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FISCAL IMPRCTS OF _THE CHAPTER 2, ECIA BLOCK GRANT

ON THE LARGEST DISTRICTS AND CITIES

—

The purpose of this report is to describe the fiscal effects

of the Chapter 2, Education C nsoiidatxon and Improvement Ac

(ECIA] Block Grant on the country's largest districts and cities.

g;though several district characteristics are examined; specixl
attention is focused on the differentlal fundlng ~patterns under

EmergencyuSchool Aid Act [ESAA] grants and those that did. not.

Key findings of this investigation are highlighted in Ehe

first section of this report. The second section expiaine“the

rationale, objectives amd methodology of this analysis: The

third section presents a detailed explication of cross-time
funding patterns under the Block Grant and its antecedent.
programs in the country's largest districts and cities. Appen-=
dices contain explanatidons of district characteristics examined
and a discussion of the disparities in ‘funding data for the

antecedent programs reported in di fferent -data sources.

»

H1GHLIGHTS

This analysis compares funding patterns under Chapter 2,
ECIA to funding levels under the consolidated programs in the 2
years preceeding the Block Grant for 28 of the nation's largest

districts. - ) S . -

7 e Although 28 funded programs were consolidated by

‘ Chapter 2, ECIA, 2 programs—-Title IVB and ESAA-

- accounted for more than 60 percent . of the funds _

allocated under these 28 programs in the year: before
the Block Grant (FY 198l1). Nationwide, ESAA funds
aione accounted for approximately 29 percent of the
total FY 1981 allocation for the antecedent programs.
However, 1n the Samy ¢ C ;

constituted, a

pregramgfundlngelEQei i ,

300-82-0380 u.s. Department of Education. The technical monitor
for this report was Dr. Robert Stonehill, U.S. Department of

Education. The opinions and conclusxons expressed in this report

are.those of the authors and do net-necessarily represent the

p051tlon or potxcxes of the U:.S. Department of Education.
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" e Among the 28 sample districts, 12 received more funds
under the Block Grant in its first.year of imp lemen-
tation than they had under the antecedent programs .
the year preceeding the Block Grant: 16 districts.
 received less. Overall the 28 sample districts _
received a_ 30 percent reduction o% Eun s in the first

. ZImplementation (FY 1980 to FY 1981), 3$46.4 million,
*~» - than they did under the Block Grant, (FY 198l to FY
1982) $26.9 miliion.

The over $29. million reduction in funds between FY
1981 and FY 1982 in_ the 16 sample districts which

9. _
' mately 40 percent of the total reduction in appropri-
’ ationsiunderitheiﬁiockiﬁrantn,toistates; _
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Grant with FY 1980 funding. Based on that comparison,
4 of the sample received more funding under the Block
_Grant and 24 1 - , '

)

Due to the large size of many ESAA

districtsgthatihadireceiyediiarge SAX grants_tended
toiiosemthe most Federal funding under the Block

ordered desegregation‘plans tended toghave the largest
ESAA -rants, sakale districts -seratin-eunder cour%-

ments. while Block Grant funds were distributed
) accordin= to enro TIRET

- Qroportions4of4noniwhiteistndents tended to receive.
higher Chapter 2 allocations. On the other hand, no

statistical relations ware observed between funding

< patterns unaer EH EI ck Grant ana districts '
o
_ 4
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:E9rcent;of4district4budget4fromiEederaiisourcesfea
 state's "high cost! factor._ inixtsaehapteriiiformnia+4or
a future state fiscal capacity indicator.
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lior d by stateediseretionary grants funded out oOf
the state's Block Grant set-aside funds. ' However,

former . non-ESAA dIstricts also received additional

; éhapter 2, ECIA resources from these st2te-operated

Q?‘

discretionary grants. i
The amount of funds received under the Chagter )
2-funded, state-operated discretionary grants varied
widely among the sample districts. For i1nstance,
districts in the sample 1ncreased their Chapter 2

state decisions on the allocations of discretionary

funds; 10 districts; however; received less than a 2

percent increment fram the diséretionary grants;
including 5 which received noé additional funding at
‘all.

9
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Council of Great\City Schools reports overstat
losses of their largest member ¢ o

BACKGROUND

While the Chapter 2, ECIA Block Grant accounts for a rela— .

tively modest proportion of the U.S. Department of Education s
[ED] FY 1982 budget for elementary/secondary education programs

(less than 8 percent), congiderable attention has been focused on

its first year of implementation: One of the most frequently

raised issues pertaining to the new Block Grant has been its

effects on large, urban schooi; distrxcts.

. Even before  the final FY 1982 appropriation had been estab-
lished for the Block Grant:.in July 1982, the Couricil of Great
City Schools [CGCS] claimed that urban schools would lose more

than 60 percent of tHe funds they received the year before under -

the consolidated antecedent programs. This CGCS report, “Anaiy-

sis of the FY82 and FY83 Reagan Budget Proposals on Urban

Schools" released in February 1982 indicated that estimates

rather than actual Chapter 2. allfocations were used as the basis
for this feported 60 percent cit in funds for ;its member
distrxcts Part of the motivationlfor the current analysis was

Block Grant inm the nation's largest cities and districts. After-
this analysis was 1nitiated, CGCS released a second report,

% "Trefids in Federal Funding to Urban Schoois- A Progress Report-

i
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on the Reagan Years," which includes _self-reported Block Grant
e ] rjr its member districts The results of the current

memorandum (sSee pp: 25-28):

also reported that "iarge urban centers [are} the big losers
under the block grant program and that the "loss of ESAA funds
has crippled desegregation projects" noting further that "funds
are simply not availablé in the guantity necessary” to carry out
many former desegregation activities.* An tunreleased analysis of
ED's Office of General Council, on the other hand,: indicated that
l7 of the nation s 28 largest districts and c1ties either

and F? 1982. However; neither of these studies or any of the

available- Chapter 2 Block Grant analyses containeﬂ canprehens ive

Objectives of this Analysis

) In February 1983, ED Office of Planning, Budget,,and
Evaluation contracted Wlth the Education Analysis Center for

State and Local Grants to conduct a limited analysxs of the

funding patterns under the Education Block Grant in the country s

largest dIStrIctS and cities and an exploratory xnvestigation of

a separate analysis memorandum later this spring.

To examine local ‘funding patterns of the Education Block

Grant in the largest districts amd cities,; the Center's staff:

(1) selected a sample of the school districts to be examined in

consultation with ED officials; (2) collected data on the allo=
’g;ons to these districts under the antecedent programs for FY

1980 and FY 1981 .and allocatdions under the Blogk Grant for FY

3

1982: and, (3) campiled, information on relevant demographic,
fiscal, and prégrammatic features of the sample districts. Each

of thése analysis act1v1t1es is discussed more fuily below.

VA)

' Improvement—"

(ArIington:
‘March 1983, p- 15, .
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The sample used for this analysls results fran a two—-part
purposive selection process. Initially, the 20 districts with
the largest public elementary/secondary enrollments in the
country were selected. Secondly, those districts which are
located in the nation's 20 largest cities were selected. These

two subsets were then merged (some districts, of course, being.

included in both subsets) resulting in a final sample of 28
districts. .

In rank order¥*; accordtng to publlc school enrolliment, the

20 largest districts ares:

(1) New York._ CityL (11) Broward County., FL

(2) Los Angeles, ‘CA (12 Fairfax County, VA

(3) Chicago, IL , (18) Dallas, TX

(4Y philadelphia, PA T (14) Memphis, TN

(5) Dade County, FL 'X5) San Diego; CA. o
(6)« Detroit, MI (16) }lsborough County, FL
(7) Hawaii - -+ (17) Wa hington, D.C.
(8) Houston ,TX * {18) Baltimore County, MD
{9) Prince Georges Cognty. MD (19) Duval County, FL
{10) Baltimore City, MD * (20) Montgomery Ccunty, MD

In addition 8 districts located .in,l1 of the 20 Iargest

cities but not among the 20 largest d;strxcts included in the

sample and listed in rank -order** .according to public school
enrollment are

ndlanapolls, iﬁ

{1) Boston, MA : (5).1

(2) Cieveland; OH ; \ {6)/ San_Antonio, TX _ 7

(3) Milwaukee, WI (7) san Francigscos €A~ |
(8) san Jose, CA - -

¢{4) Columbus, OH .

