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Note:

THE EFFECTS OF THE CHAPTER 2; ECIA CONSOLIDATION
ON THE ADMINISTRATIVE AND PAPERW( K REQUIREMENTS
FOR LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

The purpose of this report is to analyze how the adminis=

trative and paperwork requirements with which local school.

districts must comply have been affected by the consolidation of
58 federal education programs into the Chapter 2: Education
Cons-slidation and Improvement Act [ECIA] Block Grant. The
infsrmation reported is based on interviews with Chapter 2
administrators in nine local school districts and three state
departments of education.

The key findings of this investigation are highlighted in

the first section of the report. The second section explains the
rationale and methoddlogy of the analysis. The third section
provides an overview description of the three states and nine
local education agencies [LEAs] that constitute the sample for
the investigation. The fourth section summarizes the specific

changes in admirnistration _and paperwork reported by the officials
interviewed; while the fifth section describes Chapter 2 adminis-
trators' assessments of the block grant and their recommendations

for improvements.

Conclusions and policy implications are presented in the

final section.

HIGHLIGHTS

. fleven of the 12 Chapter 2 administrators interviewed
for this study agree that Chapter 2 has reduced the
administrative and paperwork burden imposed on local
Schools and has transferred more authority to state and
local officials.

° Five of the nine local officials interviewed identi-
fied the simplification of the application procedure
the change that has contributed the rost _to the
redunction in administrative and paperwork burden.

)
0!

. All SEA and seven of the nine district respondents
reported noticeable reductions in the staff time
required to administer the Chap-er 2 program when
compared to that required to administer the ante-

cedent state-administered progdgrams.

Most interview respondents agree that the Chapter 2
programﬁisgbéihé,édﬁihiétéréd by the states 1n a
fashion strikingly similar to the old Title IVB

program.
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The two most positive aspects of the program,; accordinj
to those interviewed, are the simplified application
pro-edures and the discretion that is afforded local
school officials.

.

Five of the nine district respondents, especially those
in the larger districts; believe that the reduction in

administrative requirements and the increase in local
discretion have not been accomplished without some
costs. The three most freguently mentioned are: 1)
the loss of funds directed specifically at innovative
Tocal research and demonstratlion projects: 2) the
weakening of controls to ensure that funds are expended
according to the law and for purposes that are in the
national interest; and 3) the loss of incentives-to
pian projects carefully, set objectives, and evaluate
results. i

RATIONALE AND METHODOLOGY

Chapter 2 of ECIA replaces 28 previously funded categorical

programs with one grant that state and local educational agernicies
can use for broad educational purposes. Congress stated in the

1981 enabling legisiation that the purpose of the program is to:

financially assist state and local educa=

tional agencies to improve elementary and

secondary education . . . in a manner

designed to greatly reduce the enormous

administrative and paperwork biurden imposed

on schooils at the expense of their ability to

In February 1983, the Office of Planning, Budget, and

Evaluation in the Department of Education [ED] contracted with
the Education Analysis Center for State and Local Grants to con-=
duct an exploratory investigation of how the consolidation has
affected the administrative and paperwork requirements imposed on
local school districts: To accomplish this purpose, the Center's
staff: (1) selected a sample of states and _school districts to
pe studied; and (2) coliected and analyzed information from these
states and districts about the administrative changes brought

about bv the consolidation.

sample Selection

' The number of é&@i§i§§fé§ivé and paperwork reguirements with

which local school districts must comply is determined both by

federal policy and by state policy. For instance, districts in
states that require a detailed application with separate project

narratives for each pub*ic and nonpublic activity supported with

©



chapter 2 funds face more paperwork than districts in states that
require only a signed set of assurances and a listing of the
percentage of funds to be allocated to each purpose specified in
the law. An analy51s of the requirements imposed on local
districts must;,; therefore, account for the variations in state

implementation of the program.

.~ In selecting the sample of local districts for this analy-

sis, the study team first identified three states with Chapter 2
application packages that vary 51gnf1cantly in terms of their

complexity and the degree of specificity. requlred of local

districts. Other factors that were considered in selectlng the

states inciuded regional location; rural/urban mix, and the wil-

lingness of the Chapter 2 administrator in the state to par-

ticipate in the study. Following consultation with the Project
officer, three states were invited to participate: Morntana, North

Carolina; and Oho. The variations among the states are

descrlbed in the next section of this memorandum.

The second step in the sample selectlon process was to

select three local school districts in each of the three etéteé;

The administrative ané paperwork changes experlenced by a local

dlstrxct depends in iarge part on the number and type of

antecedent programs in which the district part1c1pated prior to

consolidation: Therefore; districts were purposively selected in
each state to reflect the diversity among all districts in the
state in terms of antecedent program part1c1pation. Information

on district participation in the federally administered ante-

cedent programs was obtained from the Assistance_Management

Procurement Service [AMPS] file. “The Chapter 2 Coordlnators in

state-administered antecedent programs.

In each state; one district was selected. that had partici-

pated only in Title IVB of the Eiementary and Secondary Education

Act [ESEA]:. A second district was chosen to represent those dis-

tricts that, when compared to other dlstrlcts in the state, par-

ticipated in an average number of antecedent programs, Some of

which were competitive: Depending on the state, these districts

received grants from between one and four antécedent programs in

addition to the Title IVB program. Finally, a third Gdistrict was

selected that was considered to be an active grant seeker in the

state and that had participated in a larqe number of the ante-

cedent programs relative to other districts in the state.

State Chapter 2 Coordinators identified the indiviauai re-

sporisible for the administration of Chapter 2 in each of the dis-

tricts selected: A member of the study team contacted each of

these individuals; in orderigoiexpialn the nature and purpose of
the investigation and to request part1c1patlon in the study. All

the districts agreed to be inciuded in the study.. _ The dlstrlct

representatives interviewed were given assurance that nelther

(1]



they nor their districts would be identified by name in any
reports emanating from the study: .

pata Collection

 Interviews designed to elicit both factual and perceptual’
information were conducted with the Chapter 2 Coordinators in
each of the three states and with the individual responsibile for
administering the Chapter 2 program in each of the nine locail

districts. In very small districts it is not unusual for the

Chapter 2 program to be administered by the Superintendent; while

in larger, more diversified districts, the respondent is likely
to have specialized responsibilities for administering one or

more federally funded programs. All the respondents, including

Foth those at the SEA and those at the local level; have had

respondents have been employed in their districts for an average
of 18 years, and the state respondents have been with the SEA for
an average of 10 years. Thus, all respondents are well quali-
fied to report on the effects of the consolidation on the
administrative and paperwork requirements faced by locail
districts. ’

Individuals interviewed were wsked to provide background
information on their positions and responsibilities in the
districts and on their involvement in the antecedent programs. In

addition, they were asked to comment on the positive and negative

aspects of the Chaptér 2 program, to recommend ways the program

could be improved, and to suggest other categorical programs that

should be consolidated. Finally, all respondents were asked to

agree or disagree with a number of statements about the program's.
success in achieving the purposes outlined in the legislation;

which included transfeérring authority to state and local
officials, reducing administrative burden, and enhancing the
education of public and private school children.

