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In#OduCticia

,
., The purpose Of, the national .agenda for Chapter 2

qs to provide a framework for evaluation, and research
conductedonducted by ttiiindividittal states, thereby producing
.a nationaliturtage of information about implementii-
tionolChapter 2-of the Education Consolidation and
linprovement Act (ECIAF The agenda is intended' for
state education agency Chapter 2 directors and staff-
membersilederal programpersonnel, researchers and
evaluatorSat both state and national levels, state Chapter
'2 advisory committee- members, and .others who are
inVolVed 'kith the operation of Chapter 2, Thus, it
directed to the providers of the information upon.

.which policy makers base decisions concerning the
program,. rather than to tht policy makers themselves.

LC1A Chapter 2 reflects a shift in federal education
policy that is philosophical as well as economic. The
28 programs consolidated under the Chapter 2 bloc*
grant hadbeen dime* atid.monitored by 'federal agen-
eies with the assistance of states.' Congress now' has. .

placed basic responsibility for adMinistration 'in khe
'Otate education agencies, with they stated 'intent that
'responsibility for design, and implementation of pro:

. grams. should fall' mainly to local education,agencies
;and their staff members.

- The impetus for the agenda came from a number pt
'concerns related to Chapter 2; including evaluationN
and evaluation processes to be employed, the making

. policy judgimints'based only on information from
the limited, eVsfing national evaluations of the pro-
gram, and the deed foradenuate.information to sup-
port fOrthcomIng program and-funding decisions. Four
concerns in particular stood out.

, . . .

Ittcolisisteitt Evalmitions
'Every state evaluatelthapter 2. HOwever, there are

no. clear Anticlines forThese evaluations; in fact, there
kl is no consensus on how to define such evaluations.'

Furthermore; states: vary considerably in tl!eir empha-
sis and implementation of the manila ed evaluatituis...
In some state agencies, for example,. paratc unio are

1 ,resporeible, for formal ev°ttN ohs o the progra0; in --
..others, the .thaOter.2 direeto ss es-,that rosponai-;,-

0...71, bil,lty as an .admInigarative -fu

Fragmented Reiearch
. Study of the effectiveness of Chapter 2 has'been scat-
tered and is noncumulative. In the first year of the pro-
gram,gram, a .number of research. projeCts4were con-
ducte&-pritnarily by nationallevel organizations with
special interest perspectives. These early studies em-
ployed hypotheses -thal were grounded in earlier, -non-
education 'block grants and emphasized comparisons
between the prior calregorical programs and the block
grant. onsequently,.the existing research does not of-
fer educators. either a comprehensive or a longitudinal
picture of Chapter 2. .

, .

'Federal .GovernmentNot an Advocacy.
Agent

Thesfederal government cannot serve as an advocacy
agent fin-Chapter 2. Authority'and responsibility for
Chapter 2 tie with die states. The states, however, have
traditionally, responqed only'tO their own local audi7.
ences. r(..
No ,Mechanisni for;Coordination

There is currently no formal mechanism for coordi-
nation betWeenithe federal goVernment and the states
Or among the states themselves regarding the collection
and distribution of information about Chapter 2:

The research and evaluation agenda ,is a major step
in meeting theSe concerns. neither a rigid nor
'prescriptive design, but a listing of commonly shared,
high-priority 'research areas. The agenda has been.struc-
tiired in _two: important directions. First, it is flexible
so that individual state education agencies can "e7p1111-
ine areas particularly releVarit to their iinpitmentation
of Chapter :2 Within their. existing evaluation coin-
,MitMents; While all states will address some .areas of
the agenda; few:Of any) will addresS all areas. Second,
the frame*Ork ProvidOd by the agenda lierMits the
various state'effoits to be cgalogued, resulting in a list-
ing of states. that :cow provide information as needed
to, address questions or issues tlat might arise,''
, Evaluation is an 'ongoing process, By working
tbgethec, states- will 'stimulate discussions of. the pro-
CeSsett pf Chaptcfn 2, Improvements and expansions for
Chapter 2, andloverall benefits of Chapter2 in educa-

`.tion ImproveMent nationwide:.

it
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National Research and Evaluation
Agenda. for Chapter 2:

('fie States' Perspectivc

Buildintra coherent 'national research agenda for
hapter 2 requires consideration of . the existing.

research.context..Elsewhere in this publication, 12 na-
tional studies are summarized that have been com-
pleted or ,ivere underway at the time of this writing.
Without exception, these studies reflect the perspec-
tives, needs, and national interests of their sponsors:
U.S. Department of EduCation, U.S. General Accoun-
ting OffiCe, :American Association of School Ad-
ministrators, and the National ConiMittee for Citizens
in Education. All of the studies make important con-
tributions to all understanding of the federal block
grant concept in general and the impact of. Chapter 2
in particular. FutUre national research on Chapter 2
should proceed from and extend the information accu-

,,1Mulated through these early studies.
.-However, since one of the.major intents of the fed-

eral block grant legislation is for states to assume t
baSicresPonsibility for prograM administration, it f
lows that the next generation of Chapter 2 studies
should give significant emphasis to information needs
roth the states! perspective. Until recently; there has
been no collective state perspective on Chapter 2
research. However, beginning with the national con,
ferfnce ortChapter2 evaluation, and continuing with
the formation Of the state Chapter 2 directors steering
committee, the compilation of a 50-state Chapter 2
evaluati*data matrix, and the identification of high
priority reserCh 'questions by a' large representation of
state and local Chapter 2 interests, a movement is now
emerging that hives common voice to thii state perspec-
tive, That poin of view must\be given a prominent
positionin the national research,?nd evaluation agenda.

The Various. initiatives which shape the states' per-
spectfve for Chapter 2 contributed to the formakion of
the national agenda (see box p. 3) and identification
of priority issues in evaluating Chapter 2 funding and
programs. ,Building on the findings of national studies,

2

on information shared in regional meetings of Chapter
2 directors, and on data gathered for the national eval-
uation matrix (see box p. 6), a survey vas developed
which identified potential research and evaluation
questiOns. Over 250 persons nationwide responded to
the survey (see box p:16) rating 30 questions adding
to priOrity for inclusion in a national research and eval-
Illation agenda.

Based upon the results of the sivey and a review
of related materials it is proposed that the agenda for
future Chapter 2 research and evaluation he shaped as
follows: the highest priority to questions concerning
prograni impact/effectiveness and intergovernmental. re-
lations. (especially the issue of accountability);. next
highest priority to research on program delivery. and
services and nonpublic school participation; slightly
lower priority to the state portion of Chapter 2 funds
and to.LEA administrative procedures; and lowest pri-
ority to additional research into fiscal impaCt/effective-
ness. Additiapally, questions will emerge from time to
time about special Chapter issues of intense interest
to a limited audience.' Accordingly, 'researches and eval-
uators may be well advised.to target some Chapter 2
studies to the specialized interests of specific constit-
uency groups.

Shaping the Chapter. 2 research agenda can
complete, however, without including some of er very
basic prbgram considerations. If the purpos of the
.research is to illuminate 'matters of general as well as'
.particular concern, then it must deal with so e im-
portant Underlying questions; the answers eh
will give direction to all other research,- and h r-
mine the fuittrof the program., yhat are the g and
.expectations frOm both thc natrottal and state perspec-
tives, and do they differ? Who aw the key actors in
Chapter 2 and what do they judge that the program
ought to.a.ccoMplish? Furthertnore,. what do they per-
ceive the actual outcomes to have beett?'.Rothe

C
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How the National Research
and Evaluation Agenda

Came About

41.

tinder Chapter 4, not only are there oppor-
Utilities for states .to"assunte leadership for the
program, but there also. are expectations that they
do se.

With these opportunities and. expectations in
mind, state Chapter!' directors began to meet
regionally to discuss a number of issues, includ-
ing those related to research and evaluation. One
outcome of the meetings held with repre-
sentatives Of the southeastern states was the na-
tional conference on Chapter 2 evaluation in New
Orleans, February'19-22, 1984. The objectives of
the conference were41) the development: of a
state-by-state Chapter, 2 evaluation data. matrix;
(2) consensus oh themoSt significant Chapter 2
.evaluation issues; and (3) securinga commitment
from as many states as possible to voluntarily sub-
mit Copie.sflof.th,eir annual Chapter 2 evaluation
reports to.the .U:s. Department of Education.

Parallel to preparation for the New Orleans
Conference, planners reviewed the initiatives
already talten by the states with respect tai assum-
ing a strong' eadership role in Chapter 27the
Conference itself, the ervalUajtion data matrix then
underway, the.plitined identfiCatIon of major.
evaltdion issues, and the ftiiiiiitign of what later
became a national steering cotatittee of state
Chapter .2 directors. Cognizance als6 was taken
of Chapter 2 studies already completed or in pro-
gress by national iorganizations and agencies..

it was Propoied that these events and acpvities
be linked with unmet' needs in a national research
and evaluation agenda for Chapter 2'. The Lout .

.Sigil#1State Department of Education wa's
Co-bost of the 'national conference, serves as co- .

chair of the steering committee, and maintains
the computerized evaluation data matrix) agreed

. to draft the research and evaluation agenda.

, ..,

lated goals and struCturesolChapter 2 allow it to meet
the expectatfonstqf its various stakeholders? Are the cri-
teria that will he used to judge tho success of Chapter
2 realistic in light of the program's goals and structures?

Probing furthef, we should explore the question of
whether embracing Chapter 2 necessarily means aban-
doning the spirit of the antecedent programs. Before
Chapter 2, federal education doflacs were typically tar-
geted toiar students .with specific needs and disad-
vantages. With its current structure and funding level,
Chapter 2 may lut pitting.' in: good thiespme resources
can do I'm all children against the,v of providing
extra resources for sOnth. children.

Can Chapter 2 be changed without losing the. fea-
t ures that are reported to mAkke it worthwhile? The flex.
ability of the 'program has Nen' cited as the key char-
acteristic that allows school systems to get more value
from federal dollars than was poSsible under the cate-
gorical programs. Would "improving- the program or
'tampering" with it destroy this characteristic?

