro-

grams. _Some of the factors that may_have

contributed to this overstatement are -listed

below: . . L : t .

. Many reSpondents ‘had. responsnblllty
*for coordinating all Federal. education -
programs, not simply competittye
ones. -

complexnty of Federal’ prOgrams. it -

' may have been dlfftcult to focus only
e Von the 27 listed programs.

)

"'grams dealt with popuiatlon groups
~ that also are served through entitle-

ment programs, such as handicapped
_students . and those with limitéd
proficiency in English. Some re-
i spondents~may have focused on their

“ - districts participation in these enti-

. tlemenf programs. o .

. . pﬁnstrfmﬁt? percepttons may have been
' based not only on Federal education. |
‘programs but also on State and ot

e, Federal programs.

e~
«

- g, e

~

-+ Seveéral_gompetitive programs. were .
- 'nodt mcluded in, the -list of 27 pro-

§ - . grams; some respondents may have:

reported- their participation in fhese »

.other ‘competitive programs.

. Some respondents may have 'reported-»
- their_districts' participation in com- . - -

petitive - programs - beyo‘nd the two-

yéar period specnfted in the quest,xon- .

nalre.
RS

The flndmg that many dnstrncts’erroneously

reported applications for competitive programs

raises- questions about . the validity of their -

perceptlons of the beneints and -problems’ asso-

<

Each respondent dtstrlct

to whether it had not applied for any grant, had

yvas classnf ied as.

However, we I3

‘applied but received no awards; or had applied

fication was performed both for survey data and
grants data; table B presentsestimated/popula-

" and received one or more awards. ' This_classi- - .

tion counts for each_of these cateogries. Dis- .

777777777 .those
whose' survey data classification agreed with
their grants.data classification (6,662 districts),

. triets then were divided into:tWo groups:

. and those whose survey and grants data classi-

- fications- did not agree (9,085’ _districts).

hot _ The
demographic characteristics and suryey respon-
ses of these two. groups were compared. :

As shown in table C,

the overall demo-

.graphic characteristics (enrollment size, geo~

ggaphlc _region, and metro.status) ¢f these two
-groups are.quite ‘similar. Further, both _groups

show. similar ‘responses to . the questtonnanre

items (table D). com
son, .we conclude that the. reported data are
falrly accurate representatlons of . district per-

‘tion programs.

On the basis of this compari-

« ceptions concerning Federal compentwe educa-
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4 t&ﬁié,B.:ICiéssifiééffoﬁﬁﬁt‘dlstrlcts into appllcation and- award categories based
N P ofi* survey and grants data~ . ) .
r e - . o
S . S . 'ci-'an'ts files data 1/ °
PR _ oo —— = — ———
Syrvey data Dld -Applied, Applied; _
z : _ i Total not'- received . received one
- - 4,5Pp§!m, no awards or more awards
, TOtAL sevrersonnnennnniiies 15,747 13,172 1,334 . 1,241
St S o s Co L t
k' Dld not apply.;;.;;;..;.;;;a: 5;274 5,125 108 41
‘Applied, received no awards ... 3,091 2,542 443 ) 106
T W ' oo . . : : _ :
Applied, received one or more o - o S
, ards ......... e eeseenesans 7,383 5,505 784 1--,094~-
[ - TN 1 ...... - . » B i .
I/ Based on complete data trom 22 (out of 27) programs encompasslng mOst ot thé
. ‘ applicant~distr1cts' o .
. . ' . ..
- ' N . ) : . . . o
) ) : oD . N ‘ . —';,'I’ 4
‘ . “ ' * . ]
. L] . . :
Table C.--Demographlc characteristtcs ot dlstrlcts whose survey data classtttcations
. of application and award rate agree with thel grants gggg,classltlcations,.
: . and those whose classltlcation do not agree -
- ) - .
- -~ - B — : ——
LI IR + _ Agreement
, between_ survey._
- All data and grants
District characteristics distrlcts data cliéEIIICatlons
J
’ L i - - 'Agree :ﬁpé'not agree
fotal” ..... Ciiiiiiiiii i i, 15,834 6,662 9,085
o . - .
. ) o : , ‘ (In percents ot row 1)
g Enrollment size: / ' o [
_ Less than 2,500 .::!%...... R 75 72 78
2,500 - 9,999 ... iciiteiiies 20 22 19
‘ . 10 000 or more ) Grveeeesenescsianans 5 7 P R 3 :
. : P , . v
E . Réiidﬁ o < ) : : O
. o ) i e sl
- North Atlantic S L K 19 - 15 23
-Great Lakes and Piains ...................... . 3@ 43 . 4
~SOULHEABL . evcvsetorrioasigonstsesorednnaotnn. & 12 10
; West and Southwest ........ D S 30 .. =~ 36 - 24
- Metro_status: . N ’ ' - ;
RUPAL Sieiirriinnennaanse 67 .66 88
Suburban ...t lieeeeeene P S A.. 31 30 31
R Urban .......: 2 . 4 X
P |;-’- ""is’
gl _ - " 53 it N
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A ~Table D. --Questionnaire responses. ol distrtcts whose survey dﬁta classificationa of

application and award rate :agree with their grants data cl}ssl?ications.

