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Foreword

This is the 15th annuai report to the Congress on federally funded
education programs and the sixth such report submitted by the Nepartment
of Education. The Annual Evaluation Report responds to the Congressional
mandate in Section d1/(a) and (D) of the General Education Pruvisions
Act, as amended. The information in this report covers program activi-
ties as of September 30, 198S.

This year there is iaforsation on 95 programs administered by the Depart-
ment, as against the 88 programs in last year's edition. Yhe increase
in number is largely bYecause of new programs authorized under the Educa-
tion for Economic Security Act of 1984 and the Curl D. Perkins Vocational
Education Act cof 1984, There is also a first-time chapter on the
N..ional Institute of Education, most of whose functions were transferced
early in FY 1986 to the new Office of Research in the Department.

I waicome your suggestions on making the Annual Evaluation Report more
useful in your work. Please direct your comments to Eaward Glassman in

the Planning and Evaluation Service, at (202) 245-8281 or at the address
below. .

Bruce Carnes

Oeputy Under Secretary for
Planning, Budget and Evaluation

For copies while our limited

supply lasts, contact: Mr. Edward B. Glassman

Office of Planning, Budget and Eyaluation
Planning and Evaluation Service

Room 3127, F08-6

400 Maryland Avenue, S.W.

Washington, N.C. 20202
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| Chapter 101-1

g EDUCATION .f DISADVANTAGED CHILOREN (CHAPTER 1, ECIA)
. FARMULA GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES (CFDA No. 84.010)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA),
t.n"’gap;cr I, P.L. 97-35 (20 USC 3801-3808, 3871-3876) (expires September 30,
‘ 1987).

Funding Since 1981

Total Total Apprupriations

Ziscal Year Authorfzation Appropriation for LEA Grants 1/
1981 $7,047,423,325 $3,104,317,000 $2,611,336,972
1982 3,480,000,000 3,033,969,000 2,562,753,163
1983 3,480,000,000 3,200,394,000 2,727,587,568
1984 Indefinite 3,480,000,000 3,003,680,000
1985 Indefinite 3,688,163,000 3,200,n00,000

Note: The Chapter 1 program is Torward-funded, e.g., funds appropriated
Tn FY 1985 are available for use during academic year 1985-36.

Purpose: To provide financial assistance to local educational agencies (LEAs)
- to meet the special educational needs of educationally deprived children.

Eligibility: LEAs receive grants under Chanter 1. The size of the grant is
based primarily on the number of cChildren in loweincome families within the
district, Chapter 1 also makes payments to State education agencies (SEAS)
for administration and Tor State-operated programs, to the Insutar Areas,
and to the Secretary of the Interior for the education of Indian children,

The Department is responsible for calculating county and then Stite allc-
cations, using a formula that takes into account, among other things, tie
numbar of 5- to 17-year-0l4 children in low=income fzwilies and the average
State per pupil expenditure. SEAS are then respcnsible for making sub-
county ailocztions to their LEAS. LEAs identify eligible school attendance
areas with the highest concentrations of children from low-income families
and provide services to low-achieving children from public and nonpublic
schools who 1ive in the eligible attendance areas.

[I. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
esponse to GtrA 41/.(a

A. 0Objectives

In academic year 1984-85, the third year in which school districts provided
compensatory educational services under Chapter 1, the DNepartment's prin-
cipal goals and objectives for this program were as follows:
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Tc enable SEAs and LEAs to ‘mplemer= programs and projects designed to
meet the special educational neads of educationally deprived children;

To help SEAs and LEAs improve.thefr programs;

To {mprove the quality of program {nformation by collecting {nformation
on participants’ sex, race, and age (as required by P.L. 98-211); and

To {ssue guidance to SEA= on how to comply with the Supreme Court decision
in Aguilar v. Felton, which held that instrictional services funded under
Chapter 1 cannct be provided on the premists of aligiously affiliated
nonpublic schools.

Progress and Accompli shmants

Notices of Proposed Rulemaking for 34 CFR, Parts 200 and 204, implementing
the changes enacted in the 1983 Technical Amendments, were published on
August 9, 1984, and comments were due by November 9, 1984. DNuring FY
1985, the comments were summarized and the responses o tha comments ware
prepared for publication along with the final regulations for Parts 200
&nd 204. Final regulations will be published in early 1986.

During FY 1985, the Department conducted 27.onsite State reviews of the
LEA grant program portion of Chapter 1. The review teams found that
local Chapter 1 programs generally are in compliance with the Chapter 1
requirements and that their fiscal accounting practices, computer data-
management practicas, and quality control procedures for LEA evaluation
data reporting at the SEA level were satisfactory. (Overall, the findings
were simflar to those for prior years,

The Nepartment helps SEAS and LEAS improve their programs through the
“Secretary's Initiative to Improve the Quality of Chapter 1 ECIA Projects."”
The Department is continuing to sponsor (1) a national program to {dentify
unusually successful Chapter 1 projects; (2) development of an “Effective
Cumpensatory Education® sourcebook designed to disseminate progrim improve-
ment strategies and profiles of unusually successful projects; (3) technical
assistance to LEAs to implement program improvement strategtes; and (4)
technical assistance to recognized projects to disserinate effective
program components. :

In addition, ncw contracts to operate four evaluation Tachnical Assistance
Centers were swarded on September 20, 1995, As part of the “Secretary's
Initiative to Improve the Quality of Chapter 1, ECIA Projects®, the canters
will commit at least 50 percent of their resources to help SEAs 'nd LEAs
improve their programs.

State Performance Report forms were revised to collect information on
participants’ sex, race, and age (as required by (P.L. 98-211). Data for
the 1984-85 academic year wiil be available {n the spring of ~9386.
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¢ The Department published “Cuidance on Aquilar v, Felton and Chaptar 1 :
of the Education Consolidatfon and Improvement Act (ECIA): Nuestions
and Answers” 1in August 198S.

C. Costs and Benefits

Pmm Scope: The most recent data sbout this program are from the 1983-84
acaaemic yaar.

o0 Approximately $2.73 biliion was distributad to LEAS.

0 Funding has d{ncreased each year since FY 1982; during the 1983-84
scheal yaar, the number of studeats wio were served grew by more than
100,000 over the previous year's total, This represents a 2.5 percent
increase in students, compac~ed with 2 6 percent increase in f:nds. Of
the 30 States that received an incresse 1n funds in academic year 1983-84,
23 reported serving additional students,

0 States served about 4,846,000 children during the regular academic term,
of whom approximately 4,621,000 attended public schools and 225,000
attendud nonpublic schoals.

o Mationally, approximataly 11 percent of public school children received
Chapter 1 services, This ?/gure varied across States from about 4 percent
to 21 percent. About 4 percent of the Matfon's nonpublic school stue
dents received Chapter 1 sarvicas. :

Otstribution (f Funds: Any district entitiad to receive an allocation may

~ apply 7or a Chapter 1 grant. Most districts receive grants; the data from
47 SEAs iriicate that about 99 purcent of large districts (those with 10,000
or more students) receive grints; a somewhat smaller percentage of small
districts receive grants. The few large districts that do not receive grants
tend to be relatively wealithy. Overall, however, about the same proportion
of wealthy and less wealthy districts receive grants.

Children Served: Children from prekindergarten through the 12th jrade recefved
sarvices in 1983-84, with the largest proportion in grades 1 through 6, as
shown 1n Table 1. These percentages were approximately the same as in prior

years.
Table 1

NUMBER OF CHILDREN SERYED, 1983-84 ACADEMIC YEAR

Grade span Number Percent
Pre Kindergarten and Kindargarten 348,463 -7
Grades 1-3 1,773,305 37
Grades 4-6 1,565,784 32
Grades 7-9 873,946 13
Grades 10-12 284,047 -5
Total 4,846,050 100

*There were 111 students fn ungraded classes who are included in the total
but not in the grade-level counts. -a¢
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Less than half of the Chapter 1 participants were white, just oaver ane-
quarter were Black and one-quarter were Hispanic. Comparisons with national
agata and with da. from prior yeaers are difffcult because of fncomr er. and
differential repc ting. However, Table 2 provides a rough conr irison of
data fo~ Chapter 1 participants and natfonal census data.

Table 2

DISTRIBUTION OF CHAPTER 1 PARTICIPANTS BY R/ JIAL/ETHN  ~ROLP,
1983-84 ACADEMIC YEAR, 7OMPARED WITH NAT JUMAL CENSU' DATA

(Percent)
Race/Ethmicity Chapter [ ﬁiitfcfgatfbn* T 1380 Census:
tates, 0.C., tates 5% states
PR, and Trust and D.C. (and 0.C. .
Territories™ ages 5-19)
khita, not Hispanic 43 e 75
8lack, not Hispanic 28 30 14
Hispanic 25 20 8
Other 5 _4 3
Total 101 100 100

*The follow'ng States did not eport Chapter { = 1/sthnic data: Conrecticut,
Maine, Missouri, Montan:, New York, Vermont, ar. .-.iington,

**Percentage does not total 10G percent because of rounding.

T¥ges of Benefits Provided: Students receive services in a variety of instruc-
tional and support areas, as shown in Table 3. Ouring the 1983-84 a~ademic
year, the most common service areas were reading (75 percent c¢f all Chapter
1 students), mathematics (46 percent), and language arts (22 percant). Twelve
percent received instruction for children with limited English proficiency.

In each of these areas, more students were sarved in 1983-84 than in 1982-83.
Approximately 100,000 additiona: students received services in reading, 53,000
in math, 100,000 in Tanguage arts, and 70,000 in smarvicas for ch*ldren with
1imited English proficiency.

No mrre than 17 percent of students recaived services in any cther instruc-
tional or support area,
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Table 3

NUMBER OF CHILDREN RECEIVING SERVICES
BY SERVICE AREA, 1982-84 ACADEMIC YEAR

Service Area Number Percent*

Instructiona!l

Reading 3,613,823 75
Mathematics 2,203,489 46
Landquage arts 1,040,065 &z
Limited English 592,062 12
Vocat{ional 54,774 3
Special for handicapped 11,772 bad
Other 436,942 9
Supporting

Attendunce, guidance 817,739 17
Health, nutrition 714,249 1%
Transportation 229,558 5
Other 321,180 7

*Percantages one calculated using the total number of students served by
the program (4,846,050.) The percentages do not total to 100 because
students may receive s-~vices in more than one area.

*iiess than 0.5 percent

Staffing: Local project funds supported appreximately 155,000 full-time-
equivalent (FTE) staff pesitions during the 1983-84 academic year., As in
prior years, the majority cof staff (approximately 85 parcent) -are either
teachers or teacher aides.

Student Achievemert: The States reported that Chagter 1 students had the
folTowing achievement characteristics:

d In elementary school reading projects, the “averaga® entaring Chaptar
1 studants scored at the 24th percentile, '*le¢ {n maz., the typical
students were at the 28th percentile.

0 Considerable diffarences exist across States. In- sixth-grade reading
projects, for example, “average® protest scores for St._.3s rarnged from
about the 7th percentile to the 31st parcentile. in sixth-grade math,
the "average® pretest scores for States ranged from the 4th 2a the 42nd
percentile,
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o High school Chapter 1 students are further behind their peers than are
e'ementary schoo! Chapter 1 students. This is not surprising, hecause
far fewer high school students receive services and those who do tend
to be students who are in great nced.

In general, these findings ire very similar to those reported for the pre-
vious years of Titie [/Chapter 1.

Program Effectiveness: The reading and mathematics scores for Chapter 1
students 1n grades 7 through 12 are presented in Table 4. These results are
from school districts that used an annual (f.e., spring-to-spring or
fali-to-fall) test cycle for students who participated in Chapter 1 pro-
grams. These r~sults should be in*erpreted with cautfon, because the evajua-
tions may countain small biases of from one tn two Normal Curve Equivalent
units (NCEs), 2/ particularly in the lower grades.

Overall, scores for the school year 1983-84 were about the same as those
found in prior schoo! years and srow a small gain in achievement as a result
of program participation. Table 4 shows the scores irom &1l States that
reported data in aggregatable scores. Again, the scores for students tested
annually are not corrected for possibie bias and should be interpreted with
caution.

States also reported on evaluations that employed a fall-to-spring tost cycle.
Studies have shown that fall-to-spring testing is 1ikely to result in inflated
estimates of student achievement. DNespite possible hias in the results, we
nave included the national summary of fall-to-spring scores in end note 3
pecause 2 large proportion of districts employ this evaluation design, The
Department encourages projectc to employ annual testing, which not caly
produces more valid estimates of aclievement but 2lso reduces testing burden.
Projects have been shifting towards annual testing. In academic year 1982-313,
2bout one-third of the scores fur r~'ding and math achievement were based on
annual testing, whereas in. 1983-84, nearly half were based on arnual testing.

Table 4§

READING ANN MATHEMATICS SCORES FOR STUDENTS TESTED ON AN ANNUAL
(FALL-TO-FA':, OR SPRING-TO-SPRING) SCHEDULE DURING THE 19R3-84 ACADEMIC YEAR

‘Reading ‘Mathematics
weignted NCE weignted T RCE
Number Parcentile Gatn Number Percentile Gain
Grade Tested DPretest posttest Score Tested Pretest posttest Score
2 93,959 29 31 1.0 54,790 35 40 3.2
3 115,160 24 29 3.0 64,629 3l 37 3.2
4 119,437 24 29 2.9 72,558 28 34 3.1
5 121,383 23 28 3.1 77,677 28 15 4.4
6 105,027 23 28 3.2 68,233 28 3s 4.0
7 55,246 23 27 2.5 39,072 25 k) 3.5
8 65,826 23 27 2.4 45,842 28 33 3.1
9 31,349 23 25 1.6 22,635 30 32 0.7
10 13,489 18 20 1.1 8,372 24 24 0.5
11 7,967 17 18 0.3 5,096 25 26 1.1
12 4,506 16 16 0.3 3,352 22 25 1.9

bt
b T
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Program Audits: As a result of audits conducted in previous fiscal years

y the partment, nine final determination letters were issued during
FY 1985, E‘ght of the letters included findings on the use of funds for
States' adainistration of their Titi2 [ programs. The auditors Juestioned
or disallowed costs totaling $8.1 million; subsequently, the Department's
determinations requirad States to refund $4 milifon. Principal violations
found in the audits inciuded use of Federal funds to supplant regular State
and local funds, failure to docuwnent salaries of employees paid from more
than one program, assignment of staff tc noninstructional duties in excess
of the allowable 10 percent, and expenditures of lapsed funds.

0. ilighlights of Activities

The Administration has proposed legislation to permit LEAs and SEAs to imple-
ment Chapter 1 as a voucher program. Parents of educationally disadvantaged
children selested for participation would receive vouchers for compensatory
education servicas ia pudlic or private schoois.

E. Supportirg Studies and Analyses

1. State Performance Repurts, 1979-80 through 1983-84.
2. State Au¢it Reports, U.S. Department of Edbcation.

ITl. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to [ '

A "National assessment of compensatory educatica® was mandated in the 1983
ECIA Technical Amendments. OQERI is managing this study, which will bdoth
reexamine cducational effects of compensatory education programs on parti-
cipating clifldren and develop a nrational profile of Chapter 1 programs.
Intarin reports are due 'to Congress in January and July of 1986, with a
final report due 1n January 1987.

Contacts Jor Further Information

Program Operations: Mary Jean LaTendre, (202) 245-3081
Program Studies : Judith Anderson, (202) 245-9401

Notes

1. Excludes Specfal Incentive Grants and State-operated programs (which
include the Migrant Education Program, the Program for Neglected or Delin-
quent Childrer, and the Program for Handicapped Children).

2. NCEs are = form of standardiz.d test scores based on percentiles and used
by school districts, States, and the Department of Education for purposes
of aggrenation and reporting. Ther® would de n. change in NCEs when 23
group has ;tayed at exactly the same percentile from pretest to posttest;
thus, an NCE gain indicates an increase in the percentile standing of a
group, and an NCE loss indicates a decrease in ¢ group's relative standing.,
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3. The reading and mathematics results for students taested on a fall-to-spring
schedule during the 1983-84 academic year were as follows:

Reading Mathematics

WeTghted NCE Welghted NCE

Number Percentile Gain Number Percentile Gain
Grade Tested Pretest Posttest Score Tested Pretest Posttest Score

2 182,490 21 36 9.9 63,922 21 42 12.9
3 158,221 20 32 8.2 68,215 20 38 10.8
4 140,961 20 32 7.5 63,328 22 39 10.3
5 121,558 20 30 6.7 65,50 22 38 8.8
6 106,666 20 30 6.3 55,456 22 36 8.4
7 69,429 20 28 5.6 36,483 23 34 6.3
8 49,866 20 28 5.1 28,589 23 2 6.0
9 30,818 18 26 5.3 18,012 21 2 7.2
10 17,992 18 24 4.5 7,485 23 29 4,2
11 9,737 15 20 4.1 3,297 21 30 5.9
12 5,873 14 20 4.6 1,859 22 29 4,8
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GChantar 1071

MIGRANT EDUCATION PROGRAM (CHAPTER 1, EfIA)
FORMULA GRANTS TQ STATE EDUCATION AGENCIRS TO MEET
THE SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF MIGRATCRY CHILDREN
(CFDA No. 84.011)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Liglslation: Education Consolidation and Improvemant Act of 1981 (ECIA,,
: ;%or » Pole 97235, as amended (20 U.S.C. 3851) (expires September 30,
9 .

*

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Yaar Author!zation U Appropriation
1981 $256,401,000 $254 ,400,000
1982 255,744,000 255,744,000
1983 255,744 ,000 255,744,000
1984 258,024,000 258 024,000
1985 2% ,,524,000 . 264,524,000

Purpose: To establish and improve programs to meet t)'e special educational
nﬁs of migratory children of migratury agricultu~ai workers or f1ishers.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIC
esponse to A 41/(a))

© A. Objectives

Ouring FY 1985, the m{umm.'s principal objectives for this program wers
as foliows: T

o To monitar ongoing projects and to award grants for schogl year 1985-36
projects,

o To issue final program ragulations reflecting the changes required by
ECIA Chapter 1, and

o To deveiop procedures for data collection and analysis, as required by
the techinical amendments to ECIA Chapter 1.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o0 The Department conducted 22 onsite Scate program reviews. The Dspart-
ment awarded 51 Basfic grants to the States ranging from $41,5349 tu
$73,819,118. It also awarded 20 Intarstate and Intrastate Coordination
grants to 10 differant States .t an average cost of $104,000.

i
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o Final regulations, reflecting F7 1984 changes in the statute, were issued
on April 30, 1985,

o The Nepartment developed and disseminated a performance report form to use
in the first systematic collection of migrant education performance and
achievement data from the Sta.es.

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: The following table indicates the number of fuli-time-equiva-
Tent students registered on the Mijrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS)
since 1977. These counts serve as the basis for program funding. One full-
time wquivalent equals 365 days of enrolliment on the MSRTS. A count of the
actual number of students identified as eligible for services and enrolled on
the MSRTS 1s also shown.

Calendar Year Full-Time-Equivalent Number of Eligible Students

Students (ages 5-1/) {under Z1 years of age)
1977 296,430 467,796
1978 323,501 494,417
1979 366,460 522,154
1980 398,798 . §50,25J
1981 417,298 §77,483
1982 426,729 593,042
1983 407,650 566,422
1984 387,943 533,966

Program Effectiveness: In FY 1935, the National Association of State Dfrec-
tors of Migrant Educa%ion releasaed a prorfiia of the Migrant Education Program
based on the State programs' avaluation regorts for FY 1931, The profile
presented descriptive {nformatiocn on MSRTS enroliments by State and migrant
status: participation information by State and by {nstructional or health
service area for some States; staffing information for some States; and case
studies of different types of achievement informatfon reported by some States.
(E. 3.) In FY 1985, the Department began the systematic analysis and synthesis
of the FY 1982 and 1983 State evaluation reports. Participation and achievement
information from this analysis will be available in early 1986. In FY 1985,
the Nepartment, as par: of its responsibilities under GEPA 406(a), collected,
analyzed, and reported informatifon about the distribution of Migrant Education
Program funds to subgrantees. (E. 2.)

D. Highlights of Activitias

In FY 1985, the Nepartment sponscred & Chapter 1 Recognition Program to identify
and disseminate {information abcut unusually successful Chapter 1 projects.
Five local Migrant Education projects were among the 117 total project; identi-
fied by the Department as unusualiy successful. A two-volume Sourcebook
describing these projects is now being developed by the Department and will be
available in FY 1986. This Sourcebook will describe the 117 projects and
corralate project attributes with factors in school effectiveness as identified
in research literature,

~ag
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Supparting Studies and Analyses

1. Annual Evaluation Repart, Fiscal Year 1983, U.S. Nepartment of Education,
Gffice of Planning, Budget and Cvaiuation, Washington, 0.C., 1983.

2. Oistribution of State-Administersd Federal Education Funds: Ninth An-
nual Report, U.3. Uepartment of Cducation, wWashington, 0.C., wvune 1385.

3. Program for Migrant Children's Educatfon: A National Profile, National
Association of State Directors of Migrant tducation, wWashington, 0.C.,

1985.

111. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
KESpONsSe To verFA &L J

As mentioned 1n [I. C. abave, the Department is now anzlyzing and synthesizing
information from recent State eviluation reports. The Depa~tment also plans
to analyze and report on information from the States' newly required performance
reports for FY 198S.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: John Staehle, (202) 245-2722
P=ngram Studies : James J. English, (202) 245-9401

Naote

1. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 capped the authorization
fcr the State-operated programs at 14.6 percent of the total amount
appropriated for Chapter 1. Thi: cap remained {n effect through FY 1983.
In FY 1984 and 1985, Congress set the authdeization level for the Chapter
1 Migrant Education Program through the appropriations process.

.
ABH'
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FORMULA GRANTS TO STATES FOR
NEGLECTED OR DELINGUENT CHILDREN
(CFDA No. 84,013)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA),
enacted as part of Subtitie D, Title V, of the Omni“us Budget Reconcil-
fation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35 (20 U.S.C. 2781) as amended (expires Sep-
tember 30, 1787).

Funding Since 1481

Fiscal Year Authorization 1/ Appraopriation
1981 $33,975,000 $33,975,000
1982 32,616,000 32,616,000
1984 32,616,000 32,516,000
1985 32,616,000 . 32,616,000

Purpose: To provide financial assistance to meet the special equcational
nds of children in institutions for neglected or delinquent children cr
children in adult correctional {astitutions, for whom a State agency is
directly responsibie for providing free pubiic education. The programs
and projects provided must be designed to support educational services
supplemental to the basic education of such children, which must be provided
by the State agency.

|
|
|
|
\
|
|
1983 32.616.000 32.616.000

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
[Responsa to GEPA 317(a)J

A. Objectives

Ouring FY 1985, the Department's principal objectives far this program were
as follows:

o Issuance of final requlatfons for State Agency programs under ECIA
Chapter 1; and

0 Publication of nonregulatory guidance for State agencies' services tg
children in institutions for neglected or delinquent children,

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o Final requlations were published in the Federal Register on Anril 30,
1985.
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0 MNonregulatory guidance fai- Institutions for neglacted and delinquent
children was drafted.

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: States are required to submit annual information on the
nﬁgi'r of :tud: ents served by “he program. On the basfs of {nformation
recsived for the 1982-83 and 1983-84 grhool _2ars, 1t {s estimated that
more than 65,600 students are 3Jerved annually at a cost of approximately
$500 per student.

Pm Effectiveness: Each State education agency 1s required to conduct
an evaivation at [east once every two years and to make public the results
of that evaluaticn., The States are not required to provide these reports
to the Cepartment of Education.

0. Highlights of Activities

The Secretary recognized three projects for neglactad or delinquent children
S unusually successful in the Chapter 1 National Recugnitfon Program, In
FY 1986 this {initiative will continue to tfaprove programs serving children
"~ in neglected or delinquent institutions, -

E. rting Studies and Analyses

l. "A Summary of 1983-84 State Evaluation Reports,” U.S. Decartment of
Education (availadle 1w early 1986).

I11. INFORMATION UM STUDY CONTRACTS
sponse to 4

The Department {s conduct'ing a study of the program fn FY 1986. The study
will summarize existing information, collect any analyze addit'anil $nfor
mation from nine States, and provide case studies of nine fnstitutions.

Contacts for Further Information
Program Operations: Mary Jean LeTendre, (2n2) 2453081
Program Studies : Judith Anderson, (202) 245-9401

Note

1. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 19291 capped the authorizatfon
for the State-operated programs at 14.6 percant of the tatal appro-
priated for Chapter 1. This cap remained in effect through FY 1983,
In fiscal years 1384 and 1985, Congress sat the authorization level
of the Chapter 1 Neglected or Delinquent grogram through the 2npro-
priation process.
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Chapter 104-3
EDICATION BLOCX GRANT (CHAPTER 2, ECIA)

CONSOLIDATION OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS
(CFDA No. 84.151)

I. PPRJOGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA),
Chapter 2, P.L. 97-35, as amended (20 U.S.C. 3811-3876) (expires
September 30, 1987).

Funding Since 1982

Fiscal Year Authori zation Appropriation
1982 $589,353,000 $442,176,000
1983 589,368,009 450,655,000
1984 589,368,000 450,655,000
1985 589,368,000 500,300,000

Purpose: To help State and local education agencies imorove ele-
mentary and secondary educatfon, through consoTidation uf 42 elementary
and secondary education pragrams 1into a single authorization and to
reduce paperwork and assign responsibility for the design and implementa-
tion of Chapter 2 programs to local education agencies (LEAs), State
education agencies (SEAs) have the basic responsi* ity for the adminis-
tration and supervision of Chapter 2 programs,

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
asponse to GEPA 417(a)]

A. (Objectives

Thf]bepartment's principal objectives for this program in FY 1985 were as
follows: .

o To publish final program regulations to implement the technical amend-
ments to Chapter 2, enactaed in Necember 1984;

o To complete onsite program reviews of all States %o obtain information
about State administration of the program and to recommend changes {f
the State 1s not complying with the statute or the regulations;

o To provide technical assistance to State Chapter 2 Caordinators about
program administration;

o To receive State applications for fiscal years 1985-87, to approve re-

vised State funding distribution criteria for the 1985-86 s..i00l year,
and tn {ssue grant awards by July 1, 1985; and
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0 T¢ expand the Nonregulatory Guidance to include questians and answers
that respond to findings of the program reviaws,

B. Srogress and Accomolishments

0 The Department published final regulaticns implementing the techaica)
amendments on Septamber 13, 198S5.

o Department staff completad the 2-year cycle of program reviews in each
State, visiting 29 States in FY 1985, and sent reports of the findings
te each Chief State School Officer.

o Ospartment staff conducted 2 national Chapter 2 Coordinators meeting
in February 1985, and participated in 2 meeting of the Chapter 2
National S-2ering Cosmittee (June 1985),

o0 The Department processed all State applicatiens aad revisions of
distribution criteria and {ssued grant awards by July 1, 1985,

0 Department staff comptled questfons to e addressed in the Nonregula-
tory Guidance.

. C. Costs and Benefi z.s

Program Scope

SEA Use of Funds: Ouring FY 1983, the first year of program operations,
States reserved for their own use more than $53 sillion (or 19.0 percent
of the total granted to States). Of this amount, States allocatad 12.9
percent for administration, 7.4 percent for Subchapter A (Basic Skills),
73.5 percent. for Sutchapter B (Educational Improvement & Support), and
6.1 percent for Subchapter C (Special Projects). States allocated more
than 51 percent of their reserved funds to "Improving Planning/Manage-
ment/ [mplementation of Educational Programs,” a purpose under Subchanter
B (E.1). Although some States amendaed their spending plans for FY 1985,
this information remains substantially the saw )

State evaluation reports contained extensive descripticns of activities
supparted by Chapter 2 during FY 1984, In synthesizing the 32 reported
received, to capture the diverse ways fn which Statss used their retained
funds (E.2), Department staff classified State activities into the 12
categories that had been authorized under the Title V-3 program of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (a Chapter 2 precursor).
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Activity Categqory Number of Statas
1. Develop more equitabfe school finance mechanisms 2
2. Enhance the analysis of State educational issues by
other government branches i1
3. Develop statewide student assessment programs 12
4, Provide LEAs with technical assistance to improve
planning, program management, citizen fnvolvement,
and staff development 26
5. Provide LEAs with technical assistance to improve
instruction, inciuding ways for parents to help
their children 28
6. Conduct workshops to facilitate communication among
educators and between educators and the public 17
7. Nisseminate information regarding effective
education practices 11
8. Coordinate programs in public schools with those in private
schools; monitor Federal requirements for program
participation of private school students 4
9. Provide professional development for SEA employees 3
10. Develop curricular matarials and programs 14
11, Strengthen internal SEA rescurces i8
12, Make direct grants to LEAs 11

Cutting across these categories, 10 SEAs reported using Chapter 2 funds
for statewide school improvement {initfacives. States supported com-
missions to develop statewide actfon plans; task forces to recommend
changes in curricular standards; and teacher truining institutes in the
fields of mathematics, science, and computer scienca,

LEA Use of Funds: Twenty-four States provided information in their
Chapter 2 evaluations regqarding LEAS' use of funds. A sumary of these
data (E.2) 1indicates that LEAs allocated 4.0 percent of their funds
for Subchapter A, 88.7 percent for Subchapter 3, and 7.3 percent for
Subchapter C. The largest single jurpose, accounting for 49.9 percent
of tne LEAs' funds, was Instructional Materials/School Library Resources.
LEAs allocated 5.0 percent of their funds to support activities identified
as desegregation assistance. Other former categorical programs received
minimal support, ranging from zero funding for International Understanding
to 5.0 percent fcr Teacher Corps/Teacher Centers,
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Student Participation in Chapter 2: Twenty-nine State evaluations in-
cTuded participation counts for public and private school students (E.2).
Recause students may be served by more than one activity supported by
Chapter 2 (e.g., computer fnstruction and additional library acquisitions),
the total number of students {s » duplicated count. Thc totals show
that 22,142,401 public school - .udents and 2,559,004 private schocel
students received benefits in the 1983-84 school rear.

Program Effectiveness

State Progras Administration: The Oepartment’'s 0ffice of the Iaspector
General tﬂm; conducted State-level systems reviews (E.3) in a sample of
nine States to examine and test varfous adwinistrative and fiscal contral
systems. The following administrative shortcomings were cited:

System

Systems to conduct administrative

responsibilities (review of appli-
cations, service to private school
students)

Systams to maintain fiscal control

Systems to comply with maintenance
of effort "“IE)

Systems to keep draw downs éf Chapter 2

funds to a minimum

Systems for conduct of Chaptar 2
audits

Local Program Administration:

Onsite monitoring of States'

Typical Problems (Oecurring In
%n Than Une State) -

Lack af written procedures for
LEA applicaticn ar report review:
insufficient evidence of equi-
tadble.services to private school
students

Incorrect calculation of alloca-
tions; fmprovement needed to
ansure use of funds within

grant perfod

Lack of data and procedurs to
calculate MOE

Use of advances and predetermined
quarterly paymencs instead of
prov.sion of funds cvo LEAs on a
current-need basis

Lack of plans for conducting
LEA audits on schedule; lack of
procedures for reviewing LEA
audit reports

Chapter 2

daministrative practicas in 29 States during FY 198§ (E.4) found a signi-
ficant reduction in LEAS' administrative and paperwork burden as a resylt

of the Chapter 2 program.

maintaining financial and program
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LER Administratfon of Services to Private School Students: The Department
sponsored a short-term field study to examine this phase of LEA .dminis-
tration (E.S5). The study team obtained information by (1) conducting
telephone interviews with State and local Chapter 2 administrators, (2)
examining State and lccal documents provided by some 20 SCAs and 50
LEAs, and (3) visiting eight LEAs. Although the field study scught to
identify and describe effective administrztive practices, only a very
few of the districts studied seemed to have consistently notewarthy
practices. Moreover, a number of practices that were deemed sensible
and effective--practices that resulted in smooth public-private working
relationships and in appropriate, equitable services for private school
students--may not be in strict compliance with the law,

LEA Program Effectiveness: The final report of the nine State case studies
~¥ program implementation (E.6) identified some activities related to
educatic..al improvement::

0 linder Chapter 2, participation by both LEAs and private school students
increased, compared with participation under earlier programs,

o Chapter 2 funds supported, totally or partially, high-priority
district programs.

0 Use of Char*ar 2 funds for computers and related expenditures reflected
the results of long-range planning; this LEA priority was sometimes
relateu to State goals for computer 1{teracy and tachnological develop-
ment,

o Chapier 2 funds enabled some LEA= to continue staff development programs
in the face of insufficient local resources.

D. Highlights of Activities
None. '

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. "“How SEAs Plan to Expend the Block Grant Funds Reserved for Their
Own Use,” Department of Education, Washington, ©£.C., April 1983.

2. "Synthesis of States' FY 1984 Chapter ¢ Evaluatiens* (in draft),
Department of Education, Washington, 0.C., August 198S.

3. "0IG State Systems Reviaw Reports,” Department of Education, Washington,

D.Ce, Summer 198S.

4. "“FY 1985 Chapter 2 State Monitoring «eports,” Department of Education,
Washington, N.C., completed during FY 1985.
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5. “Administering ECIA Chapter 2 Services for Studants in Private Schools:
Some Selected State anu Lacal Fractices,” Policy Studies Associates,
Inc., Washington, 0.C., Saptember 1985.

8. "Xaleldoscr.es II: The Implementation and Impact a’ the EZducation
Consolidation and Improvement Act 1n Nine Selaectad States,® E.H. White
and Company, Washington, 0.C., May 198S.

III. INFORMATICN ON STUDY CONTRACTS
Response to utra

The following study the Department of Education was scheduled for
completion 1n January 1986: "A Study of Local Operations Under Chapter 2
of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act,.“

Contacts for Further Information

Program Oparations: Allen J. King, (202) 245-7965
Program Studfes : Carol Chelemer, (202) 245-9401




Chapter 1058}

GENERAL ASSICTANCE TO THE VIRCIN ISLANDS
iNo CFDA number)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Lg§1slat1on: Education Amendments of 1978, Title XV, Part C, Section
Lo 95-561, as amended by P.L. 98-511 (expires September 30, 1989).

Funding Since 1981

“4scal Year Aythorization Appropriation
1981 . $5,000,000 $2,700,000
1982 2,700,000 1,920,000
1983 2,700,000 1,920,000
1384 2,700,000 1,920,000
1985 5,000,000 2,710,000

Purpose: To provide general assistance to improve public education in
the Virgin Islands.

E1131b111ty: Only the Virgin Islands are eligidble for funds. This direct
entitiement program is administered by a signed agreemert between the
U.S. Department of Education and the Department of Education of tne Virgin
Islands.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
LKesponse to GePA 41/(a)]

A. 0Ohjectives

The FY 1985 application from the Virgin Islands identified the following
objectives:

o To complete activities related to the constr:ction and renovation of
two curriculua centers and other educatiunal facilities and

o To currect an asbestos health hazard ‘n a1% public education facilities.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

FulTl implementation of the FY 1985 objectives was delayed because funds
were withheld pending the final decisfon in United States of America v.
Board of Education of the City of Chicago. However, the Department
authorized the use of funds late in the fiscal year, and the following
activities were accomplished in FY 1985:

o Twe curriculum centers were completed.

0 Roof repairs on two schools were completed.
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0 Security systoms were compietad for almost al! educational facilitfas,
0 An agricultural program wes 85 percent completed.
¢ About one-third of the construction of Eudora Kean High School and
one-third of the construction of additional classrooms for the Gomez
School were completed.

C. Costs and Berefits

No new i1nformation (see FY 1383 Annual Evaluation Report for the latest
information).

O. Highlights of Activities

The program has bes» reauthorized throuah FY 1988 by P.L. 98-51l.
E. Supporting Studies and Aralyses '

Program grantee files.

ITI. INFORMATION ON STUDY CENTRACTS
esponse GErA ¢

No studies of this program are under way.

Contacts for Further [nformation

Program Operations: Ron Davis, (202) 245-7965
Program Studfes : Robert Stonehill, (202) 245-9401

'l}‘ (;
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CIVIL RIGHTS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND TRAINING
(CFDA No 84.004)
I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiation: The Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title !y, P.L. 88-352 (20 U.5.0C.
25365-25563-5) (no expiration date).

Funding Since 1391

Fiscal Year Authortzation Appropriation
1981 Indefinite $37,111,000
1982 $37,100,000 24,000,000
1983 37,100,000 24,000,000
1984 37,100,000 24,000,000
1985 37,100,000 24,000,000

Purpose: To provide technical assistance, training, and advisory services to
schooi districts that are coping with the special educational problems caused
by the desegregation of elementary and secondary schools with respect to race,
sex, and national origin. In FY 1985, the Oepartment made awards under two
Title IV programs: State education agency (SEA) projects and desegregation
assistance centers (DACS).

II. PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANA.!§£§
~ LResponse to GEPA 41/(a).

A, Objectives

During =Y 1985, the Department's principal objectives for this program were
as follows: '

¢ To increase the number of SEAs participating in this program and their
capacity for assisting desegregating school districts within their States,
and

o To strengthen cooperation among DACs and :c--.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

0 The number of SEA awards made vetween FY 1984 and 1985 increased 21,1
percent.

¢ Each DAC continuation application includes provisions far strennthening
cooperation between the DACs and SEAs.
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C. Costs and Benefits

Grants Awarded: The following table presents data on FY 1985 Title [V awards
(Bel)e

Tatal Percent of
Appli- Totai Applicants Total Averige
Category cations Awards Funded Obligation Award
Race
DAC 17 17 100 $ 4,592,804 $270,153
SEA k7 3 kx S 97 4,845,161 146,823
Sex
DAC 12 12 100 2,470,530 205,890
3EA 43 42 98 5,109,825 121,662
National Origin
P 7 3 92 S0 oatant
SEA £,01 9
TGTAL L §rc) 334,000,000 ’

Program Scope: ‘In FY 1985, 149 awards vire made. Of these, 109 were for SEAS
aﬁ 40 were r"or DACs. Approxizately S14 million was used for grants to SEAs
ind $10 milifon for grants to DACS. Ho-ever, FY 1985 Title [V applicants
have not received their full FY 1985 awards; $15,943,000 of the FY 19RS funds
" was used to support FY 1984 projects that had not received funds because of
the Federal NDistrict Court's impoundment of FY 1984 Title IV funds in United

States v, Board of Educat’on of the City of Chicago. At such time as the
Federal District court releases the irrozen 4 funds, accounting adjust-

ments will Pe made so that the 1983 Title [V applicants can be fully funded
dccording to the Secretary’s recommendations.

P:Togm Effectiveness: SEAs and DACs provided technical assistance in areas
reiating to desegregation on the basis of race, cax, and national origin, for
examples, in the preparation &nd adoption of race desegregation plans, in
the development of programs 0 increase understanding of public school per-
sonne! concerning the problems of sex bias, and in the developnent of {nstruc-
tional programs for studcnts whose dominant language 1S not English.

0. Highlights of Activities

The Department continues to emphasize capacity building within SEAs.

-
;

oo

€. Supporting Studies and Analyses )
1. Cxamination of prcgram grantes files,
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FOLL(W THROUGH--GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES ANG OTHER PUBLIC AND

" PRIVATE NONPROFIT AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INSTITUTIONS TO PROVIDE

~AMPREHENSIVE SERVICES TO LOW-INCOME CHILDREN IN THE PRIMARY GRADES
CFDA No. 84.014)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

La‘gilslation: The Follow Through Act; Subchapter C of Chapter 8 of Subtitle A

Gy Vitie of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35 (42

U.S.C. 9861 et seq). Section 551(a) of Chapter 2 of the Education Consolida-

tion and Isprovement Act of 1981 (20 U.S.C. 3811) consolidates Follow Thriugh

;gg’thc Chapter 2 Block Grant Prograr on a phased basts (expires Septemder 30,
Q)

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Autharization Appropriation
1981 $100,000,000 $26,250,000
1982 44,300,000 : 19,440,000
1983 : 22,150,000 19,440,00C
1984 14,767,000 14,767,000
1985 10,000,000 10,000,000

Purpose: To assist the overall development of childrun from 1m-fncome families
anrolled in kindergarten through third gride, and to amplify the educational
gains made by such children fin Head Start and other preschool programs of
similar quality by (1) isplewenting innovative educational approaches; (2)
providing comprehensive support services; (3) conducting the programs fn 2
context of c¢ffective commnity service and parental involvement; and (&)
documenting those models found to be effective.

E‘.igbilitiz Since 1972, grants have been wide only on a continuation basis;
hence to eligible for a Follow Through grant an applicant must have received
a Follw Through grant the preceding fiscal year.

Pragram Activities: Follow Through pravides. discretionary grants to local
education agancies (LEAs) to operate projects; to fnstitutfons of higher

education and regional laboratocries to davelop and sponsor the instructional
models used in Follow Through sites; and to selectsd local projects to conduct
demonstration activities. For each project, an LEA is required to use an
fnnovative instructional model; to provide comprehensive services and special
activities in the areas of physical and mental health, social services, and
mitrition; and to conduct the program with affective community Service and
parental involvement. Some large districts use more than one mode! and thus
have miltiple projects. Sixteen of the local project grantees parcicipating
in :1311@: Through also function as resonurce canters and provide demonstration
services.
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ITI., INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
LRespcnse to GEPA 417(o) )

“A Nescriptive Overview of Title IV Desegregation Assistance Centers,” Advanced
Technology, Inc., 1985,

Contacts for Further Info-mation

Program Operations: Curtis F. Coates, (202) 245-2181

Program Studies : Judith Anderson, (202) 245-3401

g 34
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TT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS

[Response to GEPA 417(a)]

A, Objectives

o To provide timely review of grant continuation proposals and

9 To =ncourage presentation of individual project data to the Nepartment '

Joint Nissemination Review Panel (JNRP).

B, Progress and Accomplishments

0 During FY 1985 awards were made to 58 LEAS, 15 model sponsors, and 16

resource centers.