In addition, the LEA officials were asked a series of

guestions about their district's enrollment, participation in the
antecedent programs, and the size of the district's Chapter 2
award in 1982-83 and the size of their antecedent program awards
for the two years prior to consolidation:. The heart of the

interviews consisted of a series of open-ended questions about

Chapter 2-related changes in application procedures, number of
personnel required to administer the program; recordkeeping; .
reporting, monitoring by the state, parent/teacher consultation,
managerment of the private school component; and program evalu-
ation. )

about the state's implementation of Chapter 2 and were asked to
comment on how the program had been received by LEAs in the

state. They were also asked a series of questions about’ the
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state's administration: of the program. The areas covered

included: changes in the number of state administrative

personnel since consolidation; design of the Chapter 2 and_

state-administered antecedent program applications; uses of the
state set-aside funds; information dissemination activities:;

state administration of the private school component; and changes
in paperwork, recordkeeping requirements, state monitoring

activities, and evaluation activities brought about by the
cornsolidation.

AN OVERVIEW OF SAMPLE STATES AND DISTRICTS :

" The study team collected background information about the
states and .districts investigated that is helpful in interpreting
the changes reported by local officials: In this section;
contextual information about the three states and nine districts
included in the sample is provided to demonstrate the variability

among the states and districts examined.

The Sample States

Montana. Montana has designed a Chapter 2 application that
3 Although applications must be

is particularly easy to ccmplete. Alth ic:
submitted each year, districts are required only to provide their

name and address, sign the statement of assurances; and indicate

the percentage of their allocation that they plan to expead for

each of the 32 program purposes and for each subchapter, No pro-
ject narrative is required. 1If any private schools are located

within the district,; they must be listed;, and each must complete

a one-page form, which accompanies the district application.
Included in the 1982-83 application packet was a final evaluation

report, which consisted of three parts: 1) an expenditure re-

port: 2) a calculation of any unobligated funds: and 3) an

evaluation narrative asking the LEA to describe briefly the

impact of the project and to make suggestions regarding unmet
needs: For the 1983-84 school year; the state will use a modified

version of Ohio's evaluation form.

The Montana state legislature decided to retain the entire

20 percent set-aside for administrative purposes._ As a result,
none of the state share is allocated to programs for which local

districts can compete:

. The applications for funds under the state-administered
antecedent programs were also relatively easy to complete when

compared to those used in other states. :Like the Chapter 2 ap-

plication, the Title IVB application required no project nar-
rative. The application for Title IVC funds did require a pro-
ject narrative but according to respondents; the narratives were

relatively short -- typically between 6 and 30 pages in length.

5
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Approximately 25750 percent of the Title Ivc appliéétibhs re-

‘More than. 90 percent of the 564 school districts in Montana
applied for Title 1IVB funding. Participation in the antecedent.
state-administered competitive programs such as _Title IVC was
much less. Normally the state received about 90 competitive
applications each year. Forty or 50 of those might be funded.

Some deveIOpmental Title IVC grants were multi-year awards; SO

thet in any given year there might be between 50 and 60 competi~
tive grants eperating.

Partlcrpatlon in the federally administered antecedent
programs was even more modest. For instance; in the year prior
to consolidation fewer than 10 Montana districts received a grant
under any of the 24 federally administered programs. No district
received an Emergency School Aid Act [ESAA] award that year;

aithough some ESAA grants had been awarded to Montana districts

Part;g;get;gn in Chapter 2 has been much higher. 1In fact;
only 15 districts d&id not appiyrfor Chapter 2 funds. All of

those districts are smail and in some cases enroll less than ten

students. None of the 15 wouild have received more than $700 had

they decided to part1c1pate.

. Although more than haif of the districts in Montana recelved
a Chapter 2 allocation of iess than $1,000; all the districts

except two gained funds as a result of the consolidatior.. The

two that lost funds had partxcxpated in more of the antecedent

programs than most other districts In the ‘state and were

prop051ng and implementing 1nnOVative projects.

program. Most of the private schools were. reported to have

gained funds as a result of the consolidation.

Accordlng to the SEA respondent in Montana, thé.ﬁhépter 2

program is very popular in that state:

py thh any other program. They apprec1ate

the local discretion: Some of them are stiil

are aliowed in terms of program optIone.

There is very little red tape or review

requ1red from the state in terms of approvai

other than the statutory and legal require-

ments. So our sense is . . . that districts

are very pleased with the block grant.




Nbrth Carolina; North Carollna s Chapter 2 appllcatlon is

of moderate length and complexity. The North Carolina SEA issued

two sets of guidelines for the Chapter 2 program: one for the

basic _grant and another for the competitive grant program funded

with 5 percent of the state s 20 percent set-aside: In addition

to background information on the district and the private schools

in the district and a statement of assurances, the apollcatlon

requests information for determining compliance with the main-

tenance of effort provision and a summary of planned expenditures

tv program purpose and subchapter. Finally, the appllcant is

requlred to answer in narrative form six questions that relate to

parent/teacher consultation, eéguitability of treatment for pri-
vate school students, LEA needs .addréssed by the Chapter 2

project, project descrlptlons by subchapter, a descrlptlon of how
the project will improve education, and an evaluation plan. - The

application is submitted for a three-year perlod, although an

annual supplement must be completed each year. The supplement

requires a new narrative section only if the progect is being re-
vised.

State officials_ held elght reglonal workshops to explain the

Chapter 2 program and appllcatlon to LEAs. Those workshops are

being held agaln this year to -explain the annual supplement,

although there is much less information to convey now that dis-

tricts have had some experience with the program and the ap-

plication process.

proposals; not to exceed 15 pages, that include a narrative sec-

Appllcants for competltlve awards are requested to submit

tion containing a statement of need, description of the planning

process; objectives and strategies, timeline, evaluation plan;,

LEA commitment;, statewide significance, staff and support re-

sources; budget justification, &nd a plan for private school par-
ticipation. According to the SEA official interviewed for this

study, $555,000 was allocated to this program, which was designed

to support projects in three priority areas: performance 7

appraisal, educational technology, and dropout prevention: A
total of 95 applications were received by the SEA, and 19

progects were awarded funds.

All ‘districts part1c1pated 1n Title IVB, hlch requlred an

application that was only slightly more complicated to compiete

than the Chapter 2 appliéatibn. The Title IVC proposal narra-

tives submitted by LEAs were usualiy between 6 and 25 pages in

length, depending on the type of Title IVC grarnt for which

funding was required. h‘prox:.matel)f 80=90 Title IVC projects

were operating in the vear prior to consolidation:

olina participated in one or more of the federally administered

Approximately 20 of the 143 school districts ir North Car-

antecedent programs in the year. prior to consolldatlon, Dis-

tricts were more likely to participate in the ESAA program than
in any other.