Finally, is it possible to discuss .a single effect of
Chapter 2 or to identify a principal' goal or expecta-
tion fur the' program'when it support4a.diverse range
of programs that frequently aft with other
local activities a r. 'ours ? IsOlating the impact Of
a few dollars per c y be impossible, yet if these
few dollars. provid a key i struct,ional component
(such as achievement testing. nformation) or.serve to
encourage contributions of Inca) revenues (acting as
"seed money," as it were), i oring the effects of these .

dollars would. he inapprotiria .. Chapter 2 is ii-iffer-
cot kind of program from what we are accustomed to
seeingand useful information can he collected on,y,(in
the program's own terms. Our research and evaluation
agenda, therefortrmust give &Unhurt() those terms
and mount the kinds of research that will allow edu-
cators and policy makers at.all levels to make reasoned
judgments about the rPle, impact, accomplishments,
and future of Chapter 2.

The altered federal-state. relationship implicit in the
enactment of the block granisforfederal paoicipation
in the nation's education' enterprise implies the need
for a state perspective on Chapter 2 research and eval-
uation. *lb suggest; ..1towevtir, that there is a single state
perspective:mould be to deny the unique Character of
each state's experience _with the education-block grant
proceSs: The agenda must allow for-this uniqueness to
he examined and reported, while at the same time en-
couraging studies of issues that occupy a broad hand
of interest common to all states. Not only will studies
of Chapter 2 he conducted from the perspective of the.
states, both individually and collectively, but attention
will continue to he devoted to matters of paramount
.national interest as well. The t hatiter 2 research and
evaluation agenda, then, must he cohesive; coherent,
comprehensive, and complete,

3 "A. -
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The National Chaptei 0

Relearch and Evaluation' Agenda\
The folkwing outline offers a resource and guide for

stuilieS designed to meet'Chapter 2 evaluation require"-
ments.and address other research issues..Evaluatom and
researchetS thc state level especially, but nationally
as well, are encouraged to address tfie questions-of par:
ticular interest to them and to contribute the results of
.theirstudics to the national montage,. or catalog, of in-
formation about the implementation and effects of
Chapter 2.

V

ly

'.:The questions listed fall naturally into eight topiC.-
"..-aieas identified by Chapter 2 directors and .evdhiators.

While they Are considered to.be importainby a broad
spectrum of Chapter 2 interests across the country, re-
searchers. hould bring their own insight to bear.in res-
ponding the questions and should add nmOnes as
developmentg occur in Chapter 2 that necessitate care-

'- ful study and consideration.

Intergovernmental Relations

Issues conceineti with., common-understandings at
federal, state, and local levels of goVerninent about
the,purpOses of Chapter 2, about -the .-roles °Pitch-

. level,and about the relationship"of.Chaptet 2- to other
educational programs and activities; accountabill-
ty in the context of local flexibility; and Communica-
tion flow -bitt4 upward and downward.

Since the block grant process marks a major change
in. fecietal education funding procedures,- it is both
understandable and appropriate that the resulting rcla-

. tionships between and among various levelsof govern-
. ment should receive close scrutiny. Tbus,:intergovern-
. mental relations already`have received attention in .a

number of.natiotial studies, inclUdiOg the 5RI study of
local operations under Chapter 2, the Office Of theln;
spector General (ED) reviews of state *terns, and. the
DiVision of Educational Support (ED) state administra-.
tion assessments (see Appendix). Several of the ques
'flops receiving high priority ratings on the nations °̀;`4';

'Survey also deal with Intergovernmental
issues; tic kw well have thepurp*s of Chapter. 2 beetV
achieved? .How well do Chapter 2 aetiVities. addreSs.!;'

"locil, state,. and national. needs? How well are .

4
,.

1

complying wi0I,Chapter 2 law and regulations? Inde.cd,K

,th(whole gept of accountability for Chapter 2 api
pears to re in question and should continue to Oc-
cupy a pro'. inent place on the research anttevaluation
agenda..

The tions about intergmernmentaliklations'are:"

mmon Understandings about
t/Oba ,,,,,

pcter 2
7:91. What do individuals at federal, state,

1 :f4/ and local levels Perceive the purposes of
1,,; . ChaPter 2 to he?
'-'/' B. What expectations for Chapter -2 are heft(

-.1 by individuals jt federal, state,, and lath!-.
leVels?

C. What:are the roles of LEAs, .$114s, EA
state /federal legislators, professional
organilations,. and advisory groups in
program operations?

0. 'What federalstate; state- local; federal-
local, and sate -state interrelatiimships
-bum evolved with Chapter 2?
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Arcountgbility'
A. What accountability mechanisms have

been establiOed for (*peer 2 opera-,..
lions? . .

B.. What effect does deregulation and in-
.creased local autonomy have on SEA and

-LEA relationshi s?
. C. , To wfut exte t ve the puiposes

Chapter 2 b met?
. D. To what exte do Chapter 2' activities

address laic state and national needs?
E, To what exte are LEAs complying with.

.

Chapter 2 fawand regulations?

Comnsunication Flow
A. How aoLEA$CEAs, and .11.S. Department

of .Education facilitote communications
among themselves about Chapter 2? ..

B. :What types of information about-Chapter
2.do LEAs, SEAs, and the U.S.
Department of Education seek. from one
another?

C. How are Chapter 2 programs coordinated
with other federal and. state: programs.

D. How are Chapter 2 programs linked to
othsr state educational needs and
priorities ?.

Program Delivery
and Services
Issues concerned with: the types of programs, projects,
and actklties supported by Chapter 2; selection and
participation of sehools;,staff and students; and pro-

- gram planning and evaluation.

Studies concernedokith program delivery and ser-
vices abound, but to category deserves continued at
tention because it in olves issues basic .to-an understan-
ding of the use of Cha 2'resources. The threshold
question K. What typ ograms, projects, and ac-
tivities are bFing.support 0 by LEAs .rith Chapter 2
funds? Periodic research .r lated to this question will.
provide policy. /triakers and program planners with
longitudinal information about the patterns in educa-.
tional support prodded thfough Chapt&2:Sitnilariy,
While. questions concerned with the, LEA administrative
procedures category i have been incorporated into.
several studies to date, some questions persist, General-
ly,. no cleAr Information haS been reported about how
program needs and priorities are .dewrnithect and who
determines them, .although such information. is of high

. . P . ti

prfOritinterest to'well ovcrhalf 0(4 national.survey
respondents.

. The questions about program delivery and services
are:

Types of Programs and pivrces .

A. What programs, protects, -and activities.
are supported by LEAswith Chapter 2.
funds for' Subprograms A, B,:andC?

13. HOw are these programs, projects, and
activities implemented?

C: How do these programs, projects, and
"r activities compare with those supported

by the antecedent, categorical funds?

. :Selection of Program. Participants
A. Wharcriteria are used to target students

for participatiOn in. Chapter 2 programs?
B. What criteria are used to target schools

for participation in Chapter 2 programs?-

III... Program Staff
.A. How are.ChaPter 2 programs staffed by

LEAs?
B. What types of personnel are employed

.with Chapter 2 furals?

IV Program Planning and Evaluation
A., How are teachers. and principals involved.

in planning Chapter 2 programs?
B.' What planning procedures are used by

LEAs?
C. .What evaluation procedures are .Used by

LEAs?
, How are evaluations used for program

planning?
How congruent are program operations
with program plans? .

ov*

LEA Administrative
Procedures

!k,
. .

IssUes concerned ivith: needs assessment and priority
settingprocessesicitizen/putlk involvemeht in .deci-
sloe making; administrative requirements:Of Chapter

..2 compared with other educational programs (in-
cluding the antecedent categorical programs); and ad-
ministrative costs and spending patterns.

The principal responsibility for the design and im-
plementation of Chapter 2 rests with the personnel of
local school systems because they live the most direct
contact with students and are' most directly responsi



ble to patents: Administrative procedures employed in
the delivery of prOgrams and the prIvision of services
relate closely ro the-effectiveness 2fthe programsattid
services, while questions concerned with the LEA ad-
ministratiWprocedures.category of research issmes have
been incorporated into several studies to date: For the
most part, no definitive information has been reported
about how program needS and priorities aretletcrthin-'
ed and who -determines them. Such intOrmation,
however, is of high priority .interest tip well Over half
of the national survey respondents.

The questions about LEA administrative procedures
are

Needs Assessment and Priority Setting
A. flow are needs detern4 unclan"eho

deterntines their?
B. lithe are priorities determined and.wbo

determines Amp?
C. How do Chapter 2 priorities compare

with the priorities under preCious cute-*.
gorical programs?

Citizen /Public Involvement
.4: What is the citizen/public

decision making?
B. What isithe citizen /public

program operations? .

involvement in

involvement in-.
C. Who are the advocacy groups and how .

do the) support Chapter 2 (mil document
its acoMplishments?

III. Administrative Requirements
A. What problems are there in administra-

tion and implementation?
A. !low do the administrative' requirements

for Chapter 2 compare to the adminis-
trative requirements for previous categOr-
ical programs?

C. How has Chapter 2 reduced the adminis-
trative papeiutork requirements in local
education agencies? 4

AA Flow is local program accountability
maintained?

IV. Administrative Costs and Spending
Pattei'm
A. What proportion of Chapter 2 funds is

4 used for local administration? How doi4
this compare with previous categorical -4'
program funds used for local administra--
lion?