¢ Applications for review by the JNRP are being evaluated by the program

staff,

C. Coste and Benefits

Program Scope: Follow Through currently serves approximately 20,000 children
at apout 5586 per child. [n FY 1585, the program committed funds as follows:

58 LEAS‘O..o.ooooooo..tooo.oco:-oa..o..
15 Model SpONSOrS.ceeeeencerecoscenceee
16 Resource CanterS.eeevecesesoscocsess

$8,472,870
842,102
685,028

Tota‘............................o.. smm

Full grants for the 1985-86 school year have not been awarded because of
litigation between the Department and the Board of Education of the City of
Chicago. The remaining $/ million of FY 1985 funds is being withheld

pending the final court decision.

Program Effectivenass: No current information is avajiable (see FY 1983 AER

tor latest inrormation).

D. Highlights of Activities

None,

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. F-llow Through Grantee Reports, 1985,

[1I. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to PA

No studies of this program are planned or ‘n progress,

Contacts for Further Information

Prugram Operations: Eugene Thurmun, {202) 245-3877

Program Studies : Robert Stonehill, (202) *45-9401
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Chapter 108-:

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE [N FEDEFALLY AFFECTED AREAS /IMPACT AN}«
MAINTENANCE AND CPERATIONS (CFDA Ho. 84,041}

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

tegislation: School Assistance In Federally Affectad Areas Act, P.L.
98-511 (expires October 1, 1988).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authcrization Appropriaticn
1981 $1,467,700,000 $706,75C,000
1982 45,000,000 437,800,000
1983 455,000,000 440,200,000 1/
1984 565,000,000 580,100,100 _2_'/
1985 740,000,000 67%,000,000

Purpose: To help compensate loczi educatfon agene’:=. (LEAs) vor the
ioss of taxable property and the cost of sducating additional children
when erroliments and the avaflcbility of revenues from local sources
have been adversely affected by Federal activities, and to help LEAS
affected by natural disasters.

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM TNFURMATION ANG ANALYSIS
esponse to GEPA 417.a)]

A. Objectives

Ouring 5, the Department’'s principal objectives were to impiement
the provisions of P.L. 81-874, as amended, and to oublisit final requi:
tions governing the determination of local contribution rates.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

For 1985, the Impact Aid program assisted LEAs serving 336,000 c¢hiTdren
who Tived on Feuiral property and whose parents wo-ked on Federal pro-
perty or were in the unifcrmed services. The program assisted 1,700,000
children who lived on Federal priperty or whose parents worked on Federal
property or were in the uniformed services.

C. Costs and Benrefits

Program Ssrope: In FY 1985, 2,896 LEAs “ave received pzyments to date,
compared with 2,582 in FY 1984, The increase is th: result of the
elimination of a provision :n the appropriations laws for fiscal years
1982-84 that prohibited entitlemant payments of less than $5,0rQ.

Program Effectiveness: No new Information (please sae FY 1982 AER for
tatast information).
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D. Highlights of Activities

The Department published final regulations governing the determination of
local contribution rates for payments under Section 3 of P.L. 81-874.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

None,

ITI. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
[Response to GEPA 317

In FY 1985, an analysis of the local, State, and Federal costs of process-
113 applications for funds under Section 3 of the Impact Aid program was
completed by one of the Nepartment's contractors [Applied Systems Insti-
tute). The contractor also examined the effects on a numter of districts
of the $5,000 minimum payment provision on a number of districts. The
report of the study's findings is almost finished.

Another contractor, Pelavin Associates, began 2 longer-term study of a
i, number of districts that have large proportions of students whose parents
work for the Federal Government or are in the uniformed services, and
that have substantial areas of tax-exempt Federal property within their
boundaries. Three case studies have been corducted: one report has
been finished and the other two reports have been drafted. Two additional
case studies have been started. All these Studies examine the fiscal
circumstances of the districts and attempt to {identify the extent of
the burden on these districts caused by Federal activities.

The General Accounting 0ffice, at the request of Congress, began another
study related to ths Impact Aid program in 1985, This study is ex-
amining the funding of Section & schools and considering the effects of
transferring the responsibility for the children served by these schools
to neighboring public school districts. Most of these schools serve
children who l1ive on military installations; public schools were efther
unavailable or inappropriate at the time the Section 6 arrangements were
established.

Prior to FY 1982, the funds for Section 6 were appropriated to the Depart-
mant of Education for distribution. Since 1982, the funds have been
appropriated ta the Department of Defense, although the Department of
Education retiins some administrative responsibility. Because this activ-
ity requires a substantial investment of Federal funds each year the
Congress wants tn consider alternatives ways of serving the chiidren
attending these schools.
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Contacts for Further [nTormation

Program Operctions: Stan Kruger, (202) 245-8427
Program Studies : Murray Spitzer, (202) 245-8281

Notes

1. Amount provided by the 1983 Continuing Resolutions.
2. Includes $15 million supplement for disaster assistance.
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! . Chapter 109-~1

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS ({IMPACT AID):
CONSTRUCTION (CFDA No. 84,040)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislatfon: School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas Act, P.L, Bl-
.5.C. 631-645,647) as amended by P.L. 95-561, 97-35, 98-8, and

42-511 (expires October 1, 1988),

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 Indefinite $50,000,000
1982 : $20,000,000 19,200,000
1983 20,000,000 80,000,000 1/
1984 20,000,000 20,000,000
1985 Indefinite 20,000,000

Purpose: To construct and repair or provide grants to local education
agencies (LEAs) for the construction of urqently needed minimum schoo!l
faciiities when the enroliment and the availability of revenues from local
sources have been adversely affected by Federal activities.

I1. FY 1985 PROGRAM fNFORHATION AND ANALYSIS
LResponse to GEPA 41/(a)l]

A. Objective

During FY 1985, the Department's principal objective was to implement the
provisions of P L. 81-215, as amended.

B. Progress and Accomplfshments

During FY 1985, program funds provided direct assistance to 48 local
education agencifes in 10 States and 2 Outlying Areas, including funds
for two new School construction projects and for three ongoing schoo!
construction projects for children on Indian lands. Nineteen projects
were funded to carry out emergency repairs on federally owned schoo!
buildings.

C. Costs and Renefits

Program Scope: In FY 1985, this program funded a total of 67 projects.

“rogram Effectivenass: No new information (please see FY 1982 AER for

Tatest information).

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




D. Highlights ¢f Activities

None.
E. Supporting Studifes ané Analyses

None.

TI1. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to TI7{bT]

None.

Contacts for Further Information )

Program Operations: Stan Kruger, (202) 245-8427
Program Studies : Murray Spitzer, (202) 245-8281

Note

1. Mmounts provided by the 1983 Continuing Resolutions and Jobs Bi1l
Supplemental Appropriation.

Y
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Cnapter 110-1

ALLEN J. ELLENDER FEL'.CWSHIPS
(CFDA Nc. 84,148)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Allen J. Ellender Fellowship Program, P.L. 92-506--Joint
Resolution of October 19, 1972, as amended (86 Stat. 907-908) (expires
September X0, 1989).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorfzation Appropriation
1981 $1,000,000 $1.070,000
1982 1,000,000 960,000
1983 1,000,700 3,000,000 1/
1984 1,849,000 1,500,000
1985 1,500,000 1,500,000

?Pu_;pose: To make 3 grart to the Close Up Foundation of Washington, D.C.,
or fellowships to disadvantaged secondary school students and their
teachers in schools throughout the country and Puerto Rico and overs.s
schools of the Department of Defense to learn about reprasentative
government and the democratic process.

Eligibility: Economically disadvantiged secondary scnool students and
their teachers are eligibla to apply for fellowships from the Closz Up
Foundation, Fellowships are awarded annually on the basis of equitable
geographic distribution and community intersst.

I1I1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
“[Response to GEPA 417(a)]

A. Objective

Far FY 1985, the Department’'s principal objective was to award funds tc the
Close Up Foundation so that it could provide fellowships for low-income
secondary school students and their teachers.

B. Prngress and Accomplishments

The Denartment awarded this grant in FY 1985 as scheduled.

C. CLosts and Benefits

Program Scope: The program consists of a week-long series of meetings,
seminars, and workshops with Members of Congress, members of the Executive
and Judicial branches of government, congressional committee staff members,
lobbyists, reporters, foreign government representatives, and others.
Since the program began, approximately 162,000 students and teachers from
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50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Department of
Nefense Nverseas Schools have participated in the Washingtoa Close Up
Program. Students from schools for the hearing and visually impaired
across the Nation also participaced.

Since 1979, in an effort to reach additional secondary school students and
teachers with citizenship education programs, the Close Up Foundation has
telecast Washington Seminars over Cable TV (C-SPAN). The seminare included
discussions between Washington Yeaders and high school students, many of
whom were Ellender Fellowship recipients. More than 3,500 secondary
schools have access to these programs.

Close Up also publishes materials including a Teachers Guide to C-SPAN:

Current Issues, a book that examines contemporary questions; Perspectives,
a book of rua’%ngs on government operations with articles by ieaders in

Congress, the executive and judicial branches, and others: The washinggon
Notebook, 3 workbook designed to help prepare students for their Washing-
ton experience; and U.S.-Soviet Relations.

Program Effectiveness: No new information (see FY 1983 Annual Evaluation
epore ).
0. Highlights of Activities

Fellowships under this program were made to appreximately 5,600 students
and teachers in 1985. These grants, which included costs of room, board,
tuition, administration, insurance, and transportation, averaged abdout
$570 per participant. Of this, $269 was Federal money, the rest was
private matching funds.

€. Supporting Studies and Analyses

No new information (see FY 1983 Annual Evaluation Report for latest
information).

ITI. INFORMATION ON STUOY CONTRACTS
Kesponse to GtP

No :tudies of tiis program are planned or in progress.

Cintacts for Further Information

Program QOperations: DNoris Shakin, (202) 245-2455

Program Studies : Robert Stonehill, (202) 245-9401

Note

1. In 1983 the Congress appropriated a double amount in order to place
the prog-am an a forward-funded basfs. The appropriation for 1983

provided $1.5 miilion for school year 1932-33 and $1.5 million for
school year 1983-84.
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Chapter 111-1

INDIAN EDUCATION--FINANCIAL ISTANCE TO LOCAL EDUCATICN
AGENCIES AND INGIAN-CONTROLLEu SCHOOLS FOR THE EDUCATION OF
INDIAN CHILDREN-- PART A (CFDA Nos. 84,060 and 84.072)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Indian Edicatfon Act, P.L. 92-3128 Title IV. Part A, 3s
amended (20 U.5.C. 241aa-ff) (expires September 30, 1989).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization 1/ Appropriation
1981 $722,214,792 $58,250.,000
1982 667,770,717 54,960,000
1983 775,442,755 48,465,000
1984 814,260,000 50,900,000
1985 Indefinite 50,323,000

Purpose: Part A of the Indian Education Act supports programs to address
the equcational and culturally related academic needs of Indian students
in public schools, tribal schools, and in reservation-based, Ind{an-con-
troiled schools., Objectives for the program include (1) ‘mproving academic
performance in the basic skills; (2) reducing dropout rates and improving
attendance; (3) {increasing Indian parental participation in educational
policymaking; anc (4) helping public schools become more responsive to the
needs of 1..dian children,

Assistance to Local Ecducztion Agencies (LEAs) and Tribal Schools: Parc A
grants are mude on a formula basis to LEAS 1/. LEAs are e1igib'e {f they
enroll at least 10 Indiwn children or if Tndian children constitute at
Teast 50 percent of the total enroliment. These limitations do not apply
to LEAs located in Alaska, California, or Oklahoma, or located on, or ir
proximity to, an Indizn mservation. Certain tribal schools are treated
as LEAs and thus can receive formula grants under this program,

Assistance to Indian-Controlled Schools: The Indian-controlled schools
program 1s autnorized Dy a sat-aside amount not tu exceed 10 percent of
the amount of the Part A formula nrogram. Trihes and Indfan organizations
and certain LEAs that aoperate schools on or near reservations may compete
for funds 1n two areas: (1) to start and establiish a school; and (2) to
develcp spectal enrichment programs that are supplemental to an already
established program, Many, but r=* 411, of thesc schools are also eligible
for formula grants.

5
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II. FY 1985 PROGRAM ! NFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
[Response to GEPA 417(a) )

A. Objectives

Ouring FY 1985, the Department's principal chjectives for thig program
wary &3 follows:

6 To publish revised Indfan Education Act regulations and

2 To audit at Teast one-third of the Tocal Part A projects and to pro-
vide technical assistance as needed ta correct specific deficiencies
or ta improve the overall effectiveness of local projects.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o Revised final regulations to implement technical changes made by the
Education Amendments of 1984 were published on March 18, 198S.

o In 1985, 379 projects, representing more than one-third of Part A grants,
were sudited and an Audit Report was sent to Congress {n October, 198S.
The prajects audited were Tocated 1n 34 States and served 76,500 students
at an average cost of $I66 per student. 2/ -

C. Costs and Benefits

Students Served: In FY 1985, formela grants totaling mearly $46 ridllicn
were awarded to 1,076 public and 55 Bureau of Indiea Affairs (BIA) contract
schools, Public school grantees served 319,653 students and BIA sche ols
served 9,844 students with $35,903,023 of Part A funds. The average anard
was $40,586 for an average expenditure per student of $139. An additional
$4,409,486 went to 34 Indfan-controlled schaols serving 5,300 studenty,
g;zwzgnsar)rd vas $123,691 ind the aversze expenditure per student was

Types of Sarvices Provided: The Audit Report describes the ti'pes of pro-
grams surveyed. Jeventy-nine percent of the projects offeryd academic
skills and 69 percent offersd cultural enrfchment programs. Most projects
addressing the need ts improve academic skills used tutortal services as
all or a portion of their academic program. Math and reading tuzorial
services were found 1n 59 percent; socfal studies, 35 percent; and weiting,
34 percent. Academic support services included persanal counseling, career

.counseling, postsecondary education planning, health and rylated services,

and home school relations. (Soe E.1.)

Program Effectiveness: The Audit Report indicazes that the most successful
programs were cnose designed to inprove attendance, increase parent partici-
pation, reduce dropout rates, and imprave academic skills. Pr:gram reviewers
reported that projects reviewed 1n FY 131 showed lower rates of success
1n addressing the ne~ds of students than projects reviewed in FY 1982,
However, the program reviewers recomwnded that 30 percent of the projects
imorove their evaluation methods to measure outcomes more effectively,
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The Department and the Education Resource and Evaluation Centers are
providing workshops to help LEAs improve their needs assessment tech-
niques and program design, and generally to C(3velop better performance
evaluation strategies to document program efrectiveness.

The most significant problem {dentified during the FY 1984 program site
reviews continued to be the difficulty that Part A projects had in main-
taining complete files to verify student eligibility. Twenty-six percent
of the projects reviewed did not have forms on file for all students counted
for funding under Part A of the Indfan Education Act.

The Department mailed 2 Tetter to all Part A projects funded for FY 1985
to clarify its policy on the minimum information required to verify the
eligibility of Indian children for Part A funds., The Oepartment will
give LEAs that appear to be out of compliance an opportunity to provide
this information. If the LEAs still do not provide the information, the
Department will either reduce the LEAS' grant amount or reclaim funds
representing the number of ineligible children claimed by the LEA.

Further information about program affectiveness based on the Impact Study
of Part A programs in public schaols was sumarfced in the Annual Evaluation
Report for FY 1984. .

0. Highlights of Activities

Variius aspects of the program are being reviewed to help the Department
determine the need for revised legislation and future budget levels.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses
1. Report to the Congress on the Annual Program Site Reviews for Fiscal
Year 1384 Funds I§Enoo| Year 1931:85). Octooer H. 1985,

[TII. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
[Response to Go! /(o

A study of Indian-controlled schools {s in progress. The final repart
1s expected in 1986,

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operaticns: Frank Ryan, (202) 732-1387
Program Studiee : Dorot*y Shuler, (202) 245-8364
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Notes

1.

2.

Authorization figures are basad on a formula that weights Indian student
counts by average per-pupil expenditures fn the State., Actual grants
are ratably reduced in proportion to the amount of the appropriation.
The Education Amendments of 1984, P.L. 85-511, authorizes a total
ceiling of $100 millfon for FY 198% for all programs authorized by

Indian Education Act.

Report to the Congress or thy Annual Proqram Site Reviews for Fiscal
Varfﬁu Funds,
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Chapter

SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR INDIAN STUDENTS--PART &
(CFDA Nos. 84.061 and 84.087)

PROGRAM PROFILE

Leg1s]ation: Indian Education Act, Section 422, 423, and 1005, P.L. 92-

R e [V, Part B, as amended (20 U.S.C. 3385 and 338% and b)

(expires September 30, 1989},

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal year Authorization Appropriation
15981 $37,000,000 $14,500,000
1982 37,000,u00 14,880,000
1933 37,000,000 12,600,000
1984 37,000,000 12,000,000
1985 37,000,000 11,760,000

Purpose: Part B authorizes a variety of discretionary programs designed

to

improve the quality of educational programs for Indians. Specific

activities authorized under Part B include the following:

o

Planning, pilot, and demonstration projects to plan for, test, and
demonstrdate tne erfectiveness of educational approaches for Indian
students at the preschool, elementa~y, and secondary levels.

Educational service projects to serve Indian preschool, elerentary, and
secondary school students other educational programs or services are
not available to them in sufficient quantity or quality. Eligible
recipients are State education agencies (SEAs), local education agen-
cies (LEAs), Indian tribes, organizations, and institutions.

Educational personnel development projects to train Indians for careers
in education. Ihere are “wo programs: sSection 1005(d), making awards
primarily to universities, and Section 422, making awards srimarily to
Indian tribes and organica“ions.

Fellowships for Indian students in the fields of medicine, psychology.
Taw, education, business administration, engineering, and natural
rasources, Awards are based on financial need, academic record, otner
potential for success, and likelthood of service to Indtans upon
graduation. Priority s given to graduate students in business
administration, engineering, and natural resources- or ‘elated fields.

Resource and Evaluation Centers to prov.de technical assistance and
dissemnate information t2 Indian education projects and applicants.
The centers conduct workshops, make site visits, anc prepare and
distribute printed materials.

W7
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o J ‘TI. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
LResponse to.GePA 41/(a)]
A. 0Objectives
o To support an appropriate mix of projects that address the full range
of authorized activities and
o To improve the representation of Indians in specific professions
through increased emphasis on graduate work in these figlids.
8. Progress and Accomplishments
o In FY 1985, 32 educational service projects; 24 planning, pilot,
and demonstration projects; and 15 educational personnel development
projects weres awarded to LEAs, Indian tribes, Indian organizations,
Indian institutions, and institutions of hijher educztion. These
projects cover.1 early childhood programs, 2 ie training of teachers
and adwinistrators, outreach tutoring programs, and similar activities.
o Graduate fellowships 1n FY 1985 amounted to 128 out of 211. Compared
with FY 1984, this represents about a 5 percentage point {ncrease
in the proportion of graduate awards. .
C. Costs and Benefits
o Program Scope: Part B funds ‘upported 71 discretionary grants, 211 fel-
: owships, and S Resource and Evaluation Centers. Ouiing the 1984-85
: school year, thesa centers conducted 190 workshops, and made approximately
: 570 site visits to provide technical assistance to Title IV grantees.
Program Effectiveness: No information is avafladle.
0., E.
No new information.
I1I. [INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to GEPA &
No new studies are plannad or under way.
Contacts for Further Information
Program Operations: Frank Ryan, (202) 732-1887
- Program Studies : Dorotny Shuler, (202, 245-8364
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Lhapter 11l3-;

SPECIAL PROGRAMS FCR INDIAN ADULTS--PART ¢
(CFDA No. 84.062)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Indian Education Act, Section 315, P.L. 92-318, Title IV,
Fagf C, as amended (20 U.S5.C. 1211a) ({expires September 30, 1989).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal year Authorization Appropriation
Liscal year
1981 $8,000,000 $5,430,000
1982 ‘ 8,000,000 5,430,000
1983 8,000,000 5,213,000
1984 8,000,000 5,531,000 1/
1985 8,000,000 2,940,000

Purpose: Part C authorizes a range of activities designed to 1ixprove
educational opportunities below the college level for Indfan adults.
Program objectives {nclude increasing 1iteracy, {improving basic skills,
and increasing the number of I[ndfan adults -who pass the Rhigh school
equivalency examination, Specific activities authorized by Part C include
the following:

o Educational service projects to provide educatfonal opportunities for
Tnd7an adults. Projects focus on adult basfc education to develop
literacy and basic skills and on secondary education, including prepara-
tion for the high school equivalency examination. Many projects also
of fer consurar education and special services needed by adult students,
such as academic and career counseling, aptitude and vocational testing,
and job referral.

o Planning, pilot, and demonstration projects to test and demcnstrate in-
novative approaches to adult educat.on specifically designed for Indian
adults.

I1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
["esponse to GEPA 4l7(a)]

A. Objective

In FY 1985, the Department's principal objective was to emphasize delivery
of services, especially in areas where similar types of sarvices are not
offered.,

B. Progress and Accomplishments

Educational services projects accounted for 40 percent of all FY 1985
Part C funds, compared with 60 percent the previous y2ar. Information has
not yet been compiled which would permit a judoment of the extent to which
new grant recipients are offering services not otherwise available in tneir
areas.
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C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: Educational service awards totaling $1,176,000 were made in
FY §§u"5. in addicional §1,764,000 in awards went to support planning,
pilot, and demonstration projects.

Program Effectiveness: A recently completed study based on site visits to
13 E; 1984 projects, a review of administrative records, and guidance from
a panel of experts in Indfan o~ adult education has provided findings on
the following aspects of the Part C programs:

) #lianu. Part C projects are doing what the law and ragulations
ntend; no unauthorized uses of Part C funds were found.

o Service %ﬂoﬁties. Eleven 0. the 14 sampled projacts are providing
one or both of the most needed types of service--basic aduit education
and preparation for the General Equivalency Oevelopment (GED) examina-
tion. The remaining three projects are concentrating on curriculum

development.

o Proéoct activities as related to thc of grant. A service orfentation
pr nates even in planning, piiot, a emonstration projects. Ap-
plications af these types appear to be primarily a respon<e to announced
funding levels and 3 preferance for more flexidility in instructional

methods.

o Duplication of services. Although the panel noted that there was
considarable potential for duplication of services because of the
proximity of some Part C projects to service facilities funded by BIA or
uncer Section 306 of the Adult Education Act, the panel found only one

verified instance where simtiar servicas were being offered to the same
adult Indian population.

The expert panel's recommendaticns included giving an increased share of
the total awards to servics projects, favoring applications that address
the necds of previously unse:rved groups, and strengthening the Department's
mnitoring and technical assistance activities.

D. Righlights of Activities

The program was evaluated and found to be fully in compliance «’i:h the
applicable law and regulations. (See Section C for details).

E. Supporting Studies and Anaiyses

1. An Evaluation of the Indian Education Act, Title IV, Part C: Education
for Indian Ad fults, relavin lssodates. U'«ismngton. 6.5., 1335,
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III. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
LResponse to GEFA 41/(b)]

No further studies are planned.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Qperations: Frank Ryan, (202) 732-1887
Program Studfes : Dorothy Shuler, {202) 245-8364
Note

1. Includes supplemental 1983 appropriation of $1,938,000 available unti]
expended..
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Chaptar 174.1

ALCOHOL ..D DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION PROGRAM
(No CFDA Number)
I. PROGRAM PROFILE
Legiciation: The Eiucation Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981
» Lhapter 2, Subchapter D, P.L. 97-35 (20 U.S.C. 3851) (expirws
Ssatamber 30, 1987,

Funding Since 221

Biscal Year AuthorizatiGn Appropriation
1981 $18,000,000 $2,850,000
1982 ) 3,000,000 2,350,n00
1983 _}j 2,850,000
1984 T/ 2,850,090
1988 Il 3,069,000

Pumso: To help schools and communit{es become aware of the complex’ty

af the 3lcohal and drug ibuse problem and to develop stracegies that attack

the causes rither lian merely the symptoms. The program strongly encour-

ages 3 coordinated school-community effort in preventive education, with

;n ;llphuis on reducing the socially disruptive behaviors often associated
th abuss. .

Method of Mmiom Contracts are awarded to five Regiona! Training and
Rasource Lenters. These centers award subcontrac.s to pudlic school
districts and private schools for training school teams in devising and
applying methods of dealing with each team's unique alcohol and drug
abuse problem. The ultimate beneficiaries of this training are students
in grades 7-12; the training 1s nrovided at the regfonal centers. The
remaining program funds support a contractor that provides 2 national
:.?:t base and program support and collects evaluat:on data from subcon-
ractors, -

II. FY 1988 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
Resporse to (a

A. 0Objectives

The Oepartment’s principal objectives for FY 1985 were as follows:

¢ To manage the contractors who provide for training teams of schonl
administrators, teachers, counselors, parents, students, law enforce-
ment officials, and other public service an” community leaders to

prevent or reduce destructive behavior associatad with alcohal and
drug abuse;
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o To evaluate the results of the national Alcokal and Drug Abuse Education
Program; and

o To provide technical assistance to Feder:l, State, and local agenciss
and individuals. ’

8. Progress and Accomc(ishments

o In FY 1985, 137 new school teams were trained; 481 additional teams
received technical assistance, as did all 50 State education agencies.

9 The National Data Base and Program Support Project contracted for
an analysis and summary of reported school tear survey results on the
effects of alcohcl and drug abuse educ: .fon activities.

0 The Department sponsored a meeting for contract staff to review
ongoing activities and to set FY 1986 performance goals. The Depart-
ment responded to requests for informatfon about effective alcohol
arq drug abuse education strategies,

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: The Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education “rogram has estab-
Hsnga teams of school and community personnel supported with training
and followup assistance in every State and Territory. Now in its 13th
y2ar, the program has trained 5,000 teams throughout tha country. Cur-
rently 617 teams are served by the rational system of regional centers.
According to progress reports from 440 of those teams (E.i), numerous
subteams have been generated. Parent subteams accounted for 226 of these
and communily subteams for 165. The 440 reporting teams are working
in 617 schools, which enroll 400,000 children,

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Eiucation requires and stimulates a great deal of
voiunteer effort; in FY 1985, volunteers contributed 321,614 hours o team
activities (E.1). In addition to contributions of time, private funding
for team activities exceeded $275,000; the votal value of private contri-
butions for FY 1985 was reported at 2Imost 34,2 million, which is roughly
twice last year's funding t ..l for reporting teams,

Program Effectiveness: An analysis was performed on survey results sub-
mitted Dy scn.ol teams on the effectiveness of alcohol and drug abuse
aducation programs (E.2). Information from 60 (44 percent) of the 137
active teams was analyzed regarding two measures of drug use: (1) reported
changes 1i the number of students using a particular category of drug
and (Z) reported changes in the average number of days per month students
use a particular drug,

For comparison puiposes the teams were divided into two groups: (1) teams
whose activities could be expected to affect their students directly v:.
(2) teams which efther had not implemented activities or whos~ activities
could not be expected to affect students directly. Teams ir, the first
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group showed an {mpact on student behavior but only when more than ane

direct-impact activity was carrfed out. When such casas (31 schools)
were compared with all others (29 schools), these rasults were observed:

6 The nurber of students who reported using tobacco decreased by
16 percent and the average days per month students regorted
using tobacco decreased 27 percent,

0 The number of students who reported drinking alcohol decreased 20
percent znd the average days per month students reported drinking
slcohal decreased 24 percent.

¢ The number of students who reported smoking martjuana decreased 11
percant and the average number of days per month students reported
using marijuana decreased 39 percent.

0 The number of stulents who reported using other 111egal drugs
decreased 24 percert, and the average days per month studants
reported using other 11legal drugs decreased 26 percent.

0. H*lghlights of Activities

Thers s to be more emphasis on Jevelaping parent action teams and student
action teams in the program,

E. Supporting Studies 2ad Analyses

T. National Data Base Swwary Sheet, Mational Data Base and Support Pro-
Ject. ‘niversity of Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusetts, September
19¢2,

2. Evaluation of the U.S. Nepartment of Education Alcohs! and Orug Abuse
Education Progrom, Ralph-8. Earle, Jr., Oecember 1984,

ITI. INFORMATION ON STUBY CONTRACTS
esponse to j]

The Alcohol and Drug Abuse Program ts requiring all subcantractors to
design and implement their own evaluations and ta provide the evaluation
data to the Mational Data Base and Program Support Project,

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Myles Doherty, (202) 755-0410
Program Studies : Carol Chelemer, (202) 245-9401
Note

1. This program i< one of saveral activities authorized by ECIA, Chapter
Subchapter D (the Secratary's Discretionary Fund). The maximum amount
duthorized for Subchapter D 1s § percent of the total amount appro-
priated for Chapter 2., Subchapter D also establishes a minimum
level for the Alcohol and Orug Abuse Education Program of $2,850,000.
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Chagter 11584}

A WOMEN 'S SDUCATIONAL EQUITY
{". oA 04.083)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

, Lagislation: The Women's Educational Equity i.t (WEEA) of 1974 (Title 14,
r"a?"t I o)? ESEA 1965), as amended (20 U.S.C. 3341-3348) (expires September
30, 1989).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authord zat{on Appropriation
1982 6,000,000 5,760,000
1983 6,000,000 5,760,000
1984 6,000,000 5,760,000
198~ 10,060,000 6,009,000

Purngse: To promote educational equity for women _ad girlZ in the United
Statas and to provide Federal funds tc help rducation agencies and insti-

~ tut . ns meet the requirements of Title IX or the Educatfon Amendments of
1972.

Prugram Strategies: The legislation authorizes two Jrograms of contracts
and grarts. Ine first is & program to demonstrate, develop, and disseminate

activities of national, State or general significance. The Department tries
to ensure geographic diversity and to avoid supporting previously funded
ideas, Second is a program to assist projects of loca. significance,
frcluding support for programs to achieve compliance with Title IX. The
lTegislation formerly stipulated that the Department could provide assistance
to projects of local signiticanca only when appropriations for the program
exceed S15 million; hence, the provision has never been implemented. The
1984 amendments, however, authorize tne use of funds in excess of $6 millfon
for activities under either i both programs.

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATTION ANC ANALYSIS
[Respense to GEPA 417(a))

A. Objectives

During FY 1985, the Department's principal objaztives for th's program wers
as follows: .

o To make grants according to the fallowing distributfon among the pra-
gram priorities established by reguiation:
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2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

2.
3.
4,
S.
§.

Program P~iorities 1985 Planned Distribution
{Percent)

Projects on Title IX compifan-e 15
Projects on educational equity for racial
and ethnic minority women and girls 20
Projects on educational equity for disabled
women and girls is
Projects to influence lTeaders in educa-
tional poiicy and administration 9
Projects to eliminate persistent barriers
to educational equity for women 30
Other authorized activities 29

To produce and market approved @odel products and strategies through
the WEEA Publishing Center, as authorized 11 Section 932(a)(1) of thx

Progress and Accompl { showirts

:1;?'-0"'« rew grant awards and six continuation awards were made as
ollows:

Projects on Title« IX compliance
Projects on educational equity for
racfal and ethnic minority women
Projects on educational equity
for disabled women and girly
Projects to influence Teadr ~ 1n
educational policy and adwin'stration 0
Projects to eliminate persistent
barriers to educatfonal equity for women 1§
Qther authorized activities 9
Total h-x

NS
Ho
EE
-~

The WEEA Publishing Center conducted three *echnical assistance workshaops
on product develop wnt and marketing for “he 7Y 1984 WEEA graniees, Tne
workshops took place in San Francisco, Chicago, and New York,

“ng |
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C. Costs and Benefits

No new {information, (please see FY 1983 AER for latest information).

D. Pighlights of Activities

¢ Techaical amendment: were developed to modify existing program regu-
ictions in conformancs with the new statutory requirements. A Notice
of Proposcd Rulemaking will be 'wulished to implement programs of
local significanca and to simplify current regulations governing
prograss af genersl significance.

E. supporting Studfes and Analyses

None,

IIT. INFORMATION ON STUMY CONTRACTS

[Response to GEPA 417(D)J
The Department of Education has contracted for a descriptive review of the
WEEA program which was o be completed in January 1986. The project
fnvolved the review of administrative records, -interviews with WEEA and

WEEA publishing cen*ter staff, and review of available data on women's
progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Janice Williams-Madison, (202) 245-2465
Program Studies : Carol Chelemer, (2N2) 245-9401
Note

1. The percent column gotals 101 percent duuw to raounding,
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Chapter 1716.1

MIGRANT EDUCATION
HIGH SCHOOL EQUIVALENCY PROGRAM (HEP)
AND CCLLEGE ASSISTANCE MIGRANT PROGRAM (CAMP)
(CFDA Nos. 84.141 and 84.149)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title 1v, Section 413A, P.L. 89-
.a"g. s amended (2 U.S.C. 1070d-2) (e ires September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 192;

Fiscal Year Authort zation Appropriation
(Both Programs) HEP CAMP
1981 $9,600,000 36,095,000 1,208,000
1982 7,500,000 5,851,200 1,159,680
1983 7,500,000 6,300,900 1,200,000
1984 8,250,000 6,300,000 1,959,000 1/
198§ 7,500,000 6,300,000 1,20¢,000

Purposa: HEP and CAMP help students who are engaged, or whoseg families are
engaged, in migrant or other seasonal farw worke Grants for both HEP and
CAMP are made to institutions of higher education or to other public or
monprofit private agencfes that cooperate with such an institution,

HEP helps students obtain the equivalent of a secondary school diploma and
subsequently to gain employment or to begin postsecondary education or
training., HEP provides outreach, teaching, counseling, and placement sei'vices
in order to recruit and serve eligible migrant and seasonal farm worker drop-
outs who are beyond the age of compulsory school attendance. HEP participants
my receive room and board and stipends for their personal expensses, Most
are housed on a college or universiiy cameus and @2y use the cultural, recrea-
tional, health, and other campus faci!iifer.

CAMP helps students enrolled in the first undergraduate yesr it an fastitye
tion of higher cducation to pursue successfully a program of postsacondary
education. The sarvices CAMP provides include tutoring, socfal counseling,
and assistance to students in obtaining grants, loans, and work-stuty funds to
be used for the remaining three undergraduate school years, CAMP participants
may receive tuitfon, room and board, and stipends for personal expenses,

IT. FY 1985 SROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
esponse to Gip a

A. Objective

During FY 1985, the Dapartment's principal objective far thig program was 3
make grait awards for the 1985-8% schaool year,
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

The Department .warded <2 HEP grants to institutions of higher education
and associated public or nonprofit, private agencies located in 15 3tates
and Puerto Rico; 1t awarded 5 CAMP grants to IHEs in 3 States { Idzho, Texas
and Washington),

C. Costs and Benefits

HEP Program Scope: The 22 HEP projects for school year 1385-25 are serving

approximately 00 students. Project enrolliments range Satwesn 50 and 260,
The total funding for the HEP projects was $6,300,000, The average cost per
per participant in HEP was $2,172.

CAMP Program Scope: A total of 395 students were served t: ough the 1985-85
prcgrams; enroliment in the five funded projects ran from 25 ta 140.

The tycal tunding for five CAMP projects was $1,200,000. average cost

per CAMP participa.t was $3,038.

Program Effactiveness: No new {nformution is availa' however, an svalua-
tion of the program was vegun in FY 1985 and result: . be .v2ii*h7e in

FY 1986.

D. Highlights of Activitias

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Annuzl Evaluation Report, Fiscal Year 1983. Office of Planning, Budge*,
and tvaluation, iisﬁgngton. D.C., 1984.

III. INFORMATION ON STUDY CCNTRACTS
Response to

Caiifornia State University began an evaluation of HEP and CAMP in FY 1985.
The study attempts to examine the economic and social impact of HEP and
CAMP on prvaram participants.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: John Staehle, 7202) 245-2722
Program Studias : James J. English, (202) 245-9401

Note

1. Inciudes a $750,000 supplemental ~~nropriation for CAMP,
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Chapter 117.1

ARTS IN EDUCATION PROGRAM
(%o CFDA Number)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Leg slation: The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act o7 1981 (ECIA),
C!‘ilapf‘er 2, P.L. 97.35 (20 v.s.C. 38s1) (expires Saptemder 30, 987),

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Auther’ zation Appropriatinn
1981 $2n,000,000 $3,15%0,000
1982 3,150,000 2,025,000
1983 1'l_/ 2,025,000
1984 / : 2,125,000
1985 Y 3,157,000

Purp.se: To conduct demonstration programs reqarding the involvement of

Eaﬁiapm people in all the arts; to foster greater areness of the need

for arts programs for the handicapped; to sponsor model programs in the
;7 performing arts for children and youth; and to support a national network
! of State arts and uducation cownitteses.

II. FY 1988 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSTS

(Response to GEPA TTay]
A. Objective
The Department's principal .objective for FY 1985 was tc award nocomputitive
grants in a timely manner to the National Committee, Arts for ohe Hand!canped,
and to the John F, Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts,

8. Progress and Ace 11shments

The Department made both awards as scheduled,

C. Costs and Benefi:s

P%rm Scog:_: Program records (E.1) show snat in Fv 19a4 the Naticna!
ttee, s for the Handicapped (NCAH) supported 52 Very Specfal Arts

Festival and Training Programs and 411 Very Special Arts Festivals., NCAH

a1so held a nationa’ festival, which featured the talents of handicapped

people and demonstratad the value of arts fnstruction and experiencs fgor
the handicapped. About 650,000 persons participated in the fastival,
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InF 14 the program at the John F, Kennedy Center for the Performing
Arts nelped support the folliwing:

0 The American College Theater Fastival
o The Allfance for Arts Education
0 The Program for Children and Youth.

These programs reached approximately 3.5 million students, parents, and
teachers through workshops, seminars, and performances, including 25
Imagination Celebrations.

Program Effectiveness: No information is available,

D. Highlights of Activities

In May 1984, 750 students representing all 50 states participated in
festivities celebrating the 10th anniversary of NCAH at the Kennedy Center,

The Kesiriciy Center also w&ss the setting for the 16th MNational Armarican
Co’lege Theater Festival in A:ril 1934, at which finalists from colleges
and universities performed. The Kennedy Center also held a National
Children's Art Festival featuring two plays, Clementina's Cactus and The
Trip, based on children's books.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

-

1o Annual Performance Reports, Program Files, Office of Elemuntary and
Secondary Education,

I1I. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
Lxesponse to Gt

No studies related to this program are nlanned,

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Ann Mack, (202) 472-7080

Proyram Studies : Carol Chelemer, (202) 245-9401

Note

i, This program is one of several ac .vities authorized by ECIA, Chapter 2,
Subchapter D, The maximum amount authorized for Subchapter D 135 & per-
cent of the amount appropriated for Chapter 2. Subchaptar D also

establishes a minimum level for the Arts in Educaticn pragram of
$2,025,0C0.
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Funding Since 1981

Chagter 1181

INEXPENSIVE 800K OISTRIBUTION PROGRAM
(No CFDA Number)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE
Legisiation: The Education Consalidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA),
U’ia‘iﬁ 4

7-35 (20 U.S.C. 3851) (expires September 36, 1987,

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

19861 $11,000,000 $5,850,C00

1982 1 5,850,000

1983 "I‘/ 5,850,000

1984 / . 6,500,006 2/

1988 )7 7 7,000,000 %/
Purpose: To support the distridbution of inexpensive books %o students
rom preschool through high school age, to encourage them ta learn to
read.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
esponse to F)
A. Objective

Tha Department's principal objective for FY 1985 was to award the contract
to Resding is Fundamental (RIF), Inc., in a timels manner,

8. Progress and Accompl {shments

The Department awarded the contract to RIF, Inc., as scheduled buz at 2
Tower amaunt than was planned. 2

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: In
nearly 7.1 r‘;llion

scho0l and public 1

FY 1985 more than 2.2 mil1ion children were provided
books v 3,078 local projects. (E.1)

Program Sffectiveness: According to reports from local projects (E,1),
teagﬁors and parents have observed that children have greater interest in

and spend mors time reading. Some alsa repart increrc<ed use of the

ibrarifes by participating children,’

-
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D. Highlights of Activitias

RIF held an “In Celebration of Reading Program® to encourage childres to
read for pleasure. More than 2 million children and their parents partic-
ipated. At the end of the 2-week program, phe children had cumul ativaly
spent the equivalent of 285 years in reading.

A1l projects held special activities during Reading Is Fun Week. In
Washington, N.C., the National RIF Reader was honcred.

E. Supporiing Studies and Analyses

1. Annual Reports of RIF, Inc., Program Files, Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education.

III. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
Kesponse to

No studies related to this program are planned.

Contacts for Further Information

Progran Operations: Carrolyn Andrews, (202) 245-2465
Program Studies : Carol Chelemer, (202) 245-9401
Notes

1. This program is one of several activities authorized by ECIA, Chapter
Subchapter 0. The maximum amount authorized for Subchapter D fis
6 percent of the amount appropriatad for Chapter 2. Subchapter D also
establishes a minimum level for the Inexpensive Book Distribution
Program of $5,850,000.

2. In fiscal year 1985, Congress appropriated $7 miliion for this program,
A portion of this appropriation, $650,000, was used to support the
FY 1984 project that had not received all of its funding because of
the Federal District Court's impoundment af fiscal year 1984 funds
in United States of America v. Board of Education of the City ¢ °
Chicago. Wnen the Federal Ufstrict Court releasaes the frozen F: 984
funds, accounting adjustments will be made to bring the program up
to its full funding levei,
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Chapter 11S.1

LAW-RELATED EDUCATION
(CFDA No. 84.123)
I. PROGRAM PROFILE
Legislation: Education Consolidation and Improvemenst Act of 1981 (ECIAY,
UI‘P ar 'Y w1°n 583’ P.L. 97‘35’ as und“ by P.L. 98‘3]2 (20 UQSOCO
3851) (expires September 30, 1987).

Funding Since 1983

Fiscal Year . Authorti zation Appropriation
1983 'lf, * $1,000,000
1984 1,000,000
1985 2,000,000

Pu&gsc: To enable nonlawyers, including children, youth, and adulits, to
oecter informed concerning the law, the legal process, the legal system,
-~and the fundamental principles on which these are based.