- 7. 9



B} Sixty-seven percent of the LEAs in North Carolina gained
funds as a result of the consolidation. All public school
dlstrlcts applied for funds under the new program, and in 24
percent of the private schools,. students are being served with
Chapter 2 funds. The SEA off1c1al interviewed for thls study
believes that prlvate school participation in the program will
increase next year

As in Montana, the Chapter 2 program 1n North Carollna is
guite Dooular, according to the state Chapter 2-official inter-
viewed for this study:

Overwhelmingly, the only concern or question
the LEAs have is that they could use more
money._ With the flexibility of the program,
many of the old things that were supported
are hurting. . . . They love the fact that
they can use the money for so many things.

777777 Ohio. Ohio has designed a lengthier and more complicated
Chapter 2 application than either of the other two states. The

ohio application packet for the 1982-83 schoo. year corisisted of

two documents; one entitled Guidelines and ggpllcatlon Informa-

tion, and the other entitled Procedures and Implementation Forms

for Fiscal and Program Mangement. Districts are reguired to
submit a separate narrative for® each subchapter. In addition, a

separate narrative for each subchapter must also be submitted for

eaéhinonpublxc school in which students are being served. Each

narrative is divided into three sections: objectives, activi-
tres, and evaluation.

mit an application for a single year or for up to three years.
If a auiti-year submittal was made, the district is still re-
quired to resubmit practically the whole application each year.

New narratlves are not requlred lf there are no changes in the

changed very little.

The funds awarded totaliled $i.3 mllllon and were drawn from the

state set—a51de and state carryover. funds from the antecedent

programs. The RFPs addressed a variety of priority concerns of

the state Chapter 2 advisory committee. In the second year of

the block grant; no competitive awards are anticipated.

; 10



components' 1) Progect Information; lncludlng a separate state-

ment of goals and object:ves for the public and nonpublic pro-

grams; 2) Budget Summary; 3) Maintenance of Local Effort Report:

4) Public Program Evaluation; 5) Nonpublic Program. Evaluatlon,

and 6) Assurances. Gniy a few districts did not participate in

grants developmentai grants,; teacher and unit grants, and adop-

tion and special purpose grants: Completed applications were

dstally between 10 and 50 pages in length. The state awarded be-

tween 12 and 15 developmental grants per year, but often awarded

as many as 400 of the smaller Title IVC grants. The state

official 1nterv1ewed for this study estimated that within any

given year about 50 percent of all districts were operating a __

Title IVC proaect.f Over the life of the program; an estimated 95

percent of all LEAs recexved a Title IVC award:

Only about 20-25 of the 615 school districts in the state

participated in the federally administered programs consolidated

into Chapter 2 in the year prior to the consolidation. Several

districts, however, participated in as many as seven or eight of

the federally administered programs in a given year.

Only a few of the very small districts in Ohio have declined

partieipatlon in Chapter 2. Private schools are also partici-

pating more freguently in Chapter 2 than they did in either Title

IVB or Title IVC. On the whole, prlvate schools are receiving

; more funds under Chapter 2 than they did under the anfecedent
programs.

At least 50 percent or more of the districts- gained funds

under the program, although there were some 1arge districts in a

the state that lost a significant amount as a result of the con-

solldatlon. These dlstrlcts had either been receiving large ESAA

awards or had been partlcularly assertive in obtaining other com-
petitive awards.

In. commentlng on the assessment of the ehapter 2 program by

LEAS, the state respondent had this to say:
- . [ — [
If they received more funds under this pro-

gram, they're happy:.: If they received

less, they're unhappy. Overall though; we've

had good feedback on the adm;n}stratlon of

the program, the ease with which it's admin-
istered, and so on.

Surmm mmary. . What 1s most striking about this overview of the
three states is the dlverSLty among them. Although in each

state; the Chapter 2 appllcatlon is a somewhat sImpilfxed version

11



of the oid Title IVB application deSLgned by the state, the _

applications vary slgn:flcantiy from one state to another. For

example,; Montana's appilcatlon requires no project narrative

while Ohio's application requires a separate. narrative for each

subchapter. This suggests that the applicatlon requirements

imposed on local districts is as much a function of state

decisions as federal poticy.

districts had any involvement in the 24 federally administered

programs consolidated into Chapter 2. For instance, fewer than.

10 of the 564 school districts (0. 02%) in Montana participated in

any of tbefgederally administered programs in the year prior to
consolidation. SImliariy, oniy about 20 of the 143 _school

districts (14%) in North Carolina and about 20 or 25 of the 615

school districts (0:03-0:04%) in Ohio participated in the

federally admlnlstered programs in the 1981-82 school year.

Thus, any reduction in administrative burden resulting from the

consolidation of the fed v administered programs could not

have affected many districts in these three states.

On the other hand, participation in Title IVB and, to a

ieseer extent, the state -administered competltlve programs such

as Tltle IVC was much hlgher. Almost aili school districts in

eachH of the states received Title IVB funds. Aithough only about

10 percent of the Montana districts received competltlve awards

from the state-administered antecedent programs in any given

year, as many as 50 percent of the Ohio districts and 60 percent

of the North Carolina districts were operating Title IVC projects

each year. If the other state-adm:nlstered competitive programs

are included, the percentage is even higher: Therefore; the

consolidation of these state-administered antecefient programs

could be expected to have a 51gn1f1cant effect on many school

districts. Information provided in the following pages supports
thls expectation.

The Sample Districts

As explained earlier in this report; the local school

districts that were investigated for this study were selected. on

the basis of their part1c1pat10n in the antecedent programs.

Figure 1 provides a listing of the antecedent programs in which

each of the districts participated during the 1981-82 school

year. In each state, District A participated in the greatest

riimber of antecedent programs; District B participated in an

average number of pregrams for districts in that state; and

District C part1c1pated in only the Titile iVB program:

‘Note that in Montana, District B received onily a Tltle IVvB

award in 1981 82. By contrast, District B in 6hio and in North

Carollna both part1c1pated in severa:l antecedent programs in

addition to Title IVB. According to an:. SEA official; District B

10



FIGWRE 1
DISTRICT PARTICIPATION [N ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS;
1981-82 '

NONTANA NORTH CAROL | NA 0HI0

Anfecedent. Disiict Diswict Oiskict Dlstlct Distlct Dlsklet Disilct District District
Program A B c A B C . A B c

Title VB, ESEA X X X X X X X X
Titls IVC, ESEA X (* X X X X (2)%
Ensrgoncy School
Ald Act . }
Baslc Grant X X X*
Magnet Schools
Carear Educatlon X

Baslc Skills |
o ligrovee nt X

Arts In Edicatlon - | X
Ethlc Hor!tage

GIffel and * ;
Talanted Ch1ldren X

Law-Re lated
Educatlon

Fol low Through X ‘

———

*Tie fiiibor I parentiesss Indlcates the total number of saparate Title IVC awards the disirict reca Ived

RIE | | 13 GESTCOPY MVNLABLE



in “ontana had participated in other antecedent programs- such as
Title IVC in prior years and; given the iow degree of partici-

pation _in the antecedent programs by Montana districts, was con-
sidered to be typical of districts that were modestly active in
seeking grants. Even District A& in Montana, which was one of the

ost assertive grant seekers in the state; participated in only

two programs other than Title IVB:

Figure 2 compares the allocations of each of the sample dis-
under the Chapter 2 block grant and under the ante-

programs in the two years prior to consolidation. All the

ricts lost money between the 1980-81 and the 1981-82 school

. Seven of the nine districts, however, fared better after

orisolidation than during the year prior to consolidation; and

three of these districts more than doubled their allocations
undsr the antecedent programs. Two of the districts were in

 Montana, and one was in North Carolina:. These three districts

oW Thoee
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CHANGES IN ADMINISTRATIVE AND PAPERWORK REQUIREMENTS REPORTED BY

STATE AND LOCAL OFFICIALS

State and local officals interviewed for this study were

asked how the consolidation of the antecedent programs had af-
fected the administrative and paperwork reguirements imposed on

their organizations. Specifically; they were asked to describe

and assess any changes in the following areas of program adminis~

tration: 1) application procedures; 2) number of administrative.
personnel; 3) recordkeeping; 4) reporting; 5) monitoring of local
districts; 6) parent/teacher consultation: 7) management of the

section, the responses of the individuals who were interviewed

are reported and analyzed.
Application Procedures

By far; changes in application procedures were mentioned -

private school component; and 8) program evaluation: In this_

most frequently as the most significant change brought about by

the consolidation. Virtually every district investigated re-
ported a noticeable simplification in application procedures.

although in each of the three states district officials noted

that the Chapter 2 application was very similar to the old Title
IVB application both in terms of the type of information )

requested and the time needed to complete the application.

emphasized how much simpler .it is now to submit a single appli-

cation to _a;single agency rather than to submit muitiple appli-

cations to:.a host of funding agencies: For, those districts, the

12
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FIGURE 2

A CUHPﬁRISON OF DISTRICT ALLOCATIONS UNCER CHAPTER 2
AND UNDER THE ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS FOR TWO YEARS PRIOR 10 CONaOLIDATI01

o Eﬁfﬁiiﬁiné Antecadent Anfocedant Chapter 2 Percent  Porcent  Percent
DISTRICTS ° 1982 Progréa Progron. Allocation  Change Changa . Change
: Allocation Allocatlon 1982-83" from from , From
1980-81 1981-62 1980-81  1981-82  1980-81
IR
1961-82  1982-83  1982-83
MONTANA
. Bliteiet & 12;0000" 242,400%* 43,3000 133,000 -l W 36
o District 8 3,800 11,200 9;300 31,900 -17 1 4183
District ¢ 100 560 500 © 15300 -6 . B #4138
NORTH CAROLINA
olstrict 4 39,500 e 870,200 299,100 - sl 88
Dlstrict B 17,500 179,500 112,000 120;400 -38 48 -13
District C {,200 4,000 3,000 {0,900 .6 +10% +168
©OHI0
Dlstrict K 19,000 8,292,000 5,313,500 1;071;200 -39 -19 -8
" District B 6,000 192,000 138,500 158,800 -28 aE 1
DIStrIct ¢ 1,000 10,000 3,500 6,000 -6% 43 =40

'lncluaes Chnptor 2 dlscro?lonory avards by the state fo the dlstricts

"91n order to protect the ldantltles of districts; flgures In this column vere rounded. Actual flgures

vere used, hovever, In colculating percent change as reported In the lost three columns.




reduction in paperwork and time required to apply for funds has

been substantial. For instance, in one Montana district that

had been an active grant seeker, the Director of Federal Programs
reported that it was not unusual for his ‘district to apply for as
many as ten Title IVC grants each year. For small grants of
between $10,000 and $20,000, the applications tended to be six to
eight pages in length with two or three pages of narrative; but
if the grant being requested was for a larger amount of money the

application might be 20 or 30 pages in length;, with 15 or 20

When applying for a federally administered

pages of narrative.

srant in excess of $100,000, the application tended to be 50 or
60 paces in léngth. Not only did all of these applications take
a long time to prepare, but in addition; he also reported

spending a great deal of time combing through the Federal

Register, reading publications designed to assist grag:t seekers,
and attending grant-writing workshops. Now all he is required to

do is complete a single, very simple application with no

" narrative once a year.

surprisingly, even officials in some of the districts that

had only participated in one or two of the antecedent programs .
also reported that the simplification had been helpfui: For
instance; in one very small district, the Superintendent,
assisted by a bookkeeper; was responisible for all federal grant
applications: He was quite pleased with the Chapter 2 appli-
cation, which he emphasized was even a bit easier to complete
than the old Title IVB application. He claimed that his
inability to spend the time required to complete an application
had been a serious obstacle to his_district's participation in
any antecedent program other than Title 1IVB. As a result; he had
not felt that he had real access to the funds allocated to these
other programs. Because all the money was now being funneled
through Chapter 2, this Superintendent believes that he is
finally able to receive, with very little effort, his fair share

of the available resources.

On the other hand, the Superintendent of a small district in

another state reported that the consolidation had not saved him

that much paperwork because the Title IVB aplication had never
been very difficult to prepare. As he put it, "I hesitate to say

any of it's really burdensome. If you want something; you have

to expect you're going to have to spend some time with it."
going

~ None of the respondents suggested that the Chapter 2
application could or should* be made any simpler even though the
applications in the three states differ in the quantity of
information requested and the time needed to complete them. One

might have expected an Ohio respondent, for example; to express a

desire for additional simplification to make the application as
easy as Montana's Chapter 2 application. However; none of the
Ohioc respondents made such a suggestion, and in fact; at least _ _
onie argued that the application was already as simple as it could

be.
14

17



suggested that some benefits of the previous application process

had been lost with the consolidation. .For instance, one SEA
respondent described séveral advantages of the competitive

application process that are missing in Chapter 2:

I think there is definitely less attention
being put on really writing measureable ob-.

jectives: . . . To me; when you're forced to

write a measureable objective,_ it really

forces you to take a look at where you are,
where you want to go, what you're going to do

to get there and so on. It forces you to put

it on paper and follow through.
According to another SEA respondent:

In order to compete for those funds,

districts were required to do a local needs
assessment and make a determination of
priorities in the district: And then to

establish a program to address a particular
need that had been identified: I think the

benefit to Title IVC was that it provided

a basic framework for planning so that
distrig;s7ygg;digpgggggia”prdéraﬁ,With o
specific types of objectives in mind and then

One state official commented that in districts that had

been active grant seekers; the .application requirements undetr the

antecedent programs had engendered a commitment to planning chat

he felt was continuing under the block grant. _And, in at least

two local districts,; officials agreed that although the appli-
cation reguired by the state is now much simpler, they have

chosen to continue to provide the same degree of detail in their

project narratives. As one of them explained:

We feel that it is essential to have a good
plan in place and . ._. an_adequate, detailed
written description of goals, objectives, )
strategies; and a description of the evalua-
tion plan: : : : The SEA has made the.pro-
cess simpler; but we,; in our zeal to make

our projects defensible; probably gave the
state agency more than was required, mainly
for our own purposes: : . - We provided
complete information in a 20-25 page ap-.

plication when we probably could have got-

: ‘ten by with 4-5 pages:
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ive Personnel

‘Number of I
. Most, but not all, of the districts reported reductions in
the number of full-time equivalents [FTE] needed to administer

the Chapter 2 program: In several smell districts that had par-
ticipated only in Title IVB, the Superintendents who admin-
istered the program reported that they now spent sSomewhat less
time on Chapter 2 than they had on Title IVB. In fact, in one of
these 3istricts, the Superintendent stated that he spent "much
12ss time" on Chapter 2 than he used to spend on Title IVB,

primarily because the application is a little easier, he has rnot
had to host state monitoring visits; and the evaluation form is .