B. Ihne' do LEAs make the distinction
.between supplementing and supplahting-
in the- use of Chapier2 funds?

C. What proportion of i;hapter 2 funds is
used to support 'eat.* of the Subprograms?

-0

ECIA Chapter 2
Evaluatiop Data Matrix'

The.ECIA -Chapter 2 evaluation data. matrix is
a cross-reference of data available from all 51)
states and Puerto Rico regarding Chapter 2. It is
divided into sections, or major eategortctas.fol-
loWs: 1) LEA tieneral Information, 2).Assurances,
3) Nonpublic SchOol InfOrmation, 4) LEA Program.
Information, 5) LEA Enrollment Informatitin, 6)
BudgetInformation, 7) Evaluation Information,.
and 8) Monitoring Information. Under each- of
these sections are subtitles, or i.lata elements. For
instance, under "Assurances" are data eloinents
such as "supplement vs. supplant," "nonpul4ic
school participation," "civil rights requirements,"
"maintenance of effort," and "LEA control of
funds." A total of 164 data elements are divided
among the eight categories, with at least one state
collecting information related to each.

In addition to the major categories a'nd data
elements, information is available about" the,
reporting-. mechanism each. state uses to collect
each element: application, monitoring; evalua.-
lion, reports, workShbps, checklists other. Thus,
the matrix is a:compilation of data by state, by
reporting mechanism within the state (e.g.,
monitoring), by majOr category (e.g., nonpublic
school information), and by data element under
ttii, major category (e.g., total number of non-
public school children participating)

The cvalttiation data matrix has been developed
cooperatively by Chapter -2 state directors as a
resource for program personnel; researchers,
evaluators, -policy makers,and any others who
need an efficient means for identifying state-level
data sources related to specific Chapter. 2 clues -
tions -or issues.' The Louisiana Department 'of
Education;. maintains .computeriied data
Matrix; further information about the matrix and
computer searches forParticular -data source 'May.
be obtained front. thestate Chapter 2 Director's .

office, Couisiana Department..of Education,
Box 94064:Baton Rouge;' LA 70804-9064..

ti
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LEA General Information:
0 Name (50

Mailing Address (SO)
Chapter 1 Person &/ or Title-(49)

Telephone No (49), . .

Superint. Signature & Date (50)
Congressional DistriCt 1)
Duration of APplication (vl)
Tit le of Project (21) 0 '
.Private Liaison Person (16)
Senate: District (7)
County (29) .

Assurances:
suppiemen vs. Supplant (50)
Nonpublic School part. (4)4)-
Records & Info audits & era! (9)
Parent, 'leacher, Adm. panic. (SO)
Civil Rights Requirements (37)
Chapter 2 Legis. & Regulations (36)
LEA Periodic. Monitoring (22)
Maintenance of Effort (3").
Evaluation Design (32)
Title of Prokrty to LEA (31)
kollow Appr Intik Cost Plan (32)
Audit Exception - LEA Repays (21)
1:( war Pitlicy FolloWed (to) .

LEA Controls- hinds (33). ,

Meeting Subchapter a Req. (31.).
Court Ordered Desvg. Req.(8)
Actjvities local Needs/Prior.(31)
Applic. Approved by Local Board (26)
Follow Planned Alloc, of Funds (30)

LEA Program Information:
Program Needs Stated CM
P;o44. Categories under Subchap. (4
Program Vest:Option (36)
Program Abstract (15)
how Prow Will Improve Ed. (23)
Description of Eval.'Drsigli (34)
Objectives for Each Program (41)

w Relation. of Budget to Frog. (35)
Reftnee'ds., Fund, Eval, &Expend (23)
Appropriateness of Activities (27)
Services to he Provided (28)
AcaitielListed (39)

:Subject-ftas to be Served (21)
Calendar of EVentsrlim,elines (11)

-Prof. Scrviee§.Contiact (M.

Chapteil 2 Resources:
Nudi'her of States with

.Each Type off

Nonpublic Information:-
Name of Schools) 1)
lhtal Nonpub. Enrollment (44)
K-A (.i0)
-9 .14 (30)
Total 'Nonpui. Children Panic. (35)
K-$ (29) .
9.12 (29)
Nonpublic Assurances (46).

v.

Information

Allocation By School (01)
No. of Disadvantage4 Students (18)
Non-4thdent.Aetivities:(10)
(low Schools will Particfpate (31)
Evidence ofSchool (2')
Exportable Prod. Developed (11)
Private/Pub. Compar,of Needs (16)
Educational Improvements (19)
Equitability of Benefits (3")
Provision of 'technical Asst. (21)
Resources Sexular/Ncut/Non-ideo ( .18)

LEA Enrollment Information:
LEA Enrollment (41)

H141)
9-12 (35)
Chapter 2 Participation (35)
K4 (341
9 12 (34)
listing Schools to he Nerved (16)
Participating Groups (H)
Students' Grade (Cluster) 011
Teachers (2)1
Counselors (24)
Aids (211)
Parents (25)
Administrators (28)
types of Child. Ileing Served (10)

Budget Information:
Subchapter Totals (46)
Public (4-1)
Nonpublic ( it))
Programs under Subchapters (16)
Public (4))
Nonpublic (33)
Per Student Amounts (21)
High Cost (14)
Public (17)
7sionpublic (15)
Line Item. Nonpublic (31) .

Line Item Public (40)
.M Category (Books, AV) (2l)
Listing all Items over 550 (13)
'types of Materials & Equip'428)
listing of Consult..(Dates, no.) fit)) ,
Cooperative Activities (16)
ISpes of Services Purchased (22/)

EVaillati.011 111114bintatiktIllis
% of paperwork reduction (17))
Ease o-prog. administration (24)
Effectiveness of SEA admin. (25)
Simplification of reporting (22)
Problems caused by SEA admin. (18)
Adequateness of tech. asst, (elI))
Positive features of Chapter 2 (24)
Weaknesses .ofChIpter 2 (23) .

Solutions to weaknesses (10) ,
Adeq, of fund. level.vs need (12)

.

Ease dir funds to needs vs catgy (14)
Nonpub.'sboof.parsic. interest (17)
Cost effectiveness of program (6)
No\ and cost of micro-computers (18)
co51 of micro - computer software (19)

111414Rimpar of block vs idateg ,Frant.(16)
Exemplar/adaptability of prog.-(9)
Attitude-add fund in block grt. (9)
Problemsncountered in program (2')
Documentation of studat gains (19)
Weal admin. effectiveness (15).
Actin. performed w/o Chap2fund (6)
Chap 2 impact on.I.EA ed. prom. (27)
Desert') of nOn-student activ.(9)
Program comin. with Chapter 2 (6)
Descrip. of ed. improvement+ (19)
Exportab
Descriptio
Serv. reed.

nducts developed (11)
f products (13)

rum ed. coup. (4)-
Quan. &.qual. of Chap 2 serve ill)
l'ses of materials and equipnwm (23)
Other fund. sources being tint! (8)
Contracteci)k-ry unavail in LEA.(5)
Hrs. of serv.reei partic. (2)
Listing of high cost program (5)
Frog. coned:, disconed, new (12)

.

Unmet needs due to reduced fund. (6)
Construction altivities (2)
Plans/results ()I' teacher train. 4131
Mini grant survey (3)
LEA perceptions of Chapter 2 (12)
How were LEA prior:-& needs set (21)
Rel. of needs_assess to implem. (12) .

Congruence of applic. to'implem. (1)
Effete oflacl.of approv author. (2)
Reduc ofWstate intrusiveness (9)

MonitoringInfOrmation:
Inventory control process (46)
flow distrib funds among schis (l')
Drug. anitaidapprov-fund. °Nig, (32)
EXpends. vs approved bUdget (43)
Expenditure docamwmation (40)
Tifnely submission of'reports (27)
Maintain separate records (43)
Provis. for fiscal/compli audit (401 '-

Expending carry-over funds (36)
Dissent of prOgratn In LEA (17)
Implement. of "activities/wry. (29)
Materials & equip. inventory (36)
Prompt. of -Orderlree'ving mat. (II)
Identify targetstudents (IV)

:11mely employment elf personnel (12")
Ilas overstaffing occurred'(H)
Adjust of objectivesitimelinep(12)4
Follow SEA mgnit, requirernents (16)
Consortium agreements-status (IS)
Prior SEA aPpn?v of prog chnges (36)
Time/attend report on personnel (In)
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4Progranl
Impact/Effectiveness

1

issues related to: identifiable and/or measurable
changes in student perforniance; servicesto spaknts
and teachers; populfitions° served; and local discre:
tion In program design and operatiortattrifmtable
to. Chafiter 2

National research .about program impact/liffee-
tiveness has beenlitnited up to this time. A progre
so-diverse in its operations as Chtipter 2 presents Con,
siderabledifficulties in termsofresearch design Wt. im-
pact..studies. Yet, over tw,o-thirdS of the respondents
to the national survey onChapter 2 researtrii questions
gave high priority to the inclusion of questioys about
the impact of Chapter 2 on classrooms and children
in the national regearch and evaluation agenda. ,

Almost 4requarters of the group. gaVe the same
ratings to questions about the-outcomes or effects that.
can be attributed to Chapter 2. In addition, by calling

.° upon information ;.voqtained in the national chapter 2
evaluation data Max, it can he seen that over one-
half of the States already collect data about- the impact
of Chapter '2 on local -educational programs. Interest,
n C'hapter .2-)mpact research is clearly widespread
among persons throughout the country. who arc
knowledgeable about the program, and apparently a
significant .amount of data tti already. available upon
which to base such -.research. .,

Questions about program impact/effectiveness are:

1. Changes in Studetit Performance
A. What Apact have Chapter 2 programs

. .bad on classrooms and children?.
B.. What types of objective measures are

appropriate for linkingsthdent per
formance to chapter 2 programs?

Services to Students and Vouchers'
A. What are the significant ac hievements In-

each of theChapter 2 program subchap-
ters? .

B. What types of Chapter 2 services to stu-
dents and teachers. are mist successful?

- ill. Population? Serivd
4.' A. What population,are being. served by..

.Chapter 2?
: . B low well are groups who were the targets

the antecedent categorical federal pro-
gramrbeing served by Chapter)?

,

ry. Ipcal Program.Design and Operation
A'; "What do LJL4s do now with.ChUpler 2

ghat they WO nOt do primt to Chapter 2?
H,' What are 1.1:"As nordoing now that they .

did do prior to Chapter 2?