-~

. II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AN ANALYSIS
Kesponse to ]

‘Ae QObjectives

Juring FY 1985, the Department's cbjecties for this program were is follows:

0 7o provide assistance from established law-related education programs to
other State education agencies (SEA) and local education agencies (LEA), to
enable them to instituionalize successful law-related education programs;

o0 To suppcet projects to develop, demonstrate, and disseminate new appmacr;cs
or techniques in law-related education that can be used or adapted and
eventually institutionalized by other agencies and institutions: and

0 To support a contract for specific activities in law-related education
outside the grant competition,

B. Prograss and Accomplisiments

In FY 1985, $2 miilion supported 30 lTaw-related educaiion projects, including
the fgllowing: ‘

o One national project designed to establish networks, develop outreach
contact centers, conduct workshops, and identify institutionmaltzaticn
teams to work with LEAsS in saven Statas;

0 Twenty statewide projects;
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0 Three regional arnd five systemwide projects; and
0 One contract to film the activities of the Supreme Court.

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: Many changes have taken place in law-ralated education cince
1t was hrs% funded in FY 1980 (E.1). A% that time, a grant supported one
or two schools within an LEA. Now, a grant can serve an enlire Sta’e
through an empnasi> on forming partnerships. A substantial amount of in-
kind support 1is contributed, particularly through vclurteer professional:
in the private sector. The natiunal program has a netwo~k of 21 bar asso-
ctations across the Nation.

With the exception of thrse grantees, programs are being implemented by
consortia or collaborative partnerships; thousands of stydents (K-12)
and adults participate in such projec:s.

Law-related educatior uses a varifety of learning approaches such as mock
trials with volunteer trial judges prasiding for high school students, and
discussions about legal {ssues appearing in "Roldilocks and the Three Bears®
for first graders. Law-related education covers a wide range of subjects
such as fundamental legal =2rinciples and the values on which they are
based; the Bill of Rights and other constitutional law: the role and limits
of Taw in a democratic socfety both past ani present; the Fede~al, State,
and local! Tawmaking process; the role of law in avoiding and resolving
conflicts; the adminfstration of the criminal, civil, and juventile Justice
systems; and {issues of authority, freedom, enforcement, and puntshment.

Program Effectiveness: A 3-year research study on the {mpact of law-
reiata education activities on students was completed in 1984 (E.2). It
was the second natfonal study of the affectiveness of law-relatad education
activities and was sponsored by the U.S. Department of Justice, with partial
support from the Education Department., The study, published in 7984, con-
firmed previous findings that law-related educ-tion, when taught according
to specific, identifiable standards, can serve as a significant deterrent
to delinquent behavior,

The evaluaticn found that students who are exposed to law-related education
are less Tikely than others the same age to engage in 8 of the 10 categories
of delinquent hehavior examined. For students participating in law-related
education, rates dropped for nffenses ranging from truancy and cheating on
tests to smoking marijuana and acts usually classified as felonfes. Thase
students also showed improvement fn many factors associated with laweabidd ng
behavior, including favorabie attitudes toward school and the police and
avoidance of delinquent friends. i
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D. Highlights of Activities

o The first anaissis of law-related education funding (FY 1980-84) was com-
pleted; it showed an increase of support for projects of Targer scale
and greater involvement 1in proposed activities by the private sector.

0 The first Internal Control Review of Federal program administration was
conducted at the direction of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
This reviw examied a number of areas including delegation of authority,
organizational checks and balances, policies and procedures, and budgeting
and reperting procedures. The primary strength was found to be the
highly qualified program staff; the primary weakness was delays in
clearance processes caused by external officas.

o Planning was undertaken for a National Conference on Correctiona’
Education scheduled for FY 1986.

0 The first law=-related education manual was developed,

o The first simplified and uniform performance report format was developed
and approved by OM8, ,

E. Supporting Studfes and Analyses
T. Program Files, Departme.t of Educatiocn, Washington, 0.C.
2. “lLaw-Related Education Evaluation Project Final Report, Phase I, Year 3,°

Socfal Science” Education Consortium and Center for Act.on Research,
Boulder, Colorado, June 1984, -

I11. INFORMATION 0N STUDY CONTRACTS
xesponse to [}
N2 studies related to this program are in progress. Reseirch on law.

related education is being carried out at the University of Colarado Syt
1s aot tupported by this program.

Contacts for Further Information

Program fperatfons: M. Patricia doins, (202) 472-7960
Program Studies : Carol Chelemer, (202) 245-3401

Note

1. This program {s one of saveral activities authorized by ECIA Chapter 2,
Subchapter D, The maxirum amount authorized for Subchapter 0 is 6 per-
cent of the amount appropriated for Chapter 2. Sudchapter D also estan.-
Tishes a minimun level for the Law-Related Education Program of $1 mill.un,
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chapter 120-1

MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE STATE GRANTS PROGRAM
( CFDA 84.164 )

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Educatfon for Economic Security Act of 1984, Title I, P.lL. 98-377,
Z% U.3.C. 3961 et eaq.) (expires Scptember 30, 19886).

Funding Since 1984

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1984 $350,000,000 0
1985 . 400,000,000 $100,000,000 1/

Pvgggose: To make financial assistance available to States to improve teachers'
sk:ils and instruction in mathematfcs, science, computer Tearning, and fareign
languages and to {increase the 1iccess of all students to such fnstruction,

II. FY 1985 PRO".AM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
[Response to G a

A. Objectives

; ﬁuﬂng FY 1985, the Department's principal objectives for this program were as
ollows: )

o To publish regulatfons for the program of formula grants to States;

o To provide inftial technical assfstance to State Title Il coordinators abaut
program admin{strati~n; and

o0 To recefve State applicatfons, approve applications meeting legal require-
‘ ments, and fssue grant awards,

B. Progress and Accomplishments

3 The Drpartment published final requlattons on October 25, 1985.

0 The Department sponsored national Title II workshops (December 1984 and January
1985) to provide State Coordimators with information about the legisiation
and the Title Il application requirements,

0 The Department a-;~yved appifcazions from all 50 States, the District of
Columb¢a, Puerto Rfco, and the Eireau of Indian Affairs, and {ssued ali
grant awards before October 1, 1985. The Insular Areas included Title II
1n thefr consolidated grant applications, which were aiso approved,
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f\. Costs and Benefits

-

Program Scope: The 106 grant awards (two per State, one for elementary and
secondary cq;ucat‘lon. one for higher education) ranged from a combined State
total of $3,643,231 (California) to $445,500 (the 14 States receiving the
statutorily mandated minimum allocation). Within States, 70 percent of funds
must be usad for elementary and secondiry education and 30 percent for higher
education.

Program Effectiveness: Because grants to States under this program ware first

e during the summer of 1985, no information on program results or effective-

ness is available yet.
0. Highlights of Activities

The Office of Elementary and Secondary Education has cooperated w'th the
Council of the Chief State Schaol Officers and the National Science Founda-
tion in tie developmer? of a model State needs assessnent {instrument.
This effort will also result in a profile of the coriition of educatiaon in
mathematics, science, computer education. and foraign ianguages.

A directory of key State and natfonal contact persons for Title Il progrars
was published and distributed to State officas.

Work ot a nonregulatory guidance packet was begun.
Supporting Studies and Analyses

None.

ITI. INS'ORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS

xasponsa to

The Department has approved the use of $500,000 from the FY 1985 appropriaticn
forr the Title II Secretary's Discretionary Fund for prograa evaluation activities.
Prelfminary planning for a study of this program {s unuer way. Information cn
the nature of the work to be done will be included {in next year's chapter,
Evaluation findings will be avi‘lable fn FY 1987.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Qperations: AlTen Scimieder, (202) 755-0410
Program Siudies : Carol Chelenrer, (202) 245-9401

Note

1. Of this amount, $9,900,900 {s reservec for the Secretary-s 01scretiorary Fund,

which includes (1) a program of research, evaluation, and demonstration pro-
grams and (2) a program for improvement of education in critical forefgn
languages, which {s administared by the 0ffice of Postsecondary Education,
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N Lhapter 1211

MAGNET SCHOO0'.S ASSISTANCL PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.165)

I. DPROGRAM PRIFILE

Legislation: Bducaticn for Economic uecurity Act of 1984, Titls VviI,
roelke JO=J/ (20 UOSQCO 4051"4062) (QXDires Sﬂptﬁﬂbef’ 30’ 1985).

Fuxding Since 1985

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1938 ‘ $75,000,000 $75,000,000

Purposes: To provide financial assistance to eligible local education
agencies (LE”s) to enable them (1) to establish and operate magnet schools;
(2) to meet the special needs {incident to the elimination of mirority-
group segregation and discrim’nation among students and faculty in elemen-
tacy and secondary schools; (3) to encourage th.a voluntary elimination,
reduction, or crevention of minority-group {1solation n elenentary and
secon<ary schools with _ubstantial proportions of minority-group students:
and (4) to encourage the develogment ~f courses of {instruction within
magnet schools that will substantially strengthen the knowledge cf academic
su:Jel:ts and marketable vocational skills of students attending these
schools.

G-ants are awarded to eligible LEAs for use in majnet schools that are
part of an approved dssegregation plan and that are designed to bring
together stud:nts from different social, economic, ethnic, and racial
backgrounds, In considering LEA applications, the Department gives spe-
cial attention to how recently the LEA has implemented the approved desegm -
gation plan; the proportion of minor.ty-group children involved in the
appruved desegregation plan; the LEA's need for assistance; and the degree
to which the program affords promise of achieving the purposes of the
Magnet Scho.'s Assistance Program. The maximum amount of funde any LEA
may receive during tae fiscal vear §s $4 million.

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AnD ANALYSIS
TResponse to GEPA 41/(a)]

A. Objectives

The cbjectives of the Magnet Schnols Assistance Program are to enable LEAs
to establish and operate programs in magnet schools by (1) providing as-
sistence to develop and offer courses of academic instruction; {2) provid-
“1g courses designed to increase the marketable skills of secordary and
ccationai school stud.nts; (2) purchasing books and materials that con-
{ribuie Lo zcaasmic sxcziisnce; 3nuw (&) providing paymeni for secondary
school teachers 1in magnet schools and for the planning cf a magnet
school progi am,
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8. Progress and Accomdl!ishments

In FY 1985, 44 awards (out ¢* 125 apn {cations) wers made in 21 Statss.
Award amounts ranued f §2.4,000 o %4 millfon. Four LEAS received
$4 million, and 9 receiv: s abov2 $3 afilion. .

C. Costs and Benerits

Since the Magriet Schools Assistanca grant. ware awardad only in 7Y 1985, no
information is avaiTable on the effectiveness of the program.

D, ad €.
No inf~rmation.

ITI. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponte to L)

No studies of this progriwm are planned or in progress.

*

sontacts for Fum er Information

Progrem Operations: M, Patricia Gofns, (202) 472-7960.
Program Siudies : Ricky Takai, (202) 245-8877.

“ag £l
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Chapter 201-1

BILINGUAL EDUCATION--DISCRETIONARY GRANTS TO LOCA' EDJCATION AGENCIES
(CFDA No. 84.003)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: The Bilingual Educaticn Act, Title VI[ «f the Elementary and
Secondary tducation Act (ESEA), as amended by P.L. 98-5.1; 20 y.S.C. 3221~
3262 (axpires September 30, 1988),

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriatisn
1981 $139,970,000 1/ $i61.*27,000
1982 139,970,000 138,058,000
1983 139,970,000 138,057,000
1984 139,970,000 135,679,000
1988 176,000,000 2/ 139,265,000

Purposes: To develop and support instructional programs of English pro-
?icsency for students with 1imited English proficiency (LEF); to assist
financially the educational agencies that conduct these programs; and to
assist financially the research, development, traininy and techni-~al
assistance activities that enhance the delivery of such instructional
programs.

Program Components

The Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs adminis-
ters Title VII, the Bilingual Education Act programs. This chapter
describes programs that provide discretionary grancs to local educati.n
agencies (LEAs) and, in some cases, to other agencies. These grants are
designed to help these agencies develop and conduct instructional programs
for LEP students.

1. Transitional Bilingual Education. A program of structured English-
language in3truction and, to the extent necessary, finstruction in the
native language of the child incorporating the cultural heritage of the
child, which 15 designed to allow the child to achieve comnetence in
English and to meet grade-promotion and graduation standards.

2. Davelopmental Bilingual Education, A full-time program of instruction
in a second language and of structured English language instruction, which
is designed to help children achieve competence both in English and in a
non-English language while mastering subject matter skflls and meeting
grade-promotion and graduation s*andards.

3, Special Alternative Instruction., A program that is designhed to provide
structured tnglish langucqe instruction and special instructional services
{~or inecluding instruction in “ha nonoFnalich lanquaaa avcaent far clard.
fication purposas) and te enable “hildren to achieve competence ir Englisn
and to meet grade-promotion and graduation standards.
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4. Academic Excellence. A program that facilitates the dissemination of
model programs of transitional or developmental bilingual educatian or
special alternative instruction.

5. Family English Li:eracy. A program of instruction that {s designed to
help LEV aduits and ocut-of-school youths achieve competence in English;

the material may be taught either entirely in English or 1in English
and the students' native language. The law prescribes a preference for
serving familfes of students enrolled in one of the other subprograms.

6. Special Populations Program. Programs of ins .ruction that are designed
for LEP preschooi, spzcial education, and ¢ifted andi talented students;
_th~se programs are przparatory or supplementary to other program ass1sted
“under Title VII.

7. Program for the Development of Instructional 'faterials. Programs that
assist the development of instructional materials in languages that are
not commercially available. These instructional materials must meet the
needs of LEAs vhat offer programs such as those assisted under Title VII.

Eligibility

Applicant Eligibility: For Transitional, Develcpmental, Special Alterna-
E%ve. and Academic Excellence programs, an LEA may apply alone, jointly
with other LEAs, or jointly with {institutions of higher education,
For Family English Literacy and Special Populatfons programs, LEAs,
institutions of higher education, or private nonprofit organizations are
eiLiyioie,

Beneficiary Eligibility: Students with Jimited proficiency in unaer-
standing, speaking, reading, and writing English; up to 40 percent of
the beneficiaries in transitional programs may be proficient in English,
and up to S0 percent of the beneficiaries in develcomental programs
may be proficient. Students in both public and nonprofit, private ele-
mentary and secondary schools’may receive services.

II, FY 1485 PROGRAM INFORMATION AMD ANALYSIS
LKesponse to GePA 41/(a)]

A, QObiectives

o To encourage LEAs to plan, develsp, and implement flexible ang¢ imagina-
tive educational aoproackr2s in order to best serve thair LEP student
populations, and

0 To increase the capacity o 'SAs to sustain instructional programs for
LEP students when Federal funding ends.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o In FY 1985, 538 transitional bilingual educaticn grants were awarded
to districts to serve about 174,500 LEP students. More than 90 differ-
ent languages are spoken by these students. Approximately 30 percent
of the projects served fewer than 200 students each, 34 percent terved
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between 200 and 399 students edch, and 36 percent served 400 or mare
students each. .

o Two developmental bilingual education grants were- awarded to implement
bilingual programs 1in Spanfsh in New York City for 550 students and
for approximately 100 students to be instructed in the Sfoux language
in South Dakota.

0 Most of the 35 Special Altarnative Instructional Programs funded
represented variations or English-as-a-second-languags programs.

o Funds expended for the academic excellence program were to contimue
prujects initially funded under the Demonstration Projects Program of
the old law.

o Four projects under the Family Literacy Program werc funded. The grants
will provide services to approximately 497 LEP parents and out-of-schoal
youth,

o The Special Populations Programs funded 28 projects serving all catego-
ries ¢f special populations, '

o Two Materials Development Projects were funded to develop computer soft-
ware in social studies, math, and science for LEP studens in grades 3
oo through S who comé to schcol with Spanish as their first language; and
. instructional materials that focus om social studies for Crow Indian
students, grades 4 through §.

£. Costs and Berefits

Program Scope:

Number of

- Number of Proposals To*al Funds

Program Components Aw2 rds Received for Awards
Transiticnal Bilingual K38 751 $78,569,133
Qevelopmental Bil{ingqual 2 11 242,126
Special Alternative kL] il 5,267,092
Academic Excellence 3 38 6,166,784
Family English Literacy 4 50 496,534
Spectal Populaticns 23 as 1,428,848
Instructicnal Materials - 18 239,731
Total 647 1,087 £94,410,248
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Csverage of Students in Need. Almost all (87 percent) of the public

school districts that enroll significant numbers oY LEP students provided
special instruction for them. Almost all LEP students in these schoals
94 percent) received some kind of spectal services (see E. 1).

According to local school estimates, there were approximately 1.3 million
LEP students in public schools grades K through 12 as of 1984; 832,000
of them were in grades K through 6. Most LEP students--55 percent of the
total, 64 percent of Hispanics--ware born in the United States. Only 1S
percent of third-grade LEP students had received any education ocutside the
United States (see E. 1).

Role of the Non-English Language

Fifteen percent of all districts reported that cne 0. their goals was tc
maintain and improve proficiency in the non-English language (see E. 1).
Spanish was the most common ron-English language in 63 percent of the
schools. Seventy-eight percent of the LEP students were of Spanish-speak-
ing background. The typical program in schools where Spanish was the
most common non-English language combined continued use of Spanish with
English-language instruction. In schools where Spanish was not the most
common non-English language, 91 percent used 2ll-English {instructional
programs (see E. 1).

Spanish-speaking LEP students, when compared with LEP students from other
Tanguage backgrounds, received more instructional time in the ron-English
language and in ethnic heritage studies and less instructiona’ time
in English, math, and science (see £, 1).

The more affluent the neighborhood, the 1less 1ikely the school was
o use the non-English lanyuage in instruction (see E. 1).

Language Services in the Qutlying Territories. Aimost all public school
students 1n the Outlying lerritories are ciassified as LEF. On some
islands, there are no native English-speaking school-age children. On
other islands, English is a major, if not the dominant, language. English
is now the first language of one-third of the Guam population. In the
Tate 1960s, some native Guamanians became concerned about the rate at
which English was replacing Chamorro among the island's youths, and, in
1970, initiated the first Title VII project whosa main focus was instruc-
tion in Chamorro. One consequence of these activities was the passage of
a law in 1977 requiring al” residents of Guam to learn Chamorro (less
than half the Island's posulation is native Chamorro-speaking) (see E.
i).

In Puaerto Rico, ifitle VII focuses on teaching Spanish to approximately
10 percent of the school population who have returned to Puerto Rico from
the mainland and are deficient in Sganish, the island's officia]l language
{ 2

\See E. -)-
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Is one instructicnal method best fcr all students? One study found exten-
sive difTerences in what was effective instruction for Chinese and Mex-
ican-American students. [t concluded that “instructional practices

and settings work differentiy for different groups of students. The
kinds of settings that favor Chinese students may {nhibit learning for
Hispanic students” (see E. 3).

Program Effectiveness: No new information (see FY 1983 AER for latest
Tnformation).

0. Highlights of Activities

0 New legislation made provisions for the funding of alternativas to
transitiunal bilingual education by Title VII.

0 Legislation 1imited the funding of alternatives to transitional bilin-
gual education to between 4 and 10 percent of the apgropriated funds.

o For the first time, legislation created a program category of mainte-
nance of the home language rather than transitional bilingual education.

0 Authority over research and evaluation #n bilingual education was
removed from the Secretary and deiegated to the Director of the progras.

¢ Final regulations for the program will be available in FY 1985.
E. Supporting Studies and Anal!sas'

1. "The Descriptive Phase Report of th: Naiional Longitud’nal Evaluation,®
D;gl)opmt Associates, Arlington, Virginia, 1984 {Cuntract 300-83-
¢ .

2. “Spectal Services for Language Minority Limited English Proficient
Students in the OQutlying Territories of the United States,* Rudes,
B., and Cardends, R. Oevelopment A<soctates, Arlington, Vi~rginia,
1984 (Contract 300-83-0030).

3. “Learning English Through B1lingual Education,® Wong-Filmore, L.;
Ammon, P., Mclaughlin, B8.; and Amwmon, M.5., University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley, 198S,

I11. INFORMATICN OK STUDY CONTRACTS
Kesponse to GLePA

Oavelopment Assoctates, which fssued the Uescriptive Phase Repart of its
National Longitudinal Evaluation, is scheduled to issua ather phases in
future years.,

RA Tzehngleglies, Inwwrporaced, of Hountain vidw, Caiifurnia, 15 congucr-
irg 2 longftudinal study of immersion and dual-Tanguage instructicnal
programs,

b {2

7

BESY COPY AVAILABLE




Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Rudy Cordova, (202) 245-2509--Transitio..al Bi1inguai
Education, Special Alternative Instruction, and
Development frograms

«dy Munis, (202) 245-2595--Academic Excellence,
Special Populations, and Family English Literacy
Program

Edward Fuentes, (202) 245-2600~-Research and Evalu~
ation

Program Studies : Keith Raker, (202) 245-8838
Notes

1. This authorization was established by the Omnibus Budget Reconcti{a-
tion Act of 1981, P.L., 97-35,

2. The Bilingual Education Act of 1984 reauthorized Title VII at thnis
funding Tevel indefinitely.

L
¢ 4

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




rN

Chapter 202-1

TRANSITION PROGRAM FOR REFUGEE CHILDREN--FCRMULA GRANTS TOQ
STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES (CFDA No. 84 148} 1/

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: The Refugee Act of 1980, P.L. 96-212, Section 412 (8 U.5.C.
154::!25; Refugee Assistance Amondments of 1982, P,L. 97-363 (expires
September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation 2/
198]0.00.......« 00 Iﬂdefiﬂitl m,zsa,ﬁﬂﬂ -3-/
1982....9.0........ x“d.finit. 0
1983..00..90....... I“d‘finia. 16,600,000
1988..c000000eeeees Indefinita 16,600,000
]9856.0...0.....0.. !nd.fiﬂit. ]6'600,000

Purpose: To provide Federal assistance to State education agencies (SEAs)
and local edu.ation agencies (LEAS) to meet the special education needs
of eligible refugee children enrolled in elementary and secondary schools.
The grants may be used for special curriculum mterials, dilingual teach-
ers and aides, remedial classes, and guidance and counseling services
required to bring these children into the mainstream Oof the American edu-
cation system.

Eligidility: The program provides grants to SEAs to help LEAS provide
special sarvices to eligible children. The State must hive an aporoved
plan for the administration of refugee msettlement programs cn file with
the Office of Refugee Resettlement in the Department of Health and Human
Servicas.

Administration: The nrogram i3 aduinistered by the Department of Education
via an {interagency agreement with the Oepartment of Health and Human
Servicer.

II., FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
LKesponse to GePR 41/{a) ]

A, Objective

Other than following the annual formula grant procedures, fo new goals or
objectives for FY 1985 were itdentified for this program.

8. Prograss and Accrmplisiments: Not applicadle.

roy
;
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- C. Costs aiid Benefits

Students Served: For school yzar 1985-86, $:6,600,000 of FY 1985 funds
were used for the education of refugee chiidren; 82,174 children were
sarved for an average of $202 per child. The Secretary determines the
amounts of the awards to SEAs based on a count of the eligible children
enrolled in public and nonprofit private elementary and secondary schools
in the States. For each year in which funds are made available for this
program, the Secretary announces a date when SEAs must count the children
eligible for assistance. Some SEAs and LEAs may have difficulty in arriv-
ing at accurate cc:nts because identification of children eligible for
assistance invnlves privacy issues, which in some cases are governed by
State and local law.

Geographic Distribution: For school year 1985-86, the States reported
that there were 82,174 eligible refugee children enrolled in the Nation's
elementary and secondary schools. California alone accounted for aimost
35 percent of the total refugee enroiiment.

Enroliment Decreare: Between school years 1984-85 and 1985-86, total en-
rol ment of refugee childran decreased by approrimately 13 percent because
of a3 (lowdown in refugee resettlement,

Program Effectiveness: No information 15 available.

D.l E.

No new information.

Iti. INFOBMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
[Response ta GEPA 4l/(b)]

Not apnlicable.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Jonathan Chang, (202) 732-1842
Program Studies : Robert Stonenill, (202) 242-3401
Notes

1. Ouring fiscal years 1980 through 1984, Congress alsc made special
appropriations to meet the special educational needs of the Cuban and
Haitian entrant children. The Secrstary of Education requested and
received a FY 1980 appr-priation of $7.7 million uncer Section 3C3 of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended. Funding for
Cuban and Haitian entrants “or FY 1981 ($6 million), FY 1982 ($5.7
miiiion), FY 1983 (35 militon}! ana FY 1984 (35 miiiton] was made
available under Section 501(a) of the Refugee Education Assistance
Act of 1980, as amended. Appropriation language limited eligibility
for FY 1981, 1982, 1983 and 1984 funds to LEAs with at least 10,000
entrants enrolled. Only Dade County, Florida, qualified. In FY 1985,

BEST COPY AVAILABLE rt




(

3.

202-3

the Jepartment ¢* Health and Human Services (DHHS) fnstea¢ of trans-
fer~ing the $5 millior ‘or Cuban and Haitian entrant children to the
Department of Education, awarded a grant directly to the Dade County

School District.

Appropriations unde:~ this authority were made to OHHS and then trans-
ferred to the Department of Education. These appropriations do not
include funds for Cuban and Haftian entrants made availatle under
Saction 501(ax) of the Refugee Education Assistance Act of 1980, as

amended.
Appropriations mede fin FY 1981 were used for a ’-year period.

54
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Chapter 203-1

BILINGUAL EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAMS
(CFDA No. 84.003)

-

I. FROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: The Bilingual Education Act, Title VII of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amendsd by P.L. 98-511 (20 U.S.C.

3221-3262, {(expires Septembur 30, 1988),
Funding Since 1981

Ficcal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 $139,970,000 1/ $161,427,000
1982 139,970,000 138,058,000
1983 139,979,000 138,057,000
1984 139,970,000 135,679,000
1985 176,000,000 2/ 139,265,000

Purpose: To develop the human resources necessary to carry out bilingual
education progrzms (see Chapter 201).

-

Program Components

1. Fellowships. The program provides at least 500 feilowsnips for graa-
uate study in bilingual education, teaching, training, and adwinistration.
Recipients either repay their fellowships o work in an area related to
the purposes of the bilingual education program.

=~ 2. Training Projects. This program provides financial assistance to es-
tab1{sh, operate, or improve programs to train teachers and administrators,
paraprofessionals, parents, and other support personnel participating or
prejaring to participate in bilingual education programs. Two types of

projects ars funded under this praogram:

o Projects that provide undergraduate and graduate degree-related training
and develop and improve trainir —rograms at {nstitutions of higher
education; and

o Projects that provide nondegree training to improve the skiils cof par-
ents and educaticnal personnel participating in programs of bilingual
education or in special alternative instructional programs.

3. Schools of Education Projects. This programprovides financtal assis-
tance to institutions of higher educaticn t72 develop or expand their
capacity to provide degree-granting bilingual education training programs,
Funds are used t¢ pay saiaries (0 instructors in Diiinguail educaiion, i
Federal share of costs declines over the l-year grant.

¢
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Il. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
[Response to GEPA 4l1/(a))

h. Objective -

To strengthen the capacity of State and local education agencies to con-
duct and maintain instructional programzs for students with limited English
proficiency by developing a solic core of trained educators.

8. Pro $ and 1ishments .

In FY 1985, grant3 and contracts were made to training organizations %o
continue and to intensify training efforts for future and current teachers
and for other educational perscinel.

C. Costs and Benetits

Program Scope

Actual
Prograa Components Appropriation

-~ hd‘“‘,‘h“m“‘t‘ooooeoooo.oo-..o'ooooooosls'gm.az4
Number of ProgramS.cccccccececocselé48

. F."mip’............................C...... 4'666’086
m? af Fi}}ﬁs................ﬁ. :5
mr of ijm.........b....... 37

Grants to Schools of EducatiCicececcceccsccce 164,487
mr Of ngm.&..........&‘&..

Tr‘1n1nq Inst‘m’a".....O..t........é.....O.G 2L178’”3
Number 0f ProgramS.cecccccccecceccssl?

Tm] Cat......‘............O‘...GQQ.OC.*..”2’933’9w

Program Effectiveness

Schools of Education Program (also called Dean's Grant Projects). In
January 1983, a contractor conductad a study of tha first 2/ Qean's
Grant projects funded for the first time in 1980. [t was found that 25
projects completad the entire 3-year project period as proposad. Twenty-
four projects ins%ttutionalized their programs and wers found to have
been successful in meeting the intent of the legislation. Two projects
were terminated at the end of the second year because of a lack of in-
stitutional commitment on the part of the {nstitution and noncompliance
with program regulations (see E. 1).

Of the 25 projects that completed the 3-year project perfod, all but
4 projects accomplished their amgyinal objectives as approved. One
institution faile? to accomplish its objecttve of establisning a new
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tilinmal aducation program withir the university. Three 1{institutions
that were implementing Dean's Grant project. modified their original
objectives and were able to fulfill the intent of the Dean's Giant Project
Sy developing a bilingual education training proaram of a different
degree avel or of a field of itudy different from that which was o gt~
nally proposed. These train?ng programs are nuw institutionalized ¢ -ach
of these universities.

The major objec’.ive uf the program wzs to establish a teacher training
progras or to e:pand or irprove an existing program. New programs were
estiblished by 13 projects; & prcjects expanded their programs to include
new language groups; 11 projects integratad dilingual educaticn !nto the
yeneral teacher education curriculum; and 11 prejects integrated their
tr.ining program {n bilingual education with their spec.a: educaticn
cumriculua. In add*tion. the study found that final reports submitted by
the p.ojects lacked assential inform~tion requested by the Ovfice of Bi-
1ingual Education an. Minority Languages Affairs; projact administrators
(1imited to Deans of the schcol of education within the university) spoke
hghly of the qoals and of the program management and of the efficient
use of Fedecal funas,

One arez c* concern cited in the study was the need to review the quality
of teaching English-as-a-second-language methodology in the bilingual ed-
ucation training programs. Another concern was the problem of recruiting
students for the program (see E. '),

Need for Teachers. Saveral studies nave attempted to estimate the supply
and derand of teachers trained to meet the special educational needs of
bilingual students. Estimates of the numbers of suca teachers reeded
range from 48,700 to 102,900 (see E, 2). However. the Natic .al Center
for Education Statistics reported that, in 1983, the public schools
reported onl; 29,900 bilingual teacher positions (see E. 3). Estimates
of the shortuge of dilingual teachers range from 260 (see E. 3) %o 85,200
(see E. 2). Although the MLES data indicate a very small shortage of
biiingual teachers nationwide, severe local shortages may still exist.

D. High ights of Activities

None.

E. Cuppor..ng Studies and Analyses

1. "Cumulative Activities Carried Out by Grantaes and Other Institutions
of Higher Education Which Hav Jperated Dean's Grant Programs.” Ebel,
C. (No. #03347400657), Georgetuwn Universi y, Washington, 0.C., 1985.

2. "The Availability of Bilingual Education Tezchers.” Reisner, E.R. in
Baker, K., anc de Karter, A. (eds.) Bilinqual Education: A Reappraisai

of Federal P2licy. iexington Books, Lexington, Mass., (903,
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3, Edstats, Yol, 1, No. 1, 1985, National Centar far Education Statistics,
Washington, 0.C.

II1, INFORMATION ON STUCY CONTRACT®
[Response to G=PA &417(b).

In FY 1983, Arawak Consulting Corporation was awardad & procurement o
exaxine inservice training. In FY 1986, a major evaluation of the tratning

programs will be undertaken.

Contacts for Furthar Informatior

Program Operations: Rudy Munis, (202) 245-2595
Program “udies : Keith Baker, {202) 245-8638
Notes

1. This authorization was established by the Oanibus Reconcilifation

Azt of 1981, P.L. 97-35,

2. The Bilingual Education Act of 1934 ruuthurmd Titie VII at this
funding ‘evel indafinitely.

#
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whapter I04-1

BI! TNGUAL EDUCATION SUPPORT ScRVICES
(CFDA No. 84.003)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE )

Legislation: The Bflingual Education Act, Title VII of the Elementary and
Seccndary tducation Act (ESEA) , as amnded oy P.L. 98-511 (20 u.S.C.
3221-3262) (expires September 30, 1988).

Funding Si~ce 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization dppropriation
1981 $139,970,000 i/ $161,427,000
1982 139,970, 000 138,058,000
1983 139,970,000 138,057,000
1984 139.970,000 135,£79,000
1985 176,000,000 2/ 13%,265,000

Purpose: To develop resources in curricuium, technical assistance, in-
structional materials, demographic data, evaluation procedures, anc re-
search that enhance the ability of educational agencies to develop and
conduct instructional programs for studemts with 1imited English profi-
ciency (LEP).

Program Components

1. State Programs provide data on ezch State's population of LEP persons
and on the services available to them. The programs provide o develop
bilingual education programs; ~~cvide or Supervice technical assistance

= “to local schools; develop and administer assessment procedures; and

provide staff training and capacity-building activities. .

2. Eviluation Assistancn Centers provide technical assistance to bilingual
educa'Taﬁ'p'njects for assessing the educational progress of the students
in thi: programs and for identifying the cducational needs and competencies
of LE"' students. -The Evaluation Assistance Centers also collect and
synthnsize iaformation on program evaluation strategies and apply this
infor 2atfon in technical assistance strategies.

3. 'mitifunctional Rescurcze Centers provide technicai assistance and
training to educational agencies that are instructing LEP students.

4, The Resaarch :..d Development Program authorizes the following activi-
ties:

o Collection, »malysis, and discemination -f intormation on bilingual
educatfon and ralated programs by the National Clearinghouse on
Bilingual Education;

0 Studies to determine and evaluate effective ‘models for bilingual educa-
tion programs;
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o Examination of the process by which students acquire a second language
and mastsr the supject-matter skills required for grade-promotion and
graduation, and identify effecti.® methods for teaching English and
subject-matter skills w«ithin the "context of a bilfngual education
program or special alternative finstructional program to students who
have language proficiencies other than English;

o Longitudi.ial studies te measure the effect of Titie VII on the educa-
tion of students who have language proficiencies other than English,
and thea effect of Title V1I on the capacity of local education agencies
(LEAsS) to operate bilingual programs folloxing the termination of Fed-
eral assistance; '

0 Studies to deterwine effactive and -eliible mathods for identifying
students who are entitled to services and for determining when their
English-language proficiency s sufficiently well developed t- permit
them to derive optima’l benefits from an all-English {nstiuctional

progras;

0 Studies to datermine effective methods of teuching English to adults
who are proficient in a language other than English;

0 Studics o determine and evaluate effective meathods of in “pruction for
b.lingual programs, 2aking into account language and cultural differences
among students; and

.0 Studies to determine effective apjroaches *~ preservice and insarvice
training for teachers, taking into account the language and cultural
differencas of their students.

=~ “Eligibiity

1. State Progrums. .Only State education agencies (SEAs) are eligidis for
assistance. '

2. Evaluation Assistance Centers. Caly institutizns of higher education
are @i\ @ Yor assistance.

3. M “ifunctional Service Centers. Those eligible finclude (1) ‘=~
stitutions o er education (including Jjunior colleges and commenicy
colleges and private, nonprofit organizations) which apply, arter con-
sult?tai)ogzx:th. or lointly with, one or more LEAs or an SEA; (2) LEAs;
an .

1. Research and Development Program. Awaras under this program are made
by grant and contract on a competitive basis. Eligible applicants include
institutions of higrer education, private and nonprofit organizations,
SEAs and individuals,
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[i. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATICN AND ANALYSIS
LResponse to CEPA 41i/{(a)}]

A. Objective

To stimulcte the development of a variety of resources tc serv. the needs
of personnel in bilingual wuucation and soecial alternative instructional
programs. .

B. Progress a.d Accomplishments

No new information (see FY 1984 AER for latest irformationj.

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope:

Program Components Number 2f Awards Amount
State Programs 49 $4,999,715
Evaluation Assistance Ceniers -1 25¢,000
/Multifv  {onal Resource (enters 16 2,882,633
National Clearinghouse for
Bilingual Education 1 1,200,000
o Research program _i9 3,600,000
Total 76 $£18,923,343

1. State Programs

Program Scope: The legislation limited SEAs to an award amount of 5 per-
cent or less of the total Federal bilingual funds going fur State program
grants. However, no State will recefve less than $50,000. Forty-nine
projects with a total expenditure approacning $5 million were served by
this program in FY 1985,

Orogram Effectiveness: No new information (see FY 1984 AR for latest
information).

2. Evaluation Assistance Centers

Program Scope: The legislation requires at, least two evaluation assis-
tance centers be estab'ished through competitive gr. «ts to institutions
of géggegogducat1on. One center was funded in FY 1985 at a total cost
of ,000, '

L &% ’ .
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Program Effect: veness

No information.

3. Multifunctional Service Cente~s

Program Scope: In FY 1985, 16 centsrs received z tota! of &lmost §9
| li?on Tn Eqdcral funds.

Progras Effectiveness

No information.

4. Research and Development Prugram

Program Scope: The Department awarded $3.6 million for research and
evaiuation studfes and evilivations. Axother 31.2 “*liion was budgeted
to the Natifonal Clearingiiouse on 81linguai Education.

Program Effectivenece: No rew information (see FY 1984 AER for latest
nrormtion).

0. HKighlights of Astivities

0 The new law established an office within the Office of B8ilingua) Educ-
ation and Minority Languages Affairs which {s exclusively resnonsible
for the collection. aggregation, analysis, and publication of data ard
ln;:rgrﬁc]m schtho operation and effectiveness of programs assisted
-der Title .

"0 New regulations ware promulgated for the support services program.
€. Supporting Studi es and Analyses
No new information (see FY 1984 AER for latest {nfamtion).

II1. INFORMATION ON ST™Y CONTRACTS
Resporse to ~ .’R 4i{/(b

-

In FY 1985, the following contracts were awarded:

o A Specfal Issues Anzlysis Center was awarded %5 the 204SiS Corpora-
tion. The objectives of the Specia! Issues Analysis Canter are %o

review and synchesize information on Ticle VII applicants a~d grantees.

The ceanter will also review and synthesize {nformetion on the general
LE? population in the United States.

0o A survey of language-minority parengs' attitudes tcward their
children's educational program was awarded to the Educational Testing
Service in Princacon, New Jeriey. "

o A study to devise and test evaluation models for bilingual educatinn
programs was awarded to SRA Technologies .n Mountain View, California.
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Contacts for rurther Information

Program Operations: Rudy Cordova, (202) 245-2609--State Educa.ion Agency
Progrzm

Edward Fuentes, {202) 245-2600--Research, Evaluation
Assistance Centers, Natforal Clearinghouse for Bi-
tingual Education, Multifunctional Centers

Program 3tudies : <eéith Baker, (202) 245-8638

Notes

1. Tnis authorization was established by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act af 1981, P.L. 97-35.

2. The Bil¥ngual Education Act of 1984 reauthorized Title VII at this
funding level indevinitely.

~ng 'y
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EMERGENCY [MMIGRANT EDUCATION PR0GRAM
(CFDA 84.167)

-

[. PROERAM PRGFILE

fsiation: P.L. 98-511, Title V1 of the Education Asmendments of 1584
cxpiras September 30, 1389).

¥

Funding Since 1934 :

Fiscal Ya r Author zation ‘ Appropriation
1984 0 1/ $30,000,00C
1685 $30,000, $30,000,000

Purpose: This program provides financial «ssistzaza to State education
agencies (SEAs) and locsl education agencies (LEAs) for supplementary
education services and costs for immigrant children enrolled in elementary
and secondary puslic and nonpublic schools.

11gibie Recipients: States are eligidle for grants under the Emergency

grant cducation program. Assistance ‘will be distriduted among the
eligible LEAs within the State on the basis of the nusber of immigrant -
children enrolled in its public and manpublic elementary and secondary
scheols. Eligible LEAS ars those.in which at least 500 ¢ligible immigrant
children are enrolled or the number of eligible {mmigrant children enrolled
constitutes at least 3 percent of its total enrollment.

1. FY 1988 INFORMATION ANO AMALYSIS
Response to GePA 417

L

A, Oblectives

To reimburse States for the funds expended Jy them fur the proper and
afficient administration of educitional services to immigrant children.

8. Procress and Accomplishments

The Emergency !medgrans Education Act of 1934 passed both houses of Con-

cress and bocase 4n authorizZeu program in FY 1985 as part of the Education

g?ndmnts of 1984. Funds can now be legqally appropriated under this
Ze

C. Costs and Benefits

Prograu Costs: In FY 1985, $3 million was awarded throuyn grants to

StAs and Puerts Rico. The distribution of grant awards feil {ato the
following catagaries: 9 grants were under $100,000; 15 grants were
bitwean $100,000 to $510,000; 4 awards were between $500,000 and $1
wllion; and 4 awards were for $1 million or more. For the 1985-86 school
year, the Emergency Immigrant Educatior Program will spend approximataly
$71 per immigrant child, a aecrsase of $15 from last year. The decrease
will occur tecause more States are applying for funding.
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Students Served: The Emergency Immigrant Education Assistan.- appropri-

ation serves more than 422,500 {mmi grant students in 31 States a f Puerty
Rico during the school year 1985-86.

Program Effectiveness: No information is avaiiadle.

D.l EO

No new information.

111. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACIS
{Response to i/ (b).

Not applicable.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Jonathan Cr-~a, (202) 732-...4
program Studies : Robert Stonal .11, (202) 245-9401

Note

1. The U.S. House of Representatives pasced H.R. 3820 in FY 1984
suthorizing this legislation. The Senate never passed a comparable
bi1l. As a resuls, although an appropriation was made in FY 1984,

the »rogram was never authorized,

Qj
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QFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES
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Chapter 301-1

AID TO STATES FOR EDUCATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREX [N STATE.
OPERATED AND STATE-SUPPORTED SCHOOLS {CFDA No. 84,009)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Leoislation: The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 198 (ELTA)
Chapter 1, P,L. 97-35 (20 #.3.C. 3801-3807) ({expires September 30, 1987),

Sunding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriat’ a
1981 $155,000,000 $156,625,000
1182 171,002,000 145,540,000
1983 145,520,000 146,520,000
1984 146,520,000 146,520,000
1685 150,170,000 150,170,000

Purpose: To provide Federal assistance to State agencies that are directly
responsibie for providing free public education to handicapped chilcren.