éasier to complete. In other small districts; the reduction in

administrative time has been less noticeable.

In larger districts, respondents reported more significant
reductions in administrative staff time: Although in none of the
- districts were administrative personnel actually laid off as a
result of the consolidation, officials in several districts _ _
explained that under the antecedent programs their projects had
typically been managed by a teacher released part-time from.

teaching duties. These teachers were able to return full-time to
their teaching duties when the antecedent program projects were
terminated. According to one Director of Federal Programs,

monitoring these part-time project managers contributed substan-
tially to his administrative duties: Now that he_only_ has to be

concerned with three administrative personnel -- himself and two
assistant superintendents -- his job is much easier. On the .
other hand, he felt that some teachers may miss the opportunity

to manage innovative projects-

Several respondents emphasized that the consolidation had

hot necessarily meant that fewer people were required to admin-e
ister the program internally. 'Districts can still decide to
allocate their Chapter 2 funds to any number of separate
projects, and as the number of separate project allocations

increases, so does the number of administrative personnel needed

to manage the program: For instance; in one of the districts

investigated, Chapter 2 dollars have been allocated to 54
different projects. Managing that number of projects clearly
requires more administrative time than would have been regquired
had the district allocated all its funds to a single project.

The LEA staff had requested that the money be allocated to so
many different projects so that initiatives begun’ under the )
antecedent programs could be continued. According to_ the. local
official interviewed, the Board of Education, although approving._
the requests, expressed its displeasure that the money was spread .
so widely and ordered that priorities be set for the second year
of the block grant so that the money would.be used for only about
five separate projects: Restricting the number of uses for which

the funds can be spent will simplify the administration of the
block grant; according to the individual interviewed.

16
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‘At the SEA level, personnel reductions were reported to be

significant. For instance, ir Ohio the SEA was reorganized to
reflect the changes brought about by the consolidation and the
decline in the resources available to the agency. Prior to
consolidation, there were approximately five FTEs assigned to
Title IVB, about eight to Title IVC, and several more to operate
the guidance, adult education, and commurity education programs.
Now the Chapter 2 program is being managed by three FTEs. The

reduction in staff in Ohio was accomplished with no layoffs.
Attrition accounts for most of the decline, although scme

individuals were assigned to other. SEA positions or tc close out
the antecedent programs during the transition year. '

The reductions were possible; according to an SEA official,

because Chapter 2 personnel spend much less time designing

competitive programs, reviewing applications, and monitoring
grantees. As explained earlier, during the first year of the .
block grant, thé state did issue 23 RFPs. Still; operating this

competition required less administrative time than operating the

old Title IVC competitions because the RFPs were written for the:
most part by people outside the Chapter 2 office; and_ because
there were so many fewer awards to be made: (In previous years,
it was not unusual for the. SEA to make more than 400 awards under
Title IVC.) 1In the second year of the block grant, the state -

plans no competitive awards with Chapter 2 “ands.

In Montana, the SEA had assigned four people to administer

the antecedent programs. That number was reduced to 1 under the

block grant. Montana has no competitive awards under the block

grant; so the program is easily managed by a single individual.

In North Carolina, administrative staff were reduced from

about 12 to only 6 now (3 professionals and 3 secretaries). .
There were also approximately ten staff members who handied the

fiscal side of the antecedent program prior to consolidation:

There are now seven individuals with fiscal responsibility for

Chapter 2. The mini-grant program, funded from a portion of the
state set—-aside, is the responsibility of one administrative

staff member;, who prior to consolidation managed a Title IVC

staff of five. These reductions were possible because the
mini-grant program is So _much smaller than the old Title IVC.

program. Again no layoffs were required because people could be

Recordkeeping

Districts reported no significant changes in their record-

Keeping procedures. In both large and small districts,; a system

of iéébrdkéépihg,Wéé,éétablished,underipheigggggedgnt7pr6§réﬁ5;

and no district had decided to change its system. When asked

about recordkeeping changes, local officials typically responded

with comments such as: "I do it the same way I've alwa;s done
17



it;" "I have a good system, and it never was burdensome:" "I need
that much controi:" or "Our policy has always been to keep good

records, and that won't change." 1In one district, a respon-
dent reported that the volume of recordkeeping has decreased
because they are now operating one project as opposed to several

under the antecedent programs. On the other hand, if the dis-
trict were to decide to aliocate its Chapter 2 funds to multiple’

projects; he expected the volume of recordkeeping would increase
proportionately. )

THe decision by LEAs to make no changes in recordkeeping

procedures seems to be supported by Chapter 2 administrators at

the SEA level: According to one SEA official:

The regulations do not address recordkeeping

requirements very clearly. The locals want
some kind of direction to know if they are
doing it right. All we're telling them is
don't change what you'd@ been doing in the

past, just continue to do it. Let common
sense prevail, and if

if you buy something with
a federal dollar; make sure you can _track
that dollar and make sure iZ the auditors
come in that you can find that piece of
eguipment.

SEA officials in the other two states concurred with this point
of view. '
Reporting

Districts in each of the three states investigated are re-

quired ta report all expenditures of block grant funds. _Typical-
iy, districts estimate their expenditures by category and sub-

chapter in their Chapter 2 applications: If there are changes

made in these estimates, budget amendments must be submitted.

Then, at the end of the project year the district must return to
the SEA a final expenditure report and a short evaluation form.

~ _Most of those interviewed emphasized thst these reporting
requirements are very similar to those -issued uncer Title IVB.

' On the other hand, some officials pointed out that the Chapter 2

reports are. fewer in number and less complicated than those re-
quired under Title IVC and other competitive antecedent programs,
which often reguired monthly program reports; six-month

evaluation reports, and guarterly financial reports.

only one official reported an increase in the reporting re-

guirements. In his state, all expenditures must be reported by
doilar and by building in one of 28 different categories. As he
explained, becauSe there are 67 separate nonpublic schools (61 of-

which are Catholic) in his district, he must establish 67

18
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separate accounts each with multiple categories. The Didcese

mus: report expenditures by school building rather than just re-

port them by category for the Diocese as a whole. _ He attri=
buted the source of the probiem to be the state administrative

policy for Chapter 2, and suggested that the requirement was a
holdover from the Title IVC program:. Under Title IVB, the

nonpublic reporting requirement had been less onerous.