*Pusrto Rico was excluded fram’this sample sirice the set-aside
appropriations under some of the antecedent programs for Puerto

Rico precluded cros s-time ccmpari;sons oanparable to other
districts in this sampie. While Phoenix, Arizona is ranked as

the eleventh largest city, it was excluded because 13 segarate

districts operate public. elementary and secondary programs in

Phoenix. Rank ordering is based on enrollment data from the most

recently iggssed (September 1980) Market Data Retrieval Tape.
EMDR] Us “enrollment data collected fram a September 1983
survey conducted by Education Week; it was determined that while
the rank ordering varied slightily using 1980 MDR versus l9§
enrollment data, the same 20 districts had the largest pub

school enrollments in both ;1980 and 1983.

ic

3

**ionolulu was ranked as the 12¢h largest city: however; because
it operates a single school system across the state; the state of

Hawaii rather than Honolulu was 1ncluded In the sample.
— " ’ ' _f,;
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" Characteristics of the Sample Districks - - )

This sample includes districts in 15 states and the District

“ﬂof Columbia-~12 in the South, 3 in the Northeast, 7 in the North -
. Central; and 6 in the: ﬁfSt' . )
,JV" (

These 28 dlstricts enroll approximately 1l parcent of the
country's elementary and secondary public school studeénts. - The -
total Chapter 2 funding received by these districts, including ™

both formula and state discretionary grants, accounts for over, 13

. percent .of the total FY 1982 Block Grant appropriations to the SO .
'gtates, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.** 1In

camparison; they received approximately 18 percent of total

appropriations for the antecedent programs in FY 1980 and FY 1981

(18.4 percent and 17.7 percent; respectiveiy) -

1980 or FY 1981 _Fourteen of the 28 dlstricts are members of the
Council of Great City Schools (listed on page 17). .

Data were collected for each of the sample districts tg
determine whether there were relatlcnships between changes in

funding levels (antecedent programs vs. BlockgGrant allocations)

and certain district characteristics: ' These characteristics and

data sources are presented in Table 1. A fuller discussion of

these dlstrxct characteristics is contained in Appendix A.

‘Sources and Limltations of Flscal pata

tated the use of existing documents and data files whenevegiiii

‘possible. Complete fiscal data for the sampie districts' feder-

ally administered antecedent program in FY 1980 and FY 1981 were
obtained from the Assistan Management Procurement Service
EAMPS] file. _The General cation Provision &ct [GEPA] _data
file ébﬁtéiﬁéd,&lldéétidﬁﬂdété for the state administered pro-
grams in FY 1980 for 16 of_ the. §5ﬁpl§'di§t;ict§., We relied on a
combination of Council of Great City School data*** and a limited,
number of telephorne intervieWs with state and Federal officials

?*Regional divisions are those used by the U.S. _ Department of

Commerce Bureau of the Census, in Current Populatlon Survey
tabulatioas; ) _ . : .

Y

**Hawaii and the District of COIUmbia received the FY 1982 "floor

——— - —— —

amount" (.5 peragent of SEA/LEA Block: Grant total).

***Tables in Analysis of the FY82 and FY83 Reagan Budget

Proposals on Urban Schoois“ (Washington, D C.); February 1§32

,,.t
- :
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- ? TABLE 1 * ,
i DISTRICT CHARACTERiSTfCS EXAMiNEB AND DATA SGURGES
_ DISTRICT ’ / : - , .
CHARACTERISTIC - L DATA SOURCE - 7 " DATE
e ,1980-1981 enrollment Markqt Data Retrieval tape September
R , ; - . 1981
iééi-i?é3.€ﬁf61ﬁiéﬁé' Education Weék survey . September
1 ' : ' } . 1983
Percent non-white Office> for Civii\Riéﬁié tape 1979-80
Poverty level o Market Data Retrieval tape ‘September
E (Orshansky index) L “ : © 1980

.éerfpup;l; : . National Center .for Educa- - ,1979-80° .
expenditu:e o tion Statistics tﬁbles 5

stgg;gt tax effort ‘Bureau of Census Eiﬁiéé . 1979-80
index , .

> : , .

Percent of district ‘ National Center for Educa- 1979-80
budget from Federal, tion Statistics table = U ..
state, local sources ' ? o .

— - N . o .

ReGion . . Bureau of Census tabl’é 1979-80

Percent of State ED tables B i§82—83
Chapter 2; EGIA - !
setraside - ) ) '

Chapter 2, ECIA "high~ National Committee for 1982-83
cost" student dis- Citizens in_ Educatlon :
tribution formula table

?ugﬁgéiéﬁéﬁé fiscal - School Finance SE6&§.Eé§6§E . 1982 . 7

i capacity Indxcator ‘ } E ’ v, .

Desegregation plan . Office for Civil Rights tape  1979-80

- status ‘ _

- - = F‘ M - —_— e e e -

Allocatlons of Ante- Asslstance Managgment 77777 FY 1980
cedent programs - Procurement. System fllés, v and

, : fggggggl Bducation Pro-" FY 1981
: . ’ ' visionm &ct files, U.S.. '
Bepartment f Education

5 B . - tables;. ]
7, /ﬁ . City Sdhools tables, o
) ) interview data T

- -
«
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Block Grant funiigg lavals EOr,thesg districts were obtained from
on-going Chapter 2 studies, officials from ED's Chapter 2 program
office, and limited phone interviews with state Chapter 2 offi-
cials. "

:

A fuller discussion of the dxsparities in funding data for

programs is presented in Appendix B: ‘However, it

the antecedent]

that available figures include only funding

should be not
received direc
grants. A schp
rect services
are not reflec
district migh
- from a program such :

obtained substantial indirect resggrcgsilggluding edgggt;gggl

frgn,the,Blodk,Grant or_antecedent programs,; that
ted in these figures. For example, even: though a
have received a limited amount of direct funds

1 such as Teacher Corps, it might also have

interns, curyiculum specialists, and matérials from the affiii-

ated university that are not reflected in dits Teacher Corps allo-
. cation. Thug; there is some reason to suspect that these fiscal
data systematically understate; to at least a limited degree; the
resources provided by the antecedent and . Block Grant programs in
these distrigts. On the other haid, these data are likely to
overstate the funds available to public school students since
nonpublic School students were eligible for services and )
materials under several of the anteredent _programs and are to
receive a parable level of services under Chapter 2, ECIA to

that received by their public school counterparts.
. _
L~
FINDINGS
A National §ér§pécti0é

«

' The 28 dlstrlcts in this sample previously received between

3 to 10 grants from the funded programs consolidated into th
'Education Block Grant. Table 2 lists by, title of legislative

authorization tHe 20 antecedént programs received Ey 1 or more of
these 28 districts.

Tltle IVB of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act [ESEA]

The largest program consolidated into. Chagterrzfq;s the

program, whé&ch in FYf 1981 received an appropriation of $161 mil- '

lion: That program involved state administered formula grants.

with funds distributed to each state according_ to the number of
school—age children. In contrast,.the second largest program. -
consolidated into Chapter 2, the Emergency School Aid Act [ESAA],

was a competitive grant program to assist school districts uader—‘

going desegregation. Funds appropriated to the ESAA program in
fiscal year 1981 totaled almost $l¢9 million: P