Restrictions on Use of Fnds: State 1igencies are authorized to use these
Tund€ only rtor programs and projects that are designed to meet the special
education and related servics needs of handicapped children. Hand{icap
categories include mental retardation, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired,
visuallr hand?!:apped, sarfously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically impaired,
deaf-biind, specific learning disabilities, mitihandicapped, and otner healt™
impair.ents requiring special education.

Formula: Each State's share {s determined by a ctatutory fermula, This
forcuTa 1s based on thes number of eligible handicapped children counted in
average dafly attendance, multiplia¢ by 40 percent of the average State per-
pupil expenditure (but not less than 20 percant, or more than 120 percent,
of the national per pupil expenditure). The amount for each State is reduced
in proportion to the appropriation available for distribution.

Eligibla Children: Hand’capped catldren ¢n State-operated J~ State-supported
programs are eligible. Handicanped children 1in local education agencias
(LEAS) are eligible if the folicwing statutory conditions are met:

0 The child Jeaves an eligible educational prejram operated or suppurted b-
& State agency to participate in a program In the LEA;

0 The child continues to receive an apprceriately designed speci:  educatiors’®
program {n the LEA; and

0 The State agency transfers to the LEA an amount equal to the sums “he
State agency receives for che -mildren,
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Administratior: This is a2 State-administered program. Applfcationg #oe
project runds are submitted by eligfble St.la-gperated e~ State-supportsd
schools and LEAs to the State education agency (SEA) for approval.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
3ponse to A 34/ (4}

A. Objectives

Duing FY 1985, the Department's principal objective for thafs progras was to
continue financial assistance to Statas to help them provide services to
eligibie handicapped children.

8. Progress and Accompl i shments

Tie children served through the progras tend to be more Severely handicapped
than children suppcrted under Part 8 of the Education of the Handicapped Act.
Under tle program discussed here, the State obtained a higher Federal contri-
butfon per child than was possible under the Part B program in Ff 1985.

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: Funding in FY 1985 provided services for 249,245 children, an
increase of 1,954 over- the number in 1984. Federal per pupil contributian
averaged $502 in FY 1995. Children bencfiting under the program in academic
year 1984.35 were df tributed across the following categories: Mentally
Retarded, 95,108; De«f-81ind, 1,005; Orthopedically Impaired, 11,324: Other
Heaith Impaired, 7,759; Visually Handicapped, 9,493; Speech-Impaired, 18,704;
Specific Learning Disabled, 23,018; Hard of Hearting and Deaf, 22,308; Serfousiy
Emotionally Oisturbed, 42,799; and Multihandicapped, 17,717 (E.1.

State Administration: Procedures in $ZAs emphasize the total special ecica-
tion program and ensure systamatic monitoring o providers for compliance
with State and Federal requirements, including the procedures for ensuring
fulfillment of the P.L. 93-380 LEA transfer provisions. Fisca!? accountability
fs maintained in most States by more than one State agency, with at least
one being the SEA. (E.2)

Program Effectivensss: '~ rn~ information. (See FY 198¢ Annual Evaluation
xepart ror [atest ‘nformation).
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D. Highiights of Activities

Nane.

E. Supporting Studies and Aralyses

1. Office of Specfal Education and Rehabilitative Services program data.

2. Federal Direction Nleded for Educating Handicapped Children in State
0iS, oeneral Accounting ’fice, March i9/8.

3. Assessment of Eduycational Programs in State Supported and State Operated
Schoois, Kehab Group, Inc., ralls Church, virginia, JSeptember 1[079.

I11. [INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
Kesponse to GEr

An assessment of the Chapter 1 grants program for the handicapped began
in late FY 1984. This study will describe the operation of the Chapter !
program for handicapped children in nine States and will assess the feasi-
bility of the Depariment of Education's conducting a large-scale national
evaluation of the program. Results are due in FY 1986,

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operaticns: Willfam Tyrrell, (202) 732-1C14
Program Studies : James Maxwell, (202) 245-8364

2
<
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Chapter 2021

HANDICAPPED SCHOOL PROC™MAMS
(CFDA No. 84.027)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicepped Act, Part 8, P.L. 91-230, as
ﬁma by P.L. 94-142, (20 U.S.C. 1411-1420) (expires Saptember 30, 1985).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authord zation Appropriation
1981 Yy $ 874,500,000
1982 § 969,330,000 2/ 931,008,000
1983 1,017,900,000 2/ 1,017,900,600
1984 1,068,875,000 2/ 1,068,900,000
1985 Indefinite 1,135,145,000

Purpose: To help States make available a free, approprizte public educa-
tion for all handicapped children. The progrim awards grants to States to
help State and local education agencies pay for special education and
related services to handicapped children ages 3 thiough 21. These services
must be provided in the least restrictive envirommsnt and in accordanca
with an individualized education program that meets each child's unique
educational needs. The law also establishes due process safequards to
provide a mechanism to resclve disagreements d~tween parents of handfcapped
children and public agencies responsible for providing a free, appropriate
education to these children.

Formula: Funds for the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerts Rico
are aliocated on the hasis of a certified count of the nusber of handicapped
children receiving special education and related services on December 1 of
the fiscal yezr preceding the fiscal year for which the grant {is made,

I1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION ANT ANALYSIS
Response to GEPA &l/(a

A. 0Objsctives

The ;‘.wo abjectives of the program are desigred to enforce complianca with
the law:

0 To increase services to underserved handicapped children, and

0 To assure effective implementation of the program,

6
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

0 The number of preschool-age handicapped children who were served
Tnci'eased by almost 7 percent from scnool year 1983-84 to 1984-85,
During the same period, the number of handicapped young people ages
13 through 21 who were servea increased by 4 percent.

¢ During monftoring visits completed this yesr, Department personnel
identified and rescived issues involving procedural sareguards, such
as inconsistency in adminfstrative processes, educational environment,
aonitoring, and general supervisior.

C. Costs and Benefits

Students Served: Since the implementa2tion of the Education for All Handi-

capped Children Act (P.L. 94-142), the number of -hildren served has con-

tinued to grow. In academic year 1976-77, 3,485,000 children 2ges 3
through 21 (less than 8 percent of 211 children) we~e served, compared
with 4,118,000 (almost 11 percent) in academic year 1984-925,

There have t2en notable changes in the numbers and percentages of chfildren
with certain handicapping conditions who have received special education
and related services between 1976-77 and 1984-85. The numbers of students
recefving services who are visually haniicapped, orthopedically impaired,
hard of hearing and deaf, or who rave other health impairments, have de-
creased dramatically. The aumbers of students who are mentally retarded
or who have speech-impairments also have decreased. In contrast, the
number of students why are classified as learning disabled /ias more than
doubled; in academic ,2ar 1984-85, more than two-fifths of the handicapped
students jerved fel\ into this category,

Table 1

DISTRIBUTION OF CHILNREN SERVED, BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION,
ACADEMIC YEARS 198485 AND 1976-77

ACademic Year

1984-35_; 1376-77
Hand{icapping Thidren Ages 3=21 ChiTdren Ages 3-21
Conditicn Served by Program Served by Program
Number Percent Nunoer Percent
Learning Disabled 1,818,000 44 797,00C 22
Speech Impairad 1,112,000 27 1,303,000 37
Mentaliy Retarded 624,000 15 838,000 24
Emotionally Disturbed 33n,000 8 253,000 7
Other Health Impaired 62,000 2 125,000 4
Multihandicapped 54,000 1 NA
Hard of Hearing and Deaf 48,000 1 62,000 Z
Orthopedically Impaired 48,000 1 79,000 2
visually Hand{cappad 21,000 1 28,000 1
Deaf-Blind 1,000 0 NA
Total __ 4,118,000 100 3,485,000 100
SOURCE: E.T and E.2 )
97
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Table 2

CHILDREN SERVED, BY HAMNNICAPPING CONDITION,
AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENT
ACANEMIC YEARS 1984-85 and 1976-77

Handicapping Acacemic Year®

Condition 1984-83 1976=-//
Learning Disabled 4.7 1.8
Spsych Impatred 2.3 2.9
Mentally Retarded ' 1.6 1.9
Emotionally Disturbec 0.9 0.6
Other Health-Impa“~d 0.2 0.3
Multihandicapped f.1 NA
Hard of Mearing and Deaf 0.1 o.1
Orthopedically Impaired N.1 0.2
Yisually Handicapped 0.1 G.1
Neaf-811nd 0 NA

Total ' 10.6 7.7
¥Percentage of 7all enrolIment, prekindergarten through 12th grade,
SOURCE: E.3

| The approximate Feceral funding share per child also has continued to grow

from $72 1n FY 1977 to $276 in FY 1985. Table 3 swwmarizes this trand:

Table 3
FEDERAL FUNDING B8Y FIS AL YEAR

Federal
Share
Fiscal Year Child Count Funding Per Child

1977 3,485,000 $ 251,796,927 $72
1978 3,551,600 564,030,074 159
1379 3,700,000 204,000,000 217
1980 3,802,000 874,500,000 230
1981 3,241,000 874,500,000 222
1982 3,990,000 931,008,00C 213
19R3 4,053,000 1,017,900,000 251
1984 4,094,000 1,068,900,000 261
1985 4,113,000 1,135,145,000 276

SOURCE: E,2

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 95




D. Highlights of Activities

None at this time,
E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Seventh Annual Report to Congrass on the Implementation of P,L. 94-142:
ne tducation of all Handica niiaren Act 85, U.d. Uepariment
of Education. (Al ) A "'Tﬁ_—{"‘

(Also, see previous Annuai Evaluation Reports.)

2. (ffice of Special Fducation and Rehabiiitative Services program data.
3. The Condition of Education, 1984 edition, U.S. Department of Eduration.
4. Cther studies of this program are supported by the Special Studies
Program (Chapter 313),
ITI. INFORMATION OH STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to GEPA

For studies of this program see Chapter 313--Special studies,

-Cantacts for Further Information

Program Operatfons: William Tyrrell, (202) 732-1014
Program Studies : James Maxwell, (202) 245-8364

Notes

1. The authorization level was determined by multinlying the aumber of
handicapped children (ages 3 through 21) by 3G percent of averaje per
-person expenditures for FY 1981,

2. This authorization was established by the Omnibus Budget Recomciliation
Act of 1981,
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SZRVICES TO HANDICAPPED CHILOREN

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Education of the Handicap-ed Act, Part 8,

Chapter 203.1

STATE INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR PRESCHONL

(CFDA No. 84.027)

Section 819,

Legisiation:
5.|.= - 91-230, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1419) (parmanent authorization).

unding Since 1981

i Fiscal Year Author{ zatton Appropriation
1292 5_1_/ $25,000,000
192 $25,000,000 24,000,000
983 25,000,0nC 25,00C,000
1934 1/ 26,330,000
1985 )Y 29,000,000

Purpase: To encourage State education agencies (SEAs) and local education
agencies (LEAsS) to expand aducational services to handicapped preschaol
children from birth through § years of age. &rants to Statas zre determin-
ed by an annual count of handicapped children dges 3 through S who are
receiving spezfal education and related services. SFAs ®ay use funds
received unde.- this nrogram to provide direct sarvices o they may contract
with LEAS, intermediate unfts, or other agencies ts provide such 3ervices.

[I. FY_1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
esponse to . aj

A. Objeztive

For FY 1985, the Departmert's principal objective was 20 award grants to
encouraga States to coxpand aducational programs to hendicapped preschool
chiidren from birth through age 3.

B. Progress and Accomplishm.nte

The FY 1985 apppropriation supported 55 grants under this proc¢ram. Grants
went to S0 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, American
Samoa, and the Virgin Islands.

The Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983 «xpanded the age
range of students who can be servad with Preschoel Incentive Crant funds
to birth through age 5 (the program had praviously served children ages 3
through §). As of 1985, 26 States had applied and recaived approval from
tha Department to serve children in this age range,
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C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: During the 1584-85 schocl year, 259,900 children received
services at an average cost of $112 per child., nuring the program's first
year of operation, 1978, fewer than half of the elfgible SEAs chose %o
participate in the preschool program. Now 55 of 57 eligible agencies
are participating. Also, since 1978, funds available have grown from
$12,500,000 to $22,000,000.

Preschool Inceative Grant funds are used in numerous ways, depending on
State neads. Last year, these funds provided direct and improved special
services to preschooi handicapped children ty develop collaborative inter-
agency agreements, to creata statewide networks of technical assistance
centers, to provide comprehensive diagnostic assessments, to provide parent
training and counseling programs, to train administrative and, arcillary
personnel, to begin or expand rural service-delivery programs, znd to
disseminate information.

Program Effectiveness: The number of handicapped children ages 3 through
T recelving services has increased from approximately 196,000 in 1978 to
259,000 as reported in the December 1, 1984, child count (see £5.1).
Despite this progress, 2 considerable number of eligible handicapped
preschool children are not being served, in _part because of varying State
mandates. Currently, 42 States mandate services to at least some portion
of handicapped children 3 years old and younger. However, conly 19 require
the provision of services to all handicapped children ages 3 through 5,
and only 26 are beginning to serve children from bi:th through age 2 under
the Preschool Incentive Grants Program.

D. Highlights of Activities

None,
E. Sunporting Studies and Analyses

1. Seventh Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation 3f P.L. 94-142:
The tducation vor All Handicapped Chiidren Act, January 19&5.

1TI. [INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
lﬁesponse to GtPA

No studies related to this program are in progress,
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Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Sheila Friedman, (202) 732-1055
Program Studies : Elizabeth Farquhar, {202) 245-887°

Note

1. Authorization level fcr the program 1s determined by an entitlement
formula; each State ri:eives $300 (reduced according to the prosorticn
of funds actutlly appropriated by Congress) for every handicapped

¢M1d, age 3 through 5, who is receiving special educaticn and related
cervices,
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—~ Chanter 204.1

{. PROGRAM PROrILE

tegislatior: Education of thez Handicapped Act (EHA/}, Sectio-~ 671, Part (,
P. E 91-230, as amended ty P.L. 98-199 {20 U.S.6. 1421} (expires
September 30 1586).

runding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Aopropriation
1981 $24,000,000 $7,£56,000
1982 9,800,000 2,880,000
1983 9,800,000 4,130,000
1984 5,700,000 5,70C,000
1985 6,000,000 6,000,000
Purpose: To establish regional res y~ce cente~s to providc advice and
technical services to educators f- yroving the education of handicapped
children. )

I11. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORAATION A ..nALYSIS
[Response to GEPA 41/7(a))

A. (Objectives

The ohjectives for each of the seven Regional Resource Centers in FY
1985 were as follows:

¢ To help States improve their pravision of special education and related
services to handicapped children and youth;

0 To gather and disseminate information to SEAS, LEAS, and relevant
projects of ‘he Department of Education;

o To help States develop successful programs for handicapped childran
and their fanilies, and disseminate ‘aformation to professionals
and parents of handicapped children; and

o To help States solve persistent problems in providine good-quality
special education to handicapped children.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

0 A total of 450 SEA personnel sere traineqa.

0 A total of 700 LEA personnel were trained,
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¢ A total of 2,750 parants of handicapped children w«ere se- . od.
0 A total of 300 related-service perscnnel were trained.

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: Approximately 4,700 hanaicapped youngster: are served in
demonstration projects.

Program Effectiveness: No new information (plesse see FY 1982 AER for
atast 1In oruatwon).

D. Highlights of Activities

None,

I1I. [INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to

No studies are in process.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Etta Waugh, (202) 732-10%52
Program Studies : James Maxwell, (202) 245-8307

2
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Chapter 32081

HANDICAPPED INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS -« SERVICES TU
DEAF-BLINZ CHILCREN AND rQUTH
(CFDA No. 84.025)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislatifon: Education of the Handicappped Act, Part C, Sectfon 622,
L. J1-230, as amended by P.L. 98-199 (20 U.S.C. 1422) (expires September
30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981 ‘

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 $29,000,000 $16,000,000
1982 16,000,000 15,360,000
1983 16,000,000 15,360,000
1984 15,000,000 15,000,000
1985 15,000,000 15,000,000

Purpose: To support projects enhancing services to deaf-blind children
and youth, particularly by providing technical assistance to State educatinn
agencies (SEAs) and others involved in the education of deaf-blind children
and youth.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
‘Lkesponse to GEPA 41/(a)]

A. Objectives

During FY 1985, the neroaram coatinued tu Tocus on prioritias that resulted
from legislative amendm:nts in FY 1984,

The Department’'s first priority is to provide funds to ensure that States
wil]l have the capability they need to provide appropriate services to those
deaf-blind children for whom they are not required to make available a
free, appropriate public education under Part B of the Education of the
Handicapped Act or some other authority.

The Departnent’s second priority for the uyse ¢f funds is the grovision of
technical assistance to SEAs. The program also supports demonstration and
other projects 1in areas such as total life planning, changes in State
service-deifvery systems, communications skills, or the develgpmert of
social and community skills,
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

No new information.

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: In FY 1935, cooperative agreements, contracts, and grants

were made TOr a period of up to 3 years, as follows:

Approximate Number of
Funding Level Awards
priority Area -
Services for Daaf-Blind Children $8,337,000 30
and Youth
Technfcal Assistance for Services
to Neaf-Blind Youth Upon Attafning
the Age of 22 720,000 1
Oemonstration and Other Projects 5,943,000 27 \
Total $15,000,000 58

Program Fffectiven2ss: No new fnformation fs avafladle.

D, and €.
No new {nformation.

I1I. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse To 4

No studies related 2o this program are in progress.
Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Charles Freeman, (202) 732-116%

Program Studies : El{zabetk Farquhar, (202) 245-8877
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Chapter 3081

EARLY CHILDHOON EDUCATION PRUGRAM FOR HANDICAFPED CIILOREN
(CFDA No. 84.204)

1. PRIGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Section 623, 2.i.
- as amended (20 U.S.%. 1423) (expires Septembder 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 $21,000,000 $17,500,0n0
1987 20,000,000 16,800,000
1983 . 20,000,000 16,800,000
1984 26,000,000 21,100,000
1985 27,100,000 22,500,000

Purpose: To help eligible agencies develop and implement experimental
preschool and early education programs for children from birth through 8
years nf age and to help States plan, develop, and {mplement comprehensive
systams that provide sSpecial education and related services to handicapped
children from birth through 5 yezrs of age.

The program suppcrts five types of contraéts and grants:

1. Demonstration grants, to develop service-delivery modcls based on out-
standing practices;

2. Outreach grants, to disseminate model programs and help new sites adopt
and implement them;

3. Grants to State agencies, to assist in planning, developing, and provid-
ing services to preschool handicapped children from birth through age 5;

4. Special project contracts, to provide support services to other prigram
components; and

5. Research Institute contracts, to conduct Tong-term research into the
problems of young children,

I1. ‘El 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
esponse to 317(a

A. 0Objectives

The major change in the Early Chiidhood Education Program resulting from
the Education of the Handfcapped Amendments of 1983 was the increasad
emphasis on support for State education agencies (SEAs) under the Stz -
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grants component (formerly State Implementation Grants). For FY 1938,
specific objec:ives for program components were as follows:

¢ Te fund new projects that demonstrate local, State and regional coorgina“ion
awong agencies and serve children from birth tc¢ 3 years of agn:

0 To fund new outreach projects and to encourage grantees to obtain approval
from the Joint Dissemination Review Pane! (JDRP?; and

¢ To fund State planning projects that are comprehensive and {nclude
intaragency coordination.

8. Progreis and Accompl?shments

No new information.
C. Costs and Benefi:s
frogram Scope: In FY 1985 this program supported the following projects:

Type of Project New Continuing  Total
Demonstration 2 82 102
Outreach 24 0 2
State Planaing 3 rq 55
Special Projects 1 1 2
Research Institutes 9 3 3

Total 74 113 187

Forty-one percent of titese prujects represent Joint efforts by universities,
LEAs, SEAs, State agencie<, «nd hospitals. Eleven percent of the outreach
projects have received JORP approval.

Program Effectiveness: Mo new {aformation.
D, and E,
No new informaticn.

III. INFORMATION ON STUDY SONTRACTS
esponse to AGEPA 41

Research fnstitutes will continue to measure the effects of early interven
tions,

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Thomas Finch, (202) 732-1084
Program Studies : Elizabeth Farquhar, (2n2) 245-2377
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INNCVATIVE PROGRAMS FOR SEVERELY HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
(CFNA Na. B4,084)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Educacion of the Handicapped Act (EdA), 2art € Sect! o 624,
V.E. UT-2307, as amended by P.L. 94-142 1 98-192 (z USC 1424).
(expires September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization »aprpriation
1981 1/ $4 373,000
1982 $5,000,00t 2,680,000
1983 5,000,000 2 380,000
1984 5,000,000 4,000,700
1985 5,300,000 /,300,000

Purpose: To improve and expani innovative -1 ~+i.'na” and training ser-
vices for scverely handicap; .u children and , . and to fmprove the
acceptance of severely handicapped peopie by the ~:neral pubiic, profes.
sionals, and potentiil employers.

I1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYS!S
TResponse to GePA 417 (a)]

A. 0Objectives

During FY 1985, the Department maintained the same priorities established
for FY 1984:

o To emphasize placement of handicapped youngsters in the least restric-
tive environments fo; services, with special attention to the needs of
severely handicapped children and youths; and

o To salicit demonstration projects of innovative services for severaiy
handicapped children and youths.

B, Progress and Accomplishments

Quring FY 1985, the Department sSupported 70 projects, of wiien 36 wer:
continuing and 44 wvere rew.
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€. Costs and Renefits

Program Scope: These projects directly served an eszimated 3,300 handi-
capped persons and indirectly served an estimated 1,200 persons; through
the praojects, about 180 paraprofessionals and posfessionals were Lirained
to serve handicapped persons.

Program Effectiveness: There are no current data on the effectiveness o
these projects. The Department expects to have data in FY 1986 based on
information that is currently being collected.

. lighlights of Activities

Current projects emphasize the following:
o0 Deinstitutionalization models,

0 Models to integrate seversly handicapped children {ato attendance
centers,

0 Independent 1iving models, and

¢ Vocaticaal training models for seversly handicapped youth in high-
txchnaicqgy fields.

E. Supporting Studies and Ana!yses
None,

I17. INFORMATION OM STUDY CONTRACTS
Kesponse to Gt:

None.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Paul Thompson, (202} 732-1151

Program Studies : James Maxwall, {202) 245-8307

Note

1. No funds were authorized separatsly for | Jracean. Foading was

provided on the basis of the amouints authu. ‘zed fur othap Part
activities related to Section 524 activities.
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Chapter 308-1

POSTSECONCARY CDUCATION PRUGRAMS £OR HANGICAPPED CERSONS
(CFDA No. 84.078)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA), Part C, Section 625,
F.E. 91-770, as amended (20 U.S.C 1424a) (expires September 30, 1388).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Autherization Appropriation
1981 $16,000,009 $2,950,000
1982 4,000,000 2,832,000
1983 4,000,000 2,832,000
.984 5,000,000 5,000,000
1985 5,300,000 5,300,0Nn0

Purpose: To develop, cperate, and disseminate specially designed model
programs of vocational, technical, postsecondary, continuing, or agult
education for deaf and other handicapped persons.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INEORHATION AND ANALYSIS -
[Response to GEPA 317({a)]

A. fObjectives

During FY 19635, the objectives for these programs were as follows:

o To nelp institutions of higher education develop and operate
specially designed orograms for handicapped persons;

0 Tou encourage postsecondary providers of support services to seek cost-
effective ways to provide such services and to evaluate a~d disseminate
proven models; and

o To help nosisecondary handicapped students succeed in regular education
program. with ablebodied peers.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

During FY 1985, the Department:

0 Continuea its support for four regional centers faor deaf postsecondary
students,

o Continued funding for 13 ongoing demonstration projects, and

0 Awarded 14 new demonstration projects as a resuit of a grant competi-
tion,

[
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L. Costs and Benefits

Program Scone: For the four contiwation grants awarded to regioral
centers for deaf postsecondary students, program staff estimate that
about 600 students were served by irterpreters, note-takers, or other
sssistants.

Program Effectiveness: No cata on effectiveness ares available,
N. Highlights of Activities

0 Project ACCESS, Miami-Dade County Community (ollege, has developed,
fialdtested, and disseminated training modules for use by college
support service personnel who work with handicapped students in insti-
tutiors of higher education.

o Wright State University, Nayton, 0Ohio, has established a center for
the assessment of the potential for success of severely disabled
studens in postsecondary education. ’

o The Postsecondary Education Consortium, administered at the University
of Tennessee, has developed ard field-tested a Process Evaluation Mode!l
to be appiied to demonstration projects within the Consortium,

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

None.

II1. ' INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
Kesponse to GbrA

The Ganersl Accounting Office (GAD) has been asked by Senator Lowell o,
Weicker, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Handicapped of ghe Senate
Committee on Labor and Human ReSuurces, to obtain some comparative infor-
mation on the four schools that participate in the postsecondary educa-
tion programs supported ir part by the Department of Education.

The GAC has been asked to compare student cost data, student characteris-
tics, success of the schools in educating deaf students, and capability
of the schools to serve more heacing-impaired zcudents.

This information will be comparad with similar {information previously
obtained by GAO for Gallaudet College and the Hational Technical Institute
for the Ngaf. The study will be compieted in February 1986.

{ontar s for Further Information

Program Operations: Joseph Roseastein, (202) 732-1176

Program Studies : James Maxweil, (202) 245-8307
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Chapter 309-1

TRAINING PERSONNEL FOR THE EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED
(CFOA No. 84.029)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Educaticn of the Hardicapped Act, Parc D, Sections 631, 632,
ang 534, P.L. 91-230, as amended (20 U.5.C. 1431, 1432, 1434) (expires
September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authori zation Apprepriation
1981 $20,000,000 $43,500,000
1982 58,000,000 49,330,000
1983 58,000,000 49,300,000
1984 58,000,000 85,540,000
1985 61,150,000 61,000,000

Purpose: To provide preservice and fnservice training for special educa-
tion teachers, administrators, researchers, teacher trainers, and para-
professionals; to develop fnnovative instructional models for use by
providers of preservice and inservice training; and to support training
and in®armation activities for parents and volunteers working with
nandicapped children and youth.

El4qibility: Funds may be ohligated for student stipends, dependency
TTowa

2 nces, or program support.
11. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
asponse to 317(a

A, Objective

During FY 1985, the Department's principal objective for this crogram
wss to target funds on national areas of need.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o Supported preservice training in roughly 95 percent of funded projects.

o Increased the number of projects on parent and volunteer training and
information from 74 to 75 and included a large center for technical
assistance to all parent training projects.

. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: The Department s pports 860 projects that represent
training efforts in each State and .n three of the territories. In FY 1985,

the Department funded 218 new projects and 642 continuation projects.

The following tatle {dentifies FY 1985 new and continuation awards by
priority area:
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Priority Category Number of Profects
Special Educators 425
Related Service Personnel 75
Leadership Perscanel 38
Regular Educaters 34
State Education Agencies 86
Speciel Projects §3
Transition Efforts 9
Parent/Volunteer Projects 76
Infants _ 18
Rural Projects 8
Total -Gl

Ev;qi'ra Effectivesess: Mo new irformation (please see FY 1384 Annual
valuation Report for latest informatioen).

0. Highlights of Activities

Special Education Programs is sponsoring an axternal evaluation of the
trafning program. -The contr=.t for this evaluscfon was let in the
susmer of 198S.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Program files, Office of Soecial Ecucation and Rehabdt litative
Services; grant files, Grants and Cont acts 3érvices.

I1ZI. INFORMATION ON STUDY? CONTRACTS
esponse £o ! Al

The contract for an external evaluation awarded in the sumser of 1985 is
to bagin in Fedruary 1986.

Contacts for Further Information
Program Operations: Max Mueller, (202) 732-1068
Program Studies : Valena Plisko, (202) 245-8638

Imaak,
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Chapter 310-1

HANDICAPPED TEACHER RECRUITMENT AND INFORMATION
(CFDA No. 84.030)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Leaislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Title VI, Part 0, Section
53g P.L. J1-230, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1433) (expires September 30, 1366)

and P.L. 98-199.
Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 $2,500,000 $ 750,000
1982 1,000,000 720,000
1983 1,000,000 720,000
1984 1,000,000 1,000,000
1985 1,050,000 1,025,000

Purpose: To disseminate infcrmation on education programs for handiczpped
ch”dnn and youths and fuformation on postsecondary educational opportun-
{tias for handizapped persons; to provide referral services for the
education of the handicapped; and to encourage students ard professional
personnel to train and work in various special education fields.

Eligibility: Public agencies or nonprofit organizations or institutions
are eligidle; profit-making organizations are eligible only when their
participation is necessary for materials or media access.

1I. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
Response to GLPA 417(a

A. ‘Objectives

Ouring FY 1985, the Department's principal cbjectives for this program
vere as follows:

o To provide and disseminate information about services and programs
for handicapped children and youths and

o To collect and disseminate information about services and progranms in
postseconda~y, vocational, technical, and adult education for the
handi capped.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

Awarded two continuation cooperative agreements for a clearinghouse on
aducation of handicapped children and youths and a clearinghouse on
postsecondary education for the handicapped,

LY e
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" tions for referral.

C. :£osts and Benefits

Program Scupe: In the first year of a 3-year cooperative agreement, the
Nattionai Information Center for Handicapped Children and Youth responded
to more than 15,000 inquiries, published news digests and newsletters for
professionals and parents, participated in numwrous workshops, and spon-
sored public service anneuncements on television and radio.

In its first year undér a 3-yeir codperative agreement, the Natio:al (laar-
inghouse on Postsecondary Educatisn for Handicapped Individuals fssued
newsletters and fact sheets and updited a resource directory of organiza-

Program Effectivene~s: Program data do not include infarmation on
effectiveness.

D. Highlights of Activities

The National Information Center for Handicapped Children and Youth pub-
lished, in addition 20 three ssues of its News Digest, the first issue of
& semiannual series entitled Transition Suswa to share newsworthy
articles on facilitating the transitica of Eand!appod youths to adult
status. The center also sponsored a 30-second television public informa-
tion spot to recruit special wducation teachers and prepared fact sheets
on topics such as opportunities in working with the handicapped.

The National Clearinghouse on Postseccndary Education for Handicapped
Individuals expanded its information on postsecondiry opportunities after
high school; published fact sheets on educational, recreational, and re-
sidential opportunities and resource organizations for severely handi-
capped persons; and 1installed a new toll-free number fur fnquiries.

E. Supporting Studfes and Analyges

" 1. Program files, Office of Special Education 21d Rehabilitative

. Services.

T11. " INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
KesSponsa to K z” ZES l

No studies qf this program are in progriss.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Helene Corradina, (202) 732-1167
Program Studfes : Valena Pliske, (202 245-8638
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DISCRETIONARY GRANTS FOR HANDICAPPED--INNOVATIOM
AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (CFDA No. 84.023)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA), Part E, Sections
5§? and 642, P.L. 91-230, as amended (20 U.S$.C. 1441, 1432) (expires
September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authcrization Appropriation
1981 $26,000,000 $15,000,000
1982 20,000,000 10,800,000
1983 20,000,000 12,000,000
1984 20,000,000 15,000,000
1985 21,100,000 16,000,000

Purpose: To f{mpruve the aducation of handfcapped children and youths
tnrougn research and development projects and model programs (demonstra-
tions

Eligicility: The Secretary may make grants or contracts with States, State
or local éSucation agencies, institutions of higher education, and other
public or nonprofit priv2te education or research agencies or organiza-
tions. In addition, the Secretary may wmake contracts to profit-making
organizations fcr research and demonstration projects in physical aducatfon
and recreation under Section 642,

Allowable Activities: Recipfents may use funds for research, surveys, or
demonstrations rejated to education of handicapped children and youths,
including the development and conduct of modal programs designed to meet
the special education needs of such children.

:I. FY 1985 PRNGRAM INFORMATION AND ﬁNALYSIS
[Response to GEPA 317(a

A. Objectives

FY 1985 funds were allocated according to the fallowing fundirg categories:

1. Field-Initiated Research: To provide grants for nondirected rnsearch
into subjects suggestad by applicants and fuugad to be responsive to
the educational needs of handicapped children and youths.

2. Handicapped Children's Model Program: To provide grants for demonstia-
tion projects (youth employment projects and postsecondzry projects!)
to develop, demonstrate, evaluate, and disseminate {nnovative and
exemplary transition services for handicapped youths.
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3. Assescment Resezrch: To award cocperative agreements for rssearch to
determine student outcomes, effectiveness of services, and validity
of tachniques and {astruments for assessment of handicapped children
and youths.

4, Tochnoh:gz Research: To award grants for research on handicapped
students' use of technological devices and systems ia schools.

5. Student Research: To award grants thai provide research opportunities
Tor graduate students to enhance their prufes. unal training,

6. Ennancing Instructional Programming: To award grants for research on
strategies to better .cr.aéa.%._ STudents with learning problems within
regular education,

7. Special Populations Rescarch: To award grants fo~ research on educa-
Cionai services vor nandicapped students who are 2150 substance abusers,
drop outs, or migrants.

8. Other Research Activities: To provide contracts for special-purpose
researcn prujects that relate directly to imgroving the education of
handicapped children and youths.

B. Progress and Accomplishments s

Tho‘progru aarded grants, contracts, and cooperative agreemwnts as
follows:

Nusber cf
Priority Arez Amaunt Awards
1. Field-Initiated Rosearch 38,788,000 99
2. Handicapped Children's Model Program 2,784,000 27
3. Assessment Research 898,000 3
4. Technology Ressarch - 1,042,000 4
5. Student Research ' 152,200 16
6. Enhancing Instructionz! Programming 1,120,000 L4
7. Special Populatians Ressarch £09,000 &
8. Other Rescarch Activities 618,000 4

TOTAL T757921.000 r1]

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: The outcomes of this program can bde djvided into three
cavegories: (1) new or improved products (assessment instruments, fnstru-
ctional materials, technalogical devices/saftware); (2) research findings
and new f{nformation; and (3) personnel trained in ree2:srch methods.

1. Examples of new or improved products include the followiag:

2. A project at American Coalition of Citizens with Disabilitiss has
developed an advocacy curriculum for handicapped students in grades
9-12, The materials include instructional materials as well as a
planning guide for administrators and zurriculum specialists.

L]
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b. A project at Gallaudet College adapted and standardized the 1982
Seventh Edition or the Stanford Achfevement Tests for use with
hearing-impaired students. The scoring provides teachers with
{nformation about the individual student's response pattern as
well as performance level,

2. Eamples of research findings include the following:

a. A project at the University of Wisconsin has {nvestigated the
relationship between family variables and the developmental pcrform-
ance of the handicapped child., A research report summarized the
findings that children *rom “high-risk" families lagged behind
children from “Jow-risk" families cn cognitive, academic, and
affective measures.

b, A project at San Francisco State University exanined the social
skill development of severely “andicapped youths within integrated
scheol and community settinos. The findings {ndicated that severely
and moderately handicapped chilidren could be taught to initiate and
expand their social {interactions with peers and co-workers, The
findings were summarized in 2 research report.

c. A project at Virginia Polytech.ic Institute uxamired the advantages

and disadvantages of various State -funding formulas for special

. education. The project provided extensive tables on the types of
' State formulas as well as cn the perceived advantages of each.

d. A project at the University of California Sarta Barbara, examined
the extent to which cognitive mediation training could improve the
social behavior of learning disabled delinquent.., The results
showed that such training could have positive effects.

3. Research training: Fi-om FY 1975 through FY 1984, more than 300 graduate
students in colleges and universities received support through the
student research program. Another 16 graduate students recefved support
in FY 1985. In addition, at least half of all other supported research
projects employed graduate students as research assistants, thus giving
the students an opportunity to gain research experieace on large-scale
research projects. Finally, .35 part of their work, the two minority
research {nstitutes have provided graduate students «ith research
training as well as opportunities for p:-ticipation in programmazic
research activities, (E.3)

Program Effectiveness: No new information (please see FY 1983 AER for
latest inrormation).

Ne Highlights of Activities

Nene,
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€. Supportinc Studies and Analyses

la. Final keport--G0ON3001917
1b. Final Repert--G008300004
28. Final Report--G008101030
2b. Final Report--6008104154
2¢. Final Report--G008300038
¢d. Final Report--6008302160
3. Fleld-Initiated Research Program, Quarteriy Reports, March 1954,

I1I. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to .

No further stuc!es related to this program are in progress,

Contacts for Further Information
Program Operations: MNancy Safer, (202) 732-1109
Program Studies : James Maxwell, (202) 235-8354
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DISCRETIONARY GRANTS FOR HANDICAPPED--MEDIA
SERVICES AND CAPTIONED FILMS (CFDA No. 84.026)

I. PRNGRAM PFROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part F, Sections 651-653,
P.L. 91-230, as amended (20 !.S.C. 1451-1454) (expires Septemter 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authori zation Appropriation
1981 $29,000,000 $17,000,000
1982 19,000,000 11,520,000
1983 19,000,000 12,000,000
1984 19,000,000 14,000,000
1985 20,000,000 16,500,000

Purpose: To contribute to the general welfare of deaf persons by providing
cuitural and educational enrichment through films and tc promote the
educationsl advancement of handicapped persons through use of educational
media and technology.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
[Response to GEPA 41/(a)]

A. 0Objuctives

During FY 1985, the Department’s principal objective for this prrgram was to
fund the three major program components: (1) captioning, (2) technology
demonstration and development, and (3) educational media and materials
centers. The program also funded the Natifonal Theater for the Deaf and
Recordings for the Blind, Inc. The specific objectiwes for each program
component are as follows: ’

o Captioning: To increase the accescibility of television and film to
approximately 14 mi11ion deaf and hearing-impaired persons by developing,
adapting, producing, and distributing materials cthat {ncorporate the
most recent technological advancements in film and television,

0 Technology Development Projects: To imprave the education, independent
functioiing, and employment of handicapped individuals by assuring that
the advances 1n educational teckaology are avatlable, are of good
quaiity, and are used appropriately. Funds support projects to improve
software for use in special education programming for mild and moderate-
1y handicapped children, and to develop devices to compensate for a

particular handicapping condition that might impede educational achieve-
ment,
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o Educatfonal Media and Materials Centers: 1o fmprove the avaflabflity of
good-qualiity materiais for handicapped children, their parents, and
educators by dasigning, devaloping, adapting, and disseminating apgro-
priate educational materials and information.

6 National Theater of the Deaf: T, provide suppart for the National
Theater of the Dea? In order ‘. raise awareness about the capabilities
and creativity of handicapped persons ind to provide for the educational
and cultural advancement of deaf persons wro participate witn the
Natfonal Thealer,

0 Recordings for the Blind: To provide tape-recorded textbooks to help
visually impairad students of all ages overcome barriers to learning.
3. Pm. ress ind Accomplisiments

Approximately 14 millfon deaf and hearing-impaired individuals have been
reached by technological develcpment and other aciivities reiated to cap-
tioning and recordings. Research in media technology and special edu-
Cational materials hes contributed to the adjustment and education of
handicapped persons as well as assisted thair parunts and trainers. Through
presentations by the National Theater of the Oea’, the self-image of the
deaf has oeen enhanced “hroughout' the United States and in Europe. Finally,
Recordings for the B81tnd, Inc., .stributes’ about ¢:),000 recorded books
to students and records 4,600 new texts each year.

C. Costs and Benefits

Progrzm Scope: Funds for FY 1985 were spent as follous:

Type of Project Amount rMamber of Proi.aus
Captioning $10,236,000 51
Technology a 3,966,000 23
Media and Materisls Centars 1,258,000 2
National Theater of the Neaf £00,000 1
Recordinas for the Rlind, Inc, 540,000 1
Tatal $16,509,000 a8

Program Effectiveness: No information 1s available.

0. Highlights of Activities

Ouring FY 1985, funding from the Department is supporting the manufacture
of 50,000 newly designed decoder modules and recaption units, T™he units
i1l incorporate the latest technological advancas to pemit hearing-
impaired persons to view captioned television on their home telavision
sats at a lTower cost than has previously heen possib.e,
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€. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Interim annual program cowwonent raperts.

III. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
Lresponse to GEPA 417(D) ]

No studies related to this program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Bill Woir (202) 732-1009
Progrz Studies : El{zabeth Farquhar, (202) 245-8877
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r\‘ Chapter 313-1

EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT--SPECIAL STUBIES
{CFDA 84.153)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Educatfon of the Handfcapped Act (EHA), Part B, Section
355. P.L. 91-230, as amended by P.L. 94-142 and 98-199 (20 u.S5.C. 1418)
(expires >eptember 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Yerr Authorization 1/ Kapropriation
1981 Indefinite $1,000,000
1982 $2,300,000 480,000
1983 2,300,000 430,000
1984 3,100,000 3,055,0002/
1985 3,270,000 3,170,000

Purpose: The prrpose of the Special Studies activity 1s twofold:

1. To assess progres:s in the implementaiion of the Education of the
Hendicapped Act, to assess the impact of the Act, a. to assess the
effectiveness of State and local efforts to srovide free, appropriate
pualis ducation to all handicapped children and youths: and

2. To provide the Congress with information for policymaking and to

provide Federal, State, and local educaticn agencies with information
relevant to program management, adminfstration, and effectiveness.