Monitoring of Local- Districts

ost districts expect to be monitored less frequently and

less closely than they were under most of the antecedent o
programs, although many respondents emphasized that it is still a
lit-le early to know how often SEA monitoring visits will occur.
Officials in most districts reported two or sometimes three

visits per year to Title IVC projects and one or fewer visits per
year to monitor the Title IVB program:. Most are anticipating _
Chapter 2 visits to occur about as. frequently or perhaps somewhat
‘tess frequently than the Title IVB visits:

Chapter 2 administrators in several districts pointed out,

however,; that visits to the district by SEA staff had always been

welcomed, because the purpose of the visit was to provide con-
sultation and assistance. The phrases that respondents used in
describing these visits included "low-key," "heipfuil," and "never

burdensome."

 staté officials corroborated the perceptions of LEA of-

ficials regarding the type of monitoring that will occur under

Chapter 2. One SEA official assessed the change this way:

With the IVB program, we were more likely to
approve and disapprove things, and I'm sure

we were seen as having more control, which we

did nhave. . . . Now we're very tolerant; if
you want to use that word, or very liberal in
what we approve —= and I'm not even sure

approve is thHe right word. If the project's
application is in and it appears to be
reasonableé, then we move it through the chan-
nels and they receive funding: : : : They

have the freedom to do pretty much anything

. . . eéxcept buy perfume for the principal's
wife. .

in another stats, ths Chapter 2 administrator noted .that the

SEA has very little authority to monitor under Chapter 2. .In

" that state; in order to encourage districts to allow SEA visits
to the district, the staff initiated an exemplary project pro-
gram. LEAs with particularly effective Chapter 2 programs can
nominate themselves for statewide recognition. In order to

validate the effectiveness of the projects nominated; SEA staff
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conduct ‘an on-site review at no cost to the LEA. In this way,

the state can learn more about what is occurring at the local

level and give recognition to districts that have been especially

innovative:.

Earent#ieachergconsuitation

<

ECIA Chapter 2 requires that parents and teachers be con-

sulted in planning the expenditure of Chapter 2 funds; although

the law does not require that a formal parent- advisory council be

estavlished None of the districts investigated had established

paren_,aavisory councils forfChapter 2, and virtually aii of the

committees establlshed 1n earlier years under one oOr. another of

the antecedent programs have been abolished, with the exception

of an Arts in Educatlon counc11 reportedly stilil functxonxng in

one district: When querled about their assessment of parent

advisory councils under the ‘antecedent programs, most respondents

agreed that while they never presented sijnificant administrative

problems, they never were of much value elther. Usually the

colrnicils were simply rubber stamps for decisions made by the
dlstrlct administrators.

On the other hand, ost respondents report that parents and

teachers are consulted about Chapter 2 decisions. Sometimes this

consultatlon is guite lnformal. For instance, in one very smaill

district, the Superintendent asks the librarian and teachers what

materials and egquipmerit they need. In other districts,; the con-

sultation occurs through a variety of more formal mechanisms.

For instance, in one dlstrlct, school level councils have been

established; in another,; all the parent groups have been con-

solidated and now work in tandem with the Parent Teacher As-
. sociation.

Management of the Nonpubl;ceschooleeomponent

In five of the nine districts 1nvestxgated, nonpublic school

children are receiving Chapter 2 services: The number of

participating nonpublic schools in the districts range from one

to 67._ In all these dlstricts, serv1ces had been prov1ded to

nonpublic studernts under one or more of the antecedent programs.

Thus, the management of the private school component is not a new

respon51b111ty for the Chapter 2 admlnlstrators.

Off1c1als in eadh of the flve dlStrlCtS stated that the

nonpiiblic compornent operates much as it did in the Title IVB.

program. For instarice, an official in one district; in which the

nonpublic school still uses the money only for eguipment and

materials, explained that the LEA provxdes the requisition forms;

orders and codes the items that the nonpubilc school wishes to

purchase, and then perlodlcally sends out an inventory request on.

which the schools record all items in their possession and the

condition of each. An official in another LEA that provides

- 20 .

23



services to children in only one parochial school emphasized that

taking care of that school was just like taking care of any other
building in the LEA:

In other districts, officials reported that the nonpublic

schools are sometimes using their Chapter 2 funds for purposes
other than purchasing equipment and materials. For instance, one

respondent reported that a nonpublic school had used its

allocation for a cultural enrichment visit to Williamsburg. The

nonpublic school simply submitted vouchers for all expenses .
incurred, which the LEA then paid. The individual describing the
event emphasized that, from an “administrative perspective; this ~
was no more complicated for the LEA than a purchase of library

books. It was not possible to determine from the limited number
of interviews conducted how often nonpublic schools use their

Chapter 2 allocation for things other ¥han equipment and __

materials purchases, but one SEA official estimated that 75 =
percent of the funds allocated to nonpubic school children in his

-state had been used for equipment and materials. The rest had
tzen allocated to other purposes.

In short, there were no reports of any noticeable changes in

the management of thé nonpublic school component; nor were any

complaints voiced about the nonpublic provision of the law in any
of the five districts that serve nonpublic children: This’ )
picture of a smoothly functioning and efficient nonpublic school
component was confirmed by SEA officials in each of the three
states. The three state officials that were interviewed
contended that LEAs hHad reported no problems in managing the
nonpublic ~omponent, although they all commented that nonpublic
participation has increased under Chapter 2, when compared to :
Title IVB. Moreover, they expect additional increases next year
as more nonpublic schools discover how easy it is- to work with
the program. The nonpublic schools that do participate are;
according to state respondents,; very pleased with the Chapter 2

program, in part because in most instances they are receiving
more money than in past years.

The state role in the management of the nonpublic component
does, however, vary from state to state. For instance; in North

Carolina, the state invites nonpublic school officials to the

regional workshops and informs all such schools of their right to
participate. Nonpublic schools are asked to return a form T
indicatirg whether they wish to participate: Then the SEA sends

a list of all nonpublic schools in the district to each LEA and

marks those that have requested to participate. The LEA is
expected to contact all the nonpublic schools again to ensure
that each has full opportunity.to participate: In Ohio; by
contraét; the SEA sends each LEA a list of the nonpublic schools

in the district, which the LEA can use in ensuring that all the
schocls are informed about the program, but the SEA does not

independently contact the nonpublic schools: In Montana;
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resporisibility, &although the SEA maintains a computerized list of

all participating nonpuplic schools drawn from the local appll—

cations. _In both Ohio and Montana, the SEA prov1des the LEA with

an exact dollar amount that is to be used ir serving nonpublic
chlldren. In North Carollna, the SEA gives the LEA its total

allocation with instruciiciic to allocate the money equitably

among public and nonpublic schooil children:

1dent1fy1ng and contacting the nonpublic schools is a local.

To sumimarize, there are two conclu510ns to bpe drawn from the

responses given to gquestions about the administration of the

nonpublic component. First, Chapter 2 seems to have made little

difference in the way services are delivered to nonpublic

children even_ though the funds can now be used for more purposes:

LEAs are handllng the nonpublic component of Chapter 2 much like

it was handled under Tltle IVB. Second the LEAs that do prov1de

tration burdensome, even when children are served in a variety of

different nonpublic schools. _These conclusions, although based

on interviews in only five LEAs, were corroborated in interviews

with officials in the three SEAs under investigation:

-

fication of the evaluation forms they are requlred to submit to

the state. . In some states, the forms are similar to the oid

LEA officials, for the most part, report a definite simpli-

Titie IVB evaluations, but they are conslstently much easier
to complete than the evaluations required under Title IVC and
many of the other antecedent programs. .

