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) _' bmty as an _admmlgtratlvg fu

AR mconslstcnt Evaluﬁtions R S
n Every state evaluates'Chapter 2 However there are‘
<. no clear. ﬂhidelincs for thése evaluations; in fact, there -
i no consensus on how to defipe such: ‘evaluations.. -
- Furthermore; states vary considérably in their empha.
- sis and implementation of the mandaged cvaluatinns o
: _.’ " In some state agéncies, for example,
" respongsible. for formal evali

= R S oo .
__ g ST i -
N The purpose of the national agcnda for Chapter 2

: 'Hs to proyidc a frnmework for evaluation and résearch -
' conductcd by th¢ individwal states, ﬁercby produclng '
~ a national'montage of information a .
" tion-of. Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation and
lmprovcment Act (ECIA) Thc agcnda is imendcd for .
.. state education’ agency Chaptcr 2 d!rcctors and staff'
mcmbers,k fcderal program personnel, reséarchers and
evaluators‘at both skate and national levels, state Chapter
-'2 adyisory committee- members, and others who are
_involved With the operation of Chapter 2. Thus, it if
directed to_the .providers of: the information upon
.~which policy makers base decisions concerning the
_ program -rather than to the policy makers themselves.

out implementa-

* ECIA Chaptcr 2 reflects a shift in federal education

- policy that is philosophical as well 4s economic. The

28 programs consolidated under the Chapter 2 block
grant had been directed and monitored by federal agen-

ng national evaluations of the pro-

others, the Chapter 2 directoflias 4 that responsi

| Fragnmnted Research

.. Agent -

" No Méc

: nation bctwecn fh

ts based only on information from -

#parate units are.
onis of the program; in -

o/

- Stucly of the cffcctivencss of C haptcr 2 has'been scat-
" tered and is noncumulative. In the first year of the pro- -

. gram, 1 number of reseatrch projects were con-
_ ductcd-—primarily by natjonallevel organizations with

~ special imercst pempcuivcs These early studles em-

. ployed hypothescs that were grounded in earlier, non-
education block grants and emphasized comparisons .
between the prior cagegorical programs and the block
grant. ‘Consequently, the existing research does not of- -
fer educators either a comprehmsnvc ora I()hgltudin.ll.
picture of (,haptcr 2.

Federal _Govemment »Not an Advocacy..

The Yederal government umnot serve as an advocacy -
,'agcm for Chapter. 2. Authority and responsibility for
C haptir 2 lié with thi states. The statés, however, have

o o tt‘aditiomllly rcspum)cd only (o thcir own local audi-
cies with the assistance of states. Congrcss now has -

placed basic respomibility for administration in- the
‘dtate education agencies, with the, stated ‘intent that o
- responslbllity for design. dnd lmplemcntation of pro’.” -
. grams should fall'mainly to local education agemics
- cand their staff. members. : . _
‘The impetus for the agenda came from a numbcr of,
“voncerns related to Chapter 2, including. evaluation’
.. and evalaation pmccsscs to be employed, the makmg ‘
. of policy judgm
.-the limited,
" gram, and the rieed for .adequate information to sup-
port forthcoming program and funding decisions. Four
, -concems in partlcular stood out. R ;

_ences.

hanism for Coordination

- There is curregtly no formal mechanism for cootdi-
e federal government and the states
or among the states themselves regarding the collection

. and distribution of informati()n about Chapter 2.

The research and evaluation agenda is a major stcp h
in meetlng these concerns. It is. neither a rigid nor

- prescriptive design, but a listing of commonly shared,

- high-priority fesearch ateas. The agenda has been struc-
- " tured in two: important directions. First, it is flexible -
5o that individual state education agencies can exam-
. ‘ine areas particularly relevant to their implémemation
~ of Chapter 2 within their. existing evaluation com:
/ .mitments: While all states will address some areas of .

the agenida, few (if any) will address all areas. Second,
the framework providpd by the agenda perniits the
various state efforts to be cmlogucd resulting in a list-
ing of states that .¢an provide information as necch

- to, address questions Qr issucs that might arige.’

‘Evaluation is an ofigoing proceqs. By working

. Chapiter 2, and/overall benéfits of Chapter 2 in educa~
tign lmprovcmem nationwide:, > .

'-tbgether, states will stimulatc discussions of the pro-
Cesses of Chapt7n2 improvements and expansions for | i
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A National Research and Evaluatxon ,‘j .
Agenda for Chapter 2:

( ’fhe States Perspective T T

/ fresearch.context. Elsewhere in this publication, 12 na-
tional studies are summarized that have been com-
"pleted or gvere underway at the time of this writing.
Without exception, these studiés reflect the perspec-
tives, needs, and national interests of their sponsors:
'US. Department of Education, U.S. General Accoun-
" ting Office, ‘American Assogiation of School Ad-

- tributions to ah understanding of the federal block
" grant concept in general and the impact of Chapter 2-

‘mulated through these early studies. Ve~
. .However, since one of the. major intents of the fed-
" eral block grant legislation is for states to assume t
basic.responsibility for program administration, it fc
lows that the next generation of Chapter 2 studies

_research. However, beginning with the national con:-
 fergnce on«Chapter 2 evaluation, and continuing with
the formation of the state Chapter 2 directors steering
committce the compilation of a 50-state Chapter 2
'evaluathn data matrix, and the identification of high.

state and locai Chapter 2 inter€sts, a movement is now
emerging that gives common voice to thif state petspec-

. position.in the national research,
The various-initiatives whic

d evaluation agentla.

) the national dgenda (sé¢ bax p. 3) and ldemmcation

progeams. Building on the findings of national studies,

. . . ‘
v | TP . . 3 LR 4
n N . 14

R X i

;s Buildlng a- coherent 'national researth agenda for
hapter 2 requires consideration of .the existing, -

ministrators, and the National Committee for Citizens -
in Education. All of the studies make important con- -

in particular. Future national research on Chapter 2
should proceed from and extend the information accy- .

should give significant emphasis to information needs .
from the states’ perspective. Until recently; there has -
‘been no collective state perspective on- Chapter 2

priority resegech Guestions by a'large representation of

' portant underlying questions; the anSWers™o )
will give direction to ail other research, and h}p defer- .~
‘mine the future-of the program. What are the g
.expectations from both the natﬁ’mal and state perspec-
tives, and do they differ? Who arg
* ‘Chapter 2 and what do they judge that the frogram
* ought to accomplishi? Furthermote, what do they per- -
- ceive the aclual outcomes to have been? Do the legis-

tive.. That point of view must\be given a prominent

_ shape the stites’ per-‘ '
- spective for Ghapter 2 contributed to the formation of -

~ of priority issues in evaluating Chapter 2 funding and -

oninformation shared in regional meetings of Chapter
2 directors, and on data gathered for the national eval-
uation matrix (see box p. 6), a survey was developed

~ which identified potential rescatch and evaliation .

qptsuons Over 250 persons nan()nwme responded to -~
the survey (see box p:16) rating 30 questions afverding
to priority for inclusion in a national research and “eval-
wation agenda. - )

*Based upon the results of the sd‘ﬁ'vcy and a review
()f related materials, it is proposed that the agenda for
future Chapter 2 researth and evaluation be shaped as
follows: the highest priority to questions concerning
pr()g_mﬁ 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. Addit

ally, questions will emerge from time to
time about special Chapter Zissues of intense interest -
to a limited audience.’ Accordingly, tesearchers and cval-
uators may be well advised ‘to target some Chapter 2
studies to the specnallzed interests of specific constit-
uency groups.

Shaping the Chapter 2 research agenda canpe

~complete, however, without inchiding some otlfer very

basic prbgram tonsidemt’lons If the puitpos¢ of the

the key actors in
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. How the National Research
and Evaluation Agenda
Came About

\ ' ' o
. .
.

'?ndcr Chapter 2. not only are there oppor-
turlities for states to" assume leadership for the

| “program, but thcrc also are cxpcctations that thcy

do s - . i

With these opportunities and cxpectations 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 thie na-
tional conference on C hapter 2 evaluation in New
Orleans, February19-22, 1984. The objectives of

the conference werex(1) the gcvelopmcnt of a_

state-by-state Chapter 2 evaluation data matrix;

-(2) consensus oh the most s:gniflum Chapter 2
.evaluation issues; and (3) securing'a commitment
from as many states as possible to voluntarily sub-
* mit copies of their annual Chapter 2 evaluatmn_
. reports to the U.S. Department of Education. -

Parallel to preparation for the New Orleans
contference, planners reviewed the imtiauvu

_ already taken by the states with respect to assum-
ing a strong leadership role in Chapter 2-~the -

conference its¢lf, the evaluation data matrix then

- underwgy, thé.plinned identificafon of major.
) P

evaluztion issues, and the form

m of what later
became a national steering co ittee of state
Chapter 2 directors. Cognizance also was taken -
|} of Chapter 2 studies already completed or in pro-

gress by national‘organizations and agencies.

It was proposed that these events and ac ;ivitles-
be linked with unmet needs in a national research
and evaluation agenda for Chapter 2. The Loui- .
‘siana State Department of Education (which wa$
co~h05t of the national conference, serves as co-
chair of the steering committee, and maintains -
“-the computerized évaluation data matrix) agreed ]
.to draft the. research aﬁd evaluation agcnda

.

lated goval'é and struttures of Chapter 2 allow it to meét

. the expectations of its various stakchelders? Are the cri-

terid that will I)c used to judge the success of Chapter

2 realistic in lngh( of the program’s goals and structures? |

Probing further, we should explore the question of
whether embricing Chaper 2 necessiarily means aban-
doning the spirit of the antecedent programs. Before
Chapter 2, federal cdm.umn doflags were typicatly tar-
grted totvard students with spcutu needs and disad-

vantages. With its current struetire and funding level,

Chapter 2 may be pitting (hc good thigsmme resources

can do for all children .lg.unsl the \.llm of providing -

- extra resources t()r some, children,

Can Chapter 2 be changed without losing the fea-
tures that are reported to mike it worthwhile? 'The flex.
ibllity of the program has bgen’ dited as the key char-

acteristic that allows school systems to get more value

trom federal dollars than was powhk under the cate-

gorical programs. Wi uld ‘improving” the program or

“ampering” with it destroy this characte ristic?
Finally, is it possible o discuss a single cftect of
Chapter 2 or to identity a principad’ goal or cxpul.l
tion for the program when it xupporl;.l diverse range
of programs that frequently dgeiflerwoven with.other
local activides a ; #57 Isolating the impact of
a few dollars per CNId ¥y be impossible, yet if these
few dollars. providd a key ipstrucgjonal U)mp()mm
(such as achicvement testing nt()rm.m(m) Or sCrve o

cnu)umgt u)nmhum)ns of loca) revenues (agting as

[

“seed money.” as it were), i

dollars would be inappropriate. € hapter 2 is a differ-

()rmg the effects of these

ent kind of program from whag we are .uulstomul o

sceing and usetul information can be collected oty on
the program’s own termis, Our research and evaluation

agenda, thereforg must give definitéon to those terms

and mount the kinds of research that will allow edi-
cators and policy makers atall levels to make reasoned
judgments about the rple, impact, auompllshnu nts,
and future of Chapter 2.