—— =

ly by these distrlcts as fiscal agents of Federal .-

TomEEE ottt et WD == ST ray=e¥ === ==__
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TABLE 2 ~
’ o 1
A NATIONAL OVERVIEW OF THE FY 1980 AND 1981 APPRCPRIATIONS FOR
PROGRAMS CONSOL IDATED INTO CHAPTER 2, ECIA BLOCK GRANT
. TO STATE EDUCATION Aeemles"
Vi
e . FY 1980 FY 1981 o PERCENT; OF
~«| LEGISLATION : w AM ADMINISTRATION FUNDING FUND ING FY 1981 FUNDING
‘ ; (F = FEDERAL) . t000s) (000s) :
— -~ (S = STATE) - i
ESEA |
TITLE i , 5.2
' BASIC SKILLS INPROVEVENT F 8,175, 5,474 50
o LAW RELATED EDUCATION Fo: 998 1,000 .
TITLE 111 . : 1.7
METRIC EDUCATiON F. 1,838 ' 1,380 -
ARTS ‘IN EDUCATION . F 1,28 -i,120 -
- CONSUMERS EDUCATION F 3,617 1,3% . b
) BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES F : 3,000 3,000 )
i INTER-CULTURAL UNCERSTAND ING F 2,000 1,982 . .
CITIES IN SCHOOLS F 2,8%0 2,645 .
PUSH FOR EXCELLENCE F 1,000 825 . -
" TITLE IV : ; 44.5
$ B INST'L. MATS & L.iB. RESOURCES S 170,97% 1615000 31.5
T - 1MPROVEMENT IN LOCAL ED. PRAC. S 146,353 66,130 3.0
TITI:E v A . o - 8.2
STHENGTHENING SEA, MGMT. s 50,857 42,073 8.2
TITLE vn e S - C 2941
EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID ACT (ESAA) F 240,885 148,634 291
TITLE Vil | , , o S . o _;
COMMUNITY SCHOOLS " F 3,132 3,107 . 15N
TITLE IX ’ C ) v ' ' 1.5 g0
A .GIFTED AND TALENTED: F 6,123 5.652 Tol
g ' ETHNIC HERITAGE STUDIES F 2,994 2,2%0 . - i
—————— - S —
.. 5 7 / \. Y . [
TITLE V S 7‘ o - B
A ' TEACHER CORPS F 29,668 21,810 4.3 -
3 TEAQHER CENTERS F 12,998 9, loo 1.8
N
NAT!, SCIENCE FOUNDATION ACT .
o PO _ Ll . : )
: | PRECOLLEGE SCIENCE , F 1,075 1,873 .
TEACHER TRAINING . : . ‘ . , -
CAREER EDUCATION INCENTIVE ACT . R
CAREER EDUCATION '* s - 14,307 ° {0,000 2.0
- S ; . - TOTAL 723,082 510,366
® = LESS THAN | PERCENT L
**  EXCLUDING. FOLLOW THROUGH AND SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY FUND , : .
SQURCE: U.S. Boparfmam‘ of Educaflon tables ™Block Grant for lmpr‘ovlng School °rcgrams, E-fiiéii_ Year .
A Ry "“!r-"k ¥oas frm tancnulns Snkeol Beagcsamg, Tiscnl Vasr 19210 ,
- y e .
a°. ° N U ; . - . -
S — S ¥ ~ »

ERIC
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Because the funds..ware concentrated in a relatxvely small

number of districts; mandy ESAA recipients were awarded sizaable

.grants. The 24 districtg in: this sampie which cperated ESAA

prlation in FY 1980, and 33‘percent in FY 1981. Natidnwide;, ESAA
funds made up about 29 percent of the total FY 1981 allocations
for the antecedent programs; whereas, in these 28 districts; ESAA
funds accounted, on average, for 65 percent of the antecedent

program funding level. In-contrast;, while Title IVB,! ESEA con-

tributed to’ over 31 percent of the national FY 1981 ‘antecedent

funding 1ldvel, the sample 28 districts drew on average, only 17

. 5percent $f thelr antecedent aliotments from this program in FY
1981. ¢ : - M
\,; . ¥

Nationally. the overall funding level for the antecedant
program was cut by more than a third before the Blogck Grant,
largely as a resul& of large cuts for ESAA (38 percent) and Title.

IVC, ESEA {55 percent) between FY 1980 and FY 1981. As Table 3

lustrates (Column S) the "average cut in the 28 sample districts

closely tracked this overali reductlgn.
A Three-Year Funding History for the Largest Biatricts and
C1t1es_ .h -
Jv

) Table 3 presents a three-year budget hlstory for the antej
cedent programs and the Block Grant in each of the sample dis="
tricts. Overall, these large districts had a little over half
the funds under:‘the Block Grant in FY 1982 than they had under

the consolidated antecedent programs two yeare earlier. even

though four districts in the sample actually.increased their

budget over this three-year period. It should be noted that the

Chapter 2; EC€IA funding levels cited throughout this anailydis

include formula amounts_and any discreticnary grants funde& by
Chapter 2, ECIA in FY 1982. The discretionary grants are -
dlscussed in more detail later in this memorandum (pp. 18-21)

___wWhile 3\samE}§vééeSESC*s,iaeltimore,ggggty. Chicago, amd

Fairfax County) recognized substantial increases in fugging (over

50 percent) during this three-year period; 14 of the di8tricts in

— - __ < - _-___ __ — I i I oy - =

. the sample lost more than half the funds received .2 years earlier

under the antecedent programs. Two Ohio districts; Cleveland and

Columbus;,; were hardest hit_ with muiti-million doltar .cuts;
representing greater than 85 percent. reductlons over this thqee-
year period.

However, a sizeable portlcn of these overall cuts in the )
sample districts occurred before the programs were _consolidated.

In actual dollars, the 28 districts lost, in aggregate, consider-

ably more funds the year before the Block Grant (i-e.; between FY
1980 and FY 1981) thana%ﬁéy did the year of the Block Grant--
$46.4 million vs. $26.9 million. :

d
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' FlSCAI EFFECIS ¥ WE CHAPTER 2, ECIA AEOK GWI ON

28 LARGE ST DISTRICTS D CITIES: CROSS-TINE QONPARISONS

R j X S N % | B 9
FY 1980 Fund | FY 1981 Fn- | FY 1982 wowt | Porante | Awowt Porcont | Maount Porcont
ing Lovel for | lng Lavel for | Fundlng. Olikrexs’ | Dithrames | Oltkans | Olfkrans | Dtterancs | Olisrance
Aitacadant Antecodsnt Lovel for | FY 1980-81 FY i%0-81 | FY I%B1-& | Y i9Bi-82 | FYi9B0-82 | Fi 1960-82
Prarom Proge s Chepter 2, -
N 4 EFIA Black
Grait®
L) L]
| RISIRICES - - -
| Baltinore 105,08 | 00628 | Laegss |- swe |00 14 D08 Ly |- e -1.6
Bal t lnore Co. 550,193 60,97 | B9 |+ 1 T R IR Mg | B0 #1.6
Bos fon 3,332,080 699,005 901,05 | - s | 2 | unm W |- e 519
broward 2,28; 361 1,0R,3% e | - B0y 310 - —|- — #5150} T D 1 L1y 3 el
Chicogo 3000 | sy | ewease |4 sumes | wes |- ason -6 |+2,085% | 8
 Claialind sass,08e | coesam [ nam |- oaosiee | a0 | - S0460 51 |GLBEN | RO
" Columbus 50,58 | 3,990,7% BB20 |- 2,190,609 s | -Lmgw | oes |- denom 8.0
Dade o 1 100,06 2,624,959 3091906 | - 84600 g4 |+ mw 0o . [+ 060|499
Dallas. KR T ] isiogg |- 10 | s NRR AN |- | 620
Dakialt ;304,00 4,330,600 53050 | - R1mn 390 |- 151,08 B4 | =392, 331
Duval Co, 12,199, 181,100 e - swom | oos | 4206 18 |- wm | om0
Falrla Co. 95,056 510019 00,9 |+ naee YN K0 W[+ 2% | #8
Haval) 1,007, m 1,859,183 LI |- 2% | s [ D |- 1,m0,1% X
Ml 5B oigh Co‘ 1,161,350 8%, 098 %08 |- 2620 2.3 |+ 1090 ICH - TH ) I Y
B | toustn ] L 2ImaE | 2,109,600 oSN |- seEs | a8 04 [~ eo |
oL 1l angpoll s L0240 | 08800 BLe60 |+ M Wi | - 2,5,09 158 |- 13150 44,2
Los Angeles 9,80,%0 | 1045038 | 8,000 |- 9ymE0 | 2. f- 299 S EIREE L S
Hoagh 15 1,209,441 1,043,532 105, |- W | -ies |+ 10 Vo |- whle | -9
Nllvaukee 8,571,592 1,185,600 2698008 [~ oo | -el |- %000 5.6 |- %098 4.4
Maiitgomary Go. 1,189,515 835,108 Ca0088 f - GAI0 | bWk |- N8R -%.8
how York 20,165,781 | 14,525,080 1 SSU068 | - 6,800,08 34| - 970,886 05 |- 9610913 45
Prill adéphl & 8781436 560,099 | 534635 | - 3,10, 560 |- 2,00,1% 68 |- 525091 49,8
Prince Geo. Co. 1,59,13) 511,568 1,003,599 |- 88,145 S92 [+l W2 |- 36 B9 -
San Antonlo . 760,22 TR I IR L S LT i o 1 st N 8 Vi |- ®on | -
San Ologo. 6,004,316 's,m,aol LRI |- 2,255 Il |- 1560 00 [ 3,090,11 -62.)
Ry oS I STOYT: L I TT NTUO NI (% I (R T G- Lmeie | s
§an Jose | s | Wy |- loglet |10 |- ¥ 63 |- s -
_Mashington, 0.C. f 6,445,608 4,622:6% L e o Lo o L e e . et W LI LY 6.1
AL | I,000887 9,594,100 63,6%,45 - ¥,4%,180 V8 26,000,868 A TN 339