Viscal
Impact /Effectiveness
issues .concerned with: Chapter.;.2 funding in corn
parison to previous categorical fiY,nding. to state and
LEA education needs dried t011(ministrative re-
quirements; the impact of state distilbution formulas
on LEAs.

,;?

A great deal of attention has already been:given to
issues falling undc. r this category.' At least two-thirds
of the national studies cOnductet1 to date give .major
focus to questions related to Chapter 2 fiscal matters.
This may account for the fact 'that respondents to the

. research questions survey did not identify fiscal impact
.questions among the most pressing concerns to'bein:
eluded here.

. Barring any.significant changes itoPoropriations or
distribution requirements*tn'the federal!ever, this area
should he of relatively low priority to the design of
future Chapter 2 studies. Sufficient research has been
conducted on at least the initial fiscal effects of 'the
change from categorical to block grant federal educa-
tion funding. The effectiveness of. federal funds,
however, is perhaps a more pressing issue.

the questions Aqui fiscal impact/effectiveness'are:

I. Chapter 2 Funding
A. !kW are Chapter 2 funds (*pooled?
B. How are Chapter 2 funds oplied to pre-

e vious categorical
C. What is the relative impacrof Chaptir 2

funds on' the school program as i supple -
ment to other *instructional funds?

1). How do Chapter 2 funds Mate to state
and LEA education needs?

.State Distribution Formulas
A. What are the fund distribution formulas.

. used -by SliAs and how are they deed-
. oped?

11, How do state diStribuilon formulas
maintain Nulty in the distribution of
Chapter 2 funds? .

C. Hoeg are state, advisory committees
hivolo4l in the development of state
Wisti:ibution fOrmultis?

.
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THE NATIONAL CHAPTER 2
RESEARCH 'AND EVALUATION AGENDA

Intergov-Nernvental,
Relations
Issues- concerned with: common understandings at
federal, state, aril local levels of government about
the purposes of Chapter 2, (Omit the' roles of each
keel, and about the relationship of Chapter:2 to other
educational programs 4nd activities; accountabili-
ty in the context of loCa I flexibility; and communica-
tion flow both upward and downward.

on Understandings about Chapter

at do individuals at federal, state,
wed local levels-perceive the purposes (f
Chapter 2 to he?

B. What. expectations jiap.bapter 2 are held
by individuals at federal, state, and local
levels?

C, Irta( are the roles of LEAs, SEAS, El),
Ate/federal legislators, professional

ganizationsi and ateisory groups in
rograM operations?

t)., What federal-state, state-local, federal'
local, and statestate interrelationships
hat' evolved with Chapter 2?

II. Accountability
A. What accountability mechanisms have

been established for Chapter 2 opera
Lions?

B. What effect does deregulattbil and be
creased local autonomy have on ,SEA and
hEA relationships?

C lb what extent have the' purposes of
'Chapter 4 been met?.

. lb what extent do. chapter 2 activities
adilress local, stak, and national needs?

E. lb what extent are LEAs complying with
Chapter l law and regulations? .

Ill. munication Flow
. .

4. Now do LEAs, SFAs, and 11.S. Department
, EducatiCitt facilitate coMmunications

among themselves ahoitt Chapter 2?
It What types of inforrnatthn abort Chapter

2 doh LEAs, SEAs, and the U.S.
Department of Education seek from one
another?

C. How are chapter 2 programs coordinated
with other federal and state programs?

.D. How are Chapter 2 programs linked to
other state educational needs and
priorities?

.Program Delivery
and Services
Issues concernedaligb: the types of prrograms, projects,
.and activities supported by Chapter 2; selection and
participation ofschools; staff and students; andpro
gram planning and evaluation.

lipes of Programs and Services
A. What programs, prokas." and activities

are supported by LEAs with. Chapter 2
fiords for .Sahprograms 8, and C?

B. .ilow are these programs, projects, and
activities implemented?
Iloe di, these programs, prOfects, and
activities compare with those supported
by the antecedent, categorical funds?

II. Selection of Prtigram Participants
A. What criteria are used to target students

for participation in Chapter 2 programs?
B. What criteria are stied to targetscbools

for participation in Chapter 2 programs?
Program Staff
A. Now are Chapter 2 programs staffed by

tEAs?
B. What types of personnel are employed

with Chapter 2 funds?
IV. Program Planning add Evaluation

4. Bow are teachers and principals involved
in planning Chapter 2 programs?

B. What planning procedures, are used by
LEAs?

C. What evaluation procedurk are used by
LEAs?

D. How are. evaluaflons used for program
planning?

h- How conlinien1 are program operations
with program plans?. .

C.

LEA Administrative
Procedures
Issues concerned with: needs assessment and priority
setting processes;citizen/puhlic involvement in deci
aim making; administrative ;requirements of Chapter
2, compared with other educational programs (in-
cluding the antecedent categorical progrant4.andad-
ministrative costs and spending patternS

O
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Needs Assessment and Priority Setting
`11' A. -How are needs determined and who

determines them?
ii. How are priorities determined and who

determines them?
C. How do-Chapter 2 priorities compare

with the.priorities under previous' cate.
11, &ideal programs?

Citizen/Public Involvement
A. W'hut Is the citizen/public Involvement it

decision making?
B. What is the citizen/public involvement in

program operations?
Whine .the advocacy groups and how
do they support Chapter. 2 and document
its accomplishmets?._

III. Administrative Requiremehts
.4. What problems are there in administra-

tion and Implementation?
B. Hoe' do the administrative requirements

ihr Chapter 2 ompan, to ire adminis-
trative requirements for previous categor-
ical programs?
How has Chapter 2-reduced the adinis
trative paperwork requirements in local
education agencies?
flow is local program accountability
maintained?

IV. Administrative Costs and Spending
Patterns
A. What proportion of Chapter 2 funds is

used for local administration? How does
this compare with previous categorical

'program .funds used for local tlehtlinistra
Bon?
How do LEAs make the, distinction
between -supplementing and supplanting
in the use of Chapter 2 pouts?

C. What proportion of Chapter 2 funds is
used to support each of the Subprograms?

Program
Impact/Effectiveness ,

Issues related to: identifiable and/or measurable
, changes in student performance; services to students
and teachers; populations served; and local discre-
lion In program desig% and operation attributable
to Chapter 2

'Changes in *Went Performance
A. What impact have chapter l programs

bad on classrooms and children?
What types of objective measures are
appropriate for linking student per.
fOrmance to Chapter 2 programs?

Services to Students and Teacbers
A.. What are the significant achiet,ements in

each of the cbapter 2 program subbap
ters?

N. What types of Chapter 2 services to stu-
dents and. teachers are most successful ? -

ID. Populations Served
A. .What.pohulUtions are being served by

Chapter 2?
N. How well are 'groups u'ho were targets.

of the antecedenrcategorical federal prix
grams being served by Chapter ?

IV local Program Deign and Operqtion
A. What do I.E.4s do now with .Chapter 2

that they did not do prior to Chapter 2?
B. What are l.F.is not doing now that they

did do.prior to Chapter. 4?

Fiscal
Impact/Effeoivenyess

.

Issues concerned with: Chapter 2 funding in com-
parison to previous categorical lauding, to state and
ILA education needs and to administrative re
quirements; the impact of state distribution formulas
ort Ll,4s.

I. Chapter 4 Funding
A. Hai, are Chapter 2 limits expended?
B. lion' are Chapter 2 funds applied to pre-

vious categoricalpry ,grams?
C Must is the relative impact of Chapter 2

funds on the school program as a supple-
ment to other instructional funds?
llow do Chapter 2 funds relate to state
and LEA education needs?

State Distribution Formulas
el. What are the fiaitl distribution forbsulas.

used-by ShAs and how are they (level-
.oped?

B. flow do slate distribution formulas
maihtain equity in the distribution of .

Chapter 2 funds?
C How are state advisor), conunittces

involved in the development of state
distribution formulas?

Nonpublic
School Participation
Issuehvlated to. types of programs, projects, undue-
tivities supported in nonpublic schools; the impact On
nonpubliffnchools; equity between public and non-
public schools; and the administrative relationships,
betwer public and nonpublic schools.

.10
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I. ! Programs and Impact
A. t'hartypes of Programs, projects, and .

activities are suppPted'hy Chapter 2
funds for nonpublic education?

II rat' is the impact of Chapter 2 on non-
public students?

C. What benefits do nonpublic students
derive from participation in Chapter- 2?

II. Equity
'p-
A. Bow is equity assured with regard to

publly and nonpublic parlicipatilm in
Chapter 2?

..
B. How is equity maintained between p Pik

and nonpublic shareS of Chapter 2 f: s?
III. Administrative Relationship .

A. Ilow are nonpublic schools 1:$7/red in
decision making about the use of Chapter
..' funds?

II What administrative structures hate been
established between public and nonpublic
schools for the use of Chapter 2 ?'

C. What state government ;fractures help or
binder, the involvement of nonpublic
schools in chapter 2?

D. lime do 1.1:As consult with nonpublic
schools about Chapter .2 programs fi
tampubl school students? -

F. What changes have occurred in the vela-
tiOnships htheeen IlAs and nonpublic

er 2?schools as a result of Chapter.

-State's Portion of
Chapter 2 Funds
Issues related to the Types of programs. 'Protects. and
activities supported by the 2(1 percent portion of stale
funds; the slate admitastralam of ifiapter 2: anti state
advisory committees,
4

I. . Programs, Projects, Activities
A. What tyfies of prograttis, projects. atut

activities are supported by the states
portion of Chapter 2 funds?

11. How are the needs determined to which
the state's portion of Chapter 2 funds are
directed?

II. State Administration of ampler 2
A. What types,of slate administration activ-

ities are supported by the state's portion
*Chapter 2 funds?