; ;(..u¢ L - and districts-whose classifications do ﬁ6t agreé . o
~Z ) . 1;_ . B . ' 3 - ‘ . = 7" - — - -
s e o L 7 Agreement
LT : R L o "~ between s ey -~
o Ouestinnng fre 1 tams T - A1l data andggaﬁfs
*© . Questionnalreitems = .. | districts | data classifications
. . - T twe
- K Kéiéé Do not agrﬁg
0 Total ,......ovvvnnnnn. e teeccieiiaaiierias 15,834 6, 662 9 085
o B ) (In percents of row I)
‘ Major lactors dlscouragtng\appltcations for a° Co ,
Federul Compétitlve education grants: .
- AConfuslng/cumbersome procedures iiiiiiiiiie: ’ éé T 63 : '62”
- - -Staff-unavallable ............ et 56 » 54 58
- .Low'odds o success ......c...... . 50 52 - . 48
. Programs Qon't fit needs ..C......s.....0:::¢ . 30 -~ 33 : 27
N Lack of time/information ...............c.... 27 - ' 31 24
’ Low success in the past_............. [ N 27 - - 22 30
Funding lower than requested ........0..0000. - 15 - . 17 - & - 14-
S . MaJor percefved benefi;sfgfﬁfederal o .
‘  competitive educatlon programs
. Supplément: to qugl BUAES .vveverenrnnnenn.. 45 a1 .49
Development of mew programs ....... teiiasanaa . 41 39 11
Continue extsttng ~PTORTEME J .. ..isiiiiiives 34 o 27 - 39
. Stimulug fOr BLALT .. uiveeeeosooeronnnrnnnn. 32 A 3 30
Promotlon of dlstrict goals B 3t : 26 35
Major perceived problems in conducting . : N )
programs funded under Féderal competltlve ‘ _
education grantes - : ) ) - . IR
. Paperwork A U S - 83 T . 53
. Disruption when-grant ends ..........o0vivies , 38 . 43 .35
. - Insufficient lead time for planning Ceaiieees 34 - 31 . . 36
‘Cash flow . complicatiorns I I A - 30 32 29
°  Fragmented. currleulum ......... 0 0 viiiiiiia, 14 19 11
- _Staff tensjons .......;;;;;;;;;;....;;;;...,; : 12 12 ) 12 . :
» . 'Confttct wtth policies ......;...;;;..h;....; . 9 .0 .10, : 8 n
g 3 S S - " : R ® . . '
: P )
;K " 1 .‘ LS
< 7 ¢ L 2,
: “ ’ ~ :
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Standard Errors of the Statisties ¢ | °

The findings presented in. this report are: ‘< indicating that confusifig application progedures

“estimates based on the FRSS school district ‘were a major factor discouraging applications

sample and, consequently, are subject 'to sam- (table E), the: 90 percent confidence interval is
pling variability. 1f the questionnaire had been from 9,158 to 10,499 districts (9,829 + 1.645

sent to a different sample, the responses would ~  times 407). €11 this procedure were followed for

fiot have been identical; some numbers might -, every possible sample, about 90 percent of the
have been higher, while others might have been intervals’ would include the average pumber
_lower. The estimated standard error_ of a from all possible samples. -

statistic. (a measure _of ‘the variation due- to

- sampling) can be used to examine the precision " Table .E presents standard errors for se-
obtained in a particular sample. If all possible lected questionnaire items. Specific statements

samples were surveyed under similar conditions, of  comparison in the text are _significant at '

_intervals of 1.645 standard errors below to 1.645 least at the 80 percent confidence level,  and -
‘standard errors abofie .a particular statistic ~~  most are significant at the 90 percent level.

would include the average_ result of these  ° Standard errors for other questionnaire items.