N

~ SOURCES: FY 1980 and F§ 1980 fndlng levels for anlacadent proy ams for Iodirnlly adalilstarad pr oy on vere obtalnad fron the Asslstance Management Pr o ement

1[

Sorvice INPSI 1lle; for stat sdlnlstéred progaas lron Ganeral Educatlon Provisions Act (GePAI [1ies IFYI9B0), interviews with siate olficlals, stats documsnts,

of Mdles In tha Concll of Graat Clly Schools, "Analysls of tha F182 and FYBY Raagaii Badipt Prcposals og Urban Sdnooll * Fobruary 1982, FY 1982 funding level for
Cbaptor 2, ECIA Black Gron voro oblalned from laterviews nlth state Chepter 2 of(iclals In April 1983 unless ofherwlse Indicated. o

2 Sourco Chapter 2 0tfice, V. 5 Depnrtmnt.ol Emlbn-
b Soarce: 13blas I NIEES cais stidlas o Copter 2 Implesentatlon.
€ Source: UsS Departmnt of Educatbon, hble "% ducation Comolldat lon and lnprovomnt Act Chq)tor 2 Y 19R Appr@rlotlon--CoMlmlm Resolutlon IF Ina)).*

liawal | and the Dlstrict of Colusbla ara mmllos bacause of thelr status as large LEAS and as States; hovewer, Title ¥ progroms are not Included Ia the
Q antecadent proyon fotals lor thosa w0 dsiricts In order to Rave Comparib e data lor aachi of 1t 20 tample datrlcts, -

KC pler 2 mounts {ncluda both Iomla and dlscrel kmry o‘ann recalved by these distr Icts In FY 1982,

skl SO LA
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In 'p'ér'cén'tag'é terms, these 28 district l’cjsit,’ on average, 3‘4

, the Block Grant (between FY 1981 and FY 1982) In the year

-~ === == 22 =7 - £ - =t =

before the Block Grant, 5 of the districts recognized increases.

greater than 5 percent and. 23 took cuts greater than 5 percent in

their ggiegeqegtigrogra@ funding levels. Under the Block Grant,
tQ of districts received greater than 5 percent funding
increases gyd 14 lost more than 5 percent compared to Wh?t/fhey

received a Wyear earlier under the antecedent programs.

4
¥

1981 and FY 1982 funding levels, were Baltimore County, Boston,

The 3 blggest w1nners under the Block Grant, ccmparlng FY

and Prince Georges County: the biggest losers included Cleveland,

Co lumbus, and Indlanapclrs, alt with declines greater than 75

percent cver a two-year period.

-

The $29 million loss in funds . between FY 1981 and FY 1982

for the 16 "loser distrlcts 1n thls sample acc0unts f0r approil-

the Biock Grant to states. -

Characteristics of "Wlnner, and Loser" Districts

Table 4 divides the sample districts into "winners" and
"losers" under the Block Grant (FY 1981 to FY 1982). Within

these two categorles, the districts are ordered according to the

magnitude (in terms of percent) of their increase or decrease

under the Block Grant, and certain characteristics of-the
districts are indicated. , .
As Table 4 indicates, 12 of the largest dlstrrcts and cities

gained funds under the Block Grant, compared to what they had

received the year before under the antecedent programs. On the

other hand, 16 of the distrxcts lost funds in the first year of -

the Block Grant:

Block Grant Funding Patterns in Former ESAA Districts

Districts 'with the largést ESAA grants generally suffered

the most severe cuts under the Block Grant: The 4 largest

losers, in terms of percant loss (Columbus,; iIndianapolis; Cleve-

land and Mllwaukee), each preVLOUsty had muiti-million dollar

ESAA grants; whereas, all of the winners either had _no ESAA grant
or relatively small sized ESAA grants (under 3600, 000). In fact,

10 of the ii districts in-this sample which lost more than 1
million dolilars each under the Block Grant had multi-million
dollar ESAA grants in the preVious year.* On average,,the 4

—t.

7 . — o
*The other district, Washington; D.C.; recelved $573,642 in ESAA

grants in FY 198%:

¥ | iz
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: TABLE 4
" BIGGEST WINNERS AND LOSERS AND SELECT DISTRIET
CHARACTERISTICS, FYB1 to FY82
Percent A - .
o : Increase or  ESAA DéSégFégé%iéﬁ ‘Percent
District Decrease  Grant 1981 Plan { non-white

3

Winners

Boston - *#112.7 - 63,322 - Court-ordered 65
Prince Georges Co. -+45.2 4,555 : Voluntary 54
Baltimore Co. 133.7 . -0 None ; 14
Fatrfax Co: .o423:7 o, Lt 0 : None 14
Baltimore €ity +21.3 .0 ~ None 79
Dade Co. +18.0 593,580 Voluntary 68
Hawaii o +17.7 434,170 Voluntary 75
Hi1lsborough Co. +11.8 - 511,020 Court-ordered 25
San Antonio + 8.6 215,985 Voluntary 89
Duval Co. +5.8 314,287 Court-ordered 38
Montgomery Co. + 4.2 - 319,350 Voluntary ' 21
Memphis + 0.7 ' 389,511 Voluntary 76

e

Losers . R

Columbus - 78.6 3,171,562 Court-ordered 40
Indianapolis - 75:8 1,985;275 Court-ordered 1
Cleveland 4,160,674 Court-ordered 72
Milwaukee . 6,866,250 Court-ordered 55
San Jose _ 63.5 ... 0 Court-ordered . 36
Washington; D.C. 52.7° - 573,682 voluntary - 96
Dallas 43.1 1,770,013 Court-ordered -~ 70
San Diego 40.1 2,989,351 ‘ Court-ordered 45
Philadelphia 36.8 2,909,555 Court-ordered 71
Broward Co. 34,9 1,405,514 Yoluntary . 28

[}
N~
[E, 03]
[~2 0,8

Yo
(3]
N
.
~J

San Francisco 34.7 882.339  vVoluntary 8

L A A N
[
[ N ~X
(=<}

Detroit ' 25.4 3,388,321 ' Court-ordered 88
Ltos Angeles 22.8 6,958,231 Court-ordered 76
New York 6,184,208 Court-ordered . 74
""""" 1;414;730 Court-ordered 75
1,813,025 Voluntary 81

=)
o
c
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=
[
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;under the Block. Grant.  In cont st, ‘the 24 former ESAA districts
in the sample took a 81 percent¥cut, on _average, in the Block,

- Grant year. The size of & district's§ ESAA grant in both FY 1980
and FY 1981 was strongly related to the amount of decline or
increase under the Block Grant, the percent decline or increase

(FY 1981 to FY 1982),4and the Biock Grant amount received.

Relatxonshxpc Between Block Grant' Pundlng Levels and Other
Digtrict Characterlstlcs

related to the magnltude of fundlng loss or galn (both ;n terms
of percent. and actual dollars) in these 28 districts. That is,
samp le dlstrlcts operating under court-cdrdered desegregation "1

plans took large proportional cuts and received larger total dol- N

lar reductions under the Block Grant compared to districts which

operated uynder voinnta:y,desegregatlon plans or which had neither

lans. The generally larger reduc-

_f’ ) tions .in dIstricts operating under court-ordered desegregation

plans were prxmariiy due to the.more substantial ESAA grants
usually received by.such districts. _Only 3 ﬁlstrlcts in the ;
samp le had no formal desegregation plans and none_of these
received ESAA grants; 2 of the 3 increased their fundlngs under

o the Block Grant. Six of the 10 dlstrlcts operatlng under voluan-

tary desegregation plans were winners and operated: ‘modest-sized

ESAA projects:; whereas, 12 of the 15 districts operating under

court—ordered_desegrEgatlon pians lost funds under the Block

Grantliisach of these 12 dxstrxcts, except San Jose; operated
ESAA programs with budgets in excess of one million dollars in FY.