Method of Ogeratfon: The Department swards rontracts, grants, and coopera-
vive agreewents in each fiscal year; most supported activities occur the

subsaquent year,

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
LResponse to 4173

A. Objectives

Priorities for FY 1985 were as follows:

0 To assess special education expenditures,

o To assess the transitiuon of handicapped persons from schoel o work,
0 To assess changes in special education terminology,

0 To assess the quality of prog. >mming at day and rosidential faciiisies,
and
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o To continue Federal-State cooperative evaiuations. The ev: »tions
assass the progress of handicapped students, assass program. .ng features
of special purpose facilities, identify and clarify emerging {ssues,
and provide evaluatforn assistance as stzted in the Federal Register,

B. Progress and Accomplishments

0 A mandated study 1s assessing the zost of State and local expenditures
on specfal educatfon and related services. The mandated study will be
available 1n FY 1987.

0 A andated longitudinal study i3 being desfigned %o assess the transition
to wori: of handfcapped persons following their graduation from high
school. The modcl will be completed in FY 1986.

0 A »zandated study has been completed on the potential impact of a change
{n terminology used to define the seriously emotfonally !{sturbed
population, The study concluded that a change from current Federal
language to behavioral orientation would have minimal long-range effects.

o A new study was awvarded to assess improvements ‘n instructional programs
for handfcapped c..ildren and youths in day and residential facilitities.

o Eleven new cooperative agreements with States were begun in FY 1985
/ and 10 others continue from FY 1984,

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




€. Costs and Benefits

313-3

FY 1985 Number
Studies (New and Cortinuations) 0bl{gation of Studies
}. Annual Report
1. Fast=response network
(Vew) 3 400,000 1
2. Technical assistance i{n data
analysis 218,000 1
(Continuation)
3. Jutomated data processing (ADP) 35,000 i
(Department of Education)
(Continuation)
B. Sperial Evaluation Studies
1. Longitudinal/child program*
(Continuation) 212,000 1
2. Special education expenditures®
{Continuation) 506,000 1
ADP 25,000
(Continuation)
3. Financing Free, Appropriate
Public Education
(Continuation) 107,000 i
4. Day and Resident{al
- (Mew) 279,000 1
5. Evaluation of Parsonnel Development
(New) 7%,000 1
C. Federal-State Evaluations
1. Cooperative agreements
(New) $79,000 11
2. T“,smgrﬂ assistancs r .
to s 3 3,!300 i
(New)
TOTAL | $3,149,000 20
*Mandated
126 AVAILABLE -
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Program Effectiveness: Federal and State staff have used the results of
studies funded Dby this program for technical assistance, training, and
publiic information to carry out the State Grant program and the Preschool
Incentive Grants program, Studies also provide the basis for the Annual
Report to Congruss (mandated by Section 618 of P,L. 94-142} describing the
progress toward serving handicapped children., In addition, !epartment
and Congressional staff have used data from studies conducted under this
program to redirect program pc~forities of regicnal resource centers and
deaf-blind centars away from the provision of direct services that overiap
State responsibiiities and toward providing technical assistance.

D. Highlights

None,

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. "“Sducation of the Handicapred Funding Priorities--December 13, 1984."
Offize of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services program files.

IIl. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
"LResponse to GEFA &

The Special Studies program consists of studies related to Federal funding

for handicapped :zhildren, None of the studies mentioned here includes assess-

ments of the Special Studies pro ram {tself,

Contacts for Furthar Information

Program Operatiors: Lou Danifelson (202) 732-1119
Program Studies : James Maxwell, (202) 245-8344

Notes

1. Authorization established by P.L. 97-35. i*e Omnibus Budgei Reconcil-
fation Act of 1381, in FY 1982 and FY 1983, ..« P.L. 98-199 amendments
to the Handicapped Act have set the authocization for FYs 1984-85.

2. Adjusted for comparative transfer of $45,000 to Department of Education,
departmental management, salaries, and expenses. No adjustments are
made for prior fiscal years.
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R Chapter 3131

SECONDARY EDUCATION AMD TRANSITIONAL SERVICES FOR HANDICAPPED YOUTH
{CFDA No. 84.158)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handfcapped Act, Part C, Section 628, P.L.
55‘25, as amanded by P.L. 98-199 {20 U.S.C. 1425) (expires September 30,

1986).
Funding Since 1984
Fiscal Year Authord 2ation Appropriation
1984 $6,000,000 $6.000,000
1988 6,330,000 §,330,000

Purpose: Tc strengthen and coordinate education, training, and related
services for handicapped youths; to assist in the transition to postsecon-
dary education, vocational training, competitive employment, continuing
education, or adult services; and to stimulate the development and im-
provement of nrograms for special education at the secondary level.

Eligibility: Grants or contracts are made tc institutions of higher
education, State educati~. agencies (SEAs) or local educatisn agencies
(LEAS), or other appropriate public and private, ncnprofit institutions
or agencies (including the State job-training coordinating councils and
service delivery area administrative entities established under the Job
Training Partnership Act). Grants are made for 1 to 3 years.

I1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND AMALYSIS
esponse to GEPA 41/ (a

A. Objectives

To fund cooperative planning demonstrations, secondary education research
projects, and two research institutes to cJunduct long-term programmatic
research activities focused on handicapped students' development of skills
needed for community 11ving and working, and to determine the effective-
nest of vartous modal projects.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

0 Awardec new grants {n the summer of 1985 to fund 15 cooperative planning
demonstrations. 10 secondary education research projects, the establish-
ment of an institute on {nteiention effect veness and, by September of
1985; the establishment of an institute on secondary and transitional
services.

o Continued support for 11 cooperative models for planning and developing

transitional services, 12 youth employmert projects to assist handi-
capped youths' transit‘on to work, 15 postsecondary projects that link

12
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students leaving public schools to community-based adult training pro-
grams, 7 research projects to improve strategies and techniques that
facilitate transition to adult and working status, and 16 service
demonstration mdels to develop exemplary programs to prepare youths
for competitive or supported employment.

C. .osts and Benefits

Prog~am Scope: Awards made in 1985 inciuded the following, in addition to
cooperative planning demonstraticns and secondary educa:ion research
projects:

o A new institute on intervention effectiveness and
o A new institute on secondary and transiticnal programs.

Program Sffectiveness: The program was initiated in 1984, Continuation
appi?cations and Department monitoring ‘ndicate that inrterventions devel-
oped in model programs are helping nandicapped youths secure competitive
and supported employment. Programs are developing training ~echnologies
that enable handicapped youth to have access to employment opportunities
that were previcusly unavailable.

D. Highlights of Activities

Two noteworthy projects are these:

o Richmond Unified School District, Richmend, California. The Richmond
project is working witn Severely handicapped students who will be
"aging out® of school programs within 2 years. Currently, efght
students are involved in community-based training and erployment.
Working with job coaches, these students are being trained in fcod
services, electronic assembly, and copy machine operation, among
other obs. Four.of the students have completed the training and are
working full-time, and the other four are in training with their Job
coaches. The project expacts to serve 40 students during the 1985-86
school year.

o international Associarion of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, Wash=
1ng§on, D.C. The Projects With Industry (PWI) Model 1s being used
in this demonstration project which 13 being conducted in Chicago and
Los Angeles. In the combined sites, 127 mildly and modarately handi-
capped youths are involved in the training and employment phases of
the project. In the f,rst 8 months of the project, 35 youths have
been placed in competitive employment earning an average s?lary of
$7,500. The jobs include maintenance, assembly, machine operation,
and utility and warehouse work. :

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

rone.
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I11. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
[Response to GEPA 41/{b)}

None.
Contacts for Further Information
Program Operations: William Halloran, {202) 732-1112

P-ogram Studies : V«lena Pliske, (202) 245-8538
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Chapter 324-1

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF HANDICAPPED RESEARCH
(CFDA No. 84.133)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Rehabilitation Act of 1973, p.L. 93-112, Title II and Sectton
311(a], as amended by P.L. 98-221 (29 U.S.C. 750-762 and 777ala]) (expires
Septamber 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authori ;ation Appropriation
1981 $96,000,000 $29,750,000
1982 35,000,000 28,560,000
1983 35,000,000 31,560,000 1/
1984 36,000,000 39,000,000 2/
1985 40,000,000 39,000,000 Z/

Purposes: To support rehabilitation research and the use of such research
to smprov\: the lives of physically and mentally handicapped persons, es-
pecially the saverely disabled, and to provide for the dissemination of
infcrmation to rehabilitatfon professionals and handicapped persons con-
cerning deveiopments {in rehabilitation procedures, methods, and devices.

Organizatiowm: The research activittes of the National Institute of Hardi-
capped Research (NIHR) are conducted primarily through “center* programs,
each with a core area of {nvestigation. These programs include Research
and Training Canters and Rehabilitation Engineering Centers. Other progranms
include national and international research, demonstrations, and utilization
proje~ts. In FY 1985, NIHR implemented the Innovation Grants Program,
which was authorized in the 1984 amendments to the Rehabilitation Act. This
program provides small grants to, support timely and innovative activities
that increase kniw'edge in the area of disability. In FY 1984, NIHR
established the Zieid-Init{ated Research Program to fund grants in areas not
included in regqularly announced priorities. In FY 1983, it began the Mary E,
Switzer Research Fellowship Program to provide fellowships for scientific
research on solutions to the rehabilitation problems of disabied persons.
NIHR also has the responsibility for promoting coordination and cooperation
among Federal agencies conducting rehabilitation research through an Inter-
agency Committee on Handicapped Research.

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS

 od il s ¥4

LResponse To aePA 41/(a)]

A. Objectives

During FY 1985, the Department's rrincipa’ objectives for this program were
as follows:

o Te establish an Innovatica Grants Program, as authorized in the
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1984 amendments to the Rehabilitation Act;

To develop new regulations implementine the provisiors of 2.L.
98-221 the 1984 amendments to the Rehabilitacion Act:

T3 develop & training prog=~am in rehabiiitation reseaarch;

To initiate a research prog¢ram to further integrate disabled parscns
into the community and to promote their living and working in the
Teast restrictive envirommants;

To understand the cast factors regarding disabilitias and affecting
rehabiiitacion; and

To stimulate private sectcr involvement fn twchnoloqy davelopment.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

Program regulations were «dopted and a competiZion held under the

Innovation Grants Program. NIHR preceived 255 applications and
funded 26. :

Regulations implementing cther amendments to the Act wers proposed
and adopted.

Policy conferences ware heid and a program was developed for funding

1a FY 1986, .

NIHR established a new Rehabilitation R.sea=ch and Training Centar
to support communi.y {ntejration, funded a technical assistanca
contract to assisc community gro:ps, and funded two Research and
Training Centars {n independast iiving,

A planning conference was held and a nusber 6f papers hava been
comwissioned on the cost o/ disabflity and rehadilitation.

NIHR {nitiated a White Hcusa conference to eiccr~age the privates
sector to provide computm software and hirdware applications
for hand{capped persons.

€. Costs and Beme’its

‘rogram Scoge: The nunbers of projects funded in FY 1985 for NIWK's$ major

programs arte shown in the follawing table:
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/’“\ Number Funded
\ Actual tstimate

1983 1984 1685 1986

Research ard Training Centars (RTC:) 31 35 37 37
Rehabilitation Engineeriig Centars (RECs) 16 16 16 )
Res-=rch and Demonstration (R&D) 21 24 25 32
Dissemination and Utilization Projects (U&D}* 10 14 14 18
Field-Initiated Projects (FIP) - 47 56 50
Fellowships i7 17 12 4
Model Spinal Cord Projects 2/ - 17 13 i3
Research Training - - - 3
Innovation - - 26 8

Total = T 133 RES:)

*RL0 and U&D were combined before 1985,

Some 450 studies are under way at any gfven time, and 600 training proorams
ser/ing approximately 6C,000 participants are conducted annually (E-2).

The NIHR appropriation for FY 1985 was $39 million. Of this, approximately

$18 mi11ion was devoted to the RTC program, $7.8 million to the REC program,

$3.4 mi1lion for R&D Projects, $2.7 million for U&D, FIP accounted for $4.9

million, $450,000 went for fellowships, $1.3 million for Innovation grants,
. and $200,000 for related activities.

Rehabilitation Research and Training Centers Program

Of the 37 RTCs funded in FY 1985, 12 are medical rz.abflitation RTCs,
covering such areas as cardiopulmonary disease, spinal cord injury, health
care delivery, special problems of the severely impaired, traumatic brain
fnjury, and neuromuscular dysfunctions. There are 20 vocational rehabili-
tatfon RTCs: 2 on deafness, 1 on psychosocial research, 4 on mental health,
3 on mental retardarion, 2 on aging, 2 on independent 1iving, 1 on blindness,
2 for American Indians, 1 on pedfatric rehabilitation, 1 on rehabilitation
of the disabled persons in the Pacific Basin, ind 1 on cnmmunity integration,

Rehabilitation Engineering Ceaters

Sixteen RECs were funded in FY 1985: (1) to develop innovative methods of
applying advanced medical technology, scientific achfevement, and psychiatric,
psycholcgical, and social knowledge to sclve rehabilitation problems; (2)

to develop systems of technical and engineerinqg information exchange; and
(3) tc improve the distribution of technological devices and equipment to
handicapped persons,

Thesa centers developed, among other things, a multichannel electrical
stimulation system that allows paraplegic patients to stand and walk, and
eye glasses thit protect the macula from irreversible damage from excessive
1ight fellowing optical surgery. They also adaptad industrial robots to
help severely disabled persons at the competitive workplace.

X K
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Discrate Grant Awards

Approximately $3.4 million was abligated fur research through {ndividual
grant swards and contracts. Some individual grant awards wers for research
1n the broad areas of psychological and medical rehabil{tation, sensory
disabiiities, severe bu~ns, and other specific problems. In addition,
about $2.7 million was devoted to research utilization projects which
mainiy offer coordinated dissemination and {nformation services, promote
fnnovations 1n rehabilitstion service programs based on RaD results, and
instill an awareness of change processes (E.3).

Program Effectiveness: The most recent study of the RTC Program was Ccote
m:eta Tn 1380 (E-2). A contract has Just been awarded for an evaluation:
results are due on December 31, 1986.

B. Highlights of Activities

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. NIMR Long-Range Plan, 1980.

2. "Rehabilitation Research and Training Centars--Overview,” 1980, in-house
document, N

3. “Rehabilitation Engfneering Center Program Evaluation: Final Ree
port,” Berkeley Flaaning Associates, Barkeley, Califarnia_ 1372,

ITI. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
ReSponse tG Gera

A new study of the RTCS was funded 1n FY 1985. Seall contracts will be
Tet to evaluats selected activities in FY 1586,

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Wilmer S, Wunt, (202) 732-1137
Betty Jo Berland, (202) 732-1139

Program Studies : James Maxwell, (202) 245-3354

Notes

1. Includes a $1.5 mi11ion supplemental appropriation for the astabl{shment
of two Rehabilitation Research and Training Centers, The awards for these
centers, one for pedfatrics and one for disabled Pacific Basin residents,
were made in FY 1984,

2. This appropriation does not faclude $5 milifon "or the Spinal Cord Injury

Program funded to the Severely Handicapped Individuals Program (Chapter 328)
but administered by NIHR.
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Chapter 32%-1

REHABILITATION SERVICES--BASIC SUPPORT
(CFDA No. 84,126)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislatfon: Rehabilitotion Act of 1973, P.L. 93-112, as amended, Title [,
p"an%'t X ar;a B, except Section 112 (29 U.S.C. 720 et seq.) {expires September
30, 1987).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authsrd zation Appropriationt/
1981 $ 945,000,000 $ 854,259,000
1982 899,000,100 863,040,000
1983 943,900,000 943,900,000
1984 1,037,800,000 1,037,800,000
1985 . 1,117,500,000 1,100,000,000

Purpose: The purpose of this program 1s to provide vocational rehabilita-
tion services to persoans with mental or physical handicaps or both. Persons
with the most sercre disabilities receive services first.

Federal and State funds cover the costs of "a varfety of rehabflitation
services: diagnosis; comprehensiva evaluation; counseling; training; reader
services for the blind; {interpreter servicas for tha deaf; medical and
related services, such as prosthetic and orthopedic devices; transportation
to secure vocational rehabilitation survices; maintenance during rehabfli-
tation; employment placement tools, l{icenses, equ.pment, supplies, and
management services for vending stands or other small businesses for handf-
capped persons; assistance in the construction and establishment of reha-
bilitation facilities; and services to families of handfcapped persons
when such services will contribute substantially to the rehabilitation of
the handicapped. .

Eligibility: States designate one or two agencies (a separate agency for
Diind programs 1s permitted) to administer the program. Physicallv or
mentally disabled individuals are eligible for services if their dis.bili-
ties are a substantial handicap tc employment and if rehabilitation ser-
vices may improve their chances for employment.

Distribution of Funds: Federal funds are distributed to States according
to a rormula based on population weighted by per capita fncome, The sta-
tistical factors for fund allocation are (1) the 2 year average of »r
capita income by State, (2) the total U.S. population, (3) the State popu-
latfon, and (4) the Consumer Price Index.

IT. FY 1985 PROGRA' INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
Lresponse to GtPA 41/(a)]

A, Objectives

During FY 1985, the Department had four goals for this program:
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1. TEGFIEJ_OEM: To increase the placement of disabled persons, particularly
ne seversly disabled, fnto competitive employment:

2. Mansgement Improvement: To improve and maintain effecive management
of Jne vocational .ehabilitation service delivery system:

3. JTransition: To {mprove the transition of students from schosl ta work:
and

4, Comunity-Rased Service Providers: Ts increase the capacity of comm-
n’yfyzﬁik service providers, which includes rehabilitation facilities
and vocational rehabilitation State agencies, to develcp a full range
of high-quality services that halp clients achiave competitive employ-
ment

S. Progress and Accomplishments

]‘E_wm%: In its S4-year history, che vocational rehabilitation program
as served more than 10 aillion persons and has rehabilitated approximately
6 millfon, The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 mancated that priority for ser-
vices be given to the severely disabled. Over recent years, the proportion
of seversly disabled persons rehabilitated by State agencies has increased
significantiy from approximasely 32 percent in 1974 to nearly 60 percent
1n 1985, In 1985 States served about 927,300 active cases and rehabilitated
about 228,900, All State agencies either established or added at least
one praject or practice with tha private sactor as a way of increasing the
numsher o3¢ disablad persons epioywd into remunerative empioyment, The
Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) and The Council of State
Administrators of Vocational Rehabi'ftatfon (CSAVR) compiled a 1isting of
criteria for a statewide placement commftment and developed a description
of a placement unit, RSA initiated action to identify Stata agencies that
are incorporating job development and job placement in performance-based
approaches, Training and 1informational materfals on the Targeted Jobs
Tax Credit (TJTC) program were sade available by RSA to State agencies and
other direct ssrvice providers,

Management Improvement: RSA promoted {ncreased productivity in the Basic
program Dy implementing audit findings that indicated the need for stricter
adherence to elfgibility criteris and case closure standards, RSA distri-
buted training satertals and manuals on standards to State agencies and
concerned arganizations. RSA collected, reviewed, and prepared reports of
monitoring and evaluation unit's activities, which included studying case-
load trends and varfations among States in the outcomes schieved for client..
Studies and reports will so=n be {ssued for *Similar Benef{ts* and for the
use of appropriate standards.

Working witn the Maifonzl Rehabilitation Information Canter, RSA developed
a2 catalog 1indexing and abstracting all instruments and formal processes
used by State Vocational rehabilitation agencies for internal avaluation
and management control, This catalog has been distributed to all State
vacational rehabilitation agencies.
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Transition: Tre purpose of the transition priority is to increase the
capab1iity of t“e rehabilitation community to help handicapped youths
make the transition from secondary or postsecondary school programs to
work. While education and rehabilitation agencies have been providing
services to this target group, RSA has made new efforts to move young
people from school to work more smoothly. An information memorandum
stating the results of a study and work group, an interim policy directive
about changes in the operational definition and coding of iearning disabled
persons, and various reports on transition were prepared and sent to che
field. Technica! assistance to State agencias and Centers for Independent
Living to increase replication of “exemplary® programs fs continuing.

Comsunity Basad Service Providers: This effort is to {improve services
to Fan&%capiia persons, and to strengthen relationships bstween State
vocational rehabiliation agencies and other service providers to bring
about a more cohesive community service-delivery system. This effort
fncludes issuing regulations tc implement new faciiities' provisions,
providing grants that place more emphasis on facility personnel training,
fncreased Rehabilitation Continuing Fd.cation Programs, funding to expand
curricuia to include facility personnel training, recommendations for job
development and job placement in training in rehabilitation facilities,
and a2 training needs assessment guide. A memorandum of understanding
was develo to improve the capability of workshops and estabiish joint
w-rking relationships with the rehabiiitation providers. A model Stat:
factlities plan was developed and issued to Stites as guidance. Facilities'
task fcrces have been established in some regions and Statas.

Costs and Benefits

For FY 1985, only estimates of the number of persons served and rehabilitated
are available, Thesa are presented below., See the 1984 Annual Evaluation
Report for the distribution of the mejor disabling conditio s of persons
rehabilitated in FY 1982, the latest year for whizh cltent d.ta have been

tatulated.

. Active Cases Casas Closed as
Fiscal Year Sarved Rehabilicated
1982 958,537 226,924

1983 938,923 216,231

1984 936,18 225,772

1985 (est.) 927,800 228,500

The Department has funded a new study to determnine which cost and benefit
assumption. will produce more accurate benefit-cost ratios (see [II. 1).

D. Highlights of Activities

Tha program's 1985 goals and objectives will be pursued in 1986. Further
improvement will depend on the outcomes of other planned studies (see [I1).
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E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. fCaseload Statistics, State Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies, Fiscai
Year 1983, Information Memorandum, RSA-IM-84-17," March 25, 1985,
U.S. Departmant of Education, 0ffice of Special Education and Rehabi-
T1tative Servicas, Rehabilitation Services Administration.

2. “Characteristics of Persons Rehabilitated in Fiscal Year 1982. Informa-
tion Memorandum, RSA-IM-35-37,° September 11, 1985, U.S. Department of
Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, Re-
habilitaticn Services Administration.

I1I. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
sponse to 4

The followirg studies are curren.iy blanmd or in prograss:

1. “The Analysis of Banefits and Costs in Vocational Rehadbilitation Pro=
grams® is a study to sssess alternative methods of calculating bene
{1t;cost ratios for the Rehabilitation Services Program, December
985.

2. "The Analysis of State Vocational Rehabilitation Agency Caseload and
Placement Patterns and Trends® is a study to assess trends in caseload
activity and effectiveness of different:- placement practices (to be
completed 1n FY 1987).

3. "The Analysis of State Funding for Rehadbtlitation Services® is a study
of the financial performance of States under the Federal matching
requirement (to be completed by January 1986).

4. A study to contrast the impact of State vocational rehadbilitation agency
agency services to disabled persons with a comparadle group not recatve-
ing services i3 planned to begin 1n FY 198§ with a design phasa.

5. An evaluation of State vocational rehabilitation agency eligibility and
extended evaluation pnc:iqes 1s scheduled to begin 1n April 1986.

6. An evaluation of vocational renabilitation services to the mentally 111
1s scheduled to begin 1n April 1986,

7. A dats vglidity _tudy of the State-Federal vccational rehabilitation
reporting System is >lanned to begin in the third quarter of FY 198s.

Contact:; for Further Information
Program Operatiors: Mark Shoob, (202) 732-1402 )
Program Studies : Arthur S. Kfr-:henbaun, (202) 245.R7%;;

Nate

-« Altnough under a scnarate authorization, amounts for Federal maintenance
of effort are includea nere,
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CLIENT ASSISTANCE RAM (CaP)
(CFCA No. . ..161)

{. PRCGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Rehabilitation Act of 1973, P.L. 93-112, as amended, Title
I, Part B, Section 112 (29 U.S.C. 732} (expires September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1951 1/

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 $3,500,000 ) $2,800,000
1982 3,500,000 942,000
1983 3,500,000 1,734,000
1984 6,000,000 6,000,000
1985 6,300,000 6,300,000

Purpose: To inform and advise clients of all available benefits, as wel)
as the rights and responsibilities associated with those benefits, under
the rehabilitation Act and related Federal and State assistance programs;
to assist clients in their association with projects, programs, and
facilities providing rehabilitation services;  to help clients pursue
Tegal, administrative, and other available remedies when necessary to
ensure the protection ot their rights; and to advise State and other
agencies of problem areas in the delivery of rehabilitation services and
to suggest methods of improving agency performance.

Applicant El.gibility: Grants to States support the Cliont Assistance
Programs (CAPS) which are administered by public or private agencias
designated by Governors. Such agencies must be independent of any agency
that provides services to individuals under the Act unlass the 2jency
designated had, prior to the Rehabilitation Amendments of 1984, served
as a client assistance agency under Section 112 and received Federal
financtial assistance under the Act.

[I. FY 1985 PROGRAM IMENRMATION AND ANALYSIS
[Response to GePA d17(a)]

A. (Objectives
During FY 1985, the Depar.ment's principal objectives were as *ullows:

0 To implement this new mandatory formula grant program through the
development of program regula’ior: and a graat-reporting system:

o To process and award grants so that a CAP woauld be in effect in every
State by Octovoer 1, 1985; and

o To complete a .ngressionally mandated evaluation of the CAP,
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B. Progress and Acconplishments

0  The Department awarded grants totaling $6 million te the 50 States,
the District of Columbia, and the 6 territories.

0 The Department completed :he first phase of the CAP aviluation, which
included the development of evaluation standards and instrumentation.

L. Costs and Benafits

Program Scope: The first forwula grants for CAP were awarded in Septenber
3 Jata on tie number of persons served and the benefits received are

not yet avaflable.

Progrim Effectiveness:

No information is available.
D. Highlights of Activitiss

None.
E. Supporting Studies and Analyses
None.

I1f. INFORMATION ON STUDY COHTRACTS
Response to &

An evaluation of this program, as required by statute, heqan in lats
September 1984 and was to be submitted to Cungrass by Fabruary 1, 1936,

Contacts for Further Information
Program Operations: Robert Davis, (202) 732-1297
Program Studies : Barbara Coates, (202) 245.8281

Note

1. The Rehabilitation Amendments of 1984, P.L. 98-221, charged the fund-
ing basis of the CAP from a discretionary project basis to a manda-
tory formula grant. Ffunding figures prior ta FY 1984 pertain to
competitive project grants,




DISCRETIONARY PROJECT GRANTS FOR
TRAINING REHABILITATION PERSONNEL
{CFDA Mo. 84.129)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Rehabilitation Act =7 1973, P.L. 93-112, as ameaded, Titie
Ifi. Part 4, Section 304{a) (20 1.S.C. 774} {(expires September 30,
1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Aporopriation
1981 $45,000,000 v $21,675,000
1982 25,500,000 19,200,000
1983 25,500,000 19,200,000
1984 22,100,000 22,000,000
1985 <7,00n,000 22,000,000

Purgose: To support projects to tncrease the numbers and improve the
3 s of personnel trained in providing vocational rehabilitation ser-
vices to handicapped people.

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
TResponse to GEPA 417/{a)]

A. Objectives

o To improve the level of skills among and increase the numbers of
trained personnel in skill areas whe ‘e there are shortages
of rehabilitation personnel;

o To support the training of rehabiiitation workers in acquiring and
improving job development and job placement skills; and

o To improve, through training and communication of standards, the
management of rehabilitation programs.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

0 Facilitated the emergence of new rehabilitation prnfessionals who
trained han:icapped persons to live independently, to develop jeo
skills, ard to seek ard maintain empioyment;

o DNeveloped postemployment training guidelines for community servics

providers to implement transitional wark programs for sevarely nandi-
capped adults; and
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o Developed program evalcation techniques, & case review Syzfem, &ndg %
clearinghouse for the management and disseminaticn of rehabilitatian
training materials and approaches.

.Co Costs and Benefits

Traiiness Served: A total 13,580 trainees were szrved under 329 project
grants in FY 1985. Costs by type of training (ses E.1)} are shown in
this table:

Average Federal

Number of . Tatal Grant Cost per
Trainees Type of Training Amounts Trainee
3,175 Long-term $16,553,000 $5,213
1,925 Continuing education 2,200,000 1,143
8,400 Inservice 2,800,000 333

80 Experimental 447,000 5,587

Program Scope: Progras serves ail skills and professions relating to
vocational rehabilitation of the handicapped,

T of Benefits Pravided: This program is used for 2 wida variery of
Eragrﬂng Tnciuding Jong-term training in established professional rehadil-
itation fields; inservice train g and continuing education; and experi-
mental or innovative training projects.

Program Effectiveness: Third-party validation of the overall program was
not completed. Each training project has : self-evaluation or third-party
evaluation component.

D. Wighlights of Activitias

To meet the legislative mandate to allocate training fuads on the Nasis
of documented rehabilitation sersonnal neede, 3 contractor i3 working %o
provide these data early in 1986.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. "Analysis of Grantee Applicaticns,” Rehabilitation Sarvices Adminig.
tration, 1987.
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[11. [INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
[Response tao GEPA 4l/(t |

A contract is in progress to study the effactiveness of the arsgram and
to provide a basis for allocations according to dogumented skiiis aefi.
ciencies and rehabilitation personnel needs.

Contacts for Further Information

“rogram Operations:. Nelgres Watkins, (202) 732-1332
Program Studies : Barbara Coates, {202) 243-8281

e A
o
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GRANTS FOR VOCATINNAL REHABILITATIGN OF SEVERELY
HANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS [CFDA No. 84,128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: The Rehabilitation Act of 1973, P.L. 93-112, as amended,
itle !,)Part C, Section 311(a)(1) (29 u.S.C. 777a) (expires September
30, 1986).

- Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authori zation Appronriation
1981 Indefinite $ 9,765,000
1982 $12,210,000 1/ 8,846,000
1983 . 12,210,000 T, 9,252,000
1984 12,190,000 1/ 6,235,000 2/
198§ 13,600,000 9,635,000 Z/

Purpose: To support demonstration projects that develop 1{innovative
mEEoE and comprehensive service programs to help severely handicapped
parsons achieve satisfactory vocational adjustments.

Eligibility: Pudlic or private, noaprofit agencies and orjaaizations are
el1g7bTe to compete for grant awards.

[t. FY 1985 PROCRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
Response to -”

A.  Objective

For FY 1985, the Department's principal objective was to infsiate
supported work projects to enable saverely handicapped persons, for
wham competitive employment is unlikely, to perform in a work satting
with ongoing support. .

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o Among the 24 continuation projects funded, the methads include using
computars for rehabilitation and training; coordinating community-
based vocational programs for severely disadbled persons; assisting
persons i1 the transition from school or institution to work; and
providing prevocational, micrographics, aad Tife skills training, or
pre-, post-, and transitional-employment support services,

C. Costs and Beneffts_

Costs and Cifents Served: The new FY 1986 projects will serve an esti-
mated 45,000 client®. All funds for 10 new projects were uysed for sup-
ported work in 1985. 1(n addition, the Administration on Developmental

144 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




328-2

Disabilities in the Department of ‘ealth and Human Services transferred
€500,000 to the Nepartment of Education for its initiative.

Program €zope: Thirty-four new and contincing demonstration projects
address .icational rehabilitation needs of persons with the follgowing
disabilities: cerebral palsy, wental retardation, mental illness, spi-
nal cord injury, arthrogryposis, muscular dystrophy, blindness and other
visual impairments, deafness and other heiring impairments, head trauma,
iearning disabilities, and multiple severe disabflities. Projects alsc
coordinate existing services to more effectively reach target groups,
and conduct outreach and support activities for persons who are not yet
receiving rehabilitation services.

Program Effectiveness: According to program office data, successtul
project methods and techniques are frequently incorporated into State
vocational rehabilitation agency programs, sustained with formula grant
and non-Federal dollars, and wused in part or throughout a State,

Also according to prog=am data, a substantial number of persons with
different severe disabilities have benefited from vocational rehabili-
tation and placement services.

N. Highlights of Activities

None.

t. Supporting Studies and Analyses

An eval-ation of the Special Demonstration Projects for the Severaly
Disabled is due on November 30, 1986, and a contract was awarded to
Hzroid wussell Associates on May 22, 1985. The contractor has drafted
eraluation standdrds and the instrument for data collection,

TIi. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to

No studies related to this program are in praogress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Opera.fons: Roseann R, Rafferty, (202) 732-1349

Program Studies : Barbara Cnates, (202) 245.8281

Notes

1. T.tal authorizatfon for Sections 310, 311, 312, 3i4, ang 315
combined,

2. Noes not include $5 million fcr the Spinal Cord Injury program
transferrad to the National Institute of Handicapped Research or
$950,000 for the Migratory Worker projects.
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{hapter 3131

SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR INITIATING RECREATION PROSAAMS F9
HANDICAPPET [NisIVIDUALS
(CFDA Ne. 84,128)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Rehabilftation Act of 1973, P,L. 93-112, as amended, Titia
!!?, Saction 316 (29 U.5.C. 777) (expires September 30, 1985).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Aopropriation
1981 Indefinite $2,000,000
1982 $2,G60¢ Y00 1,884,000
1983 2,000,000 2,000,000
1984 2,636,000 2,000,000
1985 - 2,100,000 2,100,000

Purpose: To establish or initiate procrams of r.crestional activities for
handicapped persons, with special emphasis on in¢reasing rec/eational ser-
vices for handicapped clients servid by State -vc:ational rehabi]itatica
agencies. The diverse recreational activities carried out within Zhese
projects are interded to contribute to the rehabilitation, mobility,
and socialization of handicapped pecale.

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AMD ANALYSIS
Response to GEPA 317.4)4

A. Objectives

During FY 1985, the Ocpartment's principal otjectives for this programs
were as follows:

o To fund recreation projects that will increase the mobility
and socfalization of handicapped gersons and

0 To promote the development or improvement of phstcal fitness and
lefsure time programs for mentally and physically handicapped persons.

B. Progress and Accomplishmente

0 Projects addressed mobility and 3octalization through f 4oor and cut-
door lTeisure activities such as sports and arts and crafts,

6 Therapeutic and physical development activities included fitness work-
shops, swimming, and camping.

C. Costs and Benefits

In FY 1985, an estimated 16,500 handicapped persons were served by the
30 projects funded. No information about project &ffectiveness is avail-
able.

~ag
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0. Highlights of Activities

None,

E. Supperting Studies and Analyses

None

III. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
Response to 4

No studies are underway.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Frank S. faracciolo, (202) 732-1340

Program Studies : Barbara Coates, {202) 245-8281

I

I
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Chapter 3203

REHABILITATION SERVICES--SPECIAL PROJECTS FUR NANNICARPED
MIGRATORY AN, SEASONAL FARM WNRKERS (CFDA No. 34.129;

L.

PROGRAM PROF ILE

Legislation: Renalilitation Act of 1973, Section 312, P.L. 931132, a3 amendayd
Z;é UsScve 7770) (expires September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 19711
; Fiscal Yar Authordzation Appropriation
1981 indefinite $1,325,000
1982 $12,210,000 1/ 951,000
1983 12,210,000 T/ 951,0C0
1984 12,900,000 T/ 950,rnQ
1985 13,60c,000 T/ 950,100

Purpose: To provide vocational iehabilitation services tc handicapped
migratory or seasona| farm workers tu help them acquire new work skills and
thereby becoe qualiffed (1) to obtzin employment in other armas, or {2) to
“setile out" (obratn permanent employment) and leave the migrant stream: or
0 provide treatsent .recassary for the client to continue a2 a migratary or
seasondl farm worker, State rehabilitation agencies or Tocn! agencies admin-
istering 2 vocitional rehabilitation program under written igreements with
State agencies are the eligidle grantees. Eligible beneficiaries consist
of physically or mentally handicapped migrant or seasonal farm workers.

Family members may also recefve scrvices necessary for the rehabilitation
of the handicapped migrant.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATICN AND ANALYSIS
esponse to. 4l/(a

A. Objective

During FY 1985, the Jepartment’'s principal objective for this program
was to process applications and award new and continuation grants for
comprehensive vocational rehabilitation services ta handicapped migrant
workers.

8. Progress s1d Accomplishments

The Nepartment awarded new grants ta four projerts in four Statss and cone
tinuation grants to seven projects in saven States.

C. Costs and Benxfits
Program Scope: Ten State rehabilitation agencies and one agency far the

biind are grantees for 11 FY 1935 projects, and they will serve approximataly
3,000 migrant workers. The cost for each of t:ese projccts ranges from
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$77,000 to $1C0,000. Services {included a heavy emphasis on outreach, bi.
1inqual counseling, ohysical/mental restoration, prevecational adjustment,
vocational training, and job placement. Beczuse of the high rate of c¢lient
mobility and thefr remote rural employment, agencie- cannot always corplete
the entire rehabilitation proceass or provide vocatiunal rehabilitation ser-
vices fn the tradftiona! manner.

Program Effectiveness: No new {nformatiorn is available, but an evaluation

ot the program was bequn fn FY 1985 and results will be available in FY 1986,

D. Highlights of Activities

In FY 1985, the Department cosponsored a national policy meeting on the
special education needs of handfcapped migrant students. At this meeting,
conducted through the Education Commission of the States' Interstate Migrant
Education Council, the participants considered issues such as awareness, Com-
pliance, identification and placement, assessment and dfagnosis, instructional
materials, interagency cooperation, data collection, information sharing and
use of the Migrant Student Record Transfe- System. (E. 2.)

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Annual Evaluation Reports, Fiscal Year 1983. Office of Planning, Budgat,
and Evaluation, Wasnington, N.C., 1984.

2. National Policy Workshop on Special Education Needs of Migrant Hand{capped

Students, Proceedings Report, Interstate Migrant tducation councii, oan
Antonio, lexas, 1584.

II1. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
LResponse to GEPA

An evaluation of the program by E.H. Whita and Co. was begun in FY 1985, The
period of performance is July 1985 through October 1986. The evaiuation has
two components: (1) an assessment of projects and their service delivery sys-
tems and (2) a description of the condition of currently sarved and currently
unserved byt eligible recir’ -nts of servicec.

Contacts fo- Further Information

Program Operations: Crank Caraccinlo, (202) 732-134C
Pragram Studies : James English, (202) 245-3401

Note

1. This figure is the overail amount authorized for Sections 311, 312, 1314,
and 315, The amount for Section 312 fs $5S million,
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Chapter 3311
HELEN XELLER NATIONAL CENTER FOR DEAF-BLIND YCUTHS AND ADULTS
(CFDA No. 84.128)
I. PROGRAM PROFILE
vrgislation: The Rehabilitation Amendments of 1984, P,L. 98-221, Title I
(}hl:n Kellar Natfonal Center Act) (29 U.S.C. 1901) (expiras September 30,
1986).

Furuing Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authori2ation Approoriation
1981 Indefinite $3,200,000
1982 $3,500,n00 3,137,000
1983 3,506,000 3,500,000
1984 4,000,000 4,000,000
1988 4,200,000 4,200,009

Purpose: To provide comprehensive services for deaf-blind youths and

uits, to train personnel to wo~k with deaf-blind persons, and to conduct
relevant resedrch. The Canter has one primary facility at Sands Paint,
Mew York. In addition, a network of 10 ragional! offices refers deaf-dblind
persons to the Center from all 50 states.

‘1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYR!:
"response to all(a

A, Objectives

During FY 1985, the Department’s principal objectives for this program
were as Yo0llows: .

o0 To improve rehabilitatiun services to deaf-blind and multihancicapped
deaf-biind persons and

0 To foster research and development activities that Improve the social
and economic aspects of lif2 for deaf-blind persons.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

The National Training Team and the Affiliation Network System were further
developed tn strengthen local services to deaf-blind persons. One new
regional office a.d 15 auiftional agencies were added to the network
system, In addition, the Center has increased the number of staff serving
multihandicapped persons, partizularly rubella victims., The Center also
has entered into agreements with the Mississippi State University Research
and Training Center and the University of California Research and Training
Center for needed research on multihandicapped persons.
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331-.2
C. Cost. and Benefits

Program Scope: During FY {73, the Center served 207 trainees . its main
Taciiity and p.ovided referr.i» and counseling to another 1,253 deaf-blind
persons through its regfonal of*ices (see E.).

Program Effectiveness: The Department 1is conducting an evaluation of the
program, The report will be issued in Febru -+ 1986.

D. Hignlights cf Activities

None. -
E. Supoorting Studfes and Analyses

1. FY 1995 Annual Report of the Helen Keller National Cente .

III. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
Resporn.ie to PA

An rnnu~l evaluation is in progress; a report will be issued in Feb, ary
168+,

Lfantacts for Further Information

Program Nperations: Robert Wernar, (202) 732-1314
Program Studies : El{zabeth Farquhar, (202) 245.7377
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- - Chapter 332.1

REHABILITATION SERVICES--PROJECTS WITH INDUSTRY
(CFDA No. 84.128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiation: Rehabiiftation Act of 1973, P.L. 93-112 as amendad, Titl=~ VI,
Part B, Section 621 (29 U.S.C. 795g) (expires September 33, 1986).

Funding Since 1981 N
Year Authori zation Appropriation
1981 Indefinite $ 5,250,000
1982 $ 8,000,000 7,510,000
1983 £,000,000 13,000,000 Y
1984 13,000,000 13,000,000
198§ 14,400,000 14,400,000

Purpose: (1) To provide handicapped persons with training and work expe-
riences 1n & realistic wor . setting in order to prepare them for employment
in the competftive market; (2) to provide handicapped persons with sup-
portive sarvices in ordar to permit them to continue in the employment for

" which they have leen trained; and (3) ts expand Job opportunities for
handfcapped persons by providing placement services, jot development and

= modification, al aids, appliances, or work-site modifications thac
will perwit employment of handicapped persons.

! Eligibility: Any public or private, for profit or nonprofit agency or or-
, ganization anle to provide trainine or ewlicyment for handicapped persons,
including private corporations, rehabilitatis. facilities. rehabilitation
associations, educational in- -f*ytions, labor unions, trade associations,
foundations, and State vocat .sal rehadil{itation agencies,

I1. FY 1585 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
esponse to a

A. Objectiva

During FY 1985, the Department's princlpal objective for th’- program was
to provide an incrensing number of hand!-asped persons with training and
on-Che-job experfonce 1in realistic work settings to prepare them for
emplomment in the competitive labor mirket.