The altered federal-state rcl.umnship unplnut in the
enactment of the blmk gnmt for federal pardeipation
in the nation’s cduutimf cntcrpris( implies the need

'mr a state perspective on C hapter 2 research and eval-

uation. To suggest,’howevdr, that there is a single state
perspective.would be to deny the unique character of
cach state's experience with the education blogk grant

“process. The agenda must allow for-this uniqueness o

Y

be examined and reported, while at the same time en-

-

couraging studies of issues that occupy a broad band )

of interest common to all states. Not only will studic

of Chapter 2 be conducted from the perspective of the .

states, both individually and collectively, but attention
will continue to be devoted to matters of paramount
national interest as well. The Thapter 2 tesearch and
evaluation agenda, then, must be cohesive; com'rcnt
comprehensive, and complem

T R S




The National Chapter 2 R

Res;earch and Evaluation Agenda Lt
NN |

r
The follawing outhm offers a resource and guldt, tor -
stuglies dcﬂigmd to meet’Chapter 2 evaluation rtquir;*
ments.and address other research i issues. Evaluators and
rescarcherd at the state level cspcuall), but nationally
as well, are éncouraged to address the questions-of par-
ticular interest to them and to contribute the results of -
their-studices to the national montage, or catatog, of in-
formation about thc “impleme ntation and effects of
C hapur 2. - ,

. o

\:

vl: ’ . . - 'r,

T hc questl()ns llsud l’all natumll) into eight t()pic .

) ~afeas |d¢nt|f|td by Chapter 2 directors and eviluators,
© While they are considered to be i importang by a broad

spectrum of C thur 2 interedts across the country, re-
searchers should bring their own'insight to bear in rés-
ponding to the questions and should add ngw ones as
developments occur in Chapter 2 that necessitate care-

- ful \tudy and consideration,

Intergovernmental Relations

". w T ,
. -

- Issties concernedd wilb« common. understandingc at
federal state, and local levels of government about
the purposes of Chapter 2, about the ‘roles ofvach-
level; and about the relationship df Chaptet 2'to other
educatiorml programs and activities; accountabili- -
ty in thé context of lecal Slextbility; and communica-
tion ﬂow both upward and downwurd

Since the block gmnt process marks a major change
in. federal education funding procedures, it is both
understandable and agpropriate that the resulting rela-
_tionships between and among various levelsof govern-
‘ment should receive close scrutiny. Thus, intergovern-
- mental relations already‘have received attgntion in a
number of national studies, including the SRI study of
local operations under Chapter 2, the ()fﬂcc of the In-
spector General (ED) reviews of state
Division of Educational Support (ED) state administra» 2
tion assessments (sce Appendix). Several of the ques- i

‘tions receiving high priority ratings on the natlona}"
. survey also deal . with  intergovernmental relatkmm /
. Issues; How well have thé purposes of Chapter 2 been’ }
. achieved? How well do Chapter 2 activities address’
re IOcal state, and national needs? How well are’ LBAg

stems, and the .. ./

/U

u)mplying wiyﬁ € ha.pter 2 law and regulations? lndud

{thawhole cohgept of accountability for Chapter 2 ap-

! |f| in question and should continue (0 oc-
'mem place on the ruurch Jnd cvaluatlon '

:

ommon Understandlngs about

/ .d'bap,ter 2
‘"}4 What do individuals at fwleral state,

2 and local levels percetve the [mr[)mec q/'

- Chapiter 2 to be? . S
What expectations for ¢ bapter 2 éare beln( L
by individuals ¢ _" Sederal, state, aml lmal

~levels?

Wbat are the roles of LEASs, SLAs LD,
state/fedeml legislators, professional
organizations, and advisory groups in '-
program operations? .

- - D. 'What federal-state, state-local; SJederal-

local, and state-state lnterrelatltmsmpc "

tmve evolved with (‘bapter 27 ’
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II Accoumqbimy o e
A What accountability mechanisms bave
S  been eslablisbed jbr Chypler 2 opera- :
' ' tions? .
What effect does deregulalion and in-
creased local autonomy bat’e on SEA and
wLEA relallonsbl $?
€., To what extedt bdve the pu!)oses of :
 met?

.‘ ,.B“

are Ll:As complying wllb
G bapler 2 law. and regulaltons’
Communi atlon Flow
A, -How do‘LEAs, SEAs, and. Us l)eparlmenl
. of Education fadlitate commumcaﬁon.s
- among themselves about Chapter 2?

‘B, "What types of information about Chapter .

2:do LEAs, SEAs, and the U.S.
Department of Edmaﬂon seek from one
another?
€. How are Chupter 2 programs coordinated
. with other federal and. state programs?
"~ . How are Chapter 2 programs tinked to
' olbgr stute educational needs and

' Y priorities?.

Program Delivery .
and Services o

Issues comemed with: tbe types of programs, profects,

and actipities supported by Chapter 2; selection apd

participation of schools; Staff and students; and pro-
- gram planrning and evaluaﬂon -

- Studies concerned‘with program delivery and set-

vices abound, but tfse category deserves continued at-’
tention because it in olves issues basic 1o an understan-

'ding of the use of Ch 2’resources. Thie threshold
question is:. What typ:

tivities are being supportc@r by LEAs With Chapter 2

funds? Periodl research rélated to this question will -
- provide policy makers and program - planners with-
longitudinal information about she patterns in educa-

_ tional support provided thfough Chaptér 2. Similarly,

* while questions conicerned with the LEA administrative:
“procedures category - -have been incorporated into.

several studies to-date, some questions persist. General-
lyno clegr information has been reported about how

 program needs and prioritics are determined and who
determines them although such Informarion is of high

. !
\ G , {
. . & ; S
v . o

)grams, projects, and ac®-

prfority interest o wcll over. half o(ﬂ:)e rmtional .sutvcy . .

T respondents. o

“The questlons ahout pmgram delivery and servlu.s
are:

i Types of Programs and Serv{ces :
A. “What programs, profects,“and activities.
o are supported by LEAs with Chapter 2
funds for Subprograms A, B, and C#
B. " How are these programs, profects, and
activities implemented?
-How do these programs, profects, and
activities compare with those supported
by the antecedent, categorical funds?

.
-

- M.  Selection 'ofProgram Participants -

- A, What 'criteria are used to target students
Jor participation in. ('bapler 2 programs’
B. What criteria are used to turget schools

for parlldpallon in Chapter 2 pmgrams?-

1. Program Staff - E ) 3
' ‘A. How are bapler 2 programs .slaffed by
PR LEAs?
. B. What types of personnel are employed
B .with Chapter 2 funZis’

v, Program Planning and Evaluation

- A, Hou are teachers.ard principals hwolued
in planning C bapter 2 prograims?
B What plannlng procedyres are used by
LEAs? : -
- C. .What evaluallon procedures are used bv
. LEAs?
D, How are eualuatlons used for program
 planning?
¥. How congruent are program operallons

. with program plans’ : p
L 4 w.

? . — ¥ " - Ca—

’LEA Administrative

Procedures
| N - .

. Issues concemed wllb needs assessmenl and priority
" setting processes;. clllzen/puﬁllc Involvemetit in deci-
- ston making; administrative requirements of Chapter

2 compared with other educational programs (in-
: cludlng the antecedent categorlcal programs); and ad-
. mlnlstratlve costs and spendlng pauems

" The primipal rc'iponsibllity for thc dcsign and im-

‘plementation of Chapter 2 rests with the personne] of -
local school systems because they have the most direct
- contact with students and ar¢ most directly responsi- -

4
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. " bleto pal'cms Adminmrativc pr()ccdufcs cmployul in ../ U e —
o the delivery of programs and the pnrlsi(m ofservices . - | 4 1 T '

relate closely to the effectiveness gfthe programs gnd -
services, while questions conceriied with the LEA ad-
ministrative*procedurey: (.mg()ry of rescarch issues have )
hccn incorporated into several studies to date’ Forthe . || ECIA Chaptcr 2
most part, no definitive information has been reported I
about how progrim needs and priorities arcdcurmur' Evaluati on Data Matrix’

¢d and” who ~determines them. Such mtorm.umn - A . |
however, is of high priority interest to well over half ' _ * ' I I |
of the national survey respondents. L '
The qucstums Jh()lll LE A .ulmmlstrum ¢ procedures

Lo “The ECIA Chapter 2 evaluation data matrix is || &

L a cross-reference of data availablé from all 50
' * states and’ Puerto Rico regarding Chapter 2. It is

‘ ¢
-

I.  Needs Assessment and Prioritv s“ettmg s

- o A How are needs del;’rmnwd uml‘u ‘ho . g :f:“;::kl(; ;r;t: :;::;:: I:&:::i‘::;:‘;?ﬁ:‘:g;:{:
' determines them? : 3) Nonpublic $chool Information, 4) LEA Program
. B How are /niurlllcs _dclernnm'd cmd who . Information, 5) LEA Enrollment Information, 6)
. determines llnyn’ - ‘ " Budget-Information, 7) Evaluation Information,
N C. How do Chapler 2 priorities compare and 8) Monitoring Information. Under each- of

i with the priorities under previous cate- i

these sectjons are subtitles, or gata elements. For

o _ instance, under “Assurances’ are data elements

IL .!(.‘-llizen/l’ubl'lc Involvement T ‘. such s ' supplcmem vs. supplant,” “nonpul‘l’hc

' school participation,” “civil rights rcquircmmts
“maintenance of effort,” and “LEA control” of
funds.” A total of 164 data elements arc divided -
among the eight categories, with at least one state
collecting information related (o cach. _

- In addition fo the major categoricy and data

elements, information is available - about’ the,

_ reporting: mechanism each state uses to callect
. il Administrative Requlr;ements , ' cach element: application, monitoring, evalua-. -

: ' ' tion, reports, workshbps, checklist; other. Thus,

* the matrix is a'compilation of data by state, hy
reporting mechanism  within the state (e.g.,
monitoring), by major category (e.g., nonpuplic
school mformati(m). and by data element under
the major catcgory (e.g., towal number of non~
public school children participating) A

The ¢valyation data matrix has been dcv.t'logcd
u)opcrativcly by Chapter 2 state directors s a

Lorical programs?