Assessments of this change vary from district to district:

In some districts, officials are clearly ‘pleased with the

simplification and. argue that the previous, more complicated
forms did nothing but "make a bunch of liars out of us:." Ac-

cording to that._ individual, the new forms allow districts to be

‘honest; but still give a good idea of the operation of the pro-
gram.

In other dlstrlcts, thls assessment is cieariy not shared.

For instance, according to the Director of Federal Programs in an
active grant-seeking district: v

I am a flrm believer . - . in plannIng 1n777

advance, then going and implementing it; and

then doing an evaluation. Whereas the block

grant money \ s designated mainly for the mid-
die step of %just spending it, I still

think that you have to have at either end of

it more careful planning and more careful

evaluation. . & . The way you get the most

positive reeults is to put those two require-
ments on the froft end and; the back end




because it does maske people more con-.
scientious. . . . You must reguire ob-

jectives and require evaluation.

Another tocal official believes that one of the principal

advantages of the antecedent programs was the requirement to

evaluate:

it think the real value of the federal pro-

jects was in helping school districts

learn how to evaluate their programs. The

districts that have had federal funds now
understand the connection between identifying .
what you want to do, setting up implementa-

tion procedures; -and then taking a

look at whether or not you did it.

In several districts, Chapter 2 officials emphasized that

they intend to continue evaluating their Chapter 2 projects as_

carefully as they evaluated the antecedent program projects, re-

gardless of what the state requires. For instance, a_ de-
segregation project supported with Chapter 2 funds will be.

evaluated exactly as it would have been had it continued to re-

ceive ESAA support: In another district, a separate evaluation

of each Chapter 2 component will be conducted even though the
state requires only a brief assessment of the wholé project:

forms, they expressed two serious concerns about the evaluation_

of the program. First, they are worried that the federal govern-
ment may at some point ask for information they cannot provide.

According to one state administrator:

in Chapter 2: The state application is less
involved: Reporting requirements are ap-

parently less involved; although we are sit-
ting wondering what the fedéral expectations

~are and not finding a way to satisfy our
curiosity: There is such a definite hands= _
off approach from the K federal government that
some of us are suspicious that we will be
asked for information about the program's
impact that we're not really prepared to
respond to:

a

Second, there is an expressed fear among state officials

that the Chapter 2 program will suffer significant funding cuts _
in the future if Congress cannot be informed of how the money has
been spent and what impact the dollars have had. For instance,
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one state official expressed it this way:
Maybe I'm just a skeptic : : . but I'm

concerned that the block grant, helpful as it

may be, by the nature of it, doesn't build a
constituency that will push for its continu-

ation and that will take the responsibility

to get information to decisionmakers:
The other two state administrators® that were interviewed expres-
sed a similar concern.

Assessmént of the 6ﬁéhgé§ in Administrative and -Paperwork Burden

One conclusion that :can be drawn from the information _
collected during this study is that the Chapter 2 program is
being administered by the states in a fashion strikingly similar

* to that of the old Title IVB program. And, in fact, for many
small districts that have never been irnvolved with any antecedent

program other than Title IVB, Chapter 2 is perceived as little
more than an expanded version of that program, although they do

report that the application is a bit easier to complete.

change has been that instead of submitting multiple, often

lengthy applications to a number of different agencies, they now
submit only one application to one agency. This change alone has
resulted in a noticeable reduction in paperwork and adminis-

trative staff time in these districts.

in terms of recordkeeping and reporting reguirements,; state
monitoring; program evaluation, management of the private school
compcnent; and parent/teacher consultation, the Chapter 2 program
is administered much like Title IVB, although with perhaps even
jess direction from the state. In part because of districts'
familiarity with Title IVB, the transition to Chapter 2 at the
focal level appears to have proceeded guite smoothly:

At the conclusion of each interview, respondents were asked

to strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the
.fpllowing three statements derived from the purposes of Chapter 2

specified in the legislation:

° Chapter 2 has sicceeded in trarnsferring more authority
and responsibility to state and local education of-
£:~ials. T - _

“e Chapter 2 has succeeded in reducing the administrative

and paperwork burden imposed on schools.

- Ehapte £ 2 is an effective mechanism for enhancing the
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The responses of the nine local officials and three state of-

ficials were overwhelmingly positive to all three statements; as

the following summary indicates:
Statement #1: Transfer of Authority
Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

= 0oy

Statement #2: Reduction of Administrative/Paperwork

Burden
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

oW

Statement #3: Effective Mechanism
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

=N 0y W

Thus, both large and small districts, in all three states,

for the most part agree that the consolidation has succeeded in

achieving the objectives identified in the legislation-

OVERALL ASSESSMENTS OF THE CHAPTER 2 BLOCK - GRANT

Study respondents were each asked four guestions that relate

to an overall assessment of the Chapter 2 program. First, they
were asked to identify which aspects of the program they con="—"- """
sidered to be most positive: Second, they were asked to comment

on any negative aspects of the program.. Third, they were asked

to recommend ways the program could be improved. Finally, they
were asked to identify other federal categorical education pro-
grams that they believed shouid be consolidated ipto the Chapter

2 program or into a new block grant. In_this section, the

responses to these guestions are reported.
Positive Aspects ofSthe PBrogram

~ Based on the responses of tocal officials, it is clear that
the most popular elements of the Chapter 2 program are the

simplified application procedures and the discretion af forded

LEAs: Officials in each of the three states and in each of the
three types of districts consistently described one or both of

these elements as the most positive change brought about by the
consolidation. : :



something that could not be sipported with local funds. This

perception was echoed by one state official:

I really feel there is a need for money that

districts can use to meet the needs that are

not met either through categorical state
funds or federal funds or . . . local re-

sources. . . . cngp;ér,z meets that need.

There is money there that they can use to get
things done; . . . regardless of their level
of sophistication in terms of competing for
funds. . : . Most of them are putting the

funds to good use-:

The best aspect is that every school sytem is

guaranteed : . . a portion of the grant com-

pared to :the old programs when . . . in some

cases it was a very low probability that they
would get funding. . : : I've had _superin-_._
tendents come up to me and say "If I know I'm
just going to get $1, I'd rather have that §l
than to have to go compete for $5 or $100_
kniowing that my chances were 1 in 100 or 1 in
1000.