B. Progress and Accompl{shrints

It 1s estimated that approximately 14,500 dfsabled persons, mostly saverely

disabled, will recaive services, and approximately 12,100 of Zhem will be

placed in jobs in the compctitive labor market at salaries compa able to "
those patd non-disabled employees.

o,
o
CO

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




C. Cc. 35 and Benefits

Program Sccpe: In FY 1985, 98 Projects With Industry programs were supported
to train and place in employment more than 12,100 handicapped persons, who
are expected to earn salaries commensurate to salaries paid to non-handi-
capped employees,

Proyram Effsctivensss:  There is no new informaticn on program effectiveness
lsea)EE FY 1383 Ainval Evaluation Report for the latest information avail-
able).

0. Highiignts of Activities

Any program ‘mprovement ind legislative recommendations will fo'low the
receipt of the Naticnal Evaluacion Study.

E. Supporting Studfes and Analyses
1. Assessment of the Projects With Industry Program, Advanced Technology,

Inc., McLezn, Virginia, and Policy Studies Associates, Inc., Washington,
D.C., 1983.

[II. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
sponse TG GEP

A congressionally mandated evaluation aof this program was started in FY
1985; a f'inal report is due ta Congress in February 1986,

Contacts for Further Information

Proyram Operatfons: Arthu~ Cox, (202) 7.2-1333
Program Studies : Arthur Kirschenbaum, (202) 245-8307

Note

1. The $8 millfon regular aporopriation in FY 1983 was supplemented by a
one-time supplementa: appropriation of $5 miliion under the Jobs Ril1l,
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Chapter 333-1

CENTERS FOR INDEPENDENT LIVING
(CFDA No. 84.132)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Leqislation: Retabflitation Ace of 1973, Title VII, Part B, Section 711,
P E 93-112, as amended by P.L. 93-516, 94-230 and 9735 and 98-221, Title

YII, Part B of P.L. 95-502 (29 '.S.C. 796e) (expires Septemoer 30, 1986,

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropristion
1981 $200,300,000 1 $18,000,000
1982 19,400,000 Z/ 17,280,000
1983 19,900,000 Z/ 19,400,000
1984 21,000,000 Z,f 19,401,000
1985 22,000,000 22,000,000/

Purpose: To provide independent living services to saverely handicapped
Tndividuals to halp them to function more independently in family and
community settings or to secura and maintain appropriate employment.

Eligidility: The principal eligible applicant 1is the Stata vocational
ﬁ%ﬁ. Titztion agency; however, if a State agency fails to apply for a
grant within 6 months after grants are avatlable, any local public
or private, nocnprofit agency within the State may apply directly.

The Rehabilitation Amendments of 1984 (P.L. 96-221) mandate that current
grantees be funded through September 30, 1986.

I1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
ponse to GtPA 4l7(a

A. Objectives

During FY 1985, the Department's principal objectives for this piogram
ware as follows:

o To provide noncompeting discretionary grants tn operate existing Cen-
ters for Independent Living--facilities offering a comdination of
rehabil{itation services to enable saverely disabled persons to live
more {- _pendently in faxily or comminity settings or to securaz and
maintain ewployment.

o To promote tha substantial involvement of disakled perscns in palicy
direction and management of established centars and w0 promote the
employment of Jdisabled persons in the centers.

Woncaneo
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o To competitively awaid new grants <o renters to expand independent

1iving services to disability groups nci currently being assisted or
to orovide independent living services for severely disabled perscns
in “ransition from school or institution to rommunity living, or,

where appropriate, employment.
8. Progress and Accomplishments

o Supported these 76 cuirent noncompeting grintees:

-45 State general vocational rehabilitation agencies {including &
joint projects with State vocational rehabilization agencies for

the blind),
-22 local nouprofit organizations, and
-9 State vocational rehabilitation agencies for 2 blind.

o Funded the operation of 160 existing centers, .roviding servicas to
an estimated 30,000 severely dis.bled nersc .

o Staffea centers with more than 40 percen .1bled ner-ons, according
to previous data.

o Competitively awarded approximately $1.87 millien to 39 successful
applicants a% an average of slightly less than $50,U00 each to expand
sarvices to additional aroups of severc’, disabled persons or to pro-
vide transi:ions.] services for persons ieaving school or institutions.

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Effectiveness

Section 711 mandates thac the program be evaluated and that evaluation
standards be daveloped and published. Acrordingly, the Department awarded
a contract of $335,790 in FY 1984 to Berkeley Planning Associates for two

purposes.
1. To develop the mandated standards for evaluation and
2. To use the standards 1s a basis for mandated evaluation of the program.

The repor~t was due to Congress in February 1986.

D. Highlights of Activities

No new information.

E. Supporting Studies and Anaiyses

N. new information.
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IIt. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
asponse 5o CZPA 41/(D

The study cited tn I1.C. 1s in progress.

fontacts for Further Information -

Program Operations: Robert Jones, (202) 732-1345
Program Studies : Valena Plisko, (202) 245-8638
Noteg

1. Authorization for Parts A, B, and C.

2. Authorization for Part P only.

3. Appropriation was $27 sillion; $5 militon went to Part A, funded for
the first time, and $22 miilion to Part B,

Ay
-
-
e
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Chapter 334-1

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION SERVILE PROJECTS FCR
HANDICAPPED AMERICAN INDIANS (CFDA 84, 128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legis.ation: Rehabilitation Act of 1373 as amendeg, Tills Io Seetion 103
.3.C 750) (expires September 3u, 1986),

Funding Since 1983

Fiscal Year Authorization Aopropriation
1983 Indefinite $ 650,000
1984 Indefinite 715,000
1985 Indefinite 1,430,000

Purpose: To provide vocational rehabilitation services to handicappea
Rmerican Indians who live on Federal or State reservations to prepare
them for suitable employment.

[1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
LResponse to GEPA 417{a)]

Qbjactive

For FY 1985, the Department's principal objective was to increase participa-
tion in this program by means of a new grants competition.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

Under the grants competition, six applications were received frw qualified
Indian groups, and three awards were made. In additfon t¢ extending
participation of the Navajo Vocational Rehabilitation Program (the only
participant in FY 1984), the Department made new awards to the Yakima
Tribal Council and the Chippewa Cree Business Committee.

C. Cdst and Benefits

Program Scope: During FY 1985, the three grantees provided vocatianal
renabiiitation services to an estimated 750 Indians.

Program Effectiveness: No information is availatle, pending completion of
an evaluation initiated in May of 1985.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

None,
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{II. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS

LKesponse to GePA 41/(bj}]

In May 1985, an award of $39,500 was made to Support Services Inc.
of Washington, N.C. for an evaluation of the Handicapped Amer~ican Indian
Vocation Rehabilitation Program. The study is scheduled to be completed in

December 1986.

Contacts for Further Inforration

Program Operations: Frank S. Caracciolo, {202) 732-1240
Program Studies : Robd Barnes' (202) 472-5192

_g °
Lot
vE,
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Chapter 401-1

‘ YOCATIONAL EDUCATION--BASIC GRANTS TO STATES
e (CFDA No. 84.048)

1. PROGRAM PKOFILE

Legislation: Carl O. Perkins Vocaifonal Education Act of 1984, P.L, 98-524,
ngle IT, Part A {U.S.C. 2331-2334, 98 Stat. 2450-2454) and Title [I, Part
B (20 U.S.C. 2341-42, 98 Stat. 2455-57) (expires September 30, 1989).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation 1/

1981 $1,325,00G,000 $612,082,728
1982 735,000,000 2/ 567,736,548
1983 735,000,000 %/ 657,902,898
1984 735,000,000 2/ 666,628,758
1985 853,300,000 7/ 777,633,829 3/

Purpose: To help States expand and improve vocationsl education programs
and ensurs equal opportunity in vocational education tu traditionally under-
served populations,

Eligibility: States and Territories become eligible for formula grants by

- esi%El’;sE’fng a State Board for Vocattonal Education, a State Occupational
Information Coordinating Committee, and a State Counctl on Vocatfonal Educa-
tion, They must alsc develop a 3-year State Plan, with specified review
procedures and assurances. This program is forward-funded,

Aszistince to States: Each State and Ovilying Territory may reserva up to 7
percent of 1ts Basic Grant allocation for State administration. Part of
these administrative funds are to be used to satisfy the requirement that
each State devote at least $60,000 of its Basic Grant funds to support the
activities of 2 full-time sex equity coordinator. Of the remaining funds, 57
percent is to be allocated for Part A, Vocational Education Opportunities,
as follows: 10 percent for serving handicapped students, 22 percent for dis-
advantaged students, 12 percent for adult training and retraining, 8.5 percent
for single parents and homemakers, 3.5 percent for programs to eliminate sex
bfas and stereotyping, and 1 percent for serving criminal oft'enders in cor-
rectional institutions.

The remaining 43 percent i{s earmarked for Part 8, Vocational Education
Improvement, [nnovation, and Expansion activitiec. Part 3 funds may by usad
for any of 24 specified purposes, including new or =xpanded orograms, career
counseling and guidance, acquisttion of equipment, renovation of facilities,
and staff development. For career guidance and counseling, each State must
expend at least the amount it expended in program year 1984, and some Part 8
money must be used for curriculum development and inservice and preservice
teacher tratining. Part B money must be used only for program {mprovement,
innovation, and expansion.
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II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORM.TION AND ANALYSIS
Kesponse to GkPa 41/{3) ]

A. Objectives
¢ To prepare and publish new reagulations;
o To assist States in developing new State Plams: znd

o To review and approve State Plans.

8. Progress and Azcampl 1 shments

0 New regulations were publfished in the Fedaral Regqister on August 1§,
1985,

0 Regional workshops were held for State staff to help them prepare new
State Plans,

0 An electronic mail systex was established to speed comunication to
and from States.

C. Costs and Genefits

Some of the new Perkins Act Basic Grant programs and requirements are different
from those funded under the antecedent Vocational Education Act. One critie
cism of the expired Basic Grant Program had bDeen thai, although a numbar of
pricrity arcas were {dentified 1 the legislation, Statas frequently used
funds for “ainterance of regular vocational programs. The Ferkins Ast pra-
cludes doing this except in cases in which & program, by its nature, improves
vocational education. Because the program {is new, {nformation about {ts
implementation {s not yet available,

Program &oa

Enroliment Estimates: Vocational Education Data System (VEDS) data for 1982-

R mo year for which such data are avafladle, indicate that
there were some 12.9 million enroliments in b:sic Grant progrars {ncluded
under vocational education State Plans.4/ (These data and the expenditure
data discussed later exclude those for Conc aer and Homemaking praograms,
which are discussad separately {n Chapter 402).

The VEDS data alsc {ndicate that some 5.9 millior enrollments (45 percent of
State Plan-reportad enroliments) were in occupationally specific programs.
Of the total 12.9 million enrol lments, 55 percent were & the secondary ;avel
and the remainder were postsecondary and adult. In addition, the 1982-83
VEDS data Indicate that approximately 531,377 handicapped persons, 1,113,112
disadvantaged perscns, and 127,959 persons with 1imitad English proficiency
were served fn these Basic Grant procrams {E.l).

Expenditures: Financial data from States' Financial Status Reports have heen
aggrega for program year 1981-82. (Because the Perkins Act pragrams are
S0 recent, the data hers reflect programs under Sections 110, 120, 130, 140,
and 102(dY of the previcus legislation). These data indicata that the States
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401-3

expended some $67% million in basic grants, program improvement and s ipportive
services, special programs for the disadvantaged, and State planning program
funds. These expenditures were matched by more than $6.8 billion fn State and
local outlays., Anproximately 79 percent of the Federal money was used for
vocational progran;; State and local administration consumed another ¢
percent. The other activitfes that accounted for more than 1 percent of
the expenditures were cooperative education (3.5 percent), construction (2.5
farcent), work-study (1.5 percent), and industrial arts (1.2 percent) (E.2).

Of the 1981-82 expenditures, $379 miliion of the Fedaral share went to pragrams
for handicap).~d or disadvantaged persons, students with limited English profi-
ciency, and postsecondary and adult vocational education. The State match
for tnese programs was approximataly $3.8 billfon. Almost 46 percent
of that $379 million was used for postsecondary and adult vocational education
programs. Ancther 33.3 percent weat tc programs for the dfsadva~taged, 18.7
percent to programs for the handicapped, and approximately 2 percent for stu-
dents with 1imited English proficiency (E.2).

Progrmm Effectiveness

The new Rasic Grants programs .cs very different from those fun.ad under the
antecedent Vocational Education Act. Therefore, it {. premature to address
effactiveness under the Perkins Act.

0. Highlights of Activities

Fifty-three State and Territory Plans for the Perking Act were submitted and
apprcved,

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Reports from Yocational Data Education System (VEDS), U.S. Department of
Education, Mational Center for Educatiun Statistics.

&, Vocational Education Report by the Secretary of fdu-ation tc the Congress:
[ 19

IIT. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to 7

A study of the {mplementation of the Perkins Act is in progress. The fi~st
report, due fn the summer of 1986, will provide information adbout how nine
States develaped plans and processes to administer the Act.

The Department continued efforts to fmprove the data collection system for
vocational education. )

®lans for the National Assessment of Vocational Education mandated in the
Parkins Act will he available in late FY 1986.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operatfons: Leroy Cornselsen, (202) 732-2441

Program Studies : Dorothy Shuler, (222) 245-8352
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3.

4.

4014

Notes

1

These amounts include funds apportioned to the States each year yider the |
Smith-Hughes Act’s permanent authorization. For fiscal years 1981 through |
1984, the amounts represent funds for basic grants, program impravement, |
and supportive services under P.L. ©4-482., For FY 1985, the amounts

represent the basic grant under P.L. '18.542,

The Omnfbus B :get Reconcilfation Act of 1981 authorized $735 millfon for
the Vocation 1 Education Act of 1963, but did not break out authorization
by program. Jor FY 1385, the Perkins Act authorized $C35.3 willfon for
Titles I (other than Sectfom 112), II, a.4 IV (other than Part E). The
Basic Grant authorization 1s not further broken down. However, set-asides
for special populations are specified for distribution of Title °I, Pa=t
A funds, as describad in the text.

Figures 11stad are those appropriated for the Basic Grant., 9f thess, 57
percent are earmarked for the purposes of Part A of the Perkins Act.

Early 1n 1983, the Department suspended collectfon of VENS data hecause
of continuing problems with the System. Because the Perkins Ac” mandates
the cperz.ion of a vocational educatfon data system, the Department i{s
developing a system to take the place of VEDS. Until that system is
operational, current data on enroliments’ in the Basic Grants Program
will it be availalle,

16
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Chapter 402-1

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION--SPECIAL PROGRAM- CONSUMER ANG HOMEMAKER EDUCATION
(CFDA No. +.049)

- 1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Leatslation: The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984, Title
Hi, Part 8, P.L. 90-524 (20 U.S.C. 2361-2363; 98 Stat. 24358-2459) (expires

September 30, 1989).
Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 $ 80,000,000 $ 30,347,000
1982 Unspecified %/ 29,133,000
1983 Unspecified T/ 31,533,000
1984 Unspecified 1/ 31,633,000
1985 32,000,000 31,633,000

Pug_eose: To assist States by providing Federal funds fer programs and
services in cinsumer and homemzker education.

Eiigibility: States become eligible for formula grarts by establishing
3 State Board for Vocational Education, 3 State Orcupational Information
Coordinating Comwittee, a State Council on Vocational Education, and a
3-year State Plan, with specified review procedures and assurances. This
is a forward-funded program.

11. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORWATION AND ANALYSIS
sponse to 41/

A. Objectives

For FY 1985, the Departmen:‘s principal objectives were to encourage
States ‘as follows:

o To revise program offerings in consumer and “nmemakar education in
secondary schools . light of recent national education reports,

o fo engage educators and business and 1industry reprasentatives in
jointly designing and updating curriculum, and

o To promote sex equity and to increase participation 1 aconomically
depressed areas.

8. Progress and Accriiplishments

o States have launched, in response to national education studies,
curriculum initiatives, including, Life Management Skil.3 (Florida),
Cumuter Assisted Consumer and Homemaking £ducatfon Programs (Michigan),
a. . vonsumer and Homemaking Interrelativeness of Home and Work {Onic).
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a All Statas and Territories are of fertng consumer and homemaxing aduca-
tion programs accessibie to all populations.

C. Costs and Beneiits
Program Scope: ‘gproximately one-fourth of vocational coursework in hign
school { %E

3 taken in consumer and homemaking, according to data frua the
Department's High School and Beyod study.

Program Effectiveness: No new information (see FY 1984 Annual Esaluation
Report 7or latest information).

D. Highlights of Activities

None.
E. Supporting Studies and Analyszs

1. "State Annual Acrcuntadliity Reports for Vocational Education®, 01+-
s sn of VYocational Education Services, Office of Vocational and Adult
Education, U.S. Depariment of Education, Washington, D.C,

2. "Research and Curr!cilum Projects by Srate Departoents of Cducation,
19832-84"%, Vocationai Home Economics Education, Division of Vocational
Education Services, Office of Vocatiomal and Aduilt Education, U.3.
Department of Education, Washingten, veCe

111. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
esponse to )

A study of the implementation of the Perkins Act is in progress wiich
#111 include :nformation on consumer and humemaker prcirams,

States ani universities are conducting i2search in cooperation wi.h
professional organfzations and the private sector.

Contacts for Further Information

Proy, am Operations: Bertha 6. King, (202) 732-2821

Program Studies : Rob Birnes, {202) 472-5192

Note

1. The Omaibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 authorized $735 milliun

for the Vocational Education Ar¢ but did not break out authorization
by individual pregram, :
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Chaptur 407

VOCATIUNAL ERUCATION-QTHER SPECIAL PROGRAMS
(No CFDA Number)

I. PROGRAM PROFi:E

-

Legislation: The Carl D. Pekins Vocational Education Act (P.L. 98-524) Titie
11?, Parts A-E (20 #.S.C. 2351-2393; 7¢ stat. 2457-2465) (expires September
30, 1989).

Funding sinca 1935

Fiscai Year Authorization 1/ Appropriation
{all rrograms
a'tcept Part B)

1985 $ 71,000,000 c

Purposa: To provide financial assistance to States for vocationai education
supgyort programs by community-based organizations under Part A; adult train-
ing, retraining and emplioyment developient under Part C; comprehensive
career guidance and counsealing programs under Part D; and !ndustry-education
partnership for training in nigh-technology occupations under Part E.

Eligibility: States may receive funds by including information and :ssurances
required under the Act in State plans or amendments.

II. FY 1985 PRNOGRAM YNFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
[Response to GEPA 417(a)]

This {s & new program. No funds were appropriated for Title III in FY 1985
othar than those earmarked for Part B, Consumer and Homemaker Education
drogram, This prcgram has been funded as 3 separate line {tem for many
years and 1s described in Chapter 402.

Ili. }NFORMAT[QN ON STUDY- CONTRACTS
esponss to &

Nc studies related to this program are in prugrass.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Leroy Cornelson, (202) 732-244}

Program Studies : Dorothy Shuler, (202} 245-3364

Note
1. P.L. 98-524 authorized the following amounts for Parts A-f of Tigie ({1
during FY 1983:

part A-$15,000,000
Part C-$35,000,000
Part 0-$ 1,000,000
part E-§20,000,000

1606
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Chanter 40441

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION--RESEARCH AND OCCUPATIONAL [NFCRMATION
{CFDA No. 84.051)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Carl D, Perkins Vocational Act of 1984, Tit'e IV, .ections 402,
33%, and 422 {20 U.S.C. 2402, 2404, 2422; 98 Stat. 2466, w463, 2473) (expir =
September 30, 1989).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation 1/
1981 $6€,250,000 $7,835,073
1982 2/ 8,536,073
1983 7, 8,036,073
1984 ? 3,178,000
1985 3/ 8,321,000

Purposes: To conduct research, furnish information, and provide related
support services designed to improve access of disadvantajed persons
to vocational education programs: stimulate privaie sector involvement:
to promote more effective cscrdination at all levels am0ng programs deal-
fiig with vocational education, employment training, and economic develop-
ment; and to strengthen existing programs through the development and
dissemination oi' curriculum matertals, increased emphasis on acquisition
of basic academic skills, new evaluation methods. and current information
on occupationa! supply and demand. These common purposes are addressed
through the activities of the Maticnal Center for Research in Vacationa’®
Education (NCRVE) and :he Mational Occupational Informtion Coordinas: g
Lommittee (NOICC), and by means of sponsored research. Further purpcies
associated with these activities are as follows:

0 NCRVE. NCRVE fs a nonprofit, university-affiliated entity designated
By the Secretary 7ar a S-year period on the advice of a panel of
nationally recognized sxperts in vocational education, administracion,
and research. In additfon to making major contributions to the common
purposes just described, NCRVE fs charged with developing State and
Tocal Teadership and making arnual assessments of joint planning and
zoordmation under the Carl 0. Perkins and Job Tratning Partaership
cts.

9 MNOICC. Under the direction of a conmittee representing the Departments
ol Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, and Lador, plus fsur officas of the
Department of Education, NQICC s charged with developing and impla-
menting fn cooperation with State and local agencies an cccupationgal
‘nformatfon system to meet a comprehensive range of pianning, program
acministration, and career guidance needs.

R A R~ L TN T e & LEMERWLILIVE proTess in wnion ',;.-e.‘ereru:a
T‘s_gfven to postsecondary institutions, the Secretary {3 charged with
ronducting a coordinated program of applied research, leadarship
development, and inservice training in furtherance of the purposes of

the Carl D. Parkins Act,
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[{. F7 1385 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND AHALYSIS
{Rasponse to GEPA d17(a)]

A, Objectives

For FY 1985, the Department’'s principal objectives were as f91lows:
o To conduct a review (f NCRVE's performance for the past 2 1/Z
years (the remaining 2 years will be a grant, as requirad by rre
Perkins Act);
(CCCs); and

o To complete saveral major studies awarded in FY 1985 and previous
years,

8. Progress and Accou.plishments

6 To complete a review of the six regional Curriculum Coardina®i~- Canters
o An independent review of NCRVE was conducted 1n June Sy a team of out-
side experts. (For a summary of the team's findings and recommenda-
tions, see Section C.)
|
0 A review of the CCCs was completed in September 1985 by Policy Studies
Associates, Inc.

0 Studies and projects completed during the year include curriculum ma-
terials for training robotics/autcmated systems technicians, standards
for Business Educatior and training in Trades and Industry, and ma- |
terials for State and regional workshops designed to emphasize contii
butions of vocational education to defense preparedness.

C. Costs and 8enefits

Program Scope: In FY 1985, exclusive of special or suppiementary apprs-
priations but fncluding prior year carryovers, program funds were alio-
cated as follows:

NCRVE $5,400,000
NOICC 2,243,100
Research projects 1,563,893
(including suaport for CCCs) ==
Total $£9,206,993

Program Effectiveness. Based on nne week's in'ensive fncerviews, ron-
sultations, and document -eviews covering NCRVE's performance from Jaruary
1983 t: June 1985, a team of six senior professiunals submitiad a regort
\see E. 1) with the fcllowing findings and recommendations:

o NCRVE's management is exceptic.lly effactive.

2 NCRVE's products are of h.gn quality and enjoy wicespread acceptanca
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0 NCRVE's research function has been significantly impdired 5y uon-
tractual stipulations, restrictions, and prohibitions imposed by the
Federal Government. These have dfscourzged the collection of new
data, limited the attractiveness of NCRVE's printed products, and
diverted resources toward service-orfented actfivicies.

0 MRVYE should be given more freedom of action, and Federal support
should be increased to $6 milifon for the 1986 grant year.

0 Representation of business and industry g: yups on the NCRVE's Advisory
Comittee should be incraased.

o In about a year, an independent assessment should be conducted “of the
degres to which the snrvice activities of the Applied Research and
Development progrim have been shifted towa~d a genuine research effort.”

In formal comments on the review team's report (E. 2), the Office of
Vocational and Adult Educatfon observed that most of the restricrions
Judged to have hampered NCRVE'S performance will be 1 fted automatically
with tue conversion of departmental suppert from a corir2ct to a grant in
Janucry 1986, and that the composition Jf the Advisory Committee has been
constrained by the authorizing 'egislation. -

NOICC. In its annual adwinistrative report (E. 3), NOICC reparts the
Tollowing accomplishments:

o Coding instruments designed to systematically match occupational data
with training programs have been updated and computerized,

0 Software has been prepared to enable States to generate employment
estimates for smaller areas.

0 G ““ance materials écsigned for students exploring military careers
were produced and distributed to nearly 20,000 schools and recruiting
st3iions.

o Twelve States have established microcomputer-based systems for program
planning, and another 22 States are devaloping similar systems.

[#.]

Statewid® career {information systems are in placa at nearly 13,000
{institutional sitas where they have the potential to 3erve alsul &
million persons per year.

Research. On the basis of information submi.:ed by the s$ix CCCs. an
assessment was made of the i{mpacts and effectiveness of the National
Network for Curriculum Coorairation (E. 4). The report offars the ollowing
conclusiors and recommendations:
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o The major purpose of facilitating access to curriculum materfals -as
been accompiished and has resulted in substantisl savings af time 3ng
money.

o Improvements in the CCC reporting system are needed to obfain g ¢l earer
picture of the accomplishments of CCCs.

¢ CCCs should be encouraged to develop speciz’ized resources in certain
emerying technologies.

o Curriculum review procedures should be instituted to ensure hign
standards.

0. Highlights of Activities

o Problems of naticnal significance were addressed through spornsores

rasearch, including research into the problem of displaced workers,
improving access for special populations, and strengthening basic
skills fnstruction in vocational education.

0 An electronic communicatior system was established, and 48 States are
now participating.

o MNCRVE and the six CCCs were evaluated (see Section ().

t. Supporting Studie: and Analyses

1. “Repor: of the Mil-Contract Review cf the National Lenter for Resaarch
in Yocational Education at the Ohio State University,” Columbus, Chie,
July 15, 1985,

Z. "The Office of Vocational and Adult Education's Response to the
kecommendations in the Report of the Mid-Contract Review Conducted
at the National Center for Resaar:zh in Vocational Education on June
10-14, 1985," Washington, D.C., uniated.

3. Status of the NOICC/SPICC Network, -June 30, 1985, NOICC dministrative
Report No. iLl, Uctober, 1985,

4, An Assessment of the Impact and Effectiveness of the National Network
for LCurriculum Coordination in Vocational and Technical tducation,
preparad by Policy Jstuaies Associates, (nc., :or the Flanning and
Evaluation Service, U.S. Department of Education, Contract No.
300-82-0380, September 1985,

111, I, FORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
LResponse to GehA

No further program studies are in progress.

Contacts for Further information

NCRYE and CCCs Program Operations: gnn  Boarrigta~, (2072} 732-2337
Sonnsared Rescarch : Murie ' Shay Jioman, (202) 732-2381
Praogram Studies t ROD Barngn, (2N°Y AT2.R1G2
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Notes

1.

2

3.

Funds are appropriated far tnis activity on a “no year® basis. Trey
become available for obiigation on July 1 of the fiscal year in whicn
they are appropriated and they remain available until expended. In
addition, $358,073 for fiscal years 1981 through 1984 and $142,363
for FY 1985 (which remains avatladle fur only 1 year) was apportioned
to this activity annually from the Smith-Hughes Act permanent app-o-
priation.

The Omnibus Budget Reconcilfation Act of 1981 authorized $735 milliion
for the Vocational Educatfon Act for fiscal years 1982-84, but did
nct break out authorization by program.

Section 3(a) of the Perkins Act authorizes $83% ,02,000 for Titles I
(exclusive of Section 112), II, and IV (other than Part E). From the
amount appropriate for Sectfon 3(a), Section 10i reserves 2 percent
for national programs under Title IV,
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Chapter 4081
VOCATIONAL EDUCATICM--INDIAK

AND HAWAIIAN N/ [YE PROGRAMS
(CFDA No. 84.101)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiation: The Car! ™ Perkins Vocational Education Act {F.L. @8.542).
Title I,)§ction 123 {20 u.5.C. 2313; 90 Stat. 2440) (expires September
30, 1989).

Funding Sinc2 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation 1/
Indfans Hawaiian Matives
1981 $ 13,250,400 $6,182,654 NA
1982 2/ 5,936,734 NA
1983 2/ 5,545 484 NA
1984 2/ 9,733,624 NA
1985 835,700,000 9.895,639 $1,729,128

Purpose: To award grants and contracts to eligible Indian tribes (1981~
i and organizations primarily serving and representing Hawaiian naiives
(1985) to plan, conduct, and adwinister programs or portions of programs
authorized by and consistent with the Vocational Educatfon Act. Eligibie
applicants may apply for grants for dny programs, services, ard activities
citad as consistent with the Act.

Eligibility: The tribal organtzatfon o any Indian trib: eligible to
contract with the Secretary of the Interfor for the administration of
programs under the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act
of 1375 or under the Act of April 16, 1934 1s eligible for funds under this
program. Any organization that primarily serves and represents Hawaiian
natives and is recognized by the Governor of Hawaii may apply for funds,

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ARALYSIS
LReSpGiise =c REPK AT7(arl

A. Objectives
The program office addresses tha following objectives:
Indian Programs: T3 improve the jcb placement record of trainess sarved

under this autnority and to promote program linkages to tribal and Hawa:rtin
native economic development plans,
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Hawalian Native Programs: To {mprove linkages with the apslicant and thne
State education agency [SEA) to avoid duplication of effort,

B. Progrese and Accomplishments

The Secretary gave priority to applicants who could substantiate that
employers would employ at Teast 50 percent of trainees for new grantees
and 65 percent of tralnees for previous grintees,

C. Costs and denafits

Program Scope

Trainees: An estimated 2,000 Indtan trainees in 17 States were enrolled in

vocational programs in z3 grants in FY 1985. Training is offered in a wide
range of occupations incly ng public administration. business management,

welding, clerical work, auto mechanics, appliance repairs, heavy-equipment

operation, road building, construction, ajriculture, carpentry, plumbing,

bookkeeping, and computer programming in FY 193§ (£.1).

Costs: Costs vary widely; the smallest Indian grant was $45,429, the
Targest grant, $556,099. The enroliment varies trom 12 to 300 students.
Some programs carry a high per puptl cost bzcause of the type of equipment
needed and the * olatfon of the locatinm. High-coe: programs include
computer programming and heavy-equipment uperation.

Program Zffectiveness: Program offtcials estimate that placement rates for
programs design or immediate trainee placement are about 55 percent,
The target population served by these programs has 3 history of disadvantage-
ment and high unemployment; however, program staff report that placement
ratez have been slowly improving,

0. Highlights of Activities

¢ Increasing the job placement rate continued as 2 priority for the Indian
program,

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

le Project Summary data, June 1985.
IIT. INFORMATION (N STUDY CONTRACTS
LResponse ta °

No studies ralated to this program are in proyress,

Contacts fo. further information

Program Operatinns: Howard Hielm, (202) 732-5550

Program Studias : Darothy Shuler, (202) 265-3364
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( Notes

1. The Perkins Act requires that 1-1/2 percent of vacaticnal education funcs
be used to support Indian and Hawaiian Native Programs, of which 1-1/4
percent will support Indian projects and the remainder will support a
new Hawaiian program. Previous legislation authorizes 1 percent of
funds for Indian tribes and organfzations.

2. The vocational education authorization for FY 1982-84 {s from the
Omnibus Budget Reconcilitation Act, which did not Tist authorization
by specific programs.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Chapter 4(6-}

BILINGUAL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PRO@AMS;-GISCRETIGP&RY GRAXTS TG
STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES, PICAER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS, AxD
PRIVATE GRGANIZATIONS (CFDA Nos. 84.077, 84.099, and 84.100)

-

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

L;qn'lshﬂon: Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act {P.L. 98-524),
tie 1v, Part E (20 U.S.C. 2441; 98 Stat. 2477) (expires Septemher 30,

1989).
Funding Since 1981
Fiscal Year Autheﬁzatigg_ Appropriation
1981 $ 90,000,000 $3,960,000
1882 735,000,000 {_/ 3,686,000 2/
1982 735,000,000 T/ 3,686,000 Z/
1984 735,000.000 1/ 3,636,000 7/

1985 3,700,000 3,686,000 3/

Purpose: Section 441 of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act
authorizes threz programs for bilingual vecatfonal education. The Biline
gual Vocaticnal Training Program provides financial assistance for out-of-
school youth and unemployed or undersmployed adults with limited English
proficiency to prepare these people for jobs in recognized occupations or
new and emerging occupations. The Bilingual Vocational Instructor Training
Program provides financial assistance for training i.structors of bilingual
vocational education. The Bili{ngual Vocational Materfals, Methods, and
Techniques Program provides financial assistance for development of fnstruc-
tional and curriculum materials, methods, or techniques for bilingual
vocaticral training.

Eligible Recipients: For bi'ingual vocational training grants and con-
’sracg:s {CFUR~ Ro. B54.077), ei1igidble recipients {nclude local education
agencies; appropriate State agancies; pastsecondary education institutions;
privete nonprofit vocational training {institutions; and nonprofit educat-
fonai or training organizations especially created %o Serve persons who
normaliy usad a language other than English. Private, for-profit ugencies
and organizations are eligible oniy for contracts.

Far the bilingual vocational instructar training grants or contracts
(CFDA do. 84.099), eligible recipfents are St222 Igaicies and public and
pirivaie, nonprovit educational {nstitutions. Private, for-profit
educational institutions are eligible only for contracts.

Frr bilingual vocational materizis, methods and technique grants and con-
“racts (CFDA No. 84.100), eligivie recipifents are State 2agencies, educa-
tional institutions, and nonprofit organizations. Private, for-profit
aorganizations and individuals are elig.“12 only for contracts.

| E’
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1T. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION ANJ ANALYSZIS
| Kesponse to GbraA 41/(2;} ]

A. Objectives
The following goals were identified by the program in FY 1985:

o0 To use Federal discretionary dollare to increase the effectivencss of
bilingual vocational training programs throughout the country, with an
emchasis on model proarza development.

o To provide 2 Federal leadership role in establishing cooperatio-. between
State staff rasponsible for speakers and directors of federally funded
bilingual vocational projects, by encouraging the designation of a State
vocational educatfon contact to serve as 3 lizison person, and by moai-
toring and providing technical assistance activities to the projects.

o To encourage new and continuing programs to fncorporate the following
objectives:

«=Tg use existing adult, vocational, and bilingual education networks
such as t.¢ National Network for Curriculum Coordination of Vocaticonal
Technical Education and th: National Center for Research in Vocational
Educatfon, with particular emphasis on those which include State
vocational and adult education department personnel,

-=T0 search for approprfate bilingual, vocational, and adult education
curriculum materfals to adapt or adopt. Many of these materials are
available from the Educational Resources Information Center Clearing-
house on Adult, Career, and Vocational Education, or the National
Clearinghouse on Bilingual Education.

--To encourzge grantces tc document their own program improvement train-
ing efforts during the grant period, emphasizing “how~to® program
mpgovement products that can be shared with State staff or other
projects.

-=To increase the effectiveness of bilingual vocational training programs
by strengthening the interrelationship between hilingual vocational
training and instructor training programe.

--To assure that applicants seexing grants or contracts to produce bi-
iingual vocational matarials, methods, and techniques build on work
dcne under previous Federal contracts and that they consider developing
materfals for evaluating bilingual vocational education programs.

N >
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B. Prodgrsss and Accomplishments

The fiffice of Vocational and Adult Educa*ion (OVAE) made a smooth transi-
tion in taking over tha administration of the three bilingual vocational
~ducation programs. The Carl 0. Perkins Act mandated that the programs be
locited in OVAE; they had previously bien administered by the Office of
Bilingual Education and Minorilty Languages Affairs.

C. Costs and Benefits

Students Jerved. In FY 1985, 24 student training projects totaling

»393,500, were funded under bilingual vocational traizing. Project per-
somel recruited and trained 3,500 persons of limited English-speaking
abiTity.Ten Rilinqual Vocationmal instructor Training programs were funded
for &8 total of $921,500; tioey trained 275 instructors. Three materials
development contracts were funded for a total of $363,000.

Types of Benefits Provided: Under the Rilingual Vocatioral Tr: ning Pro-
gram, persons with limited English-speaking ability are trained for gainful
employment as semiskilled or skilled workers in environments where English
is the language normally used. Under the 3ilingual Vocatisnal Instructor
Training Program, participants receive training in vocational skills, in
the methodology of bilingual education, and in job-placement techniques as
well as job-related English-as-2-second-Tanguage instruction or other
/ course work.

Program Effectiveness: No new inf..ition (see FY 1981 AER for the latest
information). )

N. nighlights of Activities

Congress passed a new vocational educaticn act, the Carl 0, Perkins Act,
on October 19, 1984, the beginning of FY 1985. The regulations for this Act
became effuctive August 16, 1985. The major changes to the bilingual
vocational education programs were their administrative transfer to the
Qffice of Vocational and Adult Education from the 0ffice of 31lingual
Education and Minority Languages Affairs and the changa in funding to reach

E, Sugpaiting Stuaies and Analyses

No new information.

[iI. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
[Response to GEPA 317(D) .

Na new information,

LCantacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Ron Castaldi, [202) 737-.23s0

Pragram Studies : Robert Stonehill, {202) 245.9401
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Notes
T. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35, establishec

an authorization of $735 miilion for this program under the. Vocatinnal
Education Act, with no specific authorization for bilinqual voca.iy:al
training.

Section 183 of the Vocational Education Act, as amended, specified
that available funds were to be divided among the three programs as
follows:

o Sixty-five percent for the activitias supporteu uncder the Biliaqual
Vocatioral Training Program (84.077).

o Twenty-five percent for the activities supported under the Bilingual
vocational Instructor Training Program (84.099).

o Ten percent for the activities supported under the Bidingual Voca-
%1onal ;ustructional Mater‘als, Methods, and Techniques Program
84.100).

The Cz~' D. Perkins Vocational Education Act changed the breaikdown
of fundiny among the three programs as follows:

o Seventy-five percent of funds far the Bilingual Vocaticnal Training
Program (84.077).

0 Fifteen percent of funds for the activities supportees under the
Bilingual Vocational Instructor Training Program (84.099).

o Ten percent of funds for the activities suoported under the Biiingual
gscatiogaY Instructional Materials, Methods, and Techniques Program
84.100).
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Chaptar 307-1

a0 T EDUCATION--GRANTS TU STATE"
(CFDA No. 84.002)

1. PROGRAN PROFILE

Legislation: Adult Education Act, P.L. 91230, as amended by F.L. §% 11,
Sgﬂou 10T (20 U.S.C. 1201) (exyires September 3G, 1388},

Funding Since 1931

Yiar Authord zation Aporopriation
1971 $25n,000,000 £100,000,000
1982 108,000 06 86,400,000
1983 100,007 Gy 95,300,500
1385 130,000,000 100,000,000
1985 149,000,00C 101,963,000

furpose: To expaid educational opportinifties fur adults and to encoursye
the establishment of programs of adult education that will enadble all
adults 0 acouire the iiterily and other basic skills necessary to funce
tion in secicty, to complete secondary school, and to profit from employ-
ment-related Jir2ining. .

E?{gibiTity and Formyla: Tre States, the Oistrict of Columbia, and Puerto
Tico are z(lotted funds according to tre pruportion of thefr adult popuiation
that lack & sacondary school cartificate and are not required to be in such
schools, plus $150,000. Outlying Territories (Guam, American Samoa, the
virgin 1sl3nds, the Northorn Mariana Islands, and the Trust Territory of i0e
Pacific Islands) arv allotted 1 percent or less of the appropriatad funds,
The States and Outlying Territories distrfoute funds %o local education
agencics (LEAS) or to other public or private, nonprofit agencies based on
State-run compe:ittons, The FY 194§ awards are forward-funded and dependent
on FY 1984 rules. The FY 1924 rulas reviewed earlier were changed in FY
1935 bu'. preiraa allocations wiii not be affected until FY 1986,

Services Provided by Recipient Agencies: "LEAs or othc» agenuies funded
y ¢t tar provide training In oasic skills or other sarvicas “a persons
16 years ot aje or aslder, or who are beyond the ace of compulsory school
attendance and are not high school gradustes, Each Scate is required to
match Federal funas at a rate of 10 cents for every 50 ceonts aof Fedaral
money rizefvea. (Ne match ts rvaufred of Outlying Territories.) Each State
must use at least 10 Jercent ¢. {ts grant tor spec’al project: and teacher
training, State grants also support programs for adults with Timited
English proficiency, for residents _f urban areas with hijh unemployment
rates, for residents of rural areas, and for .astitutionalized adults.

Annual financial and performance reports and the mafintenance af records
for audits are recuirad of #2ch grant recipient,
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\ I7. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALY3IS
. [Respcnse to GEPA &4l/(a))

A. Objectives

During FY 1985 the Department’s principal objectivas for “his orogram were
as follows:

o To improve and sxpand the oulre..h capacity of tha program,
o To disseminate information on effective practices,

¢ To improva sarvice delivery to program participants, and

¢ "o study ways of reducing adult 117{%eracy,

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o0 Data colleucion has not been required since FY 1981, excepu for summary
vinancial reports. In FY 1986, the Adult Educatior. Act has requasted
jata coliection on participants, programs, expenditures, and goals.

o The Clearinghouse on Adult Education, although no longer directly au~
thorized, continues to disseminate info~1tion on effective practices.
Seven adult etfucation projects have been approved bv the Joint Dissemi-
nation Review Panel through FY 1385 for thefr replicability and pusitive
fmpact on participants.

0 Networks have been established in support of competency-based aduly
education, adult secondary education, English as a second language,
edvcation for adults with disabilities, defensa-related adult wduca-
tion, ute of solunteers in education, and development of basfc skilis
{n business aid industry.