A5 What is the (mzcn//)ublu ml'uh'vmem n
decision makmg
B What is the citizen/public ml'ull-cnwnl in
CProgram operations? .. : \
. Who are the adrocacy gf()u[)s‘ and bow
o do they support Chapter 2 and doc ument
its accomplisbments? Co :

— A What problems are there in administra-
 tion and implementation?
B How do the administrative requirements
'fur' Chapter 2 compare to the ddminis-
tratire reqmremenlc f()r previous categor-
cal programs? '
C. How bas Chapter 2 reduced lhc adminis-
trative paperwork requirements in local

. education agencics? ‘ resourée for program personnel; researchers
. : R. -How is local program aununmhllm' ) N o
maintained? - || evaluators,-policy makers,-and any others who
‘ ) need an efficient means for identifying state-level
Iv. Admimstrauve Costs and Spendmg data sources related to specific Chapter 2 quess
© . Patterns © || tons or issues. The Louisiana Department ‘of
“ ) A. Wba( l)r(),)()r({()n ()j' (‘bap[gr Zﬁlnds is . : Edutﬂ“on ma’ntaiﬂs t‘he computerized data ‘|
| Y used for local administration? How dobs matrix; further information about the matrix and .
‘ this compcire with previous categorical -* || computer searches for particular datasourcgs may .
! /)mgmm funds used fur local udmmlstra- : be obtainéd from. thé state Chapter 2 Director’s. ||
" ton? || office, Louisiana Department.of Education, PO,
B.. How' do LEAs make the distinction - || Box 94064, Baton Rouge; LA 70804-9064. -,
_between supplementing and supplahting T S
: . in the use of Chapter:2 funds? B Rl R
v What proportion of Ebapter 2 funds is T o

- used to support each of the Subprograms? | AN S T




+. Records & Info

“Maintenance of Effort (37).
Evaluation l)qsign (32) - T
- Tide of Property o LEA (31)

- . 3 J o ' 4
. = = : :
7 . o _Ch'aptcﬂ 2 ll_esouréés: '
' . / Nudflber of States with
. . -~ % EachTypeof . . .
' (\ ) “Information
’

‘LEA General informatjon:

Name (50)
Mailing Address (50)

Chapter 2 Person &/ or Title-(49)
Telephone No (49), . L
Superine. Signature & Dae (50) v.

. Congressional Districe (5)

Duration of Applluuun 4D
Title of Project (21) »

Private Lizison Person (10)

senate “District (7)
Caunty (29)

Assurances:

Supplement vs, Supplant (50)
Nonpublic School part. (48)"

- audits & eval 49)
Parent, ‘le acher, Adm. partic. (S0)
Civil nghh Requirements (37)
Chapter 2 Legis. & Regulations (30)
LEA Periodic Monitoring (22)

Eollow Appr. Indir. Cost Plan (32)
Audit Exception - LEA Repays (21)

_ Local Policy Followed (10)

LEA Controls Funds (33) |
Mceting Subchapter a Req. (31)°
~(8)

Allocation By School (3

No. of Disadvantaged Students (18)
Non-$ttdent Activitiess(toy” )
flow Schools will Pacticfpate (31)
Evidence of*Schoot Elig. (27 °
Exportable Prod. Developed (1
Private/Pub, Compar of Needs (16) "

“Educational Improvemenis (19) ‘

Equitability of Benefits (37)

Provision of Technical Asst. (24)
Resources S(,gul.!r/\'( ut/Non-ideo (28]
LEA Enrollmcnt lnformation~
LEA Forollment (- 1y

KB . -
9-12 {3%) ‘

Chapeer 2 I’.lruup.m(m Hﬁ)
K-8 (3:4)

912 (34)

Listing Schools to hc Served (I(v)
Parsicipating Groups (8).
Students” Grade (Cluster) (31)
Teachers (290 .
Gounselors (2+4)

Aids 20y . : o
Parenes (23) s
Admin(slr;m)(.s (28)

Types of Child. Being Served (10 -

Budget Information:

Fase d|r Iunds to necds vs catgy (14)
Nunpuh school pargic. interest (17)
Cost effectivencss of program (6)
Noand cost of micro-computers (18)
C ml of micro-computer soltware (19)

emwmpar of block vs wateg - grant-(16)

Exemplar Zacdaptability of prog. (9)
Attitude-add fund in block grt. (9)
Problems-encountered i program (27)
Documengation of studeit gains (19)
Local admin. clfectivencess (18) -
Activ. petformed who ¢ hap2-fund (0)

- Ghap 2 impact onLEA ed. prog. {27)

“Deserip of non-student activ. (9) IR

« Program contin. with Chapter 2 (6)
Descerip. of vd. improvementy (19)
Expaortab oducts developed (1)
I)cscriptin products (13) .
Serv. recd Mrom ed. cobp. (4) -
Quan. &.qual. of Chap 2 servy (IH
Uses of materials and equipment (23)
Other fund. saurces heing usgd (8)
Contracted serv unavail in LEA. (5)
Hrs. of sery. rud partic. (2)

Listing of high um program (5)

Prog. cont'd:, discont'd, new (12) -
Unmet needs duc to reduced tund. (6) -
construction aNtivities (2)

Plans/results of weacher train. (14)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~
K-

Court Ordered Dese Reg . o
8- Subchapter Totals (:40) Mini graint survey (3)
. Adtjyities. Local 'Vuds/l’rmr N LEA i ¥ J
» Public (+1) . . perceptions of € apter 2 (32)
Applic. Appt()ud by Local Board (26) L M How were LEA prior- & neceds set (21)
Follow Planned Alloc. of Funds (40) Nonpublic (10) Rel of 1 I 12
S : Programs under Subchapters (16) _ el ob needsdssess wimplem. (12)
LEA Program Information: Public (40) _ Congruence of applic. to'implent. (14)
. Program Neceds Stated (28) © Nonpublic (33) T . Effeat of lack of approv author. (2) .
Prog. Categorles under Subchap. (172 Per Student Amounts 20 Reduc of - ghdstate intrusiveness (9)
Program Description (36) High Cost (14) . .
-Program Ahu(r‘.lu (13) Public (1) ] ; .
How Prog Will Improve Ed. (2%) “Nonpublic (15) 1} . Monitoring lnformatlon' )
Description of Eval” Desigh (34) "Line lem., Nonpublic (31) | . Inventory control process (6) .
Objectives for Each Program (41) Line tem Pnie (10) : l,low distrib funds .mmnu schls (17)
Relation. of Budget to Prog. (39) )~ , I'(()g_ ameridpproy- r“"‘_] oblig, (32)
ReFnceds, Fund, Eval, &Expend (23) v M & S.by Category (Books, '“)1/3“ Expends. vs approved badget (43) A
y p : Listing all iems over $50 (13) Expendituse documentation (40)
Approprlatencss of Activities ()7) . R , p 0 ,
; - Types of Materials & Equip (28) Tifngly submission of repores (27}
Services o be Provided (28) Listing of Consult._(Dates, no.) (16 4 P
Activities Listed (39) .« 8 ¢ ») 1oy 3§ Maintaln sepagate records (33)
: Cooperative Activitigs (16) v " Provis. for fiscaticomphl audit (40) -
“Subject-Begas to be Served (21) - Types of Services Purchased (22 . rndi funds (35
Calendar of EventsAimelines (11) LA ) l*)"‘::';“ ")“f “:.Zr'(:\tlrn ll"ll':((l‘f))
: Services: {1 ) . R . *m. ol progra .
Prof. crvice (omrac’t‘( " ) Evaluation Information; Implement. of activiileshery. (29) .
. v d e L . % of paperwork reducdon (17) Materlals & equip. inventgry (30) ..
‘Nonpubli¢ lnfofmatloq: Kase of-prog. administration (24) Prompt. of -ordérfgec'ving mat. (11)
. Narric of School(s) (41) Effectiveness of SEA admin, (29) Identify target students (19) . = o
Total Nonpub. Enroliment (44) Simplification of reporting (22) «Timely employment of personnel (IZ)
K-8 (30) ) { . Problems caused by SEA admin. (18) Has overstaffing occurred?(8)
9 .12 (30) Adequaténess of tech. asst. (21)y - Adjust of obe ctivesitimelineg (12),
Total Nonpu#. ¢ hlldrcn Partic. (%‘5) Positive features of Chaper 2 (29) Follow SEA mgmt. requirements (16)
K&@y R - Weaknesses ofsChapter 2 (23) . - Gunsortium agreements-status (13)
9-12 (29) o, Solutlons to weaknesses (10) . Prior SEA approv of prog chnges (36)
Nunpublu Asnummcs (26)° R Adeq of fund. Icvcl va niced (12) Time/attend report on petsonnel (18) ’
- » < ) . - ! '. . ¢ )
’ . \ .7 » - »
A \ . . - N P




Program' R
Impact/Effectivencss °_ .

14 .
’ Y .

Issues related to: ldemlflable tmd/ur measurable
= changes in student perfommnw, services to sfutlems
" and teachers: popuh’ctlons‘ served, and local discre-

-t tlon In program deslgn and operatlm/ aurlpumb/e
to. Cba[)ter 2

4 . - i
4 v

Natlon.ll ‘rescarch .lbout pmgram lmp.ut/c‘tfu
e tiveness has been’ llmitcd up to this time. A progrym

0 so-diverse in its opmul(ms as Chapter 2 presents con-

70" siderable difficulties i in terms of research design fdr im-

o

pact.studies. Yet, over two-thirds of the respondents -

to the national survey on-Chapter 2 rescargh qucsti(ms
gave high priority to the inclusion of questiogs about
the impact of C h.tptcr 2 on classrooms and children
in the natiopal rcscarch and cv.nlu.mon .ngcnd.n
i Almost thee-quarters of the group. gave ‘the same
ratings to qucetions about the outcomes or effects that.
can be attributed to Chapeer 2. In addition, by callings
* upon information fogtained in the national Chapter 2
evaluation data miatgx, it can be seen thae over one-
half of the States already collect data about the impact
of Chapter 2 on local educational programs. Interest,
“1n Chapter 2. _impact research is clearly wldupnc.ad
among persons throughout the country, who arc
~ knowledgeable about the program, and apparently a
* significant amount of data is already. available upon ‘
- which to base such sesearch.
. Questions about program impau/cffcctivencss are:

*»

1.  Chbanges in Student Performance )
- A What l’hpact bave Chapter 2 programs
-bad on classrooms and children?
B. What types of objective measures are
appropriate jor linking-student per-
formance 10 Cbapter 2 programs?