1981. . : w? *

. Because the largest ESAA grants tended t be targetéd to ;mgﬁ:ﬁ
‘ clcy dlstrlcts w1th supstantial non-white enrolhnents while Block

Grant funds are dtstrlbuted according to enroIlment—based

( : ' formulas, the amount of Chapter 2 lars received by the 28

sample districts was found to be related to the percent of

non-white students enrolled in these: dlstrvgts.

deration given to "hlgh cost” students in states' Ghapter 2

distribution formula, future state fiscal capacity indicator; or

the Chapter 2 state set-aside percent.

Ipformation uncovered about’ how states are using part. of
their gﬁaptér 2 state. §ét:é§1dé'td fund§ discretionary projects

14




<
underestimation of Ghapter 2 funds to urban schools reported in

" the Council of Great Cxty Schools' analy51s of the Chapter 2

) fundxng change. R -
24

Only three other district characterlstics assessed were ‘ P

related to changes in funding "“patterns under the Block Grant in

these 28 _large districts. As expected, the ampunt of ‘a dis=—

tricts' Block Grant was strongly related to its total enrollmentl/

No statistical relationship was observed,; nowever, .between: total

enrollment and the percent or absqlute decrease in funmds under_

the Block Grant. er pupll expendltures were 1nver§§¥? related

3
) ‘”'—‘J‘L\‘h‘fj j\“.‘.

1982 (the Block. Grant year) buf not to the percent reduction/in-

crease or the size of the Block Grant award in the 28 districts.

Finally; county districts (e.g.., ‘Faitrfax, Dade, Hillsborough, and

Montgomery) systematically fared better under the ‘Block Grant

canpared to city districts. These county districts also, how-

ever, either received no or only moderate sized ESkﬁ%gFEnts; thus

confounding the observed relatlonship between county status and

Chapter 2 funding patterns ln the sample dlstrlcts. -

Underestimates of Chapter 2 Funding for FY 1982 Reported oy the
Council of Great Cxity Schools N

'

In February 1982 the Council of Great clty Sdhools reported

_that "urban schools will be forced to exchange their present $91

million in speclal purpose ED monies for $36 million in general

aid under the new consolldatlon program”.* This widely cited

estimate of a 60 percentideclinegxn fundlng,for large, urban _
districts was based on estimates*¥* rather than actual Chapter 2
‘al}oggt}ogsisince app#oprlations were set. for the program iive

.

In February _ 1983, _ CGCS released a second report on- the iy

fiscal impacts of the Block Grant on its member districts.” This.-

report, assumingly *using. actuai rather than estimated figures..

. indicated that Council of Great City School districts lost 45.5

percent of the funds received the previous year under the ante-

cedent programs.**+¥

. o . . o N o L
- *"Analysis of the FY82 and FY83 Reagan Budget Proposals on Urban
Schools” - .

**The CGCS report notes in the first page of Appendlx A'that L

{ “[e]stimates for allocations under Chapter 2 were arrived at by
\ granting to each system dollars which were comparable to each
\ district's share of its state's enrollment, plus a small

Y T R T i

! correction for poverty."
##%"Trends in Federal Funding to Urban Schools: A Progress
Report onfthe Reagan Years"* v

o y S -
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Both the .60 percent figure and the revised 45.5 percent
reported decline, however, vary significantly from the much lower
29.8 percent decline found in the 28 largest districts and cities

' (14 of which are CGCS members) and reported earlier in this

memorandum. Some of the differences in the reported funding
levels under the Block Grant results from overlapping, but non-
identical samples: That is; only 14 of the CGCS member districts
(listed in Table 5) are among the; 28 largest districts and cities
in the nation. . ‘ ' .

However, a,aaﬁpargipn of. CGCS reported Chapter 2 allocations

and those used for this analysis for the 14 overlapping districts

reveals that the CGCS.consisténtly reported lower amounts in both
of their reporis. The initial CGCS report systematjcally and
Substantially underestimated the actual block grant allocations
for each of its 14 largest member districts. As indicated in
Table 5 (see column 6). CGCS underestimates of Chapter 2 funds to
its largest districts averaged almost &5 percent._ Milwaukee_
receivad more than three times the amount estimaed by CGCS: Ban

“Prancisco.and Detroit nearly twice the amount edtimated. - -

At least three factors are related to this initial, sib-

stantial underestimation of Chapter 2 funding le@éié by CGCS for
its largest member districts. , ‘ c o

. First, CGCS derived its initial estimates of these

districts' ¢hapter 2 allotments at least six to seven months __
prior to Congress finally setting the FY 1982 appropriation for
the Block Grant. Comparing fiscal data presented in’ the second

€GCS report for its largest member districts to those estimated a
year earlier, (see Table 5, column 5) reveals that by their own

2w =z _Z4 T N

' reports CGCS's substantially underestimated (an average 42

oercent, underestimation) the formula Chapter 2 allocation to

: thééé;diéﬁricts through its initial estimation procedures:

\ The second CGCS report, however, while based on'more recent

s

a

.

information regarding Chapter 2 allocations, still consistently
under reports the amounts received by the 14 districts. A

. camparisop of the CGCS reported Chapter 2 allotments to the

'in some of

JRSNEES ol

*

formula afounts used in their analysis shows that the CGCS
reports the same amount for three districts, higher amounts' for
three districts and lower amounts for the remaining. eight_ o
districts. Overall the CGCS reports a total Chapter 2 allocation
Wwhich:is 9 percent lower than the total weé determined for the 14
districts: It is likely that some of this difference is due to
CGCS only reporting .Chapter 2 funds used for public school =
students (%éﬁf subtracting amounts used for nonpublic studentF)
hese districts. | - 7

~ _In_addijion to the under reporting of the formula amounts,
the CGCS reports do not account for the additional Chapter 2
funding received by districts through the sometimes sizeable

:discretionary grants.awarded by states, usually out of their

T

5f Lo Ji// ié: . - y | -
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‘. COMPARISON OF FY 1982 CHAPTER 2, ECIA FUNDING LEVELS IN CGCS
; ANALYSES TO MORE RECENT INFORMATION ON CHAPTER 2 FUNDING Y
IN SBLECT LARGE DISTRICTS AND CITIES ;
% 2 3 " 5 6 "7
. Estllmo ﬁép&i of |Formala z\muni‘ Total éﬁwfaF 2 Fé?&flf Peilf:éflf Percent
2, | of Cptor 2 | Chpter 2 [Reported by | Avards (Formuta | Oifference | Dltferance [ OIffersnce
Fundlng In | Fundlng In |State Chapter 2 |+ Dl'sgrétlﬁiiary) Batmn Twa BBWOB_I_I__ Bomol_l__
o Feb 198 | Feb. 1983 [OfHclals or US Reports| OXCS 1982 | CACS 1983
\ CGCS Report® | 0GCS ~ {Othér Hore : Report aiid Report an(
t | Report*®  |Recent Souroce ¢+ | votal | Total |
N | Chapter'2 | Chapter 2
piswmIcTS | ... .| ¢ S
Baitlmore CHy, D | $1,063,015 |[#1,398,608 |$1,3%, 8760 %865 | 6 34,0 #.0
Boston, WA . 577,492 | 1,001,068 gm o | 1,400,4 LRI TR B G X
Chicago, IL 3,728,305 | 5,500,000 [ 6,331,719 6,358,256 1S | 4108 | 5.6
Cleveland; OH 680,665 | 1,021;813 | 1,010,187 1,234,187 #50.1 81,3 | 208 -
Dade Ca. FL — 1,918,668 | 2,160,698 | 2,160,692 | 3,097,586 Hae | Wid HiL
Dal fas; TX | o1 M0 f | 853,197 | 1094640 |- 1,510,985 38 | Bhg | B3
Detrolt, M 1,140, 730 | 3,418,852 | 3,341,562 | 3,381,582 96,4 | 1943 =l
Los Angeles, CA " 4,400,760 | 7,991,535 | 8,061,917% 8077 3l 81,6 83,5 v #el
Momphls; TN %1, 370 048,066 | 1,051;219¢ 1:0% 279 1 +9,3 +0.9
Milvaokee; Wl - 16530 | 2;697,606 | 2;19%;606° 2,695,606 42528 42522 0.1
New York; NY 8,523,280 | &470,000 Io 996;152b. 11,554,866 0.6 TH35.6 L | 43644
Priladolphla, PA " | 1,954,110 | 3,427,651 | '3,442,200 | 3,346,345 +154 81,5 43,5
San Franclsco, CA | 483,188 [ . 832,465 | 1,051,682 1,051,682 #12. H17.1 ] 4263
mnlngton. DiCi; 1,600,315 | 2;187,3%0 | 2,187,309 | .2,187,%0 4208 +8.8 0
Total . 29,474,915 41,878,185 45,681,393 48,575,810 H2.1 64,8 He0 :