11. How do stales differ in their-administra-
tion of Chapter 2?-

C. What proportion of the slate's portion of
C'hapter 2 funds is used for stale admi
istratlnn' flow does this compare with
previo categorical Ands used for state
calm, &anon?

le
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M. State Advisory committees
.4. Bow arestate advisory comnlittees

volved in the planning, developent,
support, implementation, and evaluation
ofprograms, projects, and activities sup-
ported by-the 20 percent portion of
Chapter'2?
What responses aremade by SIA
strators to state advisory cimonittee ref-.
ommendations?

Special,
Issues
Additional issues concerned with the development of
a full utukrstanding of Chapter 2, including high-
cost populations; education reforms; state and total
evaluations; and a variety of other topics.

High-Cost Populations
.4. How are children from hav1nome

families served by Chapter 2?
!tots' are, children living in ec0tannica V

Apressed arlIfan and rural areas set.:
by Chapter 2?

C. lime are children in sparsely populated
areas served by Chapter 2?
thtu; are handicapped chilailn served by
Chapter 2?

Education Reforms
.1. How are Chapter 2 funds being used to

implement education refortnrecom
metaled by the National Comtnission on'
EXCH/Cit'e in Education anti other
national groups.?

ii. lion' is Chapter 2 integrated into.state-
initiated education reforms?.

State and local Evaluations
.4 How do states evaluate the operation of

Chapter 2 in their states?
It What -is the impact of state Chapter 2

evaluallonsiim program operations? .

flow do II-As evaluate their Chapter
programs?
What is the impact of ell:Illations on
lEA Chapter 2.program operations?

, li. What technical assistance do stateglro-
vide thAs in Chapter 2 evaluation,

IV, Education Needs

h.

A. What educational needs are no longer
addressed because the reduction in
total Oderal funds available to SEAs and
LEAN resulting from the consolidation of
categorical prognons into Chapter 22, or
other /okra, recissionsP
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Nationai Steering Corn ttee
it ctorWState ECIA Chapter 2

A

....Participants in the E(:IA Chapter 2 6.altia-
ti(in. conference, held February 19-22, 198,t, in
New Orleans, caucused-by regions and selected
representatives for membership On the national
steering committee of ECIA .hapter 2 state direc-

4
tyrS. The coMplittee provi s a formal interstate
cOmmunications link for variety of Chapter 2
concerns. Its member .are:.

.1.fv

:1:'

I

Northeast

Richard K. Riley
Chapter./ Evaluator
Maine Department of Educational and Cultural
Services
Station .23
Augusta, ME- 04333

Eugenelrrhanski
chapter. 2 Coordinator
Pennsylvania Department of Education
33)Market Street
Harrisburg. PA 17108

Southeast

eloisc I. Kirk
Alab a Staie Department of Education
State Office Building, Room 06
Mim4oMery, AL 36130

Wayne Largent
Program Consultant
Florida Department of Education
Knott Building
Tallahassee,. FL 32301

Dan K. Lewis
Director, Consolidated Educational Programs .
Lo Tana Department of Education
P.( Box 44064
Bak vin Rouge, LA 70804 tr.

I., A

44S

,41

4-
7.41.

Midwest

. Margaret A. Mautyr
Associate Director
Division of Educa.tional Services
Ohio, Department of Education ^.

M South Enmt Street, Room 802
Colunibus, 01-1 43215

James H. Mendenhall
Manager, Educational Innovation and Support
Illinois State Board of Education
100, North First Street
Springfield, II. 6277'.

Alternate:
Leonard Nachman
Supervisor of Evaluati(m
tvlinnesota Department of Education
Room 717. Capitol Sqmirollailding
St. Paul, MN 55101

West

Arvin Bionic
Associate Commissioner
Colorado )el trtmembf
303 West Col x Street
Denver, CO 8020i

Education..
P.

Ed Matthews
Chapter 2 Program Supervisor

` Washington Department of Public Instruction
Capitol Building

Olympia, WA 98504

'Ralph P. Pair.
Director, ECIA .Chapter 2
New Mexico Department of Education
300 Don Gaspar
Sante Fe, NM 87501

Mike Kistler
Supervisor Chapter 2-
Nebraska Department of Education
Bois 94987
301 Centennial Mall South
incoln, NH 68509

. - , .



Nonpublic School
Participation
issues related to types of programs, projects, and ac-
nettles supported in turpublk schools; theimpact on
'nonpublic schools; difiity between public and non-
public schools; and the administrative relationships
between public and nonpublic schools.

ECIA makes specific proVisions for the -inclusiona
private schools as Tecipients of the benefits of.Chapter
2. Several national studies include information'abont
nonpublic schools: To date, however, most research
questions have dealt with the mechanics of-this par-
ticpation. Although some testimony was given at the
regional hearings held by the Intergovernmental Ad-
visory Council on Education; most (10 focused on
why nonpublic schools should not he allowed to
participate.

'Overall, slightly under hall of the national -Siitvey
respondent) gave high priority. to nonpublic. SehooL
participation questions. However, within, the total :-
group there were constituent subgroups (state Chapter

*2 .directors and staff memhep, nonpublic schirol
representatives, aria jpate advisofy committee represen-
tatives) who consider it very important to include in
the national agenda questions about the impact of
Chapter 2 on nonpublic schools..

The questions abouenonpublie school participation
are:

I. Programs and Impact .

A.. What types of programs, projects, and
activities are supported by Chap7er 2
funds for nonpublic education?

B. What is the impact ofichdpter 2 on non-
public students?

C. What benefits do nonpublic students
derive from participation in Chapter 1?

II. Equity
A.. How is equity assured with regard to

public and nonpublic participation in
Chapter 2?

B. How is equity maintained between public
and nonpublic shares of Chapter 2 funds?

1114 Administrative Reattionsbips
A. How are nonpublic schools involved in

decision making about the use of Chapter
2 funds?

.What adminiitrative structures have been
established between public and nonpublic
schools ft the use. of Chapter 2?

C. What state government structures' help :or
. hinder the involveminfof nonpublic
schools in Chapter 2?

IA How do. CFAs .consulrith
schools -abort UChapter:2 programs for
nonpublic school students? ,

F. What changes !Nitre' occurred. in. the re0.
Bons/Bps betiOen-1.144s:.andnonpublie
schools as a result ofChapter 2?

fr';

State's Portion of
Chipter 2 Funds

,` issues related to.' the types ofprograms, projects, and
activities supported by the 10 percent portion ofstate
funds; the state administration of Chapter 2; and state
advisory committees.

Chapter 2 law provides that funds not to exceed 20
percent of a state's allotment may he reserved for state
'use. These funds may he used. to .support state ad-
ministration of Chapter 2 and a variety of other pin.:
poses at the state's discretion.

Both the.General Accounting Office block-grant im-
plementation study and the Division of 'Education Sup-
port.(Ii.D) assessment of state chapter 2.administration
(see Appendix) address some'aspects of the implemen-
tation of the State's portion of Chapter 2 allotments.
It appears from preliminary information availabk about
the purposes of these two studies that only limited data

'are, being collected.about the programs that states sup-
port with these funds: Yet, if is with respect to this pro-
vision of Chapter 2 that program and spending dif-
ferences among states are most-pronounced. More ex--
tensive research into the types of programs, projects,
and activities that are supported by the state's. portion
of Chapter 2 funds is needed. -

The. queoftions about state's portion of Chapter 2
funds are:

I. Programs, Projects, Activities
A. What types of programs, projects, and

activities are supported hy4he state's
portion of Chapter 2 funds?

N. How are -the needs determined to which-
the state's pollen of chapter 2 funds are
directed?

State Administration of chapter 2
A. What -types of state admitii&tration activ:

Hies are supported by the state's portion
of Chapter 2 funds?.
How old states differ in their administra-
.tion' of Chapter-4?

C. What proportion pf the state's portion of
Chapter2 funds is used for state admit',
istration? How does this compare with
previous categorkal funds. used jiff state
administration? .

"18
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.
ltateAdvisory-Committegs

,1,1011) are state advisory Committees. in-
. ,

;:.;;;:; volved in the planning, development,
support, implementation, and evaluation,
Of programs, Aects,- and activities sup -
ported by the 20 perCent portion of
Chapter 2?'

B. What respons are made by'SEA admini-
strators to state'advisory committee rec-
ommendations?

SptcJal Issues
.Additional issues concerned with the development of
a full understanding of Chapter. 2, including: high-.
cost populations; education reforms; state and local,
evaluations; and a variety of other topics.

Finally, there are issues concerned with the im-
plementation of Chapter 2 that are of a special character
and do not lend themselves easily to inclusion in any
of the other categories. Some are of shint-term con-
cern, while others are of continuing interest to Chapter
2 constituencies. Included -initially in the agenda are
topics related to specific requirements of the law such
as services to high-cost students, maintenance of effort,
siipplem nting vs. supplanting of funds;, and program
eval on". All four of these topics are .considered, at

Di least- o some extent, in one or more of the existing na.-
,tio I studies. State advisory committee members'and
sr e department of education staff members who
zr spongd to the national survey 'are particularly in-
te step in more research into the areivof services to
hi -cost students.

along other issues, nearly half of the respondents
c0 sider it of high priority to identify the educational
eeds which. are no longer being addressed because of

the reduction in total federal education dollars under
grarit consolidation. There also is some interest
though slightly less in the question of how Chapter
2 is used to implement education reforms recommend -

:ed by various national groups.
The questions about special evaluation issues are:-

Higb-cost Populations
A, How are children from low-income'

families served by Chapter 2?
B. How are children living in economically

:depressed urban and rural areas served
by .Chapter. 2? .

C. How are children in sparsely populated
areas 'served by Chapter 2?

D,., lioW are handicapped children served by
chapter 2?

Eilucation,,Ilefornes, .

A...:liow are Chapter 2 funds being used to
implement edtkation refOrmis ream-

.