A

__ lI Servlces to smdems and Teachers

A, What are tbe significant acmevements in.
(. each of the. Cbapter 2 program subcbap-

. . lers?
s " B What types of C‘bapter 2 servloes 0 stu-
- dents and teachers are most successjul?
lll. Popula“(ms Served L
b A. - What populations®are being served by
| « CGhapter 2¢ :
. B, How welb ate groups who were tbe targets

j‘ the antecedent categorical federal pro-
gmms bemg served by Cbapter e

s I'V Local Program Deslgn and Operamm

t

future Chapter 2 studiu Sufficient research has been “-
conducted on at least the initial fiscal cffects of the
changc from categorical to hlock grant federal educa-
tion funding. The effectiveness of  federal funds,
however, is ptrhaps a more pressing issue.
“'The questions ahqut fl%al impact/effectiveness are:
L. . Chapter 2 Funding A
A. Hoitv are Chapter 2 funds wcpemled"
, B. How are Chapter 2 funds applied to pre-
LY g vlous categorical programs?
.~ C. What is the relative impact of (“bapter 2
B Junds on- the school program as ¢ supple-
" ment to other instructional Sunds?
" D. How do Chapter 2 funds relate to stdte .
and LEA education needs? . EE
“II. State Pistribution Formulas = a
* L A. What are the fund distribution Jormulas.
used by SEAs and bow are tbev deyel-
oped? - _
. B, How do stqte dlstrlbumm ﬁ)MmIas -

A .
. L]

A What do LEAs do now with. Chapier 2 '
-~ sthat they dig,not do prior o Chapter 27 -
B What are II'As not'doing hote that they
dM do prlor to (‘bapwr 27

. Fiscal . B
Impatt/Effectiveness

Issues concerned wltb Chapter., 2 fm;dmg in com-
~ parison to previous cmegnrlcal fdmlmg td state and
© LEA education needs and tesdgministrative re-
quirements, the impact of state dlsh'(buthm formulas :
on LEAs. :

L]

A great deal of aitention has already been'given (o
issues falling under this citegory. At least two-thirds
- of the nfitional studies conducted to date give major
focuy 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 .lmong thé must prtssing concerns to’bein-
cluded here, Coe -
' B.nmng any signiflun( changes in;appmpri.m(ms or
distribution requirements at the federal lcvcl this area
should be of relatively low priority n' the design of

* mibaintain equgty in the distribution uj v
o, Chapter 2 funds? . -
C. How. are state, advisory wmmmeeo
fmmlved in the development of state
, distrlbutlon formulus/

, . .
. Y )
1 3 . N

. L
. . o
[ - . . S
) . . 3 s v
. - 1. . B
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. THE NA%ONAL CHAPTER 2
_RESEARCH AND EVALUATION AGENDA

| Intergow}mmental ‘

Relations

Issues- concerned with, common understandings at

Sederal, state, and local levels of government abnut _
the purposes of Chapter 2, apout the roles of eac b

level, and about the relationship of Chapter' 2 to other
educational programs and activitjes; accountabili-

_tyinthe context of local flexibility; and communica-
tion Sou\poth upward and downward.

on Understandings about Cbapter

Wat do individuals at federal, state,
W 7 and toc al levels perceive the purposes of
Chapter 2 to be?
] B What expectations ﬁh hapter 2 are held
. by individuals at federal, state, und local
levels?
Cs lW,za( are the roles of LEAs, SEAs, ED.
< sthtelfederal legislators, professional
v .%rgunlzalmm and m‘l'lwrv groups in
’ rogram n[u'ralmm’
I) What federal-state, state- loc al SJederal-
toe al, and state-state interrelationships
_ haie evolred with Chapter 27
1.  Accountability
A What accountability mechanisms bave
been-established fur Chapter 2 opera v
tions? _
B What effect does deregulatidy and in-,
creased loval autonomy have on SEA and
BEA relationships?
« 'Ihuu'bql extent have the purposes of
“Chapter & been met? .
- D To what extent do Chapter 2 activities -
address local, state, gnd national needs?
K. To what extent are LEAs complying with
Chapter 2 law and regulations? .
. .(‘ommunlcatlon Flow
A. How do LEAs, SEAs, and U.S. Department
» Qf Education factiitate communicatjons
' am(mg themselves about Chupter 27
What types of information abu'u Chaprter
|t 2 dg LEAs. SEAs, and the U.S. - )
“ Department of Educ ation seek from one
anaother?
. How are Chapter 2 /m)grams coordinated
wwith other federal and stale programs?
D. How are Chaptet 2 programs linked to
other stdte educational needs and
prlurltles?

' 4

-~

Procedures

.Program Deliw:ry

..and Services - - -

Issues concerned: ulﬂ the ti pes of programs, projects,
«and activities supported by . hapter 2; selection gnd
parlicipation of sc bools; staff and studeénts,; and pro-

© gram plwmlng aml ('l'llhl(l“l)"

1.  Types of Programs and Services
A What programs, profects, and activities
are supported by LEAs with Chapter 2
Junds for Subprograms A, B, angl (?
B {low are these [)mgramc projec lc and
uctivities lm/)lwm'nlvd’
C. llow do-these programs, profects, and
_activities compare with those supported
. by the antecedent, categorical funds?
1. Selection of Pr(jgram Parllclpa;l;s

A. What criteria are used to target students
Jor participation in Chapter 2 programs?

B.  What criteria are used to target. sghools
Jor participation in Chapter 2 programs?

1. Program Staff )
A, How are C ba/ner 2 pmgramc staffed by
LEAs?

B What types of /wrsmmel are employed
'_ uyth ( “bapter 2 SJunds?
" IV. Program Planning and Evaluation
4. How' aré teachers and principals involved
in planning Chapter 2 pirograms?
B. What planning procedures are used hy

LEASs?
C. What evaluation proc edures dre used by
LEAs?
D. How are evaluations used jur /m)gram
. ’ planning? .
B> How congruemt are program o])erall(ms
; with program plans?.

LEA Administrative

"

Issues concerned with: needs assessment and priority -
setting processes; citizen/public involpement in deci.
ston making; administrative requivements of Chapter
2 compared with other educational programs (in-
cluding the antecedint categorical programs); and ad-

ministrative costs and spending patterns.

) .
r T

e




g
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I, Needs Assessment and Priority Setting =
P A. How are needs determined and wbo
determdnes them?
B. How are priorities determined and who

.. determines them?

. How do-Chapter 2 priorities compure
with thepriorities under pree lum cate
’ &gorlcal programs?
I1. Citizen/Public Involvement
© A, What Is the citizen/public nvolvement i
decision making?
. H  What is the citizen/public involvement in
pmgmm operations?
- € Whavdfe the adrocacy gmu/u and bow
~do they suppml Chapter 2 and document
its accomplishments?_ '

. Il Administrative Requirements

A What problems are there in administra.
tion and implementation?
B How do the administrative requirements
j&)r Chapter 2 compare to the adminis-
trative requirements for prer lous (ul('gm—
~ dcal programs? ,
. How bas Chapter 2 reduced the adminis- -
trative paperiwork requirements in local -
education agencies?
D. How is local program accountability
maintained? . o
1w 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 administra.
tion?
B How do LEAsS make the distinction
' hetween supplementing and supplanting
in the use of Chapter 2 funds?
What proportion of Chapter 2 funds is
used to support edch of the Subprogrdms?

Program )

LS

ImpactlEffectivencss .

lssues related to: ldemlﬂuhle ahd/or medasurable
. changes in student performance; services to students

and teachers; populatipns served; and local discre-
© Honin pmgmm desigh and operalum adtributable -

to Chapter 2 v

1. Changes in Student Performance

A. What impuact have Chapter 2 prigrams
bad on clussraoms and children?

B f What types of objective measures are
appropriate for Hnking student per-
'ﬁ)r'm,ance to Chapter 2 programs?

1. Services to Students and Teacbers
A What are the significant achievements in
each of the ba[ner 2 program subchap-
. ters? l
B What types of C hapter 2 services to stu-
dents and_teachers are most .mcw.ssjul’
i, Populall(ms Served '
A. What /mpulamm.s are heing served by
Chapter 2?

B How well are groups who were III lurgels'

of the antecedent:categorical federal pro-
grams being served by Chapter 2?
IV. Local Program Design and Operation
A What do LFAs do now with Chapter 2
that they did not do prior o Chapter 2?
B What are LEAs not dulng mm' that ll)(‘)'
did do.prior to ¢ ba[m'r

Fiscal o 'i
lmpact/Effcc&ivcnYess

Issues concerned u'i(b.- Chapter 2 fumling n com-
parison to previous categorical funding, to state and

“LEA education needs and to - administrative re-
quirements; the impact of state distribution formudas
on LEAs. .

1. Chapter 2 Funding

A Hoiir are Chapter 2 funds expeyded?

B -How are Chapter 2 funds applivd to pre-
vious categorical pmgrumv’

¢ What is the relative lm[)a(l of Chapter 2
Juands on the school program as a supple-
ment to other instructional funds?

D, How do Chapter 2 funds relate to state
and LEA education needs?

I1.  State Distribution Formulas

A, What are the fund distribution jf;rm:lltc.s"
used by SEAs and bow are they devel-

_oped?
e B How do state distribution formulas
3’ maintain equity in the dislr(humm of .
. Chapter 2 funds? . .« .

. How are state advisory mmmmcec
involved in the development of state
distribution formulas? .

M Y

N;)_npublic_ | -
School Participation

lssueMlated to: types of pmgrams pmjvc 1s, and ac-

tvities supported in nonpubc schools; the impact on.

mm[mblw«cb(mlc equity between public and non-
public schools; and the administrative relaunnsblps,
v betwegn public and nonpublic schools.

i} -
B
* D



1. Programs and Impact
A What'types of programs, profects, and .

" activities are supported'by Chapter 2
Junds for nonpublic education?

bat is the impact of «. ba[m'r 2 on non-
public students?
. What benefits do nonpublic students

dertve from participation in Chapter 2?