0 This program has improved the provision of jupport services, made
scheduling more ﬂexib!e. arranged canvenient locattons for classes,
and enccuragec e use of instructicnal matarials and methodologies
more appropriate to adult educatiorn.

o A study has confirmed that States have informatfon suitable for a2
nationa evaluation., A cost-benefit mnde! design study was completed
and 2 pilet project wa: recommended, (£.2)

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scopa: FY 1984 monies wer2 distributed far use in FY 1985 as
foliows: (1) Outlying Territories recaived %1 million, (2) c.ch State,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico recefved a f nmum of $£150,000;
and (3) the remainder was divided among the Statas, the District of Calumbu
and Puerto Rico on the basis of the nusber of persons age 16 and over wfth
less than a high school education, based on the 1°3Q Census. Thirty-two
States had grrts of more than $1 million, with the “yur 1argest grants
going to Cali’ornia ($2,135,355), New York ($7,184,087), Texas ($6,231,341),
and Pennsylvania ($5,003,792). The smallest State grant went to Alaska
for $245,265, (E.1)
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In FY 1982, States distributed about 58 percent of grant funds to local
educatfon agencies (LEAs), 21 percent to calleges and universities, 11
percent to intermediate education agencies, 5 percant to State agencies,
and 5 peiccent 7o iastitutions and other agencies. These subgrants tended
to be smzll, with about tuo-thirds being under £5G,000. (E.1)

In FY 1984, 2.6 mi17ion adults participated in the program, about one-fourth
of whom received instruction in Eng’{sh as a second language (ESL). Mors
tham 23,000 trained 1{teracy volunteers sarved in basic education and
English-as-a-second-language classes. Of these volunteers, 85 parcent
sarved a3 tutors on a one-to-cne basis. {E.l)

States continued thefr effurts to {mprove the quality of instructional ser-
vices through special experimental demonstrition projects and taacher
trairing projects. Prajects trained administrators, supervisors, teachers,
and parsprofessionals. Major program areas for special projects included
‘nglish as a second language, adult performance ’‘avei/l1ife skills, employ-
.%'11ty, adults wich disabilities, technology, and tutor’ g.

' 1he majority of Federal! funds were spent on varfous types of instructiaonal
activities througa grants made by the States to lecal projects. All States
are requireu to emphasize adult basic education programs. States must pro-
vide assurance that special assistance will be given to persons with limited
English profictency. ESL instruction s also a priority of the legislation.

CoiTection of demographic data from t'ie States has not been required since
FY 1981. Reports submitted voluntarily by States for the 1983-34 school year
provide the following information: . -

Total number of participants: T .59C,544
Number of participants by Level:
Level I participants 1,939,177
(grades X-8 and ESL)
Level II partfcipants 857,367

{ yrudes 9-12)

Prodram | ffectiveness: In summirizing State performincs reports, Faderal
program stafT made the fallowing findings:

9 Agpm:;imtzﬂy 8C percent of the participants are between 15 and 44 years
old.

0 These benefiting from aduit education, support services, and associated
personnel develooment efforts included such groups as aduits with 1imited
Englisit proficien y; adults in yrbar areas with high rates of unemploy-
ment; aduits in rural areas; {mmicrant adults; and personnel such as
adminisirators, supe-visors, teachers, and paraprofassionals.

0 Federal funds concinue to serve as a catalyst to State and local suoport

for services to educatfonally disadvantaged adults. Within the 0-year
Tife of the prngram, resources have grown from the required 10 percent

T3
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match to mors than one dollar of State and local furas far every Fedzral
doliar. [n FY 1983, the last year for witicn data ars available, State and
Tocal matching funds amounted ¢o two-thirds of the total expendituras,

Highiights of Activities

The 1978 amendments to the Adult Education Act took & major step toward
making adult education more accessible and fnviting to educationally dis-
advantaged adults, Narrative reports from the States indicate that
the requirements to expand the program through the use of pubiic
and private agencies and organizations together with public school
systems have increased and wiil continue to {ficrease State and local
support for and capabiiity in adult education.

Increased cooperation and coordimatfor with other Federal programs are
evolving. The Departmen. of Education 1s working with the Denartment
of Transportatiun to identify resources for neeting the transportation
needs of disadvantaged adults. DNisadvintaged adults needing bhasic
aducation and training ir occupational skills are being served through
joint funding, cross referrals, and joint operation of vocational educa-
tion, adult education, and Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs.
For example, last year, $10.2 million from JTPA funding was used at the
Tocal level to teach basic skills for occupational preparation and
supportive services for disadvantaged youth and adults. The Stata
reports show tncreased use of volunteers and an expansion in ““e private
sactor's capacity to help adults who need basic literacy skills.

The Natfonal Councii of State Dtrectors of Aduit Educatiom, in coopera-
tion with the Department, has scught to learn mcre about the connsctions
between Tccal basfc education programs and brsiness, tindustry, and
unfons by conducting a survey completed in April 198S. ™irty-one
States reported formal affiliatfon with busi-essas or unions {a their
States. These 31 States wirk with more than 4,000 companfes and unions,
most of them medium size or small, Nearly 15° 000 persons are sarved
through these efforts. Instructional programs are predominantly adult
pasfc and secondary education. Slightiy fawer {fnstructional programs
iare reported for employability/lif: skills and English as a secord
anguage.

Supporting Studles and Ana:yses

Annual | ate reports,

Sherman, J.D. and Stromsdorfer, %.¥. “odel for Senefit-cost Analycis
of Adult Education Programs, Pelav': Associates, inc., L9484,
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IIT. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS

LResponse to GEPA 417 (b))
%o studies are {n progress,

Contacts for Further Infurmation

Program fOperations: Paul ¥, Neiker, {202) 732-2270
{202) 245-3364

Pragram Studiaes ¢ Jamms Maxwall,

Hmoersl
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PELL (BASIC CDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY) 4R:+T PROGIAM
(CFDA No. 84.083)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher GZducation Act of 1365 7' j& IV, 4Gectcm 271
92.713, as amended {35 Stat., 247-251) {expires Septembe~ 30, 1386,

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Apnrepriation
1981 Indefinits £2,604,000,000%/
1932 " 2,419,040,000
1983 = 2,419,040,000
1984 . 2,800,000,000
196, * 3,86¢,000,0002/

Purpose: To iielp qualified students meet the costs of tneir undergraduate
aducation at eligible institutions of hnigher education. The procram is
intended to improve access to postsecondary education for students demono
strating finanzial naed.

I1. FY 198% PROGRAM INFORMATION AND_ANALYSIS
‘Response to GEPA a1/(a)1

A. (bjectives

The goal of the Pell Grant Program {s to prov.d= access to higher education
to persons who might otherwise be denled access bdeczus> of financial need,
Quring FY 1315 the objectives ware as follows:

o0 To establish rulez for calculating ®inancial need and distribute this
information to institutions and students,

G 7o empioy an application system that does not unduly burces applicants
with complar forms and unnecessary delays,

¢ To moniier and control inaccurate or inappropriate informatior Jj2aaing
to disbursement of awards above or below the appropriite amount, and

o To matntain an equitable distribution of atd and maintain accass 4o higrer
aducation for students in loweincome families.

Swenwd,
i
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B. Progress and Accumplishments

¢ Published modifi 2 ragilations govermning the analysis of nesd and The
calcularion of expected family contrihutios far the current  progran
year,

o Prepared ana distributad 7ell .pplication forms foiiowing the publisrec
requlations frum wnich all ralevant {nformation could be obtained with
2 minimwm o* difficulty. Studied the application/award procedures to
determine the feasibility of i{ncreased automation in the Pell system,
with the goal of nducing costs ana procassing time. The processing
¢mtractor handied aprliicationg from eppmxiuuly 5.5 million studants
in academic ,ear 198485 and produced. el ‘gibility reports in an 2ffactive
and timely manner.

o Conducted studies of errors on aprlications and developed 2 set of pro-
cedures ta fdentify items likely ts cause inaccurate award calculatiom.

¢ Allcwed the college enroliment raie of low-income students {family income
under $10,00C) to remain corarable with that of high-income students
{ove= $30,000), reversing a deccline in low-inzome enroliment from 1978 to
1981 (E.l),
© €. Cfosts and Benefits

Program Scope

Students Participating: Preliminary program data for academic year 1984-8S
showed that a total of 5,514,096 persons applied, of which 3,546,297 were
eiigible (that 1s, the applicants did not have a family cmtribution amount
above the prescribed limit). (In 1983-84, there were 5,453,348 applicants
of which 3,541,191 were qualified.) Full recipiant and award data are not
availzbie for 1984-35, but for 1983-84 thers ware 2,839,557 awards totaling
$.,795,429,003, for an average awerd of $984 (£.2). indergraduzte enrollment
vas 10.8 million (2.3), so 2§ percent of all undergraduates ~eceived » Peli
gran* in 1983-84.

Institutions Participating: The number of institutions participating in the
| Pel| program continued to Iincrease slight'y., Institutions acting as the
| disbursing agent (ragular disbursement system) {increasad from 5,032 in aca-
| demic year 1982-83 *tu 5,139 in 1383-24, and thcse ~*questing the Office of
| Student Financiai Assistince to act as the disbursing agent (altemats d's-
| bursement system) ware up from 812 to 863 in this period (E.4).3/

Program Effactivenress: Jrogram data do not include the affects of other forms
of rinancTal support (except Tor expected 7amily contribution) and do not
contain racial information. Other sources of data, such as the Coonerative
Institutional Research Program (CIRP), must be used to evaluate these vactor..
Although the annuai CIRP survey covers only freshmen, it is very large (absut
300,090 ruespondents) and avaflablie over a long period of time.
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Table T shows data for first-t'me, full-time dapendent freshmen sur zved 5y
CIRP in academic years 1981-82 through 1984-85. The average awarc, rs
comparable with those obtained from averall program data {in academic yes:
1982-33, the CIRP average was $887, and the program averzge was $931: in
academic year 1983-84, the CIRP average was $369, the program average, $973).
The larger value in program data shows the effect of financially independent
students who tend t0 recaive larger Pall grants than dapendent studsnts.

Of interest in Table 1 s the deciining share of educatic -1 cost covered vy
the Pell award. (Compare the 1981.82 overall average of 20.3 percent with
the 1983-84 value of 14.3 percant.) This 1s the casa in a&li individual
income categories, but for the Towest incowe class (under $10.000), the
paccentage of cost covered by Pell may bs levxiing off, as show by almost
{dentical values in 1983-84 and 1984-85. Over all incomes, tha decline In
;:R factor indirates that costs of education have {ncrnmased faster than the
awards,

Tadbls 1
PARTICIPATION PATTSRNS OF FIRSTSTIME, FULL-TIME OEPENDENT STUDENTS

IN THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM, BY FAMILY INCOME
ACADEMIC YEARS 1981-82 TO i984-85

" Famtly Income
A
LCSS M 510.00!7- no;am‘ 330,000‘ Iﬁcm
Year $10,000 $19.999 $29,999 $39,399 340,000+ Lavels

1981-82 Average award $1,01§ $2348 $703 $783 864 847

% atded 60.0 4.9 24.9 12.2 2.2 26.%
2 of cost as.1 20.5 16.1 14.5 17.9 20.3
1982-833  Avarage averd $1,094 $a81 $727 $788 $917 3287
% aided 59.7 47.1 23.8 10.% 4.9 24.1
% of cos. 23.4 18.3 4.8 15.5 15.8 17.3
1983-84 \verage award $1,148 £330 $812 $843 $337 3465
% 2ided 66.0 .1 27.5 13.5 6.8 27.3
% of cost 22.9 13.2 15.3 15.4 .4.8 19.4
1984-35 Average award $1,158 $995 T $750 $933 3971
% aidad 58.5 45.1 2.5 7.7 2.4 21.2
% of cost 23.0 19.0 13.8 13.0 14.7 18.3

Fay: Average award s Averace dollars awarded per reciplent
% alded = Number of rscipients 4 tota® students
% of cost = Average award + average cost

Source: Saze E.5

v,
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’\/\ Tebie 1 alse shovws a marked decrease {n 1974-85 of the percantage of students

~— receiving Pell grants, a return to the pattern of decline interrupted in
1983-34 by an increase to 27.3 nercent {("All Income Levels” column of Table 1),
This ratio has gone from 32.2 (1980-81) to 26.5 (81-82) to 24.1 (82-83) to
27.3 (83-84) and 21.2 (84-85). Ali except the figure for 1984-85 have been
in ageeement with progras. astimates for all undergraduates. Althouch fuil
program data are noi yet avallable for 1384-85, estimates of Pell participa-
tion through mid-year show less fall-off than was shown by equivalent partial
data the previous year, and 2 continued rise 1n propeiatary school recipients.
The difference betweent CIRP and orogram data in the most recent year (1984-85)
may b dus to the increase in the independent/dependent recipient ratio and
to the incompieteness of the program operation data. It is impossible to
detarmine at this tine {f this discrepancy is safous.

The percentage of frashmen aided in academic year 1983-84 was 27.3 percent,
which agrees very favarably with the program staff estimate of 26 percent
of 4l undergraduates receiving pel! arants,

fa interesting fact in the distribution sf Pell funds is the marked growth
of the share taken by proprietary schools over the same S-year period
Table 2 shows authorization amounts and number of recipients ror pudblic,
private, and ~roprietary schools. The pronrietary share here nearly doublad
in the perfod shown, The 7984-35 data acs based on partial-year scheo!

reports.
Table 2
PELL GRANT DISTRIBUTION, BY INSTITUTICNAL CONTROL
Autnorizations
Academic Public Private Proprietary
Year Apount » Amount % Amount %

1980-81 $1,425,000,060 59.7 3$587,000,000 28.8 $275,000,000 11.5
1981-82 1,367,000,000 59.5 622,000,000 27.1 310,000 300 13.5
1982-83 1,374,000,000 56.8 643,000,000 26.5 400,000,007 15.6
1963-84 1,579,000,000 56.5 687,200,300 24.6 527,000,0C0  18.9
1984-35* 1,706,006,000 S6.1 699,020,000 ?23.0 §36.000.00c 719

Racipients
Aczdemic Publtc Privdta __Proprietary
fear Number A Numer b4 T Rumber e

1980-81 1,892,0G0 56.8 644,000 22.8 364,000 140.6
1981-82 1,824,000 65.6 618,000 22.2 337,006 12.1
1982-83 1,626,000 63.0 567,300 22.1 386,000 14.9
1983-84 1,773,000 62.3 579,000 20.3 494,000 17.4
1984..85* 1,793,009 1.5 558,900 19.4 556,700 19.1

qurce: e t.4

*treliminary data for partial-year program aperations.
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freshmen by race and sex (£.5). The differsnce ia g&?tiﬁi”é'? of  FETES
and mean award rates batwcen men and women s not great. In gerer3l, ine
participation ratas were highe= for b.ack students than for nosblack siudents,
and grant sizes varied acruss income groups.

feble 2

T PARTICIPATION IN THE PELL PROGRAM FGR FIRST-TINE,
FULL-TIME DEPENDLNT STUDENTS,
BY SEX, NACE, AND FAMILY INCOME

L FALL 1984
Family Income
Under  $1G,000- $20,000- $20,000- Aterage
Participation $10,000 319,999 $29,5)9 539,999 540,000+ for all
Recipients
% participating 52.0 45.4 23.1 3.1 2.3 22.1
Avarags per recipient $1.180 | $1,009 $776 $773 $963 $972
Yomen
“3rticipating 5.2 §7.5 | 2z2.1 7.4 2.1 22.7
- Average per rycipiest £1,142 3384 §767 $787 $396 3970
Blacks
% participating 62.7 £8.1 37.7 ’5.2 §.9 5.2
Avwrage per recipient $1.252 $1.151 $946 $383 $35% $1,14/
Nonblacks
% participating T 87.% 44.4 2.4 7.3 2.3 19.1
Average per recipient $1,122 g£96} $748 5766 $328 k4 x A
——— e = L i ] 1 E

Sourca: Ses E.5

-
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0. Highiights of Activities

I
|
The Administration mas stressed the importance of sarsntal and student contr - ‘
bpution to meeting college costs before Federal student aid s considersc. |
Currently, a student's need is calculated by the Department, using a set |
family contributfon formula. The institutfon uses the family contribution |
figure to determine the amount of Federal aid the student will be awarded |
(such as grants, low-cost lcans, and work-study funds), with any remaining |
nzed f1lled by parents or self-help. Under the Administration's policy, the |
amownt of the family contribution and self-help would be calculated first, |
before the student qualifies for any grants.

The Department of Education {s continuing to develop requlations for validate
ing appitcant data, using the results of quality contro! studies and axtemnai
reports. The Department {s also pursuing an evaluation ¢/ electronic delivery
capability to reduce the time to process corrections to students' appiications
and awards and to {mprove tha accuracy of the procedure. This system would
make 1t much easier to verify Pell awards. Both the new regqulations and
the electronic delivery system could significantly reduce fraud and abuse in
the distribution of Pell grants. However, a recent study by the General
Accounting Office indicatas that the current validation procadures may not
be very cost-effective. New approaches (E.7) to the solution of the ovaraward;
wnderamard problem may be needed.

. E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. October school enroliment surveys, 1378 to 1983, Bureau of ihe Census,
. Current Population Sur ey.

2. "Pell Grant Managemnt Analysis Report,* U.S5. Department of Educaticn,
Office of Postsecondary Educatiom, Oivision of Program Operations, August
1985,

3. “Condition of Education,” 1985 editfwr, U.S. Department of Educatio.,
| National Center for Edu~-timm Statistics.

48
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Fiogram riies, September 1985, The Df+ision of Program Operations.

S. “Mnual Survey of Freshmen ., Academic Years 1981-82, 1982-83, 1.42-84,
1984-8s, Cocperative In.“itutional Research Program of *he Higher Educa-
tion Research Institute.

6. "Institutfonal Agreement and Authorization Reperts,* July 1985, pell
Grant Program.

7. "Peport to the Honorable Paul Simon, United St3tes Jenste,” Generst
Accomting Office, GAQ/PEMD-85-10, Saptember 27, 1985.




(/\ 1I1. INFC.. ATIOM ON STUDY CONTRALTS

LHesponse to GePR 4L/b)]

« A major survey of studeni Tinanctal afd s hetng planned Ly zhe Xtiani!
Center for Education Statistics in cooperation with the Office of Student
Financtal Ascistance and other Fageral agencias. This survey will collec:
data on both recipients and nonrecipients of afd, providing a large samsle
of che student population on which Jutailed analysis of aid patrterms can bs
basad.

The CIRP annual freshman survey {3 seirg supplementad by a fo!lowup study of
studants 2 and 4 years aftar their freshman year. This should provide vaiushle
data o dropout rates and on the differences between frashmen and higher-lave!
mdargraduatas in the patterm of aid recaipt.

A study of the requirements phase s«utabliishing patterns of informaticn study
far & nanagement information system 1s deing carried out by Advanced Tecmsl-
agy, Inc., under a contract with the Departusnt of Education. This wili
Tead to development of 2 systam for using data on afd reciplents to evaluats
program cparations.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Joseph A. Yiguone, (262) 4:2-4300

Program Studles : Robert Bart, (202) 245-7334

Notas

L. Includes $150 million budget reductlon and a $451 =f1lion supplemental
appropriation. Of the total amount, the Department of Education drew
down $258 militon fo~ FY 1980. The total amount available for awards
ws $2,309,856,000.

Z. Includes $250 xil11on allocatad by FY 1988 zppropriation, 340G willion
realiocatad on March 29, 1985, to academic year 1983-84, and & suppie-
ment aopropriation of $287 milifon. The lfotal amount available for
awards w=as $3,212,000,000.

3. nder the regular disbursement system, the Oepartment of Education
distrihyzas funds to the schoal: under the altarmate dfshursament systes,
schools cartify a student's eligibility and the Capartment of Education
distributas fund3 directly to the student.

Nas

~ oew
Ry
o ek
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Chapter £02.-1

i SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM
. (CFOA No. 84.007)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, Part 2. Subpart 2
F.ﬁ. 85-329, as amended (20 U.S.C. 107) (expires September 30, 1986).

Fmd‘!ng Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authord zatica Appropriation —
1981 $350,000,000 %/ $370,000,000
1982 370,000,000 2.I 355,400,000
1983 370,000,000 1‘!./ 355,400,000
1984 370,000,000 3/ 375,000,000
1985 370,000,000 2/ 412,500,000

Purpose: To help needy undergraduate students meet educatiaonal expenses
exceeding the amount of their family support. Of the two types of grants
under tha Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEUG) Program, initial-
year grants are for students who have not previously recsived a SEOS,
while continuing-year grants are for students whc have received a SEQS before.
Funding for initial-year grants {s allocated separately from funding for
continuing grants, but {nstitutions have the option of transferring funds
between the two programs.

Funding: The Department of Education allocates SEOG funds to institutions

according to & statutory formula and program regulations. Aggregate {nstitu-

tional funding for each State cannot be less than the State's allotment as

detarmnined by a2 separate statutory formula. Instit.tions distribute grants

to students, each institution having the option of tranefarring up ¢ 10
- parcent of its funds 1n the SEOG program to the Work-Study Program.

Institutional E'Hg‘_lbﬂit;: Institutions of higher education are eligible to
apply tor participation In the SEOG Program. The Department of Education
allocatas funds to the institutions based on a "conditional quaranteed minimum®

plus increases based on thei~ *fair share® of tutal State and national appar-
tionments. No institution may receive 13ss than its 1979 allocation.

Student Eligibility: Students in participating institutions of higher educa-
tion are el'&g?Elo to recaive a SEOG if they demonstrats financial nced,
are mintaining satisfactory academic. progress as determined by the finsti-
tution, meet citizen/resident requirements, do not owe a refund on a Title
IV grat, and are not In default on a Title IV loan. Institutfons allocate
grants to students on the basis of financial need, subject to the availability
of funds. The academic year maximum SEOG is $2.000 anc the minimum i3 $200.
Institutions may distribute up to 10 percent of their SE0G allacations to
students wha are enrolled le¢ss than half-time.
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- Il. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
rasponse to GEPA 41T (a

R. Objectives

During FY 1985 the Department's principal objectives for this program wers
as follows:

¢ To ancourage institutional participation in he SEOG program, in order
te increase the number 0f students having access to this form of aid, and

6 To estab’ish and disseminate standard aceds analysis critsria and to
agprove equivalent institutional analysis formulas so that all students
ri11 have aqual opportunity ta participate.

8. DJrogress and Accompl{ishments

o The SZ06 Program has had a net increase of approxim.tely 125 particicating
institutions a year (mostly proprietary) since 1973. 1 academic year
1385-86, approximstaly 4,445 institations will share in the appropriation
distributad by the Department of Education.

o The Departaent published tables of expected family contridution and 1imits
2;" ::&md fustitutional needs anzlysis sysCems in the Code of Federal
- ons.

C. Costs wd Benefits '

. Pro Scope: The progrim staff reported that 640,652 students received
- rants In academic year 196¢-83, the latest year for which data are camplete,
& drip from 658,393 In 1381-82. In academic ymar 1982-83, the avarage grant
amard mount was $33%, down slightly from $549 in 1981-82 (E.1). Preliminary
" astimates far e program in 1983-84 indicate that tiw recipient and award
levels changnd cnly slightly from 1982-83. Final figurcs should be availadle
son. Data on first-time, full-tima frechmen pacticipants in the SEO0G
Program are show in Table 1, covering the acidemic years from 1981-82 to
1584-85. Batween 2cademic years 1961-82 and 1982-43, partictpation declined
- from 6.60 parcant to 5.87 percant, but avarage awrds increased frua $587
to §772. (nly full.time frashmen ara shown in Tedle 1, whersas program data
incluie all classas and hal f-time studerts.

In 1933-34, the SEOG participation rate among first-time, full-time dependsnt
freshmen rose to 7.2 percmat, but in 1934-85 the rata again fell back to the
1982-33 level of 5.9 percant.
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/,\ Table 1
PARTICIPATION PATTERNS OF FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME DEPENDENT STUDENTS IN SEOG,
BY FAMILYT INCOME,
ACADEMIC YEARS 1981-82 TO 1984-85

Family Income

) All
Academic Under  $10,000- $20,000- $30,000- Income

Year $10,000 $19,999 $29,993 $39,999 $40,000+ Levels
1981 12  Average
award $730 $669 $649 $714 3781 $687
% aided 15.5 11.2 6.2 2.8 1.1 6.6
% of cost 17.2 14.4 13.2 13.8 15.7 14.8
1982-83 Average
award $7<s $709 $673 $729 $816 $772
% aided 15.41 :1.0 5.7 3.0 1.1 5.9
% of cost 16.4 14.7 13.7 14.4 14.° 14.1
1983-84 Average
amrd $793 $157 $728 $780  $894 $769
% ajded 17.6 13.1 7.4 3.8 1.6 7.2
% of cost 15.8 14.7 13.7 _14.2 14.1 13.4
[ ’ 1984-85 Average
\ awvard $854 2 $775 785 $908 $801
- s ‘fdad 13.4 1103 608 3.7 102 509
% of cost 14.5 12.3 11.3 10.9 12.7 12.4

Kay:  Average award = Average dollars awarded per recipient
% aided = Number of recipfents + total students
% of cost = (Average award 4 average cost)

Source: See E.2

Program Effectiveness: Tha equitable distribution or SEOE funds can be
assessed Dy determining how the distribution varies with measures of ability
to pay. These may be individually oriented (e.g., family income for students)
or group orifentsd (e.g., median income or average need within a State).
Ideall¥. funds distributed should reflect abflity to pay and cost of
education.

Although originally targeted only at the neediest students, fne SECG Program
now applies to all students with any demonstrated financial need. Need
analysis formulas consider income, family size, assets, and unusual expenses
as factors in the ability to pay for aducation. Costs of education include
tuition and fees, transportation, roum and board, books, and miscellaneous
expenses. Raports of fiscal operations from {nstitutions show how grant
reciptents vary by incowe level. Although this program report, Yable 2, uses
income ranges different from those in Table 1, it showe that Soth recipients
and funds vary fairly uniformly even across the three 1owest income catagories.
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C ‘ Table 2
DISTRIBUTION OF SEQG RECIP&’TS AND FUNDS,
BY FAMILY INLOME, 1982-832/ AWARD YEAR
i TFanily Income
Under § §,000- $12,000- $18,000- $24,000- $30,000+ Independents®
$6,000 11,999 V7,999 23,993 29,999 and less than
Participation 1/2 time
% SEOG
Recipients 12.8C 13.04 13.06 - 1l1.2¢ 8.72 8.68 32.46
% SEOG
fund. 10.97 12.78 i3.93 12.44 9.90 10.19 29.79
FIndepenidant Students are usually in the TOWeST Income group.
Source: See E.l1
Effectiveness

The average grant size show in Table 1 has risen, but tie rate of growth
is not kesping pace with increases in education costs. The fraction of
cost covered by a SEOG from academic year 1981-82 to 1984-85 1s declining
across 211 income groups. As a resulc, students sust supply an increasing
pcf-opgtd'ﬂon of costs through family contributions, work, and other sources
of aid.

- Jhe 1983-84 distribution of SEOG awards to first-time, full.time students
by race/ethnicity and sax {s showm in Table 3. Black participaiion rates
are higher, at all income Tevels, than nonblack rates of participation.
Merage awards also are highar except at the highest income level ($40,000+).
There ts less differsnca in participation rates and averade grant sizas
betwaen en and women than between blacks and nonblacks, although there
are somewiat more women &t 2 lower average grant chan men,
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0. Highlights of Activities

The Administration proposad to terminate the SEOG Program as part of a new
sel f-help approach, which would also include an increase in Oell grants ‘or
the neediest students.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Unpublished tables from Campus-Rased Malysis Section, Falil 1983, Office
of Student Financial Assistance, U.S. Department of Education, 1982-33
Campus-Based Programs.

2. Annual Survex 3f Freshmen 1981-82, 1982-83, 1983-84, 1984-85, Cooperative
Institutional Research Program, Secondary data analysis by the Planning
and Evaluation Service, Student and Institutional Aid Division.

802-5
/\ Table 3
‘ " FARTICIPATION IN THE SEQOG PROGRAM
FOR FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME DEPENDENT STUDENTS,
BY SEX, RACE, AND FAMILY INCOME, FALL 1984
Family Inzome
All
nder $10,000- | $2G:,000- | $30,C00- Income
Participation $10,0C0 $19,999 $29,999 $39,090 $40,000+] Lavels
Men
% participzting i 13.3 10.9 7.1 1.7 1.3 5.7
Average per recipient $863 $794 $/54 $816 $93 $811
Women
% participating 13.5 11.7 6.5 3.9 1.1 6.3
Average per recipfent $848 $755 $795 $755 $871 $792
Blacks
rticipating 16.0 15.8 12.1 7.0 3.7 12.6
~age per recipient €99 $326 $872 $90. 3676 $863
Nonblacks
% participating 12.5 10.5 6.4 3.6 1.1 5.3
Average ner recipient $820 $758 $759 sn $937 $78
Scurce: See E.2
I
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INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
sponss to

lil.

A major survey of student financial aid {s being planned by the Mational
Center for Education Scatistics in cooperation with the Offica of Student
Financlal Assis:ance and other Federal agencies. This survey will collect
data on recipients and nonrecipients of aid, providing & large sample of
btl:.mstm;mt population on which detafled analysis of aid patterms can be

The CIRP annual freshman survey is being supplesented with a followp study
of students 2 and & years after their freshman year. This study should
provide valuable data on dropout pattems of various levels of wundergraduate
schoal and on the differencas between freshman and highar-level undergraduates
in the pattam of afd receipt. :

A study of the preliminary data definition phase of a management information
systam is being carrfed out by Advarced Technology, Inc. under a contract
with the Department's Information Resources Management Service (IRMS). This
will lead to cavelopment of a system for using data on aid recipients to
eviluate program operations.

Contacts for Further Informa.ion

Program Operations: pPaul Z. HI1T, (202) 245-9717
Progras Studfes : Robert Bart, (202) 245-.7834

Notas

1. Dnitial-year authorization cnly, no continuing allocation autherized in
FY 1980 and FY 1981.

- 2o Pole 92235, Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981.

3. Authorization for this zdditional year beyond the statutory expiration in
FY 1984 1s provided by General Education Provision Act legislation.

4. This 12 a revised and fmproved version af the data in the 1984 AER.
The 1983-84 data are not available because of a cutback In data pro-
cassing funds.




Chapter 503-1

STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANTS
(CFDA No. 84.069)

T« PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Sectirn 415A to 415D P.L. 92-318,
as zerded (20 U.S.C. 1070c to 1070C-3) (expires September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorizat'on Appropriation
1981 $100,000,000 $76,750,000
1982 76,800,000 73,680,000
1983 76,800,000 60,0J0,000
1984 76,800,000 76,000,000
1685 76,800,000 76,000,000

Purpose: To help States develop and expand grant assistance to students
attending postsecondary educational institutions.

State Eliﬁbﬂ‘lq: AT States are eligible to receive CSederal formula
grants, wust be matched with at lesast equal funds from State re-
sources. State Student Incentive Grant (SSIG) agencies encour ge States
to develop additional sources of grant assistance to weedy students in
postsecondary educatfon. In 35 States, Federal SSIG funds are overmatched
by at least three to one. In 14 of the remaining States, SSIG accounts
for SO percent of State grant assistanca.

Student ETigibility: To be eligible for one of these grants, an under-
graduate must De attending a public, private non-pro®it, or (at Stata
option) proprietary school; must meet citizen/resident requirements; and
must not owe 2 refund on a Title IV grant, or be in default on a Title [V
loan., At State optiom, graduate and less-than-half-time students may also
be eligible. AIl non-profit institutions are eligible to participate,
except where they are excluded by the State constitution or by a Stata law
enacted pric. to October 1978.

Adninistrative Agenctes: Inder <ection 1203 of the Higher Education Act,
each State designatas an agency to be responsible for these funds. It may
be part of the State government, an Education Deyartment or division dealing
with higher education, the organization managing other State grant or loan
programs, or a designated corporation acting for the Stata. The agency
recaives Federal SSIG funds, matches them at least dollar for dollar with
State funds, and distributes them to eligible students in the State student
aid program. .
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Il. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATIGN AND ANALYSIS
Response 17(a) ]

A. Objectives

Continuing objectives of this program In FY 1985 were as follows:

0 To deliver student aid dollars to qualified recipients and maintain the
leval of Stats allotments,

O 70 encourage Stater %o increase support of grant programs for needy
students, and

¢ To insure the existence of State agencies concerned with “ha distr~{bution
of jrant aid to needy students. '

8. Progress and Accomplishmnts

] Ih.FF.?S?s] SSIG appropriation of $76 mfllion in FY 1984 has been maintained
n FY .

o The total State need-dased grant support, including overmatching of
SSIG funds, increased from $1,016,644.000 in prcgram yvar 1982-83 to
$1,080,838,000 in 1983-84. Federal SSIG allotments represent about 6
percant of the overail State need-based grant effort. In 12 Statas that
did not have grant programs before SSIG, State funds now provide more
?ms:&sflan match of the Federal allotae:c. All States now participats
n .

o SSIG staff have axplored the establishment of Student Assistancs Service
Cantars to improve the delivery of aid to students in small institutions.
Cooperative programs with privats industries have been dJevel oped .5/

C. Cuizts and Benefits

Program Sc_nq: In orogram year 1984-85, Federal funds of $76 million matched
=C=33 Tor a cotal of $152 milTion were distributed ts approximately 304,000
recipients, with awards averaging $577. Almost $1.2 Gilidom in neec based
grants was distributed by Statas. The average award for all State grants
in the 1984-85 academic year was $909. SSIG accounted for about six
percent of all 1984-85 State aid dollars (E.I).

Table 1 shows that in the 1983-34 progrzs year, public 4-year {nstitutions
recaived 41 percant of Federal SSIG funds and accownted for 50 percent of
all recipients. Privats 4-year institutions received 43 percent of Federal
SSIG funds but had only 30 percent of all recipients. Two-year and pro-
prietary institutions accounted for the remaining 16 percent of funds and
20 percent of recipients.

184
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Program Effectiveness: SSIG data :hrough the 1983-84 program year {ndicate
<hat the size of the average SSIG award declined from $556 in 1980-81 %o
$545 in 1981-82 and $528 in 1982-83, and then {increased to 1577 in 1983-34.
Awards to students from families with incomes over $20,000 ‘:creased steadily
from 17.9 to 23.0 percent, probably due to wage inflation. Information on
the disiribution of all State grants (including SSIG funds) for first-time,
full-time students (Table 2) reflects a similar trend of increasing average
award levels, ‘Howaver, the percentage of costs covered by Stata grants
decreased over this perfod, due to high inflation of college costs. Tuis was
true for all first-time, full-time dependent students from all income lavels
from 1981-82 to 1964-8S.

Tablc 1
SSIs DISTRIBUTION FOR SELECTED YEARS

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

Average student award
(includes State match) $556 $545 $528 $577

Percentage of all SSIS
recipients at:

4-year public tnstitutions 49.3 83.2 51.8 50.5
-year private institucions 32.8 25.1 24.1 29.6
Proprietary 2.0 1.7 2.1 2.1

2-year institutions 16.0 20.0 21.9 17.8

Percentage of all Fedtrii
SSIG funds at: ’
4.year public institutions 39.5 43.

6 42.1 41.0
4-year private institutions 45.3 39.9 36.5 43.4
Proprietary 2.5 2.1 2.4 2.0
2-year institutions - 12.7 14.5 18. 13.7
Percentage of all Federal
SSIG Dollars to Recipients
with incomes of $20,000+ 19.9 18.2 19.4 23.0

Source: E.2

Table 1 indicates 1{ttle change in the distribution of awards ta public
colleges while Table 2 suggests that, except for 1983-8%, the relative number
o; students aided by the program has remcined roughly at a level of one in
six. .

Finally, despite the fact that SSIG program funding has remained essentially
the same over the FY 1981 to FY 1985 period, need-based State grant programs
as a2 whole have risen from $836 million in 1981-82 to $1,195 million in
1684-85, an increase of 22 percent (E.1). Overall State funding for higher
education during this period increased 16 percent (E.4). This reflects an
increasing responsibility and willingness of the States to fund student aid
programs.
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503-4
Table 2

PARTICIPATION PATTERNS OF FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME DEPENDENT STUDENTS
IN STATE GRANT PROGRAMS, B8Y FAMILY "INCOME, FALL 1981 to 1983

Famtly Income
_ Average
Academic UNDER  $10,000- $20,000- $30,000- For All
Year ' £10,000 $19,999 $29,999 $39,999 $40,000+ Recipients

1981-82 Average awerd $302 3887 $590 $763% 79 $7268
2 aided 4.8 2.9 15.9 10.2 5.7 15.1
2 of cost 18.8 15.0 14.7 18.0 16.3 15.8
19R2-83 Average amard  $789 $704 $678 $738 $728 $718
% aided 8.2 28.2 17.7 10.7 S.9 15.€
% of cost 16.8 14.68 13.8 14.5 12.5 14.0
1983-.84 Average award $334 $780 $736 $a21 $a31 $789
2 alded 29.2 27.3 19.3 11.9 7.2 17.0
2 of cost 16.6 ° 15,1 13.9 15.0 13.1 14.1
1984-85 Average awsrd 3867 $812 $7%0 752 913 $793
‘% aldad 5.9 25.% 18.6 1.1 5.6 15.4

" - % of cast 149  13.5 1.9 - 1.7 12.3 12.9

XEY: Average award = verage dollars awarded per recipient
% atded = Nuber of recipfents + total students
T e % of cost = Merzge Avard 4 average cost

Source: see E.3

Teble 3 portrays the distribution of State grants to first-time, full-time
dependent freshmen by racs, sex, and family incawe for the fall of 1584.
[t indicates that women have si{ghtly higher participation rates and lower
dverage awerds in all but the Towest income group.

Overall black participation in State grant programs is lower than nonblack
participation, and the average awards in the two groups are significantly
different: $1,018 for blacks and $772 for nonblack students. At tha
highest income Tevel, black students participate at a greater rate than
nonblack students, while at all other jevels the reverse is true.

201 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




503-5
/\ Table 3

PARTICIPATION IN STATE SRANTSY/ FOR FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME
DEPENDENT STUDENTS, FALL 1984, BY SEX, RACE, AND FAMILY INCOME

Family Income

Merige
UNDER $10,000- $20,000- $30,000- for all
Participation $10,000 $19,999 $29,999 $39,999 $40,000+ Recipients

Yen
¢ participating 26.9 25.0 17.9 10.7 6.6 14.7
Average er recipient $355 $315 $762 $311 - $805 $308
Nomen
% participating 25.2 26.2 19.5 1.7 6.7 16.3
Average per recipient $876 $510 $738 $717 $736 $781
Blacks
% participating 17.3 18.6 14.5 - 9.8 6.8 14.5

‘rage per recipient $1,038 $929 $1,097 $398 $1,207 $1.018
‘Monblacks
% participating 28.8 27.0 19.1 11.3 6.7 15.6
Average per racipient $331 $798 $730 $752 $755 $772

Sourca: See E.1

0. Highlights of Activities

Project-monitoring activities for this program included audits performed
in accordance with OMB Circular A=102. As a result of the Single Audit
Act of 1984, OMB Circular A-128 will be used for audits performad for FY
1985-86. :
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m £. Supoorting Studies and Analyses

le K. Richer and J, Davis, National Association of State Scholarship
and Grant Program, 16 Anual Survey Report, 1984-85 Academic Year,
January 198S.

2. State Student Incentive Grant (SSIG) Data Summary Reports, SSIS Pra-
gram files, NMvision of Policy and Program Development, Office of
Student Financial Assistance, Offica of Postsecondary Edycation,

Ospartment of Education, 1985.
3. Anual Suvey of Frashmen 1980-81 tniough 198.-85, Cooperative Inst.-
tutionsl ‘wsearch Programs of the Higher Education Research Institute:

unpublished tables derived by the Planning and Evaluation Service of

4. M.H. Chambars., Appropriation, State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses
of Higher Education, Mational Association of State Whiversities
and Land Grant Colleges, Washingtor, D.C.

1I1. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
spon se

-7 Mo studies of the SSIG program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information
Program Cperations: MNetl C. Melson, (202) 472-4265
Program Studies : Robert Bart, (202) 245-7384

Notac

1. State grants include Fedaral SSIG allotments plus required State
" 'matching funds and in many czses, an cvermatch frem Staty funds.

o 2. For example, State agencies have developed additional funding sources
' by establishing cocperative programs with private {ndustry, and they
have implemented work-study programs witn privata organfzations.




Chapter 504-1

- GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAN PRCRRAM
N (CFOA No. 34.032;

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Titla IV-B, P.L. 89-329 as amended
'(!%‘"“'""‘u...... 1071-1087-3a) (expires September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981 -

Fiscal Year Loan Volumel/ (ligations2/ _ Appropriation
1981 $7,824,000,000 $2,721,115,000 $2,535,470,000
1982 6,238,000,000 3,297,776,000 3,073,846,000
1983 6,928,000,0n9 2,942.072,000 3,100,500,000
1984 7,916,000,000 3,478,000,000 2,256,500,000
1985 9,267,000,000 4,732,554,703 4,106,454,703

Purpose: To facflftaie students’ access to postsecondary education and to
m%a their choices asong a broader range of institutions. The Guaranteed
Student Loan Program (GSLP) authorizas low-iaterest loans to students to
help pay studants' costs of attending eligible postsecondary institutions,
tncluding colleges and wunfversities; vocational, technical, business, and
trude schools; and certain. forsign institutions.

\ Parent Loans for Undergraduate Students (PLUS) serve the same general purpose
- as GSLP loans. PLUS makes loarns to parents of dependent undergraduates,

and to graduate and {ndependent undergraduate students. These loans are
1¢3s subsidized than reqular GSLP loans, and repayment begins within 60
days of the loan disbursement.

Eligibility: U.S. citizens, nationals, and permanent residents in the United
States for other than a temporary purpose may apply for a GSL {f they are
enrulled or accepted for enroliment on at least a half-tima basis as under-
graduate, graduate, professional, or vocational students at a participating
postsecondary school. A student who is already enrolled at a participating
institution must be maintaining satisfactory progress. Alsa, the student
must not owe 3 re’und on a Title I¥ grant or be in default on a Title IV
Toan. If the student's or the family's adjusted gross income {is $30,000
or more, the student/family must undergo a “needs tast® to determine
el1gibility for Federal payment of interest on the student's behalf whilz
the studeat is in school.