Mended by the .National CommiSsiOn on
A'xcellence inAllucation dm! other i
nationalgroUps? 46

B., How is ehapter.2 integrated.V0 state-,
initiated .education reforins?.- 1 .,0:

-q1
111 State and Local Evaluations'

A. How do states evaluate the operation of
Chapter,2 in their s't'atus? .

B. 'What is. the impact of state Chapter 2
evaluations on program operations?.

C. Clow do LEAs evaluate their Chapter 2
programs?

a What is the impact of evaluations on
LEA Chapter 2 program operations?
What technical assistance do states pro-
v'ide LEAs in Chapter 2 evaluation:?4

IV Education Needs
A. What educatk

addressed bec
'total federal f
LEAs resulting
categorical pr
other federal

nal needs al no linger
Use of the reduction in
ends atiailahle to SEAs and
from the consolidation of
grams into Chapter 2,Or
Tissions?

National Summary
of State Chapter 2
Evaluation Reports

In tate September 1984, the Planning add Evaluation
Service of the. U.S. Department of Education enliven-
ed an ED-SEA VorkGrouppn State Chapter 2 Evalua-
tion Reports to 'develop a: plan for summarizing the
contents of states' evaluation reports. The plan. took
the form of the outline for a summary document that.
will include both quantitative and narrative informa-
tion on Chapter 2's operations and accomplishment%..
Since it is El) policy, not to prescribe a standard repin-
ting format for the states, it is expected that informa-
tion for each of the outline topics and subtopics will
mitbe available from each state report. NeVertheless,
the summary document should provide a hroad array

'of information about t tates' implementation of
Chapter k federalthe fede ley audience to whoM the
summary will he directed. Work on the report :will
begin infebruary'1985, after state evaluation reports
have been completed, For more information, or to of
fer comments about the outline, write or call Dr. Carol.
N. Chelemer, Planning and Evaluation Service, U.S.
Department" of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, SW,
Washington, OC 20202, (202) 245-9401.

Following is the proposed outline for the national
summary of state Chapter 2 evaluation reports;

, 1. General Impact StateMent;
(a summary drawn from other major

. ,stctions)
A rrOgram strengths

'14.) .



. (01iited to Chapter 2 administratjpn and pro -.-.
grIthis 4t both the SEA: and. LEA levels)-Stiengths.

. .4nclude such
'.' '1 'I. progrynt'llexClity, variation in imply -.

.menta0n to host Suit itidividualsta.te and
icai characters and nva)C-1.

ease of admidistratOrt -
3. integration Of Chapter 2 progrlekto
di rietwideand/or statewide .planning
off its (to support Watt prOritta, to.sup- .

plement LEA iinprovemenrefforts,..eic.) ,

permit LEAs and states to address
needs of. target.populations currently .

unnerved or underserved
distribution, of funds (hence .

vices/benefits on a broader bas's than pre-
viously)
6. decision making at corresp coding
implementatkin level. with corresponding
public involvement

B.. Program benefits
I. Benefits to children under Chapter 2.
that would otherwise not he available ,

(including public and private school stu-
dents,special target populations) .

2. Benefits to teachers
-3. BenefitS to 1.1:As
. Benefit's to states

Management of the Chapter 2 Program
(at the SEA. and LEA levels)

A: SEA program management
.1. Management philosophy vis-a-vis oper-
ating Chapter 2
2. Managing the LEA 4w-through
portion of Chapter 2
a. .development,of formula
h. proVisiOn)Of technical assistance to
LEAs're: program implementation (guide-
lines, workshops, etc.)
c, program stewardship (review of LEA
applications, monitoring)

.

3. Managing the SEA portion of Chapter 2,
a, peocess for decision making, prioritlia-.I
Lion of needs, consultation, considering
use of Chapter 2 funds in context ortotall

. SEA efforts)
b. percent of allOcation set-aside tbrinan--
agetnent of SEA-based program
c. provision of services for nonpublic stilt
.dents /staff V.
d. reduction of reporting/record keeping
e. increased discretion/flexibility regard-
ing use of ftidds

.. 4, Federal -state relationship
B. LEA program management

1, ProeesS for decision making (prioritiAt-
don of needs, consultation, considering

Chapt fuinds in contelat...of: total'il'egui-
.Jar LEA program) ... ' . :

1 Percent Of allocatfon,set-Aidy for 4mi-
ll gram manageidt,en .. ?.'. . . .1, .

.: ". 3. Administration of private .schoolpari
'ticipation praisiOns,. ' **- . '.*

4. ltedtietiod7of administrative burden . ,
(ipplication, repotting, evaluation,
reoirds)..
s: Increased discretion/Ilexibility'regacd-
ing use of funds

1 1 I.EA Flow Through Program
A. Program strengths ,

Breadth. of-participation
4. student grOupspublic, private,, target
populations

.

b. othersteaching staff, administrative
staff
Program benefits
(resources/services unavailable in,absence
of program)
1: Budget/object class areas (what was
purchased)

Servicesb)' subjett areas. by popula-
tions served
3. By- antecedent purposes
. Inferences ye': e4fectiNTI1CSS-based on
linking Chapter 2 activities to body of
research, on effective schools.

C. Suppprting narrative for A'& B
(vignettes illustrative of progrartt strength
and benefits)

IV. SEA. Chapter 2 Program
(state set-aside)

A. Program strengths
Breadth of activities

13, Program benefits
I. Direct grants to LEAs
2. Direct services to LEAs (training, cur-
riculum, consultants, publications)
3. SDAD infrastructure development to
enable SEA to better serve the needs of
various clients other state offices, legisla-
ture) . .

4. Initiatives for statewide school
improvement activities

C. Supporting narrative for A & B
(vignettes illustrative of program; strengths
and benefits)

Current /Potential Factors .Limiting Maximum
Effectiveness of Chapter 2 Prograni and
Administration

. (SEA and LEA levelt)
,(identification of hindrances with illus-
trative ekamples,.suggeited remedies),
These items should be pertinent to a fed-
eral policx audience:
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esearch 9ue t

A nationwide survey., to identify high priority
research questions related to 'a:IA-Chapter 2 was
cOnducted!in May. l(-)84. Members ofgroups close-
ly involved in Chapter-2, principally' those at state
and local levels, were invited to participate in the
survey. They included state Chapter 2 directors,
SEA Chapter 2 staff, LEA staff,- evaluators, non-
public sChOol staff, state advisory committee.'

. members: and others. The respondents were ask-
ed to rate 30 questions as high, medium, or
priority for. inclusion in a nation,tl research and .

.evaluation agenda.
The survey identified five questions that were

rated high nrfority.by two-thirds or more of the
258 respondents: with an additional three ques-
dons rated high priot'ityby at least one-half. There
Were sik. questions that, prew reltiVely
enthuSiasm. Responses to'the majority of sues
lions were mixed, however, and support forin-

.. .clusion in a national research agenda depended...
., upon the category of respondents. For example, ,

large percentages of state Chapter 2 directors, state
agency staff members, and state advisory commit- .

tee members gave high ratings research ques-
tions about fund diwibution formulas, criteria for -
selection of targeted students and schools, and,
sdivices for high-cost populations. Comparatively
small percentages of local education agency (LEA)

t9

(

o stirvey

kcent state portion funds. The latter group also was
highly interested in the proportion of Chapter 2.
funds 'used for local administrationi and in all
questions related to nonpublic school participa-
t on in Chapter 2. None 40f these questions was
of particularly high priority interestto ILA per-
sonnel.

.

ThuS; the results indicate thlit for a majority of
tht:questionS about ECIA Chapter 2 included in
the. survey, priority .ratings tend to he in the
medium range. when looking at the "Chapter 2
interest group as a whOle, However, for almost all

. questions at least one subgroup included a large
percentage of member's who gave the question a
high priority. For some questions, high ratings

'NX,cre given.by few members of any subgroup. On
' -v-

the otty(Thand, for the eight questions noted ear
her, high railings were:given by a large percCn
age of the inembers..of all subgroups. The latter
questions are as folloWs.(percentages of all 258
respondents giving .high priority ratings are
shown in parentheses);

". I, Flow well have the purposes of ECIA Chapter
2 been achieved?(73%) .

2. What.Outcomes or effeets,ein be attributed
to Chapter. 2?(74%)

3. 'What types of programs, projects, andetiv-
ities are being supported by LEAs with ECIA

personnel, considered these same questions to he
of high priority. On theother hand, LEA person-
nel, along with state directoiS, were the only Ones
to evince much interest in the way Chapter,
funds are being used to implement education
reforms recommended by tee NationalCommis-
sion on Excellence in Education acid .'other.na-
tional groups.

State advitiory council members, state directOrs
and staff; and nonpublic s'ettoOl. t presentatiges
gave high priority% ratings to the qUistion tit how
heeds are determined in expending the 20 perk

Chapter 2 funds?(7I%),..
4. What impact have the EcIA Chapter 2 pro-

rams 'had on classrooms children?(69%)
.5: How Avell do ECM Chapter 2 activities ad-

dress local; state, and national needs?(68%)
6. How well are LEAs complying with the ECtA

Chapter' 2 law and regulations?(57%)
. 7. Nervy are needs and priorities determined and
who determines them?( 56%)

8. What types of programs and aivities are be-
ing supported by the 20 percent State portion of
ECIA Chapter 2?(50%) .

r
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Appendix
National Research on ECIA
Chapter 2 F'rOgrams and Funding

-
A nUither of national evaluation studies of Chapter

2'have beeiyconducted by 'federal agen.ciesand private
orgatip.ations. since the inception of the block grant
prOgranipthers were inprogress at the time this pub-
licationmas- prepared. Among the sponsors of nation-
al evaluatiOns.are Department ofEdutation and
National Institute, of Education, Government Aceoun-
ting.Office, Office of the Inspector General (ED), Na-
tional Cornmittee for -Citizens'. in Education, and
American AssoCiation of SchOolAdministtrators. Twelve
such studies are. summarized here. .

Nine Case Studicof the Implementation and Impact
of Chapter 2 .

E.H. White & Co., for the National Institute of
Education
Contact:. Regina Kyle (202) 783-3294
1,025 Vermont Avenue, Nt', Washington, DC 20208

This study tracked the development of Chapter 2
from its 'beginning in nine 'states, using a case stuxlv
methodology.-/ The states examined are Colorado,
Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Washington.