B

in Equ“v
A How is equity assured with rcgmd to
public and nonpublic /mr[l( ipation in:
_ Chapter 2?
B How is equity maintained betiween pygiic
and mm[mhll( shares of Chapter 2 ﬁ&
HI. Administrative Relauqnsblpv

A How are nonpublic schools inrolved in
decision making about the use of (. hu/;lw
2 funds?

What administrative structures heare been
estublished between public and nonpublic
schools for the use of (. ‘ha/m'r 27

. What state government structures help or
binder the mt'nlr'mm'm of nonpublic
schools in Chapter

Hou do LEAs ummll with mm/mhlu
schools about Chapter 2 programs for
nonpublic schaol students?

E. What changes bare occurred in the rela-

i

D

HOnships hetween LEAs and nonpublic ~

schools as a result of Chapter 272

-State’s Portion of
Chapter 2 Funds

Issues related 1o the f_v/ms of /m;éru ms, projects, and
activities supported by the 20) percent portion of state
Sfunds; the state admlnlctm[lon of Chapter 2; and state
admwry committees,

1. . Programs, Projects, Activities
' A What types Q‘/‘ programs, profects. and'.
activities are supported by the state's
. portion of (‘bapwr 2 funds?
B. How are the needs determined to which
_the state’s portion of ¢ ba/m'r 2 funds are
« " directed?
State Administration: of Chapter 2
' A What typesf sfale administration actir.
ities are supported by the state’s portion
B of-(,'bapm* 2 funds? . :

How do slalvs differ in their admmlclru
tion of Chapter 27

C. What proportion of the state'’s /mmrm of
Chapter 2 funds is used for state admin.
istration How does this compare with

: previoys categorical ﬁmds used for state
admlrxtmtlrmf

1.

B

¢ .
111. " State Advisory Commitiees
A. ilow are’stute adeisory committees (n.
volved in the planning, developrent,
support, implementation, and evaluation
of programs, profects, and activities au/)

B
strators to state advisory ¢pmmitiee rec-
onimendations?

Special,."
Issues | _' |

Additiemal issues concerned with the development of

d full understanding of Chapter 2, including: high-

cost populations; education reforms; state and local
evaluations: and a rariety of other topics.

‘1. High-Cost Populations
A How are children from low-income

< Jamilies served by Chapter 22 o
i Hou are children living in economically
depressed urlgan and rural areéis serté
/ - hy Chapter 2? oy
. Hme are children in sparsely populated
areas served by Chapter 22 -
1 How are Iumdl( apped (bll(fn'n serred hy
Chapter 2

1. FKducation Reforms

A How are (. hapter 2 funds being used to
implement education rvfnrnw recom-
mended by the National «. :mmmmm on
Lxcellence in Education and other
nutional gnm/).%? ‘

How is Chdpter 2 integrated into state-
nftidted education reforms?

i

HL State and lLocal b‘va_lm&lrms

A How do states evaluate the operation of

Chapter 2 in thelr states? )

What -is the impact of state Chapter 2

tfl'alumlnnwm frogram operations?

. How do LEAs evaluate their Chapter 2
programs? '

B

L. What is the impact of evaluations on
LEA Chapter 2 program operations?
B

What technical assistance do States pro- ‘
« Pide LEAs in Ghapter 2 eraluation

v Edc:camm Needs :

A What educational needs are no lrmger
daddressed because of the reduction in
lotal federal funds avatlable to SEAs and
LEAs rosulting from the consolidation of

categorical programs into ¢ ba/m-r 2, or

ollwr federal wclssmnsf '

ported by-the 20 /)er( ent purmm of - '
« Im[m'r 27 .
What responses are -made by kA mlmnt;”
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T.  don conterence, held February 19-22,

g h - - - ‘ v, - e v . Jf?j: )
| National Steering Comimijttee . i,
irdctors’ !

"

Y T

-, Participants in the ECIA Chapter 2 evalua-
New Orleans, caucused by rcgi(ms and selected
representatives for membership on the national
‘steering committee of ECIA fhapter 2 state direc-
tors. The committee provides a formal interstate
wmmunu.ntmm link for gvaricty aof Chapter 2
concerns. 1ts membeegare:. '

Not.'theast

Richard K. Riley f .

Chapter 2 Evaluator '

Maine Department of ldm ational .md Gulwural
Services

Station 23 _

Augusta, ME 04333

Eugene. Urbanski
~ Ghapter. 2 Coordinator .
Pennsylvania Department of Education
333 Market Sureet
Harrisburg. PA 17108
Southeast
Eloise{T. Kirk
Alabytha State Department of l’duutmn

State Office Building, Room 400
Montgomery, AL 36130 -

Wayne Largent

Program Consultant

Florida Department of I~du«..ukm
Knott Building '
Tallahassce, FL 32301

Dan K. Lewis
Director, Consolidated l'duuti(m.ll Programs .
Loyjsiana Department of Education
P Box M()(pi

‘ Batgn Rouge, LA 70804

.

Lo

x bt e dae

" State ECIA Chapter 2

1984, in ~

M_ldwes_t

. Margarct A. Mauter
Assogiate Director
Division of Educational Services

- Ohiq Department of Education -
65 South Front Street, Room 802
Columbus, OH a_’yZIS

James H. Mendenhall

Manager, Educationa) Innov ation and Support
linois State Board of Education

100, North First Street

Springficld. L 62777

Alternate:

Leonard Nachman

Supervisor of Ev: aluatibn -
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Nonpublic School*
Participation

Issues related to: types of programs, projects, and ac-
tivities supported-in ngnpublic schools; the impact on’
‘nonpublic schools; edllity between public and non-
public schools; and the administrative relaliombips
between public and nonpublic schouls.

ECIA m.lkt‘;i specific prov risions for the inclusion of )

private sth()ols as recipients of the benefits of Chapter
2. Several national studices include information about
nonpublic schools. To date, however, most research
questions have dealt with the mechanics of-this par-
ticipation. Although some testimony was given at the
regional hcurings held by the Intergovernmental Ad-
visory Council on Education, most of. focused on
why nonpublic schools should nof be .lllowul to
participate. "

-Overall, slightly under half of the n.ltmn.ll surve)

respondenity gave high priority to nonpublic sc.hool. K

' . participation questions. However, within - the total
group there were constituent suhgmups (state Chapter

"2 directors and - staff mcmhc{s, fonpublic school .-

representatives, and Jate advisofy committee represen-
tatives) who consider it very important to include in

the natjonal agenda questiong about the impact of

C thtLl‘ 2 on nonpublu schools. .
The questions about nonpuhlu school participation
are: .
L Programs and Impact
‘ A.. What types of programs, profects, and
activities are supported by Chapler 2
Junds for nonpublic education?
B. What is the impdact of Chdapter 2 on nan-
public students?
C. What benefits do nonpublic sluclenls
derive from /)arm Ipation in Chapter 2?

I, Equity =

A.. Hou'ls equity assured wllb regard to
public and nonpublic pézrmlpallon in
Chapter 2? =

B. How is equiity malnlamed between public -
"and nonpublic shares of Chapter 2 SJunds?

lll. Administrative Relutionsbips
- A. " How are nonpublic schools involved in

decision making about the use of C bapler '

2 funds?
B. What administrative structures bave bven
established between public and nonpublic
.schaols for the use of Chapter 2?
What state government structures belp or
. hinder the involvement.of nonpublic
schools m Chapter 2p. -

\)

State S Portion of
Chdpter 2 Funds -

7

v Issues related to: the types of programs, projects, and
activities sup[mrled by the 20 percent portion of smn{ :
Sfunds, the' state administration of Chapter 2; and state

advisory committees. ) .

':

‘use. These funds may be used to support state ad-

_ministration of Chapter 2 and a v.lmt) of other pur-

poses at the state's ‘discretion.

Both the General Accounting Office block® grmt im-
. plementation study and the Division of ¥ducation Sup-
port (ED) asscssmentg of state Qhaptcr‘ 2 administration
(see Appendix) address someaspects of the implemen-
tation of the state's portion of Chapter 2 allotments.
Itappears from preliminary information availably 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, itis with respect to this pro-
vismn of Chapter 2 that program and spmding 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 C h.lptu‘ 2 funds is needed. -

The questions about state’s portion of Chapter 2
funds are: R ‘]

/

I.  Programs, Projects, Acllvll)és . :

A What types of programs, projects, and
activities are supported byShe state's

i - portion of Chapter 2 funds?

B. How are.the needs determined to which
“the state’s [mrtl(m of Chapter 2 funds are
_ " directed?
II.  State Admlnlslmll(m of Chapher 2
- A Whattypes of state adminitration actlv
ities are supported by thé state'’s portion
of Chapter 2 funds? b '
B. -How do‘states differ in thelr administra-
Slon of Chapter.2? .
C. What proportion of the state’s portion of
- Chapter-2 funds is used for state admin-
, " istration? How does this compare with
previous calegomal funas used for state
admmmmmmP
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D. How d LEAs consult with nobpiblic: . |
- Sgbools about-Chapter. 2 programs for
nonpublic school 9tudems9 ! :
E. What cbangea hare ouurred in the rcla\
~ tionsBips betleen -1EAs. and nonpuplic
. schools as a ;‘e&ul{ oj C ha/)wr 22

"(Ihuptcr 2 law provides that funds not to exceed 20
percent of a state’s allotment may be reserved for state




: _3;11} _Staw Advlsory Commimes 2 =
A How are state advlsnry u)mmlttees in--
“wolved in tbe planning, devvlopmem
L. support, Jmplemvntatl(m and evaluation.