%ﬁﬁéii of Great Ciﬁ Schools, Analysis of the FY82 and FY83 Roagan Budget Proposals on Urban Schools," February 1982

**Souncl] of Grest City Schools, "Trends In Fedoral Fanding to tirban Schools: A Prorm Réport on ﬂw Roagan Yom,

Feoroary 1983, | o )
Sinterviews with stato Chpter 2 officlals In ApcH and May 1985, o e

F Igures reported by Divislon of Educat lonal Support, UsSe Deportment of Educanon. SR
CTablas In NIE/PES case studles on Chepter 2 Implomentations - I

4.5, Dopartment of Education table; "Education Consoiidat lon and Illprovmnt Act, ‘

Chaptor 2 FY 1982 Approprluﬂon--(:on’rlmlng Resolution (final).® v
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Block Grant Set-aside amount. A comparison of the Chapter 2

" formula allocations to. the total Chapter 2 awards ormula and . .-

diédrétlbhér? granté) réVéElﬁ thét th§§§ 14 dlﬁtrlCtﬁ r§C§1Véd an

regresentlng, on average a 6/percent increase over the formuia

amounts (column 3) received by these districts. It appears, -
however that:CGCS did not include these Chapter 2 funds in their
reported Ghapter 2 data: : <

G;ant " . . ] 43

é{Elorlda must submit proposals and comtribute 1 to 1 matching

State-Operated Dlscretlonary ?&ograms Funded Under the Block

grants received in addition to C ¢ L 3 in 26 of
the 28 districts during FY 1982.* As indicated in. Table 6, these

discretionary (altern;tivety called "competitxve"’ "incentive

.,

or "minigrants” in the vatious states) added substgntial Chapter

2 resources for eome of the largest districts and cxtIes.

_ Por instance, Dade County, Florlda obtalned an addltional

2 state set-asgdg’for dlstrlcts to teach forelgn language in
elementary grades: Among other gualifications, districts in

funds. Dlstrlcts may, however, use part of their Chapter 2

formula funds to make up their part of the matching funds for

this nartxcutar state-designed discretionary program. Dade

County's share of this. $1 2 million Fiorx&a program. In FY 1982

amount. ; ) . Lo .

.Dallas and Houston, Texas, also received significant incre-
ments to therr FY 1982 formula grants-fraom 2 of the 3 discretion-

ary grant ‘programs operated by Texas with part of its Chapter 2

state set-aside allotment.:. To regoup part of the ESAA funds lost

in several targe districts; Texas established a $1.7 million
desegregation dxscretionary grant program. Qualifying districts
must file ap application with the Texas Education Agency which.
demonstrates how proposed ac¥ivities relate to former ESAA goals.
Dallas drew about $406,000 from this program, and Houston more
than $327,000. _These 2 districts also generated smal ler amounts
(Dallas, S$11,730; Houston $9,750) for consortia to which they

belong for'teacher tralnxng grants modeled on the former ‘Teacher

Corps and Teacher Center programs . .

eleveland also benefxted from a $L50 000 Teacher Coras pro-

ject and $74,000 model guidance program for sex equity sSponsored
by the Oh;o éhapter 2 program. Unlike the discretionary grants

- - n

_*Two of the distrlcts, Hawaii and Washington; P.C. are; in

‘effect;, both an LEA and SEA; and thus; do not suballocate state

set—aSLde funds under dxscretionary grant compegitions.

53 18
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r ~ TheLE
; R e THE EFFECTS OF DISCRETIONARY PROGRAMS FUNDED OUT OF
STATE CHAPTER 2; ECIA STATE SET-ASIDES ON _ -
2 BLOCK GRANT FUND ING LEVELS IN SELECT LARGE DISTRICTS AND CITIES :
1 BE 3 N
26 Districts Frs2 FY8z FY82 Total *
14 States Formila - . Dlscreﬂonary (Fgrmula +
Grant Grafits Awardad Olscretlonary
: Award From State Grants
I : v , Chepter 2 " Award)
Z Set-aside ’
Los Angeles, CA $8,061,917 $ 15,506 $8,077,32% ‘ 2
San Dlego, CTA 2,295,143 0 2,295,143 ‘ 0
. gan_ggagel_scokv 1 nm 582 Q0 1 051 RR’ (o]
< San Jogs, CA 139,453 3,000 142,493 2.1
g Broward County, FL 1,192,223 32,600 1,224,829 2.7
' Dage County; FL g,nsoisg‘z 937,212 3,097,906 43.4 i
Duval County, FL ~ 826,376 ; 9 "826,376 0
Hillsborough Cty;. Fl .. 953,018 14,600 - 367,018 1.5
chicago, | 633,719 | 26835 | 6355296 — — | — — .4 -
Indianapolis, JN 710,328 22,332 732,660 3.1
Bosfon, M | 1,801,493 .0 1,301,493 0
Bgltimore City, MD = 1,358,878 67,987 1,426,365 | _ s.o |
: BaltImore County, MO 802,606 36,690 © 839,296 , 4.6
. -, Montgomery County, MD 813,259 56,796 "~ 870,055 7.0
Prince Georges Ctv; MO 965. 709 77,650 1,043,399 8.0
= |petroit; mi , 3,341,582 40,000 3,381,582 1.2
- New York, NY . ' 19,998, 152 556,714_ 11,554,866 .84
Cleveland, OH . 1,010,187 224 000% 1,234,187 : 22.2
Columbus, OH 696,260 61,980% 758,240 8.9
PhlJadolphla, PA 3,422,204 124,141 3,546,345 36
Memohis: TN 1,051,279 0 1,051,279 ' 0
Dallas, TX _ 1,094,640 - 416,328%* " 1,510,968 ' 38.0
Houston; X~ ° 1,389,425 428 “337,153%* | 1,926,578, 21.2
- SSITI AEEIS. X Jd ~ |- U‘J,gw é" 530 676,220 — . 8.4
i Mi | vaukes, Y1 2,195,606 500,000 . | 2,693,606 228
Falrtax County, VA 622,618_— | -~ 8,333 | 530,952 1.3
. — . : >
TOTAL 55,710, 187 3,611,529 . 59,321,716 © 658
¥ . { }

.U‘.

¢

*FYB2 Chaptbr 2 discretlonary grant awards 1o LEAS and Intermedlary unlts in Ohlo fundsd by FY8I
carryover funds from antecedent programs. 7
'*‘Paﬁ- of these fmds gonera‘t‘ed by sclicol distrlct for comsort lam which may 68 used by any anl+ ln.
consort lum o »

19
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funded ln the other states, Chio generated the $1 9 mxiilon for

Ll

antecedent i rograms.,,C1eyeland received a. total of aimost
$62,000 from the- 2 other discretionary grant programs in Ohio=--a
dropout preveqtion anmd a gifted and.télentéd project.

While 5 of tie:.26 districts received no Jdiscretionary grant

awards in FY 1982, the other 21 didtricts gained more than $3.6

millidn in addition: to the funds obtained fram_ thelr Chapter 2
formula grant awards. - N

’ is;ii:ustrated'in Table 5 states vary- widely in both tﬁé
amount (Column 3) and proportion (Column 4) of the Chapter 2
gtate set-aside they target for dlscretlonary grants to local

"' - - districts and intermediary units. :

_.extreme with approxxmateiy 70 percent ($t Ili 000) of its state

- ‘lset-aSLde allocation’ for Chapter 2 being 'used fund moffe than a

dozen "mini-grant" programs for local' and intermediary educa-

tional units. As a result; Prince Georges Cbunty, which opefated

3 antecedent ‘programs (ESAA, Title IVB, and Career Education)

before the HBlock Grant, received 7 Chapter 2 funded mini-grants
in addition to; its formula Block Grant allotment in FY 1982.
-Baltlmcre County, Balt;more City., and Montgomery County each
received 6 mlnz—grant awards, totaling between $37,000 and

$868, 000. . , !