T samplés_in approximately 90 percent of the and statistics presented in _this_report, not
cases. For example, for the number of distriets_ included ih table E, can be obtained on request.
. - . * Co . o . - - .
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p Table E -—Standard errors- of selected questionnalre items e g

. Paperwork or other costs. outweigh benerits . é,;ég ‘ /Q;:
Disruption in staff/services when program ends 5,996 . . 306
Insuffici¢nt lead time for p1annlng 5,340 415
Cash _flow _complicatiens ..........:. 4,746 377
Fragmented curricutdm [.:::iiiiiii 2,229 274

. Tensions created among staff ,.... 1,892 233
‘Confllct with distrlct policies or procedures e 1,397 249

Most helpful aspect (rank of "1") of programs. S
Curr;culum development ..;..ﬁ”.i;;;;;;;;;;;;;i:;;:i;:;::::r:. - 4;§66 ééé
Professional_staft degelopment . il i il . .. iiiennnnnnns Ery 3,215 256 -

- -Ingtructional materials . ........ erereaaas 2,529 272

"' Updatipng facilities- - Siia 2,188 209

# Hiring’ new . étarf P 983 187

: Research P , 551 161
‘.,Numper of districts that apptied fof new ESAA basic grants 565 119
Number of dlstrlcts that recelved at least one new ESAA R -
basic grant R R TI IR PR PR 588 99

. .; -
. . »rl Coe "
v " .Q:ﬁ?
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PRI _ i ] N
— — e
Item '
Number of distrtcts tndicating. : jh v : : e
A - - :

najor factors dlscourﬁglng appllcatlons for. "Ograms: . .

"'Confusinz or cumbersome application ProcEUUres ,........... . 9,829 407’
_Starf not available to prepare appllcations iriia 8,871 307
Low odds of ‘recéiving awards .;:..:::::::::. ‘s Cieeeds 7,869 327 .
Programs do not fit district needs or’ prforities e e teinaa 4,688 461
Insufficient lead time orfjgformathn ....... ...4;.;.;;;;;;; 4,211 337
Low success rate in past applicatiofs ..;..i;;:;;;;;;;;;;;;g-- 4,197 311
Awards Iunded at mach lower levels-than requested ........ 3 2;377 291

. ‘ “‘ N

Major benefits of programs‘§ f{. s ;o
Supplement to logal finds .t.},.., ............... ) a 455
Opportunity to' developsnew_ programs CiaiiiiiieaTiesenen 418
Ability to continue existing programs el ‘e eg 390
Stimulus fo? Leacher/stajf Z8rowth ...................; 362
Promotion o district goals P - 375

Major probiems with conducting programs: <

v
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) , | APPENazx II -FEDERAL COMPETITiVE EBHCATION GRANTS PROGRAMS - .~
. (Providing grants to schpoi districts) = K BN R
. : . . : : ’ - ’~ *
S ¥ ,.rollow Through (13; 433 orgRes 014), R
7 ' 2, - Cageer Education. Program %%% or 84, 074) SN S R
. 3. Teachers Centers (13 41&'qr 94 06) s St T co f‘ "»‘,i'
- Emergency School Rid Act (ESNK)——EQ c and'TransitionaI Grantl (13 525 or }
5" 84,056 and 13:532 or 84.059) _ ;
., ' 5. . Emergency Schooi Aia Act (ESKK)--Magnet Schoola and UniveraitY/Bustnesa' {; ’
: ‘ Cboperation 413.589 or B4, 102) ) e
o .. 6.  Early Education for Handicapped childk ,(13.444 or 84. .024) ) ,,‘ e
N " 7. Gifteq and Talgnted Program (13.562 or 8%.080) " e TLE
o 9‘8!-5"Handicapped Reaearch and. Demonstration and}ér Model Programs (13 443 or'
_ “ ., 84,023 and 13. 558 or . 84, 026) .
”~ — . B
9. Cittzens Education for Cultural Unaorstanding--ﬁiobal Education Program