L af programs, Arofects, and activities sup-
7 ported by the 2Q [um.em portion of -
Chapter 2?7

" B. What respons? are made by SEA admini-
_ strators to state udt'l.snr)' umtmlttee rec-
ommemlutmns’ Yoo B

Special Issues

.Addltl(mai issues concerned ivli() the development of
" a full understanding of Chapter 2, including: bigh-

evaluations; and a uariety of other topics.
ad N

Hnally 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 aré of short-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,
supplemgnting vs. supplanting of funds; and program

stcd in more rcsurch into the .lruvof serviees to
h-cost students.

consider it of high priority to identify the educational
. nteds whlch_ are no longer hclng addressed because of

the reduction in total federal education dollars under
_grant consolidation.
‘though slightly less —in the question of how Chapter

" -ed by various national groups.
’Ihc questjons about special evaluation issues are:

4. - Higb-Cost Populations
- A, How are children from low-income".
¥ families serbed by Chapter 2?
B. How are cblldren ltving in economlcallv
_depressed urban and rural areas served
by Chapter.2?
C. How are children in sparsely populated
. areds served by Chapter 2?7
D, How are bandicapped cblldren served by
" Chipter 27 :
Education. Reforms.
.A.. How are cbapter 2 funds bemg used m
_ implement edication reforms recom-

. ’l"_’n

1

rl

/A

cost populations; education reforms; state and local.

-Among other issues, nearly half of the rupondtms _

There also is some interest—

- 2is used to implement education rcf()rms recommend- -

E mended bv tl,w Natlorml ¢ ()mrm‘smm on -
Excellence in-Education dnd ()tbvr S |
national groups? *-

B, How s Chapter.2 lntegmted mm smw
“indtiated ¢ducation rcformc? vy,

State and Local Evaluations

A How do states evaluate the nperull(m of

) Chapter 2 (n their States?

+ B -'What is the impact of state Chapter 2

~ . evaluations on program operations? '

. How do LEAs evalugte their C Im[m'r

: /)mgrams'

D. Whatis the impact of w'uluutlom on
LEA Chapter 2 program operations?

E. What technical dssistance do states pro-
vide LEAs in Chapter 2 cvaluation,

IV. Education Needs '

« A What educatic nal needs arg no l(mgvr
addressed becquse of the reduction in
total federal funds arvailable to SE As and
LEAs resulting from the consolidation of
categorical programs into Chapter 2,-or
other federal necissions? '

D e e

National Summary
of State Chapter 2
'Evaluation Reports

* In fate September 1984, the Planning and Evaluation
Service of the U.S. l)Lpartmtnt of Education conven-
cd an ED-SEA Work (,rnup on 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 outling for a summary document that
will include both quantitative and narrative informa-
tion on Chapter 2’s operations and acu)mpllshmmt\ ‘
since it is ED policy not to prescribe a standard re pnr .
ting format for the states, it is expected-that informa-
tion for each of the outline topics and subtopics will
not be available-from each state report. Nevertheless,

.- the summary document should provide a broad acray

“of infgrmation about thelstates' implementation of
Chapter 2'for the fcdcmmuy audience to whom the
summary will be directed. Work on the report will
begin in February 1985, after state evaluation reports

. have beéen completed, For more information, or to of:
fer comments about the outline, write or call Dr. Carol.
N. Chelemer, Planning and Eviluation Service, US.
Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, SW,
Washington,DC 20202, (202) 245-9401. -
~ Following Is the proposed outline for the national
Ssummary of state Chapter 2 evaluatlon reports:

. L. General Impact Statement
: (a summary drawn from othér maior
. sections) ‘ (’
4 AL I’mgram strengths  «
14, ) | o




W
(Rej.;,ted to (‘h.apter 2 .ndminismuion and pt'o-
5. * griing it both the SEA and LEA l(.vcls) Stéengths’

cft¥ris (to support state prioritics; tw sup-
plement LEA improvement ‘efforts, eic.) >
- 4. permit LEAs and staes o address - o
needs of target populations Llll’l‘(ﬂll)
unserved or underserved _ :
~5. distribution of funds (hence ser-
vices/benefits on a broader h.ta» than pre-

. viously)
0. decision making at corresponding
= implementation level with corfesponding
~ public involvement
B. Program benefits o
© L Benefits to children under Chapter 2
that would otherwise not be avaifable

. \ dents, special t.u'gu populations)
2. Bencfits to teachers '
3. Benefits o LEAs - I
. Bencfits to states '

R ll.  Management of the Chapter 2 Program
(at the SEA-and LEA levels)
A: SEA program management _
1. Management philosophy vis-a-vis ()ptl’- '
ating Chapter 2 .
. 2. Managing the LEA flow- (hr(mgh
: portion of Chapter 2
“a. development of formula
b. provision pf technical assistince o
LEAs re: pragram implementation (guide-
. Imcs workshops, cte.) '
. program stewardship (review of LE A
: applk.uions monitoring) - ' !
: 3. Managing the SEA portion of ¢ h.tpu.r 2,
' a, process for dcusmn making, prioritiza-, I
tion of necds, consultation, considering S
us¢ of Chapter 2 funds in context of l()l.ll’
SEA cfforts)
b. percent of alfocation set-aside for. m.m-/-
agement of SEA-based program o
, ¢. provision of services for n()npuhlk stw
e : denfs/staff - » !
o " d. reduction of reporilng/ruord keeping
‘ ¢. increased disuction/ﬂcxibillty rcgard
+ ing use of funds : -
. .4. Federal-state relationship =+ '
B. LEA program management . S
~ 'L Process for decision making (prioritiza-
. tion of needs, consultation, considéring |

R

1’ mlﬁht ’. [nclucﬁ: such. «items  as, .

S progrim ’thfﬁLlit), variation in imple-

e _' S mmugj«'m o best syig individual state and

. P el Lhamc.tcrs and 13 /. :

~ T\ ease of adminls(rm - )

' - inwgmtion of Chapter 2 progm*fmo
L0 difgrictwide and/or staewide planning 2.

(including public and private school stu- . - ;

-

v l

LV

I .Chapt funds. in umtcm ot toulircgur
;i lar LEA program) -
: 2. Percent of allocatfon sct- .lSidqylur,pm-
" [ grgm management . Y :
-3, Admimstr.mxm af prwaw sch()()l p.m
,," " uup.n(i()n prm’lsi()nb, :
thuuum- of .u;lmimstr.u-ivc hurdth )
(q)plic.ltion rqmrthn., Ly.lluauon '

records) A
5. lmrustd dmrcmm/mxnhili() rcg.lt{l
-ing use of funds - - : : .

‘ ‘IA Flow Through Program , *. =
' A Program strengthy | '
‘ 12 Breadth of participation
-4. student groups—pubhc prn ate,
populations foe
b. others—teaching seaft, .ltlmums(r.mu
staff
"Program benefits
(resoyrces/services unavailable in abse nee
- of program)
Budget/object class are ls (“h.u wis '
purchascd) v '
27 Services by suhjc.h ageas, by p()plll.l-
tions servegd -

target

B,

3. By antecedent purp()su o ,

4. Inferences re: offectiveness based on -

- linking Chapter 2 activities to body of |

rescarch on effective schools.
C. Suppprting narrative for A'& B
(vignettes illustrative of program strengths
- and bencfits) X g
SEA_Chapter 2 Program
(state sct-aside)
Program strengths
1. Breadth of activities
Program bencefits S
1. Direct grants to LEAs
2. Dircect services to LEAs (teaining, cur-
riculum, consultants, publications)

3. SDAD infrastructure development to
cnable SEA to better serve the needs of
“various clicnts other state offices, legisia-

ture)

4. Initiatives for st.lt(widc sth()()l
improvement activitics %

“Supporting marrative for A & B

(vignettes tllustrative of program: %trcngthb
and bencefits)

Current/Potential Factors Limiting Maximum
Effectiveness of Chapter 2 Program and
Administration 3
(SEA and LEA IchIQ)

.(identification of hindrances with illu.s-
trative examples, ‘suggested remedies),
These items should be pertinént to a tcd
¢ral poli(,,y audience :

. A

B,

C.

V.

"

X

Y ]

~i

-

L
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“A n.ntlunvsldc survey, to Identlt) high prmnt)
research questions related wo ECIA'Chapter 2 was
conducted! in May, 1984. Members ()t*gmups close-
" ly involved in Chapter 2, principally those at stite
and local lcvcls were invited to participate in the
suryey. They includéd state € hapter 2 directors,
SEA Chapter 2 staff, LEA staff, evaluators, non-

public ‘school staff, state advisory committee -
. members, and others. The rcsp(mdcms were ask-

ed to rate 30 questions as high, medium, or low

priority for inclusion in a n.mor},ll reseaich and .

u'.tlu.mon agenda, .
- The survey identified five questions that were -

258 respondents, with af additional three ques- -

tions rated high priority by at least one-half. There

were sik questiony that drew reftively e
enthusiasm. Responses to- thc majonity of ques:
tions were mixed, however, and suppoft for’in-

3

-

yeeng state portion funds, The latter group also was

highly interested in the proportion of Chapter 2.
funds ‘used for local administration, and in all
questions related to n(mpuhlu school p.miup.p :
ton in Chapter 2. None.of these questions was
of particularly high priority interest.to L IA per-
sonnel. ‘ -
T hus the.results indicate tht for a m.n]unt) of .
th( questions about ECIA Chapter 2 included in
the. survey, priority ratings tend to be 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
rated high priority by two-thirds or more of the™”

. «lusion in a national research agenda depended |

“upon the category of rcgp(mdcms. For example,
large percentages of state Chapter 2 directors, state

agency staff members, dnd state advisory commit- -

“tee members gave high ratings to rcsc.mh ques-
tions about fund digribution formulas, criteria for

selection of targeted students and schools, and -
sérvices for high-cost populatl(ms Comparativly -

small percentages of local cducation agency (LEA)
personnel considered these same questions to be

-of high priority. On the other hand, LEA person- '
.nel, along with state directors, were the only ones

to evince: much interest in the way Chapter .2
funds are being uséd to implement education
reforms recommended by tie National Commis-
sionf on Excellence in Education and ether_na-
tional groups. o

State adyisory council members, state directdrs

L)

~

~grams had on classrooms

and staff, and nonpublic school &prcsematives o

gave high priority ratings to the question 8f how

needs are detcrml_ned in expending the 20 per.

[ 4

percentage of members who gave the question a
hlgh priority. For some questions, high ratings
*ere given.by few members of any subgroup. On
the oth€Thand, for the cight questions noted car,
lier, high ratings were given by a large percen
age of the members-of all subgroups. The latter
questions are as follows . (percentages of all 258
respondents  giving high  priority mtmgs are
" shown in partntheses];

I. How well have the. purposces of EC lA Chapter
2 been achieved?(73%) .«

. 2. What outcomes or effects <ian bc .mril)utcd
* to Chapter 22(74%) - ‘
3, What types of programs, projects, and gctiv-
ities are being supported by llAs wnh ECIA

Chapter 2 funds’(?l%) N

4. What impact have the EG (Shnptcr 2 pro-
' wfd children?(69%)
5, How ivesl do ECJA Chapter 2 activities ad-
dress local, state, and national needs?(68%)

6. How well are LEAs complying with the EC fA

_€hapter 2 law and regulations?(57%) _

7. How are needs and prioritics dctcrmim.d and
who détermines them?( 56%) V.
8. What types of programs and aggivities are he

“ ing supporited by the 20 percent stite portion of -

s

ECIA Chapter 22(50%)
e - A

o .