On the other extreme among the 7 states examined, Indlana -

used -less .than 17 percent Qf»lts Chapter 2 state set—asxde ;)
v;£$355 000) for a handful of "incentive grants” for Teacher
Center, desegregation, instructional tedhndlééj; éﬁd gifted and
- talented act1v1t1es. . b o S :
i . '
In generai the diséretlonary grants represent the states'

attempts to utilize some of the flexiFle Chapter 2 resources

targeted to the state level to encourage at the local level

continued attention of select categorical objectives embedded in
one or more of' the antecedept programs. .In addition; the funds
from: thieése discretlonary grants -have ameliorated the losses in
some large, city districts resulting fram the more dlstrlbutlve
nature of the enrcllment—driven formula Chapter 2 awards. :
A 4

-
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] \ TABLE 7
: , PERCENTAGE OF .STATE GHAPTER 2, ECIA SET-ASICE FUNDS FOR R P
A ) »e?sdéﬂomv GRANTS To DISTRICTS ANDJGR INTERMED HARY (NITS. ‘ :
~ ) .
T 2 3 4 Foos
. - . . i ;
FYe2 - Fyg2 < |rvm2 | Fyaz _
) ' FY82 Chapter 2 Amount of ' | Percont of Percant of Lo
‘ | chaster 2 State Set- | state Set- State Set- Total State '
: oy Block Grant | Asida: * |Aslde for  _ | Aside Used. Chapter 2
.7 States Al lctment? Amount of Olscretlonary | for Discret= |- 3lock
: Allotment | Grents to | lonary [ Grant for
: Réserved ~ 2 | LEAs andior Grants { Olscret- 1"
for State . . ’fmmaxa.—y | loaary Y[
Use (238 =~ Jinitsd : ; C ‘'l Grants o
{- ’ e w5 . 7 | et
-} B o Do \ .
;-camarma $41,291,513 $8;05.1;845 (19.51) $1,480,000¢ 1823 _ 36 H
Florlda 15,923,153 3;ié3;é3’t :(~_26!) | 1,044;9%8 328
tadlana | 10,864,740 | 2,116,486 (30%).  |. 350,000 16.5 N
Mary iand . 1,8%,681 t’,é 79,338 (2081 1,112,000d . 70:0
_ _ 0
Chlo 1 20, 355 593 | 4,070,918 (zoz) -~} 1,861,000" 45:7 8
. . R R B
. Texas : 77,672;974 | 5,535 (208> 2,900; 0004 52.4
— v ' -] o
e« o S 7 o . - L
Virginia 9,824,822 | 1,996,964 (20%) 350,000 17.8 3.5 S
o I ) R 7 F3 i
TOTAL $135,828,476 $26,533,173 $9,097,958 . - 34.3% ~ 6.8%
z 4 R L :
: : i . :
38;urce: U.S. Oepar-rmonf of‘fducaﬂon tab e "Chapter 2 of the Education Bsock Grant:
How szrros plan to Expend the Funds Resorvod for Thelr Own Use" _ ' v
+ PSaurce: m+6ﬁ16§§ w+h State Cﬁébféi- ,cz,a-amawrs’ o
L CUnIy 560 fhousand (435) of $1,480 thousand had vesn &l |5eated ?o local or 1nfar4 s
medlacy unlts by April 5; 1983 o ° -

_; _ _ - . . P
Estimte. .
Y82 Chapter 2 disdretionary grant awards to LEAs and Intarmedlary units In Onlo
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“Federal priorities). While the former h

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Eveh though dlstrlcts in this sample enroll approxlmateiy i1

percent cf the county's publzc elementary/secondary students,

they account for a very small proportion of the total number of

the nation's schodl districts. In considering the implications

of overall declining resources in’ these 28 districts, one must *°
also wexgh the efﬁects of 1ncreas1ng resources 1n largé humbérs

Other factors such as pos51ble admlnlstratlve savings or relief

from the administrative burden of the antecedent programs result-

lng from the Block Grant also must be considered in derlvxng B

olicy implications from this analysis of funding patterns in
ese select districts: ,

 Nonetheless; this aﬁaly's’i's' documents that Aistricts _oper=

tation Some states attempted to ameliorate gpe csses in these
dlstrléggyty weighting factors in their Chapter gkfbrmulas, dis-

cretionary grants drawn out of their state Chapter 2 set-aside;

or some cambination. Still, over half of the sampte districts

} desegregatlng under court order lost more than-one-third of the

gunds they had received under the antecedent programs in the

previous year. _ . ,

- ¢ . =

~ In the present context of cdngresslonal dellberatlons on
recategorizing the consolldated ESAA program, the fimdings of ;

this analysis suggest that some attention be focused on alter-

natives for assisting districts -undergoing court-ordered deseg-

regation' which reallzed substantial budget reductxons under
Chapter 2. : R - Lo

A

The limited focus of this analysis precludes a full assess-
ment of the advantages and disadvantages for alternative o

aéproaches to address the needs. of these districts. A,cegtral
‘tssue, -howwver,. in considering such aLternatlves w111 be the -

‘relatiye costs and benefits of increasing Federal grescrxptxve-

ness fe.qg., Iegislatlng a type of hold-harmless provxsxon ‘for

statds' distribution of Chapter 2 funds) versus xncreas:;%/
ocused

Federal expengitures (e.g.; a Eemporary infusion of funds/to

‘Select districts to bridge the transition agl’perlod of r
the advantage of mini-

mizing Federal expenditures, it also is at odds with the flexi-
bility ‘intended by the Chapter 2 legislatlon. The latter is
appealing on the grounds of supporting court-ordered mandates to

flesegregate without decreasing state and local flexibility. On

the other hand, in the.past,ftemporary infusions of Federal funds;Q

tended to evolve into, more permanent and Eastiy programs. ESAA

exemplified just such a pattern: S



APPENDIX'A‘

-

EXPLANATION OF SELECT DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS .
USED IN THIS ANALYSIS . -
o L . ' ; !
An explanation: is provxded below for those varxabies_in the
analy51$ for whlch coded numerlc or character values were .
assxg ‘ o ,, .
Poverty Level (Orshansky Index) ' oor o A

\',..." ) \

. These data. Wwere extracted from the Market Data Retrleval )
tape whlch:cogtalns data for 1979-80." On this . tape each district

Ihto one of four categories based upon the

'is classified

percentage of Itﬂﬁd@pulatlon which is at or below. the poverty

level. The four categories and their assoc:ated percentile
ranges are noted below. “*&“ - : : :

'Uf'

fjf;*‘ cope N R oI - PERCENTILE )
A R ' 0.1 = 4.9%
B A 5.0 - 11.9%
C 3 1?3, - 24-9§,,W,
D - ’ 25.0 % and above

mittee for Cltlzens in Education, as reported in the Education
Daily 'of February 18, 1983. Wé assigned one of three codes to a
dlstrlct for thls varlable based upon the nercentage of LEA Chap—

cost" criteria by the,dlstrlcq S SEA. The codes and assogiated

.*hxgh cost percnntage distribationt.are sﬁoWn below:

CODE - . - .  PERCENT HIGH COST DISTRIBUTION
A L 0.0 = 24.99%

B o . 25.0 = 49.0%

you . R 50.0% and above

- — — . em T T

These data were extracted fromAEroapectsrfoirﬁlnanCIn

Elementary/Secondary Education in the States, a congressionally =
mandated report_on school flnance prepared by the‘ -S. Department

. -
. .
t . ‘ -
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them as favorable, average, or unfavorable: We used the codes A,
B, and C, 'respectively, to represent their ratings:’
CODE FUNDING PROSPECTS
A | Favorabile .
"B o ¥y - Average
C fLT Unfavorable

Court Ordered Desegregation

3 - R - _ . _ . : : o
g . Thes@,data were taken from a U.S. Department of Education;

Of fice for Civil Rights [OCR] data tape containing information
_concerning minority enrollments and related civil rights issues
for 1980. A given district was assigned a value. of 1 for this

variable if it was under a Federal or state court order to

‘desegregate; or a value of 0 if it was not.

. "BDistrict Tax'Effort Indicator

~ ' This numeric value, intended ‘to be representative of local

' fiscal capacity, is a function of various demographic character-

istics of a district. AsS is customary, we derived this value

) dividing district own source revenue per capita by per capita -

? money incame. The popu tion figur this formula were
taken from a U.S. Census publication; §£%§§_339T%§§§§§§l£§§§,> B}
Area Data Book; Part B* which was published 1in 82 and was based

: ' on resident population as of April 1, 1980. The financial data’

' were taken from another Census publication, Finance of Public

School Systems, 1979-1980.**

The population figures used in this formula were

~. e

*J.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, State and _
Metropolitan Area Data Book, Part B (Washington, D.C.) 1982.