o :§4.020) T T S .
Ras S, Community Education Program (13 Séjr”f 84.081) ,j "',”-ai__ é‘a;' ~_" 3 e
12,  Correction Education (cat. N6, not'yetjassigned) : '3"1-3J/ : e
13. .Youth Employment Program (Cht. No. not yet assigned) e T T
ii:LT;NationaI Diffusion Network Pzagram 113: 553 or 84,073) S BT A
25: Teachers Corps - (13:489 or’84.045) - LEREEE R
16. Aleohol and Drug Abuse Educatxon (13 420 or 84 003) el L
17. rﬁits in Education (13"566 or B4. 084) E ' -f S R
18.  'Basic Skills Improvement Program (13. 599 or 833105) ~~-‘,'__‘;1v;1“1: o
. 19. Consumer Education (13.564 or 84. 082)° R R
20. _ Environmental Education (13.522). . . - . T A D
21 ,Ethnic Heritage studies. Program (13,549 or 84. 070) - ' ) o ;ii,_" o
22. " Law-Related Education (13.693 or 84.123) TR R
23, Metric Eduqation Program (13. 561 or 84.079) S ,.'- T ,f;;i' .,?
24, VSpeciaI Initiatxﬁes-*Secretary 8 Discretionéry Program (13 598 or §];i22j -';Eifi
S 25." HWomen's Educational Equity ﬁct Program (13 565 or 84 083) C :_ o R
. '26;  Bilingual Edugation §13.403 or '84.003) " R ' .
o S 6;;'Basic Projects": R D s ' TS
‘e Demonstration. Projects S ot T
_ @ Desegregation Support Program. ':' R ‘ R N
) X ™ 'Materials Development Projects : ’ R -
) ‘ ' . Support Services Projects. '
271, Bilingual Vocational Training (13.558 or 84. 077)
ﬁoté.. Numbers in parentheses, foilowxng the prggra;‘titles;i
-.new: numbexs, fespectively, in the. Catalogue of Fe
o : tasistance Programs. The new numbers were assigned . in 1 the “w-ﬂ;
oo b1 t e UiS. Department of Educatioﬁ.ii B R
0 i E§§ %
e It
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” ) IIA'HONA!. CENTER_FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS -
- o o, WABHINGTON, D.C. 20202 ‘
e ——— Sia A
.- ure. -
I SURVEY OF ScWooL DISTRICT Pznczrrluus 3 R *
. - - - -- L . .-
e F!DEKlE ConPETITIVt Enucxr[ou Pnocnxns —
) ” o -
~ ., . . L : .‘ - . *
_ . - 4 — B . . -
- __—Grants u\uzéla alucr.ly to. lchool Mlexiufl hy Ehl u‘a‘ Daplrtunt . .
_compet stion procedurss under 2% programs (11a¥ ltuch.d) . 'Ths sjrvey. fdoes .
. o m uwludl qnnr.i lwn—dcd on 8 form {8 nor programa, llﬂlnh{l?od Chiaﬁéh tho sr.l . . .
,‘/ _ . . . «Note! o Pleane avm(cr all quntlam whather or nat " '
- . gy — o
- 1. To nt_d gngrjiggithgigo loﬂlng | rs di
’lerll co-pcr.xuvl nducauon gqrante? Po: esch tactor. ant a chock in C 8 npprbpruu column,
. ' ) » ’ s o . :
o Degree of discouragement.. .
Factor * . = . ’ T R — - '
. . - Little -2 -
i e T . or nons Moderste |. Msjor
: MM@/O! information . ' - * L —_—
b. Confusing and/oi cumbersomé application procedures * - T
‘r —= - =
o [N aff not qvan,abfl,q to. prepare applicationa . o - .
+ d. iow luéCQIB-rato in past applications o . 7 . T S .
e, Progran- do not tn.-dur.rtct. needl and/ox- prtortuu- ) p
-~ . . .t
N . “Low odda Y6f receiving awards ’
;"‘- . R .. qg..Awards furndudrar. niuch ].ovar la;;i; ;.;\;;1 ;;;u;;;.;a .
N o - = N - 0 n B . . _
h. Other (specity) 1y . . o - . - . . E e
- S —— - = . : R
- 2.- .How important to.your distriét is each of .the: following actuml or perceived benefits. attributable’ Eo Pederal '« ' v .
e . competitive educaiion qYantl? For each beneﬂt, enter a chack in the apprppriuta column. R " . : Lo
- S R i . . F— . N )
, . . . i,,Amrmmng ,,,,,,
D e .
. . ) s PCM“F (actual or perf:ewqd) o : Little | o-i---o- . [
s - s . i R R B o ) 1 or none 'm‘;dorn_t_l _Msjor - L .
) a. L’)pportumﬁ .to develop new programs - i - ) o
b. Supplemnt r.o L;::;l funds 2 . . T ‘
- .c. Abuh.y r.o cont:inuo exxsr.xng, local proqrama 3 . .
: P 2. sed for teachar/ataff inmltiative and ‘ T " R
- - -~ profesaionu growth . - N -1 S - ¢
A . c. Promotion of dIBETicE MAMM‘ML ’ : o
- £. Other {ape&ify) o
. e — p— E '
- 3. How. xnpon.anr. to your autnc:fggﬁggc@?gg the £ lowing actual or parcetveé problems sssociated: wir.h conducung : - -
programs !und‘ad under Federal competitive education grants? For each problem, enter a check Ln the Appropriate B .
.column. . . . . . . e .
. . . L .- o . . A
- - : o . - | Dégree of importance
- Problem i;::;.;;l or- pereeived) . T . Litfle e — ——— . : e . .
. o I - e - N or none Moderste ,n_ajor ‘ ) X - ,
- a. Insufficient laad time for planning ‘ ’
. ) to bi Cash flow complications due to_'_i;;.i;l ;;;i;; of funds .
S |- . Tensions gReated among STAff . ~
- . - PR - g ’ N = et
’ e h . E.PrAgmnm_thM S - R P )
. . : [ &. conflict with diserict policies and/or procedurql _ . ’ N . - -
LY - . B - . 1 - e
- . L_Djmp_e%,«uuf!/narvlces when program ends - - . e
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