Al

¥

-16:

[
.




Appendix -

National Research on ECIA

Chapter 2 Prbgrams and Funding

}' A nlm!bcr of national evaluation studies of Chapter

Zhave bccq conducted by federal agencies:and private
_ ‘organ\lzations since the inception of the block grant
- program. Others were in-progress at the time this pub-

lication was prepared Among the sponsors of nation-
al cvaluatiqns are: U:S. Department of Education and
National Institute of Education, Government Accoun-
ting Office, Office of the Inspector General (ED), Na-

tional Committee for ‘Citizens in Education, and

American Association of School Administrators. ’l\vclvc

. . such studies are summarized hcrc

e
v

Nine Case Studie.;of tbe lmplememation and lmpacl
of Chapter 2

~ E.H. White & Co.,
Education
Contact: Regina Kyle - (202) 783- 3294
1025 Vermomnt Avenue, N&/ Washington DC 2()2()8

This study trackcd the development of (‘haptcr 2
from its bcginning in nine ‘states, using a case study

mcthodologyv The states examined - are Ceolorado,

Maine, Michigan, . Nebraska, Pennsylvqni':l, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Washington.

The purpose of the study was to give an historical _
account of the program’s dcv!lopmcm over its first two -

years of operation. State level implementation pro-
cesses, including fund distribution formulas, advisory
committee activities, and the like, were exarhined dur-
ing the study’s first year. Attention was directed to local
education agencies during. year two of the study, with
emphasis on such topics as expenditures by program
categories, changes occurring as z 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 4 result of Chapter 2. The study .

was due for completion in October 1984.

According to Regina Kyle, the’ project director, there
i value in extending this type of study to ook at a wide
range of statgs. She also notes the difficulty arising from-
the agg«il?atlon of data beyond the state level for a pro-

suc

as Chapter 2, Attempts to generalize the firid-

ings do not allow for the considerable diffetences that

* exist among states, producing, instead, a “least com-

1

mon denominatot” description of the program.

i
3

for the National Institute of - .

17/

«

Natiomﬂﬁudy of Local Opemtions under Cbapter 2
" (ECIA)

SRI International, for the U.S. [)cpartmcm of Education
".Contact: Marian Stearns - (415) 859-3997

333 Ravcnswood Avenie, Menlo Park, CA 94()25 '

This nationwide study of C haptcr 2 is aimed primar-

PR

ily at describing activities and effects at the local ‘educa- \

. _tion agency level'during the third year (1984-85) of the

< program’s operation. Study purposes include:
® Describing local activiuu and operations under

-

Chapter 2 in the program's third year, noting changu_ o

over the first three years,of the program and changes
from intecedent programs. .
o Asscwmg the achievement of federal Icglslltivc

goals. Among these goals are éducational improvement, |

reduction in administrative burdm and enhaneed po-
grammatic dlscruion at lower Icvcls in the intergovern-
“mental system.

* Describing how the federal block grant mechan-

~ ism (Chapter 2 funding and guidclines and state actions

or interpretations) infliences LEA activities. .

* Describing how state and local education agtmics
evaluaté their Chapter 2 _programs and developing op-
tions so that the Department of Education (Ll)) um of-
fer technical assistance.

The study design includes a mail survcy of 1,600 -

‘local school districtb atelephone survey of 800 schools
in 160 digtricts, 4 representative site visit to 24 districts
in 12-16 states, and a spuial purposc site visit to 36
districts in eight states.

A desuiptivc report will be prepared of c.ducati(mal
and administrative practices at the local level under
Chapter 2 in the 1984-85 school year. Four additiona)
reports will prcscnt ﬁndings on special issues relevant
to the block g N

® Whether edcral intentions such as mductkm in’

- administgative burden afd cducational impmvcmem
have been achieved.

-

~® How intergbvernmental relations have bccn af-

- fected by Chapter 2. . = . .
* How lo¢al opcmtlons and activitics havc hcc

influenced by changes in funding and by requirements )

~ for participation of private schodls and the public.

® Alternative methods for LEAs and SEAS to evalu-
ate the effectiveness of (,hapter 2, inclugding implica-
tlons of these altcmatlves for the federat Ievel

22 I <
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. in the fall.

| Study of Block Grant lmplemenmﬂ;ﬁn

- General, Accounting Office, for.th:Congress.
(ontau ‘Paul Grishkat - (202) 245:9623
Street, NW, Washingt()n,,D(E 20202

‘The study was u)nduued to ppovidc inform.ui(m for

Colorado, -Florida, lowa, Kéntucky, Massachusetts,

, Michigan, Mississippi, New York, Pennsylvania, Texas;

Vermont, and Washington Questionnaires  were
distributed to Chaptor 2 program officeis in the par-
ticipting states requesting information on the use of
“the state’s portion of Chapter 2 funds by state agencies,
as well as on thc use by localcducation .igcnues of the
80 percent poction of the Chapter 2 Biock grant. Thus,
data .were gBllected both about programs operated
1ocatly unBereach of the three subchapters and about
inistrative activities at the state level. The 100-item
qucstionn.iirt:}?resscd afeas such as the work.of state
advisory committees, state distribution formulas (espe-
cially in relation to high-cost students), monitoring and

" Responsibilities |
-'\‘g\g(‘nwas umccrning the implmwntation of .
' ~chypter 2. Thirteen states were involved: California,

ontact:

"o State  Education.
¢ Fiscal Acu)unlability

Agen’éy'. Administrative
¢ M.iimmance of Effort :
_* Supplement vs, Suppl.mt )
"o Excess Cash
¢ "Accomplishment of Chapter -2 biscal -Audits
Reports for the individual states were u)mplu(d by
~ late summer 1984, with a nationwide report scheduled
for compjetion during the fall. -

Assessing State Administration of ECIA, Chapter 2
Division of Educational Support s, i)cp.mmcm of
Education

Program officers for each state -
245-7965 . N :
400 Maryl;md Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 2()2()2'

(202)

The objective qt thuc mdivndu.ll state monitoring
studies is to secure the information necessary for an

- accurate description of state education agency (SEA)

evaluation, public hearings, and provisions for inclu;

sion of nonpublic schools.

Subséquently, a questionnairc u)merning local

ettucation agency Chipter 2 programs was distributed
to 1,300 mndomly selected school districts through-
out the countey. 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 thosc previ-

_ ously supported by categorical federal funding, about

former categorical programs continued with Chapter - -

2, about decision making, agd about administrative ’

matters such ag state requirements and the time rcquirtd
to administer C haptcr 2. N

. Field work for the study was finished during the

summer of 1984, with the report due for completion

- Cbapter 2 State Systems Reviews -~ - ~
Office of the Inspector General (ED)

Cgntact: Guido Riacezi - (202) 245-0271
- 350 C Street, SW, Washington, DC 20004

N

 This study is a natibnwidé‘ audit of Chapter 2 com-

in Fcbruary 1985

activities in administering Chapter 2. There are five ma-
jor components 10 cach assessment:

* Meetifg the purpose of Chapter 2.
Te ()rg.miwioﬁ and ()ptmtion of State’ Advisory
Committee, -

. Prou-durcs and documcmation for maintenance
of effort. :

¢ Operation of the SEA € h.lptcr 2 program includ-
ing state staff structure, state policies and their imple-
mentation, state Chaptér 2 application, state fiscal
administration, and program evaluation,
“ e 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 regalations and policies, LEA applications and in-
structions, implementation of state policies, state fis-
<al requirements for LEAs, and LEA program evaluation.

Twenty-four state site visits were conducted by ED
duri”ﬁthc 1984 fiscal year. A composite report will be
released at a national conference schedulcd to be held

[}

~-No Strmgs Attacbéd.- An Interim Report on the New

Education Block Grant

" National Committee for Citizens in Education -

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,
Gonnecticut, Idaho, Mississippi, Nevada, New Jersey,
Utah, Virginia, and-Wisconsin. 1

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:
. o State Advisory ommigzees

.1.! . " : V. oo '

18

Contact: Anne Henderson - (301) 997-9300
suite 410, Wilde Lake Village Green, (,olumbia. MI)
21044

This study, finded by thc (,hiiries Stcwan Mott Foun-
dation, has as its purpose to help the lay public evalu-
ate intelligently the effects of Chapter 2, and decide
whether it Is worthy of imitation. The foliowing ques-,
tions were addressed: '
. ® Have the changes in the way funds are distributed
and used under Chapter 2 bmen in. respome to genu-
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ine. asscesmcntsl of state and local needs, or to othc

" pressures and onditions? o .
.® Have the provisions for publnc mvol\icmcm in

n effective, .md wh.u rolc h.lVC parents

are states’ .md local distrius still sup-
-porting the more controversial ppograms, such as vol-
untary desegregation or school improvement?
The report presents nationwide data and trends, and
case studies from seven states: California, New Jersey,

_ Ohio, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, and

Washington. It summarizes numerous findings and
conclusions in ghe areas of-change.in the. distribution
of funds and ow funds are used, as well as about
parent and plblic involvement m Chapter 2. Some of

Tbe Impacl of Cba[)ler 2 of the I<(“IA on Lacal bduca- -

tion Agencies 5
American. Aas()uation of School Admimstrators
Contact: Claadia -Austin - (703) 528-0700

1801 N. Moore Street, Arlington, VA 22207

This sh?;‘ww désigncd L assess the impact of

Chapter 2°on local education agencies by comparing
tunding through the 1981-82 categorical programs to
funding through the. 1982-83 black grant delivery sys-
tem and by asking specifically how school districts are
spending their Chaptér. 2 money. A sufvey was,
dlstnbuttd in which four questions- were asked. '

-¢ What was your school district’s total alloutmn'

" through the categorical programs durmg thc H981 82

. those findings and conclusions are: ' -

- o The federal distribution formula h.w rtbulttd in

school year?
‘e ‘What was «your t()t.xl all()uuon undct l*( IA '

- C h.xptcr 2 for the 1982-83 school year?