The purpose of the study was to give an historical
account of the program's dellopment over its first two
years of operation. State level implementation pro-
cesses, including fund distribution formulas, advisory
committee activities, and the like, were examined dur-
ing the study's first year. Attention was directed to loCal
education agencies dttring. year two of the study, with
emphasis on such topics as expenditures by program
categories, changes occurring as a result of the consol-
idation of categorical federal funding into a single block
grant, attitudes of local school personnel, and new pro-
grams developed as a result of Chapter 2. The stucty
was due for completion in October 1984.

According to Regina Kyle, the'project director, there
is value in extending this type of study to look at a wide
range of states. She also notes the difficulty arising from
the aggregation of data beyond the state level for a pro-
gram such as Chapter 2. Attempts to generalize the find-
ings do not allow for the considerable differences that
Oast among states, producing, instead, a "least com-
mon denominator" descriptiOn of the program.

Nalionalgudy of Local Operations under Chapter 2
(ECIA)
SRI Internationil, for the Department of Education
,C6ntact: Marian Stearns (415) 859-3997
333 Ravenswood Avende, Menlo Park, CA "1025,

:This nationwide study of Chapter 2 is aimed primar-
ily at describing activities and effects at the local reduci7
tion agency levaduring the third year (1984 -85) of the .

program's operation. Study purposes include:
Describing local activities and operations under

Chapter 2 in the prograM's third year, noting changes.
over the. first three yearsof the program and changes
from antecedent programs. .

.- Assessing the achitiement of federal legislitive
goals. Among these Oils are educational improvement,.
reduction in administrative burden, and enhaneed'mo-
grammatic discretion at loWer levels in the intergovern-
mental system.

Describing how the federal block grant mechan-
ism (Chapter 2 funding and guidelines and state actions
or interpretations) influences LE.Aactivities. .

Describing how state and local education agencies
evaluate their Chapter 29rograms and developing op-
tions so that the Department of Education (ED) can of-
er technical assistance.

The study design includes a mail survey of 1,600
'local school districts, a telephone survey of 800 schools
in 160 districts, a representative site visit to 24 districts
in 12-16 states, and a special purpose site visit to '36
districts in eight states.

° A descriptive report will be prepared of educational
and administrative practices at the local level under
Chapter 2 in the 1984-85 school year: Pour additional.
reports will present.findings on special issues relevant
to the block scant:

Whether federal intentions such as reduction in
. administrative burden a6d educational improvement

have been achieved.
How intergovernmental relations have been af-

fected by Chapter 2. .. r ,
How local operations and activities have been

influenced by changes in funding and by requirements
for .participation of private schodls and the public.

'Alternative methyds- for LEAs and SEAs to evalu-
ate the effectiVittess, tifiChapter42, including infplica-
Mons of these alternatives for the federal level.



Study of Block Grant lmplementatiOti-
Gerteral,Accounting Office, for thiCcongress.
Contact: Paul Grishkat - :(202) 2450623
441 G Street, NW,' Washington, 20202

The study wasc.onducted to proyide information' for
the ess concerning the ; implementation of

apter 2: Thirteen states were 'involved: California,
Colorado, Florida, Iowa, . Iktityck.y, Massachusetts,

, Michigan, Mississippi, New :York, Pennsylvania, Teicts;.
Vermont, and WashingtOtv Questionnaires were
distributed to Chapter 2 program officers in the par-
ticiplting states requesting information on the use of
the state's portion of Chapter 2 funds by state agencies,
as well as on the use by local education agencies of the
80 percent ;rtion of the Chapter 2 hio-sek grant: Thus,

data were Airected both about programs Operated
locally unWeach athe three'subchaptcrs and about

inistrativ .activitieS at. the. state level. The'100-item
questiOnnaire reised ;area& such as the wOrk.of state
advisory cocci tees, state distribution formulas (espe-
cially in relation to high-cost students), monitoring and
evaluation, public hearings, and provisions for inclu-,
sign of nonpublic schools.

Subsequently, a questionnaire concerning local
education agency Chapter 2 program& was distributed
to 1,300 randOmly selected school districts throUgh-
out the country. The questionnaire, which contained
20 items, was:generally parallel to the state-level instru-
ment. Questions. were asked about the types of seryices
supported by Chapter .2 compared with those previ:.
ously supported by categorical federal funding, about
former categorical programs continued With Chapter
2, about 'decision making, and about administrative,
matters such as state requirements and the time required
to administer Chapter' 2.

. Field. work for the study was finished during the
summer' of 1984, with the report due for completion
in the fall.

' Chapter 2 State Systems Reviews
Office of the Inspector General (ED)
Crtact: Guido Riacezi - (202) 245-0271
300 C Street, SW, Washington, DC 20004

Thii study is a nationwide. audit of Chapter 2 com-
pliance requirements at the state level. A pilot study
was conducted in Kansas during 1983, with nine states

participating in the full study during 1984: Arkansas,
Connecticut, Idaho, Mississippi, Nevada, New Jersey,
Utah, Virginia, and .Wisconsin.

Seven areas Were reviewed to determine the degree
of compliance that states had achieved with the require-
ments )of Chapter 2 law .and regulations. They are:

State Advisory,CoMmitges

.;

. State Education. Agency.. Administrative
Responsibilities

Fiscal Accountability
Maintenance of Effort
Supplement vs. Supplant
EXcess Cash
Accomplishment of Chapter 2 Fiscal -Audits

Reports for the individual states were completed by
late summer 1984, with a nationwide report scheduled
for completion during the fall.

Assessing State Administration of ECIA, Chapter 2
Division of EduCational Support, 11.S. Department of
Education
Contact: Program officers for each state - (202)
245-79M .

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20202

The objective Of 'these individual state monitoring
studies is to secure the intOrmation necessary ''for an
accurate description of state education agency (SEA)
activities in administering Chapter 2. There are five ma-
jor components to each assessment:

MeetiN the purpose of Chapter 2.
Organization and operation of State Advisory

Committee,
Procedures and documentation for maintenance

of effort.
Operation of the SEA Chapter 2 program includ-

ing state staff structure, state policies and their- imple-
mentation, state Chapter 2 application, state fiscal
administratiok and program evaluation.

Operation of the .LEA Chapter 2 program, includ-
ing organization and structure of state staff for LEA pro-
gram administration, state allocation of funds to LEAs,
state regulations and policies, LEA applications 'and in-
structions, implementation of state policies, state fis-
cal requirements for LEAs, and 11A program evaluation.

Twenty-four state site visits were conducted by ED
duri4 the 1984 fiscal year. A composite report will he
released at a national conference scheduled' to be held
in Februaiy 1985.

.1$

No Strings Attached: An Interim Report on the New
Education Block Grant
National Committee for Citizens in Education
Contact: Anne Henderson - (301) 997.9300
Suite 410, Wilde Lake Village Green,. Columbia, MD
21044'

This study, f6nded 'by the Chitties Stewart Mott Foun-
dation, hasas its purpose tO help the lay public evalu-
ate intelligently the effects of Chapter 2, and decide
whether it is worthy of imitation. The following ques,
tions were addressed:

Have the changes in the way funds are distributed
and used under Chapter 2 been in.response to genu-
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ine assessments) of state and local needs, or to other
pressures and

. Have the rovisions for public involvement in
Chapter 2. bee effective, and what role have parents
and citizens played in program decisions?

Now that unds may he used with virtnally -"no
strings ac e s , are states and local districts still sup-

.porting the more controversial pfograms, 'such as 'vol-
untary desegregation or school improvement?

The report presents nationwide data and trends, and
case studies froin seven-states: California, New Jersey;
Ohio, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, and
Washington. It ummarizes numerous findings and
Conclusions in e areas of,change in. the. distribution
(if funds .and. ow funds are used, -as- well'.as about
parent and blic involvement -in Chapter 2. Some of
those findings and conelusionS -are:

The federal. distribution fOrmula has, resulted' in
Massive redistribution of federal funds away from
states serving large number's of poor non-white dill:
dren toward more sparsely settled states with few
minority children.

Shifts in funding among school districts within
states have been -even more dramatic than shifts among
states.

. Especially -hard hit by the redistribution are the
nation's 30 largest school districts.

The average state has split its within-state formula
so that abotit 70 percent is distributed according to
enrollmentVid about 30 percent according to the
number of "high-cost" children.

'Much of the shift in funding under Chapter 2 has
come. as a result of congressional changes in program.
structure, not as a result of state actions.

State education agencies have made few changes
in the mix of programs and activities they are support-
ing with' Chapter 2.

The block grant has.greatly.reduced the resources
available for competitive awards to local districts for
innovation and improvement..

If federal aid is distributed to all school districts
with minimal regard for need orpurpose, it will tend
to provide a small' but convenientisluSti fund for local
officials; -if channeled toward critical educational
needs, it can provide substanttal help in meeting prob-
[ems.'

Chapter 2 has brought about a profound change \
in the governance of the programs it consolidated; '
responsibility for selection, design, and implemetita-
don now rests entirely at the ideal level.

Very little objective assessment of states' educa-
tional needs &Limed during deliberations over for-
mulas of state" use of funds.

It does not appear that local officials have become
more responsive to local Citizens as a result of Chapter
2's "no strings attached" approach..
. This report was issued in September' 1983.

The impact of Chapter 2 of the E,CIA on Local Eanca,
Lion Agencies.

.

American- Association of School Administrators
Contact: Claudia :Austin - (703) 528-0700

. 1801 N. Moore Street, Arlington, VA 22207
.

This stu designed . IA) assess the impact of
Chapter 2 'on local education agencies by comparing
funding through the 198'1.-82 categorical programs to
funding t ough the.1982-83 block grant delivery sys-
tem and b

,T
asking specifically how school districts are

spending their Chanter. . 2 money. A .survey was:
distributed in which.four questions. were asked.