Negative Aspects of the Program

. There was more disagreement ameng the individuals inter-
viewed about the negative.aspects of the program than there was
about the positive aspects. .One district official said there

were no negative aspects, while three—ochers—argued that the only

negative aspect of the program is that there is not enough money

allocated to it. Officials in each of these districts, which

are all the relatively small districts that usually participated

in only Title IVB, are clearly pleased with the program as it is
currently being implemented and are hopeful that the funds it

delivers to local districts will be increased. They are also the

districts that tend to see the program as an expanded version of
Title IVB.

in contrast, some officials,; especially those in the larger,

more active grant-seeking districts; are more qualified in their.
endorsements. These are the districts that realized the greatest
reduction in administrative burden, but they are also the dis-
tricts that were siiccessful in the competitive system that was

largely eliminated by the consolidation:

Four disadvantages of the program were noted. First, _
officials in three LEAS expressed -their-skepticism that any-ef——

T T mLLimL<i A FiimAs wnii1A he =nllarated to research éﬁﬂ/bi‘ to



I am a little concerned with the lack of

emphasis on research and development. I felt

that was one of the real strong parts of IVC:

that there was . . . federal support for

research and development and dissemination

fand] I'm a little concerned that will get
lost in the scramble from 28 different
interests looking for a piece of the Chapter
2 money .

second, two local officials indicated that they believe that

the consolidation is a smokescreen for federal funding cuts to _
education. These individuals are quite concerned that the block

grant will receive increasingly smaller amounts of funds.

According to one local official: o
I think there ‘is merit in the concept of 1}
consolidation. In actual practice, however,

the chief disadvantge is . . . that
consolidation is a smokescreen, as I see it;

Block

for federal cutbacks to education.

Third, one local official is concerned about the loss of

priorities established by the federal government:

I still feel there is a certain amount of

merit in being told what you have to spend
money on. . . . When you have to decide
yourself what your own priorities are; I

think too much of that for too long a time is

not good because you are not standing on the
outside looking in.
Finally; several respondents expressed a concern that in the

drive for simplification, accountability mechanisms may have been
threatened. For instance, according to one loc=1 official:
simplification is a very good thing concept-
ually. Nearly everybody can buy into it.
But,; I think things can become so overly

 gimplified . . . that some LEAs are lulled

into a sense of false security . « + .+ One
should eliminate . . . as much cumbersome;

unnecessary reporting or processing as

feasible; but at the same time you've got to
mazntain some sort of an accountability

mbvnmbnra- and it's oot to be evident to all




the participants . . . that accountability is
still there.

A similar concern was expressed by another local officials:

Arguments of burdensome paperwork, burdensome

regulations . . . have been overstated . . .
and while I certainly subscribe to the notion

that we should reduce to a minimum the

regjuirements that are imposed on school
districts, I think you should have minimum
standards : : . which ensure accountability
. : : and quality programs. Now, my point of
view may be different from the typical school

district because . . . we do have in place
the machinery to do this work. . . . Most-of
what we do though should be done irrespective

of external requirements and expectations.

Recommendations for Further Improvements

, There were, on the whole, relatively few recommendations for
improvement offered by study respondents. Several local of-
ficials mentioned again the need for more money.. One official

suggested that it would be nice to know earlier how much money_
each district would receive under the program so that districts

could plan more effectively:

 Interestingly, none of the respondents suggested ways to '
further reduce the administrative and paperwork burden. 1In fact,
the more common response was to suggest ways of tightening the _
program reguirements. For instance, one official suggested that
the program needed more "teeth" so that the funds could not be

diverted at the local level:.

just does not get back into general revenue
funds and all be negotiated away for salaries
-~ that it stay for programs. . . . It needs
some teeth in it so people can't go to a

bargaining table and bargain it away.

. Another respondent suggested that some of the funds should
be allocated on a competitive basis :so that more money will be
available for research and demonstration projects. Finally, one
respondent argued that perhaps more specific planning and
evaluation requirements should be added to the legislation.
Suggestions for Additional Consolidations
Although the overwhelming impression left by the responses

of the individuals interviewed is one of strong support for the




block grant; few respondents suggested other programs that should
be consolidated: In fact; the only program mentioned by a local
official was the migrant education program. One state official
suggested that the various handicapped education programs should -
be consolidated. ' -

The following is more typical of the responses received:
Because the categorical programs (with the
exception of ESAA) that were consolidated
were really relatively small amounts of money

. : . and because all had an emphasis on
local needs and priorities . . .; the con-
solidation under Chapter 2 was appropriate.

When you begin to talk about some of these

other major programs that have major dollars
behind them and that seem to be.for priori-

ties which are either genuinely costly or in
the federal or state interest,; then maybe it

wouldn't be as appropriate.

A number of respondents stressed their strong disapproval of
any attempt to consolidate the Chapter 1 program or the Handi-
capped Education program. And several mentioned support for the
proposal to remove the ESAA program from Chapter 2; although .

others did not support this change.

IH short, while most respondents expressed their support of
the Chapter 2 consolidation; very few thought that other

categorical education programs should be consolidated.

CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The objective of this analysis was to analyze the effect of

the Chapter 2 consolidation on the administrative and paperwork
requirements imposed on local school districts. The principal

conclusion of the analysis is that the administrative and =
paperwork reguirements that school districts in this sample must

Comply with have been reduced significantly, especially in those

districts that participated in several of the antecedent programs
prior to consolidation. The reason for the reduction can be

stated guite simply: Although districts can choose to spend.

their Chapter 2 allocation on as many different local projects as
they wish, the program is still considered by the state to be one
program so districts can interact with a single funding source;
follow a single set of guidelines; and submit a single appli-

cation, a single expenditure report; and a single. evaluation.
According to respondents in districts that participated in

several of the antecedent programs, the reduction in adminis-



trative and paperwork burden was not achieved without some costs,

however. Some innovative local research and development projects
have been terminated because local needs with stronger constitu-
eéricies have attracted the Chapter 2 funds. Because there are rnow

' fewar planning and evaluation requirements, some districts are
spending less time on those functions; although in other
districts the commitment to planning and evaluation remains

strong. Some state and local officials worry that accountability

mechanisms may not be as firmiy in place as in_the past. State
officials, in particular, worry that because of loose and
unstandardized evaluation requirements; policymakers may never

know what impact the dollars have had on education.

The findings of this analysis must be applied cautiously

because the sample of states and districts is small;, and because
only a single individual was interviewed in each LEA and SEA. .
However, to the extent that the findings of this analysis can be
corroborated in investigations in other states and other

districts, they hold the following implications for federal
policy: : .

e Further administrative simpiification of the Chapter 2
block grant is not perceived to be necessary by state
and lo~al officials and may weaken accountability
structures. .

e There is significant support, especially among state
officials, for clarifying and standardizing evaluation
procedires for the program so’ that its educational

effects can be assessed:. The benefits of such a change

must, however, be weighed against the costs _in terms of

administrative burden, especially in small districts.

The Chapter 2 program may be having a detrimental

effect on local research and development projects. To
the extent that the stimulation of such projects is

considered a national priority, some consideration
might be ‘given to earmarking a portion of the funds for
competitions that stimulate local research and _
development. Again, the benefits of a change of this
type must be weighed, however, against the costs in

terms of administrative burden: :

Although Chapter 2 has succeeded in reducing the_

administrative and paperwork requirements imposed on.

-iocal districts and is a popular program at the local

level, there is little support among state and local
officials for consolidation of other major federal

education programs. : :