' massivc redistribution of federal funds away from

states serving large numbers of poor non-white chil-
dren toward more sp.lrscl) settled states wnth few
“minority childrcn .

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

® Especially hard h|t by the redistribution are the
nation's 30 largest school districts. :

® The average state has split its within-state formul.l

. $0 that about 70 percent is distributed according to
enrollment™fid about 30 percent according to thc
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 aétions.

® State education agencies have made few changc

“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 dIS(l‘ILtS for
innovation and improvement.

* If federal aid is distributed to all school districts
with minimal regard for need or-purpose, it will tend
to provide a small but convenientélush fund for local
officials; if channeled toward critical educational
needs, it can provldc substant?al help in meeting prob-

»

“lems.”

. (,haptcr 2 has brought about a profound change
in the govérnance of thé programs it consolidated;
responsibility for selection, design, and implementa-
tion now rests entirely at the local level. .

* Very little objective assessment of states’ educa-
tional needs occurred during dcliberauons over for-
mulas of staté 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,

V-

" ical programs which were consolidated into -E
- Chapter 2. Please dcugnatc the programs furt

* The following list of programs afe those. Latc

your school dlstnu and provide the total amjount all()-

“cated to each program. (The 28 programs were listéd.)

12,500 large,

-each category. (i.e.;

* Briefly explain how you are using the money in
, Microcomputers, computer. soft-
ware, inservice training, ctc.)

Approximately 45 percent of a‘randomy sanaple of.
mid-size, and small school districts
respdnded to the survep. 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 progtams. More than one-third of the
sample reported  thfit their funds doubled under
Chapter 2. Overall there is a 5 1- percent increase in the
number of school districts receiving federal funds.
Most LEAs reported that they used their Chapter 2
funds primarily 1o purchase books and materials, com- N
puter hardware and software, and audiovisual equip-
ment. The majority of the previous categorical pro-

_“grams are not being funded at all by most school
" districts survcycd and for those that .d'c the fundmg.

is at low levels. L
Lo (i

Private School Participation in Chapter 2

. American Association of School Administrators

- Contact: Claudia Austin - (703) 528-0700 -’

1801 N. Moore btrcct 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 schogls are providing the °

19

-assurances -of compliance with

ederal laws required

far participating in federally funded programs. Ques--
tionnaires were distributed in January 1984, to:urban
school disttiGts in the 15 states with the largest private
school eprollments. Thirty-four school districts par-
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fi’clpﬁtcd from the following'étatc'q- California, Florida,

Illinois,. Indjana, Louisiana, Maryland; Michigan,
Missouri; New Jersey, Néw Yotk, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvama, Texas, and Wisconsin.?

-School districts were asked to respond to questions
- which provided d.lta for the following three arcas of
investigation: ' : »

e What was the total school district allocation of
ECIA Chapter 2 funds and what amount of that total
allocatmn was spent on services to private schools?

‘o When participating private schools receive addi-
-tional funds above the basic per pupil allocation bas-

ed on high—cost students enrolled in the public schools, .

" are they rcqulrcd to submit the same qualiﬂutmn
~ information as public schaols?
® Do privat¢ schools recéiving ECIA’ (‘hapur 2

funds provndc the same assurance of u)mpli.mu: with

federal civil rights regulations and statutes as pubhc
schoOls? :

‘The study found that although the .mragc pereent-
age of participating .schL()()l district allocations spent on
services to private schools was 15.6 pereent, the range
varics 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-.:

tion, LEA administrators often do not know what is
provided or how it is provided to state agencies. Final-
ly, the study found that private schools frequently do
not sigh any statement of compliance with lnk VI
Title 1X, Section 504, or non-profit status.

The study-teport was issued in April. 1984,

"An Occasional Report on Chapter 2 Formulas

Nation#l Committee for Citizens ih Education
Contact: Anne Henderson - (301) 997-9300
410 Wilde Lake Village Green, Columbia, MD 21044

<

_This report examines Chapter 2 distributionformulas

~on a state-by-state basis. Particular attention is given
10 how cach state targets high- cost aid to districts with
“high numbers or percentages of special aeeds children.
The rcport also discusses changes in the distribution
formulas tHat may have to be made by some States
hc}ausc of amendments to the original (,haptcr 2 |tg
" islation. Among the ﬂndingq are these:™ 4

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

o  Of the Chapter 2 funds distributed to local s(.hool ’
districts, 70 percent was distributed according to-
school enro1lmcnt and 30 percent for high wsf c,hil g

dren.

~

K Seventeen states send aid for high-cost ghildren' .

_ (mly to districts with greater numbers Of pcrtcntagcs:.

of such children; the formulas vary widely. ,

¢ Fifteen states do not target any of their high-cost
sct-aside aid; 17 states target this did forsome but not.
at. =~ ' S
" o Amendments to Chapter 2 probgbly will require
at least 32 states to make changgs in how '.tl‘ic'y
distribute aid to-local schools

Also noted are mlc.r related issues whuh N( CEin-

tends to treat lager: tremendous disparities among per’- -
pupil allotments. for high-cost children, the problem: -

of rural school districts with'small numbers but high

.pereentages of special needs children, and the effects -
s ~ . . . 3 N
- of varying definitions of need. , o

.

Fiscal E j]t’(l\ ()f the Chapter 2, ECIA Mlmk Grant on

the Largest Districts and Cities

Advanced Technology, Inc., for the U.S, Department
of Educatign '

Contact: Igcha_rd K. Jung - (7(}5) 553-7000

1735 8. Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington, VA 22202

The purpose of this ssudy was tq describe the fiscal

~effects of Chaptér 2 on the country’s largest school

districts and Bitics. Special attention was focused -on
the differential funding patterns under the block grant
in the largest districts, that previously geceived
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) grants and those that
did not. A sample of 28 districts was lmludul in thc
study. :
The study found thatin tlu 28 sample districts, ESAA’
funds u)nstltutcd 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 o
miplementation (FY 1980 to FY 1981) than they did -

. under the block granmt (FY 198110 FY 1982). Due to

the large size of many ESAA grants, the sample disgricts

that had received large ESAA grants tended to lose the

most federal funding under the block grant.. ’
Districts operating under court-ordered desegrega-

-
. tion plans which previously had received malti-million

‘dollar ESAA grants tended to take the largest cuts.
Some states attempted to ameliorate the losses in these
Qistricts through weighting factors in their Chapter 2
formulas, discretionary grants deawn out of their state

~ ~.Chapter, 2 set-aside, or some combinatmn of these

approaches, _
A number of p()licy impliutiom were discussed in

. the report, which way issued in-May 1983

>




* The Effects of the Chapter 2, ECIA Consolidation on
. the Administrative and Paperwork Requiremems Sfor
- Local School Districts e

“Advanced Technology, Inc., for the U.S. Dcp.mmcm of

Education . “

(onuu Annc H. ‘Hastmgs - (703) 553- 7000

l7$5 s. chtu'son Davis Highway, Arlmgton VA 222()2_

The purpose of this study was to analyze how the

' '.ldmlnlstmlm and paperwork - requirements. with -
~ which local school distriets must: comply haye been af--
“fected by the umsolndatlon of 28 federal education pro-
grums into Chapter 2. Interviews with Chapter 2-ad-
ministrators in three states and nine-local tdllL.lll()n-

agencies provided the basis Tor the eport.
The principal finding was that the administrative and

. paperwork requirements were indeed reduced signif-

icantly, especially-for districts that paKicipated n
several prior categorical programs. The reason; simply

stated, is that although a district may spend its Chapter- -

2 allocation on severa) projects, it is considered tobe

‘a single program for admiinistrative purposes. Jn addi- |

tiqp, the study found the following (p. 29ff):
 “According to respondents-in districtythat

itipated inseveral of ghe-antecedeflt pro-

s, the reduction in administragfve and
paperwork burden was not achieved with-
out some costs, however. Same innovative
local research and development projects
have been terminated because local needs -~

-. with stronger constituencies have attraceed
the Chapter 2 funds. Because there are now
fewer planning and evaluation rcqunrcmmts
some districts are spending less time on
tose functions, although in othl districts
the commitment to planning and evaluation .
remains strong. Some state and local officials
worry that accountability mechanisms may-
not be 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 issucd in June 1983. ‘

L]

Perspectives Qn lbe Education. Block Gram in lts Firsl

‘Year of Operation B
* Planning and Evaluation: Scrvice us. Departmcm of

Educition . R
Contact: Carol N. Chclemcr - (202) 245- 9401

" 400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20292

Bhe purpose of tl}is report is to summarize public
* . testimony on Chapter 2 presented 4t a series of regional
hearings under the sponsorship of the Intergovernmen-

al Advisory Council on Education (IACE) 'Ihe reglonal -

hc.mlngq mok plaw during the’ first yur of the“pw- :

gram's 1mplcmcntati()n (1982- -83) and: were held in San

* Francisco, Atlanta, Penver, Boston, and Mt. St. J(mph
 (OH) between February and June 1983, A tofal of 57’

persons prcqu'md testimony, most speaking on their

. own behalf, with a number presenting the position of

associations they represented.
Comments from thos¢ prumtmg testimegy ruog-
nized that [L EAs were excéreising a greater degree of dis-

s"cretion over the use of Chapter 2 funds- than had been

the case under the antecedent categorical progmms'

There also was recognition of the lack of accountabil-:”

ity mcchamslhq and amexpression of concera that the
success of the progmm would therefore go unnoticed
by federal policy m.nkprs
degree to which C h.lp"l‘ 2 is a“departure from tradi-

tional federal programs: of educational support,

‘The report notes that there were few comments con-

- .cerning state advisory committees and public involve-

ment.in dumon makmg A great deal of time was spent

in luumony on the loss of funds under the Chapter’
- 2 program; comments confirmed the tindmgs of ather -
studies that while some urban apeas lost funds under

~ Chapter 2.suburban systems gained. There was gen.

“~

eral criticism, andeonly a lietle support tor Chapter 2's
requirement that private 8¢ hool p.nruupatc in the pro-

gram.
Some. participants tulmtd that C h:lpur 2 enables

Testimony reflected the

* .

LEAs to do things not prwiousl'y dong, while some .

teachers stated they had not scen evidence of the

“Chapter 2 program in the classroom. Testimony was

mixufwilh respect to. favon
grant concept. o

The report conclugdes lhal the ‘hearings were of
assistance to those interested in the administration and
evaluation of Chapter 2. M '

R or opp_mmg the block
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