*%y,§, Department 'of Comiierce, Bureau of Census, Financer of

Public School Systems in 1979-80 (Washington; D.C.) November,
-1981. . ' - ’
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APPENDIX B

___DISPARITIES BETWEEN DATA SOURCES FOR THE
ANTECEDENT PROGRAM FUNDING LEVELS OF DISTRICTS

in the developmental stages of our data collection we relied
on the Council of Great City Schools [CGCS] data for the antece-

dent- programs funding levels in the 14 overlapping districts (see
p. 186). Subsequent initiatives anabled us to use more compre—
hensive sources for this information; the Assistance, K Management

Procurements ‘Service [AMPS] files. for federally: admihistered

antecedent’ programs and the General Education Provisions Act

[GEPA] files and interviews with state Chapter 2 officials for

the state administered progmams. In the interest of ascertaining
the accuracy of the various. information sources; CGCS date were
campared with vs. BMPS/GEPA/INTERVIEW data, for.each of the 13

districts.

_ In the CGCS report of February 1982, the funding levels for
eéach meniber district was broken down by program in a series of

tables at the end of the report. Nowhere in the report was there

n aggregate funding amount identified as the Chapter 2

antecedent program total for a given district. In the February

1983 report, however, there is an antecedent program_ total given

for each district.** It is evident from an examination of these

set of programs as being the antecadents to Chapter 2 than we
have. Specifically, the CGCS did ‘not_ include Law—related

for either FY 1980 or 198l. For FY 1980 the CGCS failed to

include the Arts Education program in one district's antecedent

total ard, apparently as an oversight, neglected to include a
Teacher Corps program in another district's antecedent total.

For both years the CGCS did include an NDN program as part of the
antecedent total for one district and a Special Project grant as

included. in our antecedent program totals for those districts:

. part of another districts' total, whereas these programs were not

Due to this difference in the definition of the antecedent

éfoérams of Chapter 2; we did not rely on the total: antecedent

amounts the CGCS reported for.our comparison;  but rather, calcu-

lated a.Separate set of totals fram the CGCS reported program
amountsflisted in the afore-mentioned tables, incl: ing only

* CGCS, Analysis of the Effect Of the FY82 3” Reagan Budget

Proposals on Urban Schools, Eeerary, ‘198% e
e

**”Trende in Federal Funding to Urban Schools. & Program Report

on the Reagan Years", Table 2, “Beciine in Funds Due to Education

Block Grant"; pg: 4.

\
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those programs which we ourselves had used to determine ante-
cedent funding levels. The results of this comparison and some
possible explanations for the discrepancies between various
'3olurces are. summarized below. ;

SO e

slightly lower than the one.derived_ fram_the other sources for _
both 1980 (2.3 percent lower) and 1981 (3.5 percent lower). 1In 8
of the 14 overlappjng districts for 1980, our data shpw a funding
amount which is within * & percent of the amount reported by
CGCS. _ For 2 districts, however, Washington, D.C. and Cleveland
the CGCS reported a significarntly lower amount (Washington, D:.C.
=51.4 percent 4nd Cleveland -41.9 percent). For the remaining 4.

districts, the CGCS reported a significantly higher amount of

antecedent program funding (Chicago +86.1 percent; Boston +16.3

percent, San Francisco +16:2 percent and Los Angeles +10.l1 per- :.

cent). For 1981, there are again 8 districts_ for which the

reported amounts by CGCS and the AMPS/GEPA files are witHin + 6
percent, 2 districts for which CGCS report a significantly lower
amount (Washington, D:C. =10.5 percent and Baltimore City =23.9
percent) and 4 districts<Jor which the CGCS report.-& &ignifi-
cantly higher amount (Boston +60.3 percent, Philadelphia +17.4

percent, San Francisco +15.3 percent amd Chicago +9.6 percent)-
5 . L S
A canparison of data for the federally administéred pro-

for .both 1980 and 1981 shows that the CGCS reported amounts

are 8.6 percent.and 3.3 percent lower coverall than those con-
tained in the AMPS file. For 1980 there were 5 districts for
which the two data sources were within + 6 percent of each .
other, 6 districts for which CGCS report a _significantly higher
amount (Chicago +404.2 percent;* Boston +19.0 percent, Memphis
+16.5 percent; Los Angeles +12.3 percent, San Francisco +9.6
percent; and Philadelphia +6.7 percent) and 3 districts for #hich

CGCS report a significantly lower amount (Washington, D.C. -60.1

percent, Cleveland -51.7 percent and Baltimore -7.1 percent).

For 1981 there were 8 districts for which. the funding totals

higher amount (Boston_+197.1 percent, Chicago +33.0 percent, _ _
Philadelphia 29.8 percent and San Francisco +21.3 percen ) and 2
districts for which they report a significantly lower amdurt

(Washington, D.C. =75.4 percent and Detroit, =-7.3 percent).

, ) B S S
. A coriparison of data on just the state administered programs
rfeveals somewhat less of a disparity between sources than for the

formerly federally administered programs. Overall, the CGCS

reported amoants are 10.2 percert greater for 1980 and 0.7 per=

cent greater for 1981. In 1980 there were 3 districts with

4

*This large—discrepancy results from a $600,000 Law-related Edu-

cation grant reported by the CGCS but unlisted in the AMPS file.
26
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{
exactly the same funding levels reported in the two sources and a

total of B within +_6 Percent. The CGCS reports a signifi-
cantly lower amount for -2 districts im 1980 (Washington, D.C.
-26.4 percent and Philadelphia =-8.1 percent) and a higher am@uig_
for,4 districts (Chicago +71.4 percent, San Francisco +35.6 per-
c2n€, Dalias +13.0 percent and New York +12.8 percent). For 1981

t'iere are 6 districtg for which the two sources report exactly

the same: funding level and 11 for which the reported amounts are
within + 6 percent. The CGCS report significantly —qver amounts

for 2 districts (Baltimore -26.5 percent and Dallas, ¥-10.7 per-_

cent) and significantly higher amounts for 1 district (Cleveland

+%2;8 percent). , 7 : -

The reasons underlying these noted disparities are Wifficult
to ascertain since the CGCS report does not specify the source of
its 'data, ‘noting only that "the charts:::list actual allocations

ts districts for the 1980-81 and 1981-82 school years":** These

allocations amounts were most probably reported by CGCS member
districts in late 1981 and early 1982: One possible explanation
?ig be that member districts may have included carryover funds
fran previous -years in the ampunt reported to CGCS; which would _
result in a greater amount than that reported in the AMPS or GEPA
files. o . : . ‘ :
) ] , o - o B} . L
T Another possible explanation for the discrepancies may be

due to confusion over funding for a given fiscal year as opposed
to thHat for a school year. Though such mixups are nearly impos-_
sible to identify, in at least one case, Baltimore City, the CGCS
reported amount for a program in FY 1980 was identical to the
amount listed for that program in the AMPS file for FY 1981.

Similar confusion regarding _in which fiscal year grants were.
awarded-may be responsible for at least part of the noted dis-
crepancies. The one program-area where disparities were most
frequently found was the Emergency School Aid Act program, -where
a basic grant award could be supplemented by a number of differ-

ent special purpose ESAA grants such as pre-implementation

_grants, planning grants, state agency grants, special discretion-
ary grants and-most notably, out-of-cycle grants.. The award of
these special purpose. grants in -the middle of a given school Year
may have contributed to the confusion regarding in which fiscal

- .-% year a grant should be, K recorded as having been received.

discrepancies in all areas|of comparison. Our data on Washing-
tracted fram U.S. Department of Educa-

Finally, Washinmgton D,C. is one district where there were
ton, as for Hawaii, were e£ ] « Dep
tion Tables "Block Grant For Improving School Programs" for /both

'

. .
1 I

##*Appendix A "Summary of Reagan Proposals for Education and / L
Assumptions for Analysis", p.1l- )
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‘and those of the CGCS for Washington, D.C. may be due to diffi-
‘culties in ascertaining how much of the various awards went to

Washington, D.C..as an SEA and how much actually reached the
local school level.

— fiscal years 1980 and 1981. The disparlties between our figuref)
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