-0, 'What was. your school district's total .allocation
through the -categorical programs during the.1981-82
school year? -:' . . .. .

'What was your total allocation. under'. ECIA
Chapter 2 for the 1982-83 school year?

. The ((Mowing list of programs ate thoseeate
. ical programs which were consolidated into E
Chapter 2. Please designate the programs furt
your school district 'and provide the total amount allo-
cated to each program: (The 28 programs were listed.)

Briefly explain how .you- are usin14 the money in
.each.category. (i.e.-; microcomputers, computer:soft-.
Ware, inservice training, etc.) .

Approximately 45 percent of a 'randotn, sample of
2,500 large, 'mid-size, and small school districts
respkided to ail survey. The results indicate that 31
percent of _the LEAs received less money, 2 percent
realized no funding gain or loss, and 67 percent receiv-
ed more funds from the block grant allocation than
from _categorical programs.. More than one-third of the
sample reported. th$t their. funds doubled under
Chapter 2. Overall there is a 51-percent increase in the
number of school districts receiving federal funds.
Most -LEAs reported that they used their Chapter -2
funds primarily to' purchase hooks and materials, com-
puter hardware and software, and audiovisual equip-
ment. The majority of the previous categorical pro-
grams are, not' being funded at all by most scp.hool
districts surveyed, and for those that ale, the funding.
is at 'low levels: .

( -:-..

Private School Participation in chapter 2
American Association of School Administrators

- Contact: Claudia Austin - (703) 5286700
1801 N. Moore Street, Arlington, VA 22207

The purpose of this study was to examine both the'.
-basis for distributing Chapter 2 funds to private schools
and whether or not private sell° *are providing the
assurances of compliance with ederal laws required
for participating in feder3lly funded prOgrams. Ques-
tionnaires were distributed in January 1984, to..,urban
school districts in the 15 states witlithelargest private
school enrollments. Thirty-four school districts par-
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, .

ticipated from the following states: California, Florida,
llinois,; Indjana, Louisiana, Maryland; Michigan,
Missouri; ,New Jersey, New York; .Ohio, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania; Texas, and Wisconlin.1

-School districts were asked to respond to questions
which provided data for the following three. areas of
investigation: 0

What wathe total school district allocation of
ECIA Chapter 2 funds and what amount of that total
allocation Was spent on services to private schools?

0. When participating private Schools-receive addi-
tional fangs above the.basic per pupil allocation has;
ed on high-cost students 'enrolled in the public schools,
are they required to submit the same qualification
information as public schools?

Do private schoolS receiving ECIA: Chapter, 2.
. fUnds provide the same assurance of compliance With

federal civil rights regulations and statutes as public
schohls?

The study found thatalthough the average percent-
age of participating school district allocations spent on
services to private, schools was 15.6 percent, the range
varies from 3.9 to 29.1.percent. In addition, the study
found that private schools which receive additional
funds above the basic per pupil allocation for high-cost
students often are not required to submit qualifying
documentation, or, when they do provide informa,.
don, LEA administrators often do not know what is
provided or how-it is provided to state agencies. Final-
ly, ?be study found that private schools frequently do
not sign any statement of compliance with :fide VI,
Title IX, Section 504,. or non-profit status. .

The studyTreport was issued in April_ 198i.

An Occasional Report on chapter 2 Formulas
National Committee for Citizens in Education.
Contact: 'Anne Henderson (30 ) 997-9300
410 Wilde.Lake Village Green, Columbia, MD 2.1041

This report examines Chapter 2 distrihution'formulas
on a. state-by-state basis..Particular attention is given
to how each state targets high-cost aid to districts with
high numbers or percentages of special needs children.
The report also discusses changes in the distribution
forMulas. ttfat may have to be made by some States

.befatise of amendments to tire- original Chapter 2 leg-
islation. Among the findings ate thesc:'..- .;1

All but fi've states reserve the maximum allowable
'20 percent of their- total Chapter 2 allotments for the
state set-aside...

Of the Chapter 2 funds distributed to local school
districts, 10 percent was distributed according to
school enrollment and 30 percent for high -cost' chil-
dren.

.SeVenteen states send aid for high-Cost childreri..
,

only to districts with greater numbers rif percentages:
of such children; the formulas vary widely. ..

Fifteen states do not target any of their high-cost
set -aside aid; 17 states target this aid fin-some but not ..
all, ' .

.

Amendments to Chapter 2 prtib bly will require
at least 32 states to make chang in how -they
distribute aid tolocal.schotils.

Also noted are otter, related issues which NCCE in-
tends to treat later: tremendous disparities arnong..per' .-
pupil allotments, for high-cost children, the problem.
of rural school districts with small numbers but high
percentages of special needs children, and the effects
of varying definitions of need.

'Fiscal Effects cif the Chapter 2, FCIA Block Grant on
the. Largest Districts and Cities
Advanced Technology, Inc., for the P.S. Department
Of Education
Contact: Ifichard K. Jung - (703) 553-'7000
1735 S. Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington, VA 22201

The purpose of this study was ter describe the fiscal
effects of Chapter 2 on the country's largest school
districts and titi6. Special attention was focused .60
the differential funding patterns under the block gran(
in the largest districts, that previously received
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) grants and-those that
did not. A sample of 28 districts was included in the
study. .

The study found that in the 28 sample districts, ESAA
funds constituted, on the average, 65 percent of the
antecedent program funding level. Among the 28
districts, 12 received more funds under the block grant
in the first year than they had under the categOrical
program the preceding year;- 16 districts received less.
However, the 28 districts, in aggregate, lost consider-
ably more funds the year prior to. the block grant's 0

7Tnplementation (FY 1980 to FY 1981) than they did
under the block grant (FY 1981, to ,FY 1982), Due to
the large size-of many ESAA grants, the simple divicts
that had received large ESAA grantS tended to lose the
Most federal funding under the block grants.

Districts operating under court-ordered desegrega-
tion plans which previously had received multi-million
dollar ESAA grarits 'tended to take. the largest cuts.
Some states attempted to ameliorate the losses in these
districts through weighting factors in their Chapter 2
formulas, discretionary grants drawn out of their state
Chapters 2 set-aside, or some combination of these
.approaches.

A number of policy implications were discussed in
the report, which was issued in May 1983:
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The Effects of the Chapter 2, ECIA'Consolidation on
:thAdminisfrativeand Paperwork Requirements for
Local School Districts
Advanced Technology, Inc., for the U.S. Department of
Education

.

Contact: Anne FL 'Hastings- - (703) 553-7000
17.35 S. Jefferson Davis Highway,- Arlington, VA 22202.

The purpose of this study was to analyze how the
administrative and. paperwork- requirementS- with
which local school diStrictsotust.comply-haye been af,
fected by consolidation of 28 federal education
grams into Chapter 2. InteOiews with Chapter 2' ad-
ministrators in three states and nine-local education-
agencies Provided the basis for the report.

The principal finding was that the administrative, and
paperwork requirements were indeed reduced signif-
icantly, especially',' for districts that plitieipated.,in
several prior-categorical programs. The reason; simply
stated, is that although. a district may spend its Chapter
2 allocation on several projects, it is considered tube
'a single program for administrative purposes, n addi-
flop, the study found the following (p. 29f :

"According to respondentsin district that
pa i ipated in.seVerai of the antecede t pro-
gr s, the reduction in administra ve and
pa erwOrk burden was not achieved with-
out some costs, however. SoMe innovative
local research and development .projects
have been terminated because local needs
with stronger constituencies have attracted
the Chapter 2 funds. Because there are now
fewer planning and evaluation requirements,
some districts are spending less, time on
hose functions, although in wag* districts
the commitment to planning and evaluation
remains strong. Some state and local officials
worry that accountability mechanisms may
not he as firmly in place as in the past. State
officials, in particular, worry that because
of .loose and unstandardized evaluation
requirements, policy makers may never
know what impact the dollars have had on
education." .

The report was issued in June 1983.

hearings took plaCe during the' first year of theptio-
gram's implementation (1982-83) and:were held in ;San.
Francisco, Atlanta, benver,.Boston, and Mt. St. lOseph
(OH) between February and June 1983..A.total of 577

' persons, presented testimony, most speaking on their
own behalf,with a nuinhei presenting the position of
associations they represented. .

. Comments from those presenting testirmsny recog-
nized that.LEAs were exercising a greater degree of dis- .

'Cret ion over the use of Chapter 2 funds-than.had been
the. case under the.antecedent categorical programs.-:
There alsowas recognition of the lack of accountabil-
ity Mechanisnis and expression of concern that the
success -of the :program would therefore go unnoticed
by federal policy rriakp's. Testimony reflected the
degree to which Chapter 2 is a-departure from .tradi- °
tional federal programs-of educational support.

.The report notes that there were few comments con-
xerning state advisory 'committees and public involve-
tnent.in decision titaking. A great deal of time was spent
in testimony on the toss of funds under the Chapter
2. program; comments confirmed the findings of other
'studies that while some urban areas_ lost funds under
Chapter .2,suburban systems gained. There was gen-
eral criticism. andtonly a little support, for Chapter 2's
requirement that private school participate in the pro-
gram.

Some. participants testified that Chapter./ enables
LEAs to do things not previously done, while,somc

r teachers stated they had not seen evidence of the
Chapter 2 program in the ssroom. 'Testimony was
mixeS with respect to. fawori
grant concept.

The report coneludes that the 'hearings were of
assistance to those itherested in the administration and
evaluation of Chapter 2.

Perspectives gn the Education: Block Grant in Its First
Year of Operation
Planning and Evaluation Service, U.S..berartment of
Eduction
Contact: Carol N., Chelemer - (202) 245-9401
400 ,Maryland Avenue,. SW, Washington; DC' 2021)2

Abe purpose of tips report is to summarize public
. testimony on Chapter 2 presented at a series of regional

hearings under the sponsorship of the Intergovernmen-
tal Advisory Cduncil on Education (IACE).'The regional

or opposing the block
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