PLUS: Parents and eligible students generally can obtain loans on the same
basis as parents and students borrowing under regular GSLP provisions. An
important exception {s that there s n9 needs test on income, although
Tendere may restrict loans or loan amounts according to the borrower's credit-
worthiness.
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"\ il. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
S sponss |y 3

A. Bjectives

During FY 1988, the Departaent's principal cperating objectiver far thi
program ware as follows: .

-0 To develop, and have published 1in the Federal Seoister, ' Mo.fcr of
Proposed Rulemsaking (NPRM) on the GSLP and PLUS prgrams; ane

o To develop procedures, in conjunction with Interndl Re - ue Jervice,
fo offsat income tax refunds of borrowers who are in de ' on their
oamns.

8. ss and )1 {shaents

¢ Tha Department of Zducation developed and pblished in the ‘ederal Ragister
on September 4, 1985, a MNotice of Propo .4 “ulemaking tlat combined the
GSL and PLUS programs.

¢ The Department of Education began davelopin ' oricadures tr, make deductions
from income tax refnds of dorrowers who «a.  defaulted on their loans.

-6 The Depertment of Education sert Tetters to \ ' v err under the discon-

- tinued Federally Iasured Stuc .t Loan Program  .7] informing thes of
the Departsnt's intent to make deductians from \ - burrowers: income ti..
refunds {f they have defaultad an their loan.

C. Costs and Benefits

_ Student Participation: The Ospartment of Educatfon estimates that about 31
.percant of all ci%ﬁblo students participate in the GSLP. For. full-time
freshmen mdergraduates for the fall of 1984, the participation rate was
26.2 percant. (See Table 1l for more detail.) Pacticipation ratas and aver-
2%¢ Toan amounts «re sensitive priearily to the cost of education. Foi tha
Towest cost category (less tham $,,000), the average participation rate in
icademic year 1984-8%5 was 10.8 parcent. For the highest cost catagory
(wore than $5,000), 35.5 percant of all students borrowsd under this pe-
gram. Although a saaller percantage of students in the lowast cost schools
participatad, student loans paid for a larger percantag of the’r total
costs. For example, in acadestc year 1983-84, loans coversd 65.2 percent of
total .33t in the least expensive category of institutiom, but paid for only
24,7 percant of tatal cost in the highest cost catsgory. Kowever, the
averagk loan at the highest cost schools was about 20 percent lirger than
that in the lowest cost schools. Because of the annual bdarrceiag 1.mit
($2,500), undergraduate students attanding progressively mor= expansiva insti-
tutims ind that guarinteed lvans meat a smaller percentage of their total
costs (E.l1). Individial data on the PLUS program are not yet available.
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Table 1

PARTICIPATION PATTERNS OF FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME, GEPENDENT STUDENTS
OF DIFFERING INCOME LEVELS IN GSL
ACADEMIC YEARS 1981-82 to 1984-85

Family Income
Average
Acadesic Under $10,000- $20,000- $3C,000- for all
Year $10,000 $19,999 $29,999 $39,999 $40,000+ Recipients
1981-.82 Average
award $1.,557 $1,19 $1.927 $2,048 32,161 $1,330
% aided 18.5 25.4 30.4 30.7 25.6 27.0
% of cost 34.9 38.1 A2.8 44.5 42.4 41.5
1932-83 Average
tward $1,636 $1,704 $1,833 $1,782 $1,830 $1,771
% afded 24.0 27.6 27.6 23.5 11.8 22.4
2 cf ce.t 34.9 35.4 37.4 35.1 31.6 3.5
1983-84 Average
awmrd $1,631 $1,740 81.84»1_ $1,817 $1,846 $1,791
2 atded 25.4 27.8 29.3 25.3 13.0 23-4
£ of cost 32.5 3.7 34.8 33.0 29.1 3.7
1984-85 iAverage
award $1,772  $1,866 $1,950 $1,96L $1,970 $1,919
% afded 28.9 31.6 33.2 28.8 15.3 26.2
% of cost 30.9 31.7 32.8 31.0 28.1 3i.1

Kay: Average award = Average dollars awarded per recipient
% aided = Number of recipients + total students
% of cast = Average amard ¢ average cost

Source: See E.l

Proqrar Scope

GSLP: The Department of Education estimatas that FY 1985 loan volume totaled
about $8.7 billion, compared with $7.5 billfon in FY 1984. In FY 1985, 3.7
willion students raceived loans, compared with 3.3 million in 1984.

PLUS/Auxiliary: The Department of Education est: < that FY 19495 PLUS
i0ans totaled $545 million, while in FY (5G4 this «. rent of the program
was $369 million. /bout 204,000 persons participated in the PLUS program
n FY 1985, compared with 140,000 in FY 1984,

For both program components, the cumulative outstanding lcan volume is esti-
mated at $37.2 billion in F¥- 1985, compared with $22.0 billion in FY 1984.

Table 2 displays thesa data for FY 1983 through FY 1985.
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Table 2

SUMMARY OF LOAN YOLUME AND NUMBERS OF RECIPIENTS
FISCAL YEARS 1983, 1984, AND 1985

1983 1984 1985
lar Loans
volume $5,671,006,000 $7,%47,000,000 $8,722,000,000
Nusber of loans 2,939,000 3,263,000 3,697,000
Average lomn $2,269 2,313 $2,359
PLUS Loans
voiume $257,100,000 $365,000,000 $545,000,000
Nmber of loans 100,000 140,000 204,000
Average loan $2,571 $2,632 $2,675
Total
“Toan volume 36,928,000,000 $7,916,000,000 $9,267,000,000
Number of loans 3,039,000 3,403,000 3,901,000
Merags- loan 2,279 $2,3¢8 $2,376
. Cumulative Outstanding |
' Loan Yolume $26,967,600,000 $31,903,000,000 $37,1%3,000,000
Source: See Eaz

gﬁm Effectivenass: During recant years, the Department has applied 2
needs ioan applicants frowm families with adjusted gross incomes; of
$30,000 and sbove. Overall participation rates fell from 27 percent 1
198182 to 22.4 percent in 1982-83, dut by 198485 they had rit again to
26.2 percant (see Table 1). Participation by students in the highest income
category--those most affected by the needs malysis restrictiome-dropped
from 25.6 percent in 1981-82 to 11.8 percant in 1982-83, but by 1984-85
their particination had risen aqain to 15.3 percent.

The »vei"zge amount borrowed has increased 3teadily, in line with the cost of
1iving, for borrowers in all income categories. The average loan fur all
borrowars was $1,771 in academic year 1982-83 bu> had increased to $1,919 in
1984-85. This represented an incresss of a little more than 4 percent per
year. The greatest increase in sizr of average loan was for dorrowers in
the $30,000-339,999 category. Over the 2-ycar period 1982-83 through 1984-3S,
their average loan increased from $1,782 to $1,962, an annual increase of
about 5 percent.
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( \ There is currently 10 needs tast for borrower~ with farily incomes of less

._- tham $30,000. Nata in Table 1 show that participation rates for this group
continued to increase between academic years 1982-83 and 1984-85. For example,
of those in the lowest income category (iess than $10,000), 24.0 percent
borrowed in 1982-33 and 28.9 percent borrowed in 1584-85. Corresponding
rates for the $10,000-$19,999 category were 27.6 percent and 31.6 percent,
raspectively, and for the $20,000-$29,999 category, 27.6 percent and 33.2
percant.

Guarantaed student loans coversd a2 smaller percentage of the total cost of
education in acacewic year 1984-35 than in earlier years. For the lowest
incoms students (balow $10,000), the average loan amount decreased from 34.9
percent of total cost in 1982-83 to 30.9 percent in 1984-85. All other
income groups experienced similar decraases. For all borrowers, guaranteed
loans amounied to 34.5 percant of total cost in 1982-83 but only 31.1 percent

in 1984-85.
Table 3
PARTICIPATION IN THE GSL PROGRAM FOR FIRST-TIME,
FULL-TIME DEPENDENT STUDENTS, BY SEX, RACE,
AND FAMILY INCOME, FALL 1984

Fomily Income
Under | $10,000 | $20,000 $30.200 Average
participation $10,000 | $19,999 $29.,999 $39,999 $40,000+|for all

kacipients
Men

% participating 30.2 32.6 33.3 28.9 15.5 26.3
Average per recipient $1,790 - | $1,87C $1,338 $1,957 $1,965 |$1,919

homes:

2 participating 28.1 1.1 3.4 29.2 15.5 26.5
Average per reciptmt $1,758 $1,862 $1,963 $1,967 $1,976 [$1,918
Black

% participating 26.8 28.4 33.1 26.8 20.5 27.5

Average per recipient $1,762 $1,798 $1,844 $1,896 $1,870 [$1,816
Nonblacks

% participating 29.7 32.5 3.4 29.2 15.3 26.3
Average per recipient $1,775 $1,876 $1,958 $1,966 $1,977 81,929

~.urca: See E.l
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The Departmant continued to increase 1ts effarts to collect on outstanding

defaults and to reduce the incidertce of default in FY 1985. The Department
plans for FY 1986 include the following:

0 work extensively on reauthorfzaticn, and have the Department's dedt
collection proposals enacted.

0 devote & considerable asount of time and effort to finalizing the NPRM
on GSL coliections and issuing & final rule.

€. Supporting Studies and Malyses

1. The Cooparative Institutional Research Pingram (CIRP), University of
California at Los Ageles, Califomia, 1983.

2. Program files, Offica of Postsacondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education, 158184,

IIl. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
poise €O GaPA 417(D

the study .is in progress. mother 13 planned:

@ The CIRP survey referred to in Section II E.1 above provides annual data
an distribution of aid from Feders! student aid programs for first-time,
full-time freshmen. Oata for the 1985-88 academic year will be available
in spring of 1986.

o The Qgpartment is planning a Mational Stud) of Student Financial Ald for
the fall of 1986. It will survey students, parents, and institutions
for botk undargraduste and graduate students.

contacts for Further Information

reogras Jparations: Oavid Bayer, (202) 245-2475
Program Studies : Dan Morrissey, (202) 245-8281

Notas

1. Al volume fiqures represant commitments rather than disbursements.
2. Represents total obligations {incurred. Amounts have not been adjuszad

to reflect program recaipts (collections on defaulted loans, insurance
premiums, etc.).

2CY
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Chapter S05-1
DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.038)
I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiition: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, Part E, P.L. 89-329
a3 amenaed (20 Y.S.C. 108722-1027%1) (expires September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 $400,000,000 $200,600,000
1982 286,000,000 193,360,000
1983 286,000,000 193,360,000
1984 226,000,000 180,860,000
1985 , 625,000,000 215,000,000

Purpose: To help institutions make low-interest loans to financially needy
students to help pay their costs of attending postsecondary education institu-
tions. The Direct loan Program {is the loan component of the “campus-based
programs,” which are directly adwinistered by financial aid administrators
at postsacondary institutions. Dirsct Lewns provide flexibility to financial
afd administrators in packaging studeni. aid awards to best muet individual
student needs.

EHg'_lb‘lHt¥: Postsecondary institutions meeting eligibility requirements
may participate. The Department of tEducation establishes an institutional
revolving fund financed from repayment of previous loans, from the annual
rederal Capical Contribution appropriatad by Congress. The Department allo-
cates appropriated funds to the States according to a statutory formula,
and ;.hm to institutions according to both statutory requirements and program
regulations.

If the Direct Loan Progrim appropriation exceeds the FY 1981 appropriation
of $186 millfon, the State allotment formula uses the ratio of full-time
enrollees 1 institutions of higher education within the State to the total
nwber of such persons enrolled in all the States for 90 percent of the
funding. If necassary, the Department apportions additional funds to a State
to make its amount equal to that for FY 1972,

Students are eligible for a Toan if (1) they are enrolled on at least a half-
time basis and are making satisfaciary academic progress as detarmined by
the institutions, or (2) they have been accepted for enroliment for at least
hal f-time at :n eligible {nstitution, and are Unitad States citizeans or are
in the U.S. for other than 3 temporary purpose and intend to become permanent
residents, do not owe a refund on a Title IV grant, and are not in default
on 2 Title IV loan. Direct Loan applicants must demonstrate financial need
as determined by one of the approved systems to analyze need.

210
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{ \ II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
Y sponse to GEPA Fl

Re BDjectives

Ouring FY 1985, the Department of Education's principal objactives for this:
program were as follows:

0 To increase collections of defaultsd loans assigned to the Departament by
. institutions, and

o To encourage institutions to collect locans more effectively and thus make
sore loar funds available to students.

8. Progress and Accompl{shmants

o Ihstitutions turned over to ihe Department of Education more defaulted
loms for collaction, and collections of them have subsequently increased:
in FY 1983, commrcial agencies under contract to the Department collected
$20.0 mi1T1on in defaultad loans, an increase of 77 percent over the FY
1982 figure of $11.3 million.

0 The Department strengthened the “due diligence® requirements that institu-
tions must meet in carrying out their collection activities.

C. Costs and Benefits

ram Scope: In FY 1983, Bfrect Loan volume totaled $596.8 willion; there

were approximataly 675,000 borrowers. The Department of Education allocated

the FY 1984 Federal Capital Contribution of $160 million smong the 3,348

participating institutions. Private universities and 4-year institutions

raceived 44 percent ($70.4 afllian) while private 2-year colleges received 3

parcant ($4.8 dllim& Public universities and four-vear I{nstitutions

received 33 percant (3$52.8 million) and public 2.year colleges, § percant

- ($9.6 million). Borrowers attendine proprictary schoals received about 14
percant ($22.4 million) (see E.1).

Student Participation: Ouring academic year 198485, about 7 percent of all
first-time, full-time freshmen participated 1in the Direct Lloan Program,
compared with about §.7 percent in 1982-83. Thess rates generally vary in
relation to both family income and educational cost: the higher the family
income, the lower the participation rate; the higher the cast, the higher the
participation rate (see Table 1). In 1984-85, for example, participation
rates were highest (10.7 percent) for thase in the twd lowast income cats-
gories (under $10,000 and $10,000-319,999) and lowest (2.3 percent) for
those in the highest income group ($40,000+). This pattemn has been con-
sistent for many years.

The Diract Loan first-time, full-time freshmen borrowed an average of $1,238
during the most recant year. Ths amount borrowed varies principally with
educational cost. For example, during 1984-85, students attending the lowest
cost institutions (under $3,000) borrowed an average of $827. Those attending
the most expensive institutions -(more than $6,000) borrowed an average of
$1,316, nearly 60 percent more.
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Table 1

PARTICIPATION PATTERNS OF FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME, OEPENDENT STUDENTS
IN THE DIRECT LOAN PRUGRAM BY FAMILY INCOME,
ACADEMIC YEARS 1981-82 TO 1984-85

Family Income

Average

Academic Under $10,000- $20,000- $30,000- for all
Year $10,000 $19,999 $29,999 $39.993 $40,000+ Recipients

1981-82 Average

award $922 $1,045 $1,169 $1,367 $1,672 $1,161

% aided 10.5 11.9 9.7 6.4 2.9 8.2

% of cost 20.0 22.6 24.5 28.2 33.0 24.4

1982-83 Average

% ajded 10.0 10.7 8.4 5.4 2.0 6.7
% of cost 20.8 22.5 23.8 24.0 23.4 22.2
1983-34 Average . ’
awerd $1,027 $1,086 $1,179 $1,260 $1,347 $1,158
% 2ided 11.5 11.3 9.2 6.4 2.5 7.4
% of cost 20.4 21.0 22.3 22.8 21.2 19.6

1984-85 Average
award $1,064 81,173 $1,269 81,329 $1,426 $1,238
% 2ided 10.7 10.7 9.6 6.2 2.3 7.0
% of cost 17.1 18.6 20.0 19.9 20.3 19.2

Key: Average award = Average dollars awardad per recipient
% aided = Number of recipients & total students
% of cost = Average award + average cost

Source: See E.2

Program Effectiveness: (he measure of program ef7s.tiveness is the exteat to
which Uirect Loans met total college costs during the most recent period
compared with pravious periods.

Student 2id awards have covered 2 smaller percentage of total cost during
recent years, principally because of rapidly rising tuition. Ouring academic
year 1984-85, for example, the average Oirect Lo met 19.2 percent of the
total cost for first-time, full-time freshmen, whereas in 1982-83, the
average Direct Loan met 22.2 percent of cost. Consistent with the pattem
of previous years, the Direct Loan percentage of tntal cost shows little
vartation across family income categories. For example, an average Direct
Loan met 17.1 percent of total cost for students from families having incomes
of less than $9,999, and 20.3 percant of total cost for students with family
incomes of $40,000 or more.
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TN Table 1 shows the distritutton of Direct Loans to full-time freshmen with
¢ fferent family incomes and costs of education as well as the isverage loan
aount and the parcentage of total cost met by these loans. Table Z provides
the distribution ts students by famfly incose, race, and sex. The data
indicate that women as a whole had higher rates of participation but their
Toan amounts were almost the same as thosa for men. Greater proportions of
blacks than whitas borrowed, but the blacks borrowed substantially smaller
amounts. Th. comparisons vary somewhat by income but are generally consistent.

Table 2
PARTICIPATION IN THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRA'

) FOR FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME DEPENDENT STUDENTS
BY SEX, RACE, AND FAMILY INCOME, Fall 1984 .

Family Income
Average
Under 10,000~ | $21,000- | $30,000- for all
Participation $10,000 $19,999 $29,999 $39,000 $40,000+|Recipients
pon, .

Al'ﬁdplﬁng 10.5 909 ,ol 5.3 203 605
Average per recipient $1,058 $1,.153 $1,261 $1,328 $1,402 $1,234
Nomen L
% participating 10.9 11.8 10.2 6.7 2.4 7.7
Averace p-r.nd;ﬂmt $1,068 $1,188 $1,276 $1,329 51,452 $1,242
Blacks ‘

% participating 9.8 10.8 11.6 6.6 5 ? 9.2
- Nonblacks

% participating 11.0 10.9 9.5 8.2 2.3 6.9

Average per recipient $1,072 $1,157 $1,200 $1,328 $1,426 $1,239

Source: See E.2

~ag
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- 0. Highlights of Activities

Increased efforts will be made to reduce outstanding cdefaults in the Direct
Loan Program by strengthening institutional due-diligence requirements and
by intensifying collection activities. These effurcs, if successful, will
result in the availability of more funds for new loans.

E. Supporting Studies an4 Analyses

‘1. Program files, Office of Postsecondary Eiucation, U.S. Department of
Education, 1984, :

2. The Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP), Wniversity of
Cal‘formia at Los Mmgeles, California, 1984.

[II. INFORMATIOM ON STUDY CONTRACTS
sponie w0 aErm

One study is in progress and another {s planned:

o The CIRP survey referred to in E.2 was repeated in the fall of 1985. It

includes annual data on distribution of aid from Fedaral student aid

- programs for first-time, full-time freshmen of different race and sex
and tha report will be ready in the spring of 1984.

i o The Department is planmning & Matiomal Study of Studant Financial Ald for
the fall of 1986. It will survey students, parents, and institutions
for both undergraduate and graduate students.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Paul Z. HilY, (202) 245-9717

_ Program Studies : Daniel Morrissey, (202) 245-8281
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WORK-STUDY PRCGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.033)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislition: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, Part C, P.L. 89-329
as awaded (42 U.S.C. 2751-27560) (expires September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Piscal Year Aathorization Approperiation
1981 $870,000,000 $550,000,000
1982 580,000,000 528,000,000
1983 $50,000,000 590,000,000
1984 555,000,000 555,000,000
1985 - 839,000,030 $92,500,000

se: To stimulate and promote part-time employment for postsecondary
stidents who need the eamings to lalp mee” the cost of their education.
Federal grants to institutions are used ta subsidize up to 80 parcent of
& studant’s wages. Tha remainder is [rovided by tha employer, which may
be the institutior itseif if 1t 1s & nonprofit fnstitution.

Authorization for Nork-Study Programs -also provides for job locatiom and
development projects Intended ta fostar the location and development of
part-time employment. Up to 10 percant of the W ~k-Study grant, not to
excead $25,000, my be used to support thess projects. o

El1gibility: Most public or nonprofit institutions or organizations may
pan’;?apaﬁ as employers. Funds are allotted among the States according
to & statutory fornula and then allocated to {nstitutions under both statu-
tory requiressnts and progras regulations.

Undergraduate, graduate, or professtonal students (enrolled or accapted
for enrcilment as regular students) who are maintiining satisfactory
academic progress in accordance with the standards and practicas of the
institution are eligible to participate in the programs. Tey must demon-
strate financial need as detammined by the institution using an approved
need analysis system, Thay must not owe a refund on a Title IV grant,
must not be in default o a Title IV loan, and must meet citizen/resident
requiresints. The size of the award depends on the rate of pay and
number oF hours warked. The winimum-wage law applies.
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77N 1l. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
| sponse 2 A

A. Objective

Ouring FY 1985, the Department of Education emphasized the following Jbjective
for the Work-Study Program: .

o To promote greater use of job location and development centers, which

provide support to institutional administrators in locating and developing
part-time, off-campus employment for students.

S. Progress and Accomplishments _ - —_

Approximately 440 institutions had established job Tocation and development
projects during the 1983-84 school year.

Ce msis and Benefits

Program Scope: Ouring FY 1985, approximately $528 million in Federal Work-
tu unds went to students. These funds, in conjunction wit: institutional
matching funds, provided $614.9 million for 720,097 students. Funds to
institutions were awarded as follows:

Public, 4-yeaar . 423
Private, 4-yeir 37%
Public, 2-year 162
Private, 2-year 2%
Proprietary 3%

0%

Program data indicate tha: 3,471 postsecondary institutions participated in
the Federal Work-Study Program during academic year 1984-8S.

. Almost 450 postsecondary 1institutions also pactictpatad in job location an¢
development centers that assisted about 130,000 students. 1hese centers
provided about. $240 mil1ion in total compensation to these students.

In fall 1984, a Higher Education Pmnel Survey found that 2,59¢ of 2,650
institutions of higher education--98 percent.-received Work-Study funds from
the Federal Government. Mora than 775 institutions--29 percent--recafved
such funds from States; 235 of thess institutions also received Work-Study
funds from other sources. Of the 58 institutions not participating in the
Federal Work-Study Program, 53 were private 2-year colleges (ses E.l).

Student Participation: Ouring academic year 1984-85, about 1l percent of all
Tirst-time, ruli-time freshmen participated in the Work-Study Program (see

Table 1). The corresponding participation rate 4n 1982-83 had been about 13
percent. Ratas vary widely, howaver, by family income. In 1984-85, for
example, participation rates wers highest (19.5 percent) for persons in the
Towest family income category (under $10,000) and iowest (3.4 percent) for
those in the highest income group ($40,000+). This pattern has remained
consistent for many years. Work-Study part‘:ipants recaived an average of
$760 during 1984-85.
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The average amouwrt of Nork-Study award also appears to be strongly related
to family income. In 1984-85, for ¢xample, participants with family incomes

- of $40,000+ received awards that were about $30 hRigher than the averags

v

for those with family incomes of less than $17,000 (see Table 1). The princi-
pal reason is that many students from higher-income families attend more
expensive colleges and thus are eligible for larger amounts of aid. Many of
these Work-Study awerds amounted to a small percentage of the total cost.

Table 1
PARTICIPATION PATTERNS OF FIRST-TIME, FULL-TINE

DEPENDENT STUDENTS IN THE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM BY FAMILY INCOME
ACADEMIC YEARS 1981-32 70 1984-83

Family Income
Average
Academic inder $10,000- $20,000- $30,000- for all
Year $10,000 $19,999 $29,999 $39,999 $40,000+ Recipients
1981-82 Average
amrd $534 18 43 g6 $786 $729
3 ‘1“ 2007' 18.‘ 1‘-2 * ,03 3.9 12.7
2of.cost 16.8 15.8 15.2 14.5% 14.4 15.5
1982-83 Average
award $68% $702 £738 $7%53 $7132 $728
% ajded 21.9 19.3 14.7 10.2 4.6 12.8
% of cost 14.6 14.6 15.0 14.8 13.5 14,1
1983-84 Average
award $720 $758 $764 $790 $309 $764
% aided 25.2 22.1 16.6 11.3 5.4 14.4
2 of cost 14.3 14.7 14.4 14.3 12.8 13.3
1984-85 Average -
award $752 $7%8 $747 $748 3331 $760
% aided 19.5 17.0° 13.5 8.4 3.4 10.7
% 27 cost 13.2 12.5 11.4 9.8 10.2 11.7

KEY: Average award = Average dollars par recipient
2 aided = number of recipients/tatal students
% of cost = (average awrd + average cost)

Source: See E.3

Table 2 summarizas the distribution of Work-Study recipients by family
income, sex, and raca. Overall, the participation rate for women exceeds
the rate for men by mors than three percentage points, and the rate for
blacks exceeds the rata for whitas by almost seven percentage points,
These differences vary, of course, by income categories.
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\( \: Table 2
e PARTICIPATION IN THE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM FOR FIRST.-TIME, FULL-TIME
DEPENDENT STUDENTS BY SEX, RACE, AND FAMILY INCOME
FALL 1984
Family Income
Under $10,000- | $20,000- ; $30,000- Average
Participation $10,000 $19,999 $29,999 $39,999 |$40,000+ |for all
_ Recipients
¥en
% participating 17.7 14.5 11.9 7.1 3.2 9.0
Average per recipient $790 $796 $772 $797 $850 $795
Women
% participating 20.9 19.2 15.1 9.8 4.0 2.4
Average per recipient $727 $734 8727 $713 $306 $734
Blacks _ '
.= participating 219 19.3 18.4 9.6 7.5 | 1.2
arage per recipient $782 $5811 $2s5% $848 $862 $315
Nonblacks
% participating 18.8 16.7 13.1 Ged 3.4 10.6
Average per recipient $741 $749 $73s $742 $329 $751

Sgurce: See E.3

Program Effectiveness:

rogram effectiveness {s measured partly bty the

scope of work opportunities provided.

As already mentioned, 2 recent Highar

Ecucation Panel Study found that 98 percent of 2,650 institutions of higher
education with a Work-Study program also received Federal funds. The Work-
Study funde accounted for more than three.quarters of all funds in 47 percent
af the schools and for between che-quartar and three-quarters in 45 percent
of the other schools. Although additional funds were available from State
and institutional sources, neither of these sources was as important as the
Federal program for creating work situations (see E.3).
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Student afd amards have coversd 3 smaller cercentage of tutal cost during
recent years, principally because of rapidly rising ctuition. IIn azademic
yeir 198485, for example, the average awerd met 11.7 percent of taotal cost
for first-time, fulle-tivs fresmGn. In 1981-82, the average award.met 15.5
percant of cost. Consistent with the pattern of previous years, the percentage
of total cost shows aminor variation across family income categories. For
‘example, an averige award mat 13.2 percent of total cost for students with
family incomes of less than $10,000 and 10.2 percent for those in the $40,G00+
group. Hivaver, the percantage of costs covered by work eamings fell froa
15.5 to 11.7 over the same pertod, reflecting the increassd growth in college
costs over and above 1ncreases in real income.

R. Hightights of Activities

The Mork-Study Program 1s considered an essential coaponeat of the Ad-
winistration's package of studmnt finamcial aid. In addition to providing
wirk oppor-~unitias for students, the program encourages use of funds to
support programs for aduit Titeracy and employment at eligible day-care
canters. The program 2130 strengthens the relaticaship detween academic
programs and Work-Study experiences through the Cooperative Education Program
(C°DA No. 84.055).

E. Supporting Studies and Mal ysas

L. *Student Finacclal Atd for Full-Time Undergraduates,” HEP Survey No. 68,
Amcticn Cous il on Education, Nashington, 0.C., 1985,

2. "The Cooperative Institutimal Research Program (CIRP),® University of
Califoernia at Los Mmgeles, Califomia, 198S.

3. *Studmt Financlal Ald, Fall 1984,° HEP Survey Mo. 68, Averican Council

or. Education, Washington, 0.C., 198S8.
[1I. (INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS

sponse to oalA 4V

The CIRP survey referr~d to in E.2 provides annual 'data on distribution of
a1d from Federal student aid programs for fi¢. 2-time, full-time freshmen.
Data for the 1983-86 acadamic year will be available in the spring of 1986.
The Depactment 1s also planning ~ National Study of Student Financial Ald
for the fall of 1988, It will survey students, parents, an” {institutions
for both underyraduate and graduate students.
Contacts for Further Information
Program Operations: Paul Z. Hi11, (202) z245-9717

Program Studies : Daniel Morrissey, (202) 245-3281
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\ UPWARD EOUND
- (CFDA No. 84.047)
I. PROGRAM PROFILE
Legisiation: Higher Educatim Act of 1965, Title IV, Secticas 417A and
| ’I;C. as amended by P.L. 96-374 (20 U.S.C. 1070d, 107Cd-1a) (expires
| September 30, 1.,88).
f Funding Since 1981 .
Fiscal Year Authorization 1/ Appropriation 1/ Allecationl/
|
| 1981 $200,000,009 $156,500,000 $66,501,000
| 1983 170,000,000 154,740,000 68,366,514
1 1984 170,000,000 164,740,000 70,754,376
| 1985 Indefinite 174,940,000 73,614,193
‘ sa: To generate among low-income youths and potential first-generation
college students the skills and motivation necassary for success in education
‘ beyond high school. The goal of the program is to increase the academic
performence and motivation of eligible enrolides so that they Jay complete
i sacondary school and successfully pursue postsacondary education prograus.
( 1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMTION AND ANALYSIS

sponse to a
A. Objectives

During FY 1985, thae Department's principal objectives for the Upward Bound
°rogram were as follows:

o To provide tacmical assistance to prospective applicants for new Upward
found grant awards by conducting application preparation workshops and
developing and disseminating an applitcation developrent guide;

o To provide current grantees with continuation funding application materials
and to issue 421 noncompeting continuation Upward Bound grant awards;

o To respond to recommendations of the General Accounting Office (GAQ) on
assessing Upward Bound projects' success in meeting two important program
goals: ?I) increasing participants’ academfc skills and (2) enabling
part‘lcfpants to be successfu! in postsecondary education; and

o To establish grant-monitoring hmcadures to allow tﬁe Dapartment to assess

changes in prcject performance over time, to consider requests for grants,
and to assess overall program accow;}ishments.
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( \ B. Pregress and Accomplishments

" o Five applicationr preparatior workshops wers held for prospective Upward
Bound applicants, and an apolication development quide was p “ared and

sent to all persons who requested a program grant agpiica..on form.

o The Departrant rucsived applications for 421 noncompeting continuation
grants, procassed them, and issued grant awrds for program year 1985-86.

In response to tha recommendations of the General Accounting Office,
the Department ensured that every Upward Bound application funded in FY
1985 contained objectives for mesasuring the acadewic skills growth of
Upward Bound participmts and for following up on Upward Baund graduates
to dater -ine their postsecondary succass.

The Dspartmant implemsntad a variety of cost-effective grant-monitoring
procadures, including extansive telephone monitoring, reviews of annual
;m'fqma repcrts and other data, and onsits cross-program monitoring.

C. Costs and Benefits

T of Benefits: The Oepartment of Education makes grants to participating
’.usf.;.‘t'ﬁ’.mz and agencies to provide educational secvicas to disadvantaged
« Studmt benefits typically begin with a 6= t0 8-week residency and
on 2 colTege or secondary school campus.” Ouring the acadesic year,
students sy sttand Satunday classes or tutoriai/comsaiing sessions or
cipate in cultural enrfchmant sctivities. During the junior and sentior
years, the studants expiors postsecondary optioms.

i

}
.
4

-
g
!

Program Scope: In FY 1988, 421 noncompeting continuation awards ware made
Tor & tota: emount of $73,514,193. About 32,500 participants were sarved
at an average Federal cost of 32,265 per participant (Jee Table 1).

Table L

PROJECT FUNDS, NEW AND CONTIMUING
PY 1983 TO FY 1985

FY 1983 FY 1982 FY 1988

Naw Projects 423 - e

Continuation — 22 421

Average Award $161,440 $167,664 $174,856

Persons Servad 32,8068 32,800 32,500
Average Fed. Cost

Per Participmnt $2.094 2,170 $2,265

Budget Authority $68,289,000 $70,754,376 $73,614,193
Source: See E.1

Program Effectiveness: No new information (see the FY 1984 AER for latest
Tnformation).
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f " D. Highlights of Actiyities

~ The Administration prepcsed to' reduce funding for Upward Bound in FY 1986.
All Upvard Bound grantees were to be required to share 20 percent of the
cogts of their projects. Participant el1gibility would include Tow-income
and handicapped persons, and the requirement that participants be first-
gerieration college students would ta deleted. The Congress did not enact
the Administration’s proposal.

E. Supperting Studies and Analyses

1. Program filec, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education, 1985.

III. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
sponse to

A study of program rgports and files is planned for next year.

; Ccatacts for Further'lnfomtim

Pregranm Operations: Carol Saith, (202) 245-2165

PPugram Studies : ‘Robert H. Berls, (202) 245-8231

- Note

| L. Represents budget authortty and appropriation for all Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Students: Special Services, Upward Bound, Talent
Search, Educational Opportunity Canters, Service Learming Centars (until

FY 1982), and the Training Program. Funds are mot appropriated
separately for the five programs, but are allocated administratively.
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. TALENT SEA?CH
(CFOA No. S4.044)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legfslation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, Sections 417A and 4178,
as u;md«: y P.L. 96-374 (20 U.S.C. 10704, 1070d-1) (expires September 30,
1986) .

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal! Year Muthorizationl/ Appropriationl/ Allocationl/
1981 $200,000,000 $156,500,000 $17.113,000
1982 165,000,000 150,240,000 17,057,594
1983 170,000,000 - 184,746,000 17,057,594
1984 170,000,000 164,740,000 17,628,233
1988 Indafinite 174,940,000 20,728,468

Purpose: To 1dentify qualified youths with patential for postsecondary
education; to encourage them to complete secondary sclicol and to enroll in
postsecondary education programs; 20 publicize the availadbility of student
financial aid; and to incresase the number of secondary ind postsecondary
school dropouts who recnter an educational progras.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
se

A. (jectives

The Oepartment's aobjectives for t v Talent Sedarch Program included the
following:

o To establish grant-monitoring procadures that will {mprove the Depart-
ment's D111ty to assass individual projects and thus enable Departoent
sarsomne] to make better decisions about requests for grant renewals and
more comprehensive assessmants of program accomplishmarts;

o To provide tectnical assistanca ta p.ospective applicants for new Talent
Search grant awards by canducting application preparation workshops and
by developing #nd disseminating an application development g:ide; and

o

To develop and have approved a new performance-reparting form for the
Talent Search Program.

o Grantess must pursue four goals:
1. To enhance participants’' motivation to complete sacondary school
2. To increase the appiication rates to postsecandary institutions

3. To increase participants' knowladye of educational opportunities and of
the availability of financial aid, and

4. To increase the number of accurate applications from students for
financial assistance.
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8. Progress and Accomplishments

¢ The Department implementad cost-affective monitoring procedures, including
extensive telephone monito.ing, reviews of annuzl performance reports
and other data, and onsite cross-program monitoring.

o Five application preparation workshops were conducted, ard an application
development guide was prepared and sent to all persons who requested a
program grant application form.

o The proposed new performance-reportirg form was not approved by (M8
and a revised form is being devel oped.

o The new project-monitoring procudures were used to assess accomp!ishment
of the four goals established for the grantees.

C. Costs and Benefits _

Program Scope: In FY 1985, the Department made 177 new awards for a total
of 230,755,-“;8'3 « The projects provided servicas to an estimated 195,958
participants at an average cost per participant of $106 (See Table 1).

Table 1

DISTRIBUTION OF NEW AND CONTINUING ANARDS
FY 1983 TQ FY 1985 -

(' FY 1983 FY 984 ~ FY 1985

- Ne's Projects e 177

Continuations 167 167 o

Average Award $102,108 $105,558 $117,110

Persons Served 190,825 190,800 . 195,368
Average Fed. cost

Per Participant $389 $92 $106

Budget Authority $17,082,03 $17,628,233 $20,728,468

Source: See E.l

Further, in FY 1982, the latest year for which data are available, student
participants were distributed as follows: about 41 percent were black, 32
percent white, 20 percent Hispanic, and 7 percent other ethnic groups.
Al so about 56 percant ware women, and 44 percent were men,

Program Effectivenass: The Washington, 0.C., Office of the College Entrance

nacion rd recintly completed a study of the Talent Search and Educa-
tional Opportunity Centar programs. The researchers collected written survey
and telephone interview data from 11 Talent Search projects spread across
the country, as well as examining annual performance and oths” data on the
programs coilected by the Department of Education.
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.~  Daspits some local succasses, the researchers concludad that it is difficult
to evaluate the overazll succass of these programs because it is impossible
to measure aggregate program performancs across the surveyed projects.
Projects callect and report enraliment and other data in different ways,
producing placament data that zre net comparable. Fundamental data on
actual placements of project clients in postsecondary education are not
available from the Department of Education's performance-rejorting system.

Other da“‘clencies in the Department's performance-reporting system were
found:

" 0 The system doss not differentiate “college-ready® youths from thosa
. who dre not yet of college age-<the group that the developmental
service stratagy targets.

- 6 % common method gaverns the way that clients repor data.
The study made tha following recommendations to the Department:

o Dsve’op wniform procedures for granting individual projects a waiver
;:r r::t)-ving youths (Educational Oppurtunity Centers) and adults (Talent
a .

o In funding existing projects, recognize the effacts of inflation on static
grmt siz.

o Recognize the Targer per client costs of rural prajects when allocating
{ fum:.lnaua clients are widely dispersed in extraordinarily large
. service areas. .

o If sufficlent funds do becose available to support additional projects,
priority should go to projacts that propose ta serve significait nusbsrs
of Hispmnic clients, because they are relatively undarrepresented in

B the programs.
0 Overhaul the cerformance-reporting systems for these programs.
\
|
|

0. Highlights of Activities

In order to focus limited funding on the Nhighest priority and effective
direct servicas programs of Upmard Bourd and Spezfal Secvices, no funds
were requastad for the Talent Saarch Program for FY 1986.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Program files, Office of Portseacondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education, 1988,

2. Helping Disadvanta Youth and Adults Enter Conege:' An Assessment of
Two Federal Programs, Paul L. Franxlin, ihe (ollage Entranca Examination
Board, Fsﬁin?ﬂ% ]

» UOCO' 1985,
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II1. INFORMATION ON STUC / CONTRACTS
sponse to

A study of program data is planned for next year.

Contacts for Further Information
Program Operations: Carol J. Smith, (202) 245-2165
Program Studies : Robert H Barls, (207) 245-8281

Note

1. Represeants budget authority and aprcopriation for all Specia! Programs
for Disadvantaged Students: Spacial! Services, Upward Bound, Talent
Search, Educational Opportunity Centers, Servize Learning Centers (until
1982), and the Training Program. Funds are not appropriated separately
for thesa programs, but are allocated 2Zainistratively to e N program.
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- EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY CENTERS
. (CFOA No. 84.066) -
I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisliation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, Sections 417A and 417¢,
as .)-n y P.L. 96-374 (20 U.S.C. 1070d, 1070d-1¢c) (expires Septamber 30,
1986) . .

Funding Since 1981
Fiscil Year  Authorizationl/  Appropriationls Allocationl/

m m'm.m : n“.m.m : ”.0@.574
1982 165,000,000 150,240,000 7,800,000
1983 170,000,000 154,740,000 7,800,000
1984 170,000,000 164,740,000 8,101,898
1985 Indefinite 174,940,000 9,209,468

Purpose: Ta provide information on financtal and academic assistance
ani'clﬁh €0 qualified adults who want postsecondary education, and to help
these peocnle apply for admission to postsecondary educational institutions.

: I1. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
/- [Response to GEPA a)]
A. (bjectives

" The Department's objectives for Educational Oppyrtunity Canters (EOCs)
included the following:

¢ To establish grant-mon 1toring procadures that will enable the Department
to bettar assass individual projects and thus make bettar decisions
about requasts fur crant renewals and more comprehensive assessments
of program zccompl {saments.

o To provide technical assistance to prospective applicants for new EOC
grant amards by conducting application preparation workshops and deveiop-
ing and disseminating an application develooment guide.

se1d,

PRI LS

9 To review existing EOC regulations and policies to datermine «hether the
Seprrtment should pursue changes such as developing 2 new performance-
repai~ing form.,

9 Grintees must pursue five goals:

1. To enhance participants’ motivation tc complete secondary education,
2. To increase applicaticn rates to poscsecondary institutions,

3. To increase participants' knowledge of educational opportunities and
of the avatlability of financial aid,
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4. To increase the number of accurate applicatiuns from students for
fin»ncial assistance,

5. To enhance participants' motivation to complete studies In a post-
secondary institution.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o0 The Department implemented cost-effective grant-monitcring procadures,
including extensive telephone monitoring, reviews ¢ ainual performance
repurts ang other data, and onsite cross-program menitoring.

o Five application preparation workshops were conducted, and an applica-
tion development guid: was prepared and sent to all persins who requasted
& program grant application form.

0 A new annual performance report fori for use by the EJC Program granteas
was developed and submitted to OMB fcr approval.

o The new project-monitoring procedures were used to assass accomplishment
of the five goals established for the grantees.

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: In FY 1985, the Departmmnt made 37 new ,rogras amards for

a total of 59.209.468. The projects provided- services to an estimated

106,250 participants at an average cost per participant of $37 (See Table 1).
Table 1

DISTRIBUTION OF AWARDS
FY 1983 TO FY 198%

FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1985

New Projects J— R 7

Continuation 33 33 -

Average Avard $236,364 $245,512 $248,905

Persons Served 104,300 104,300 106,250
Average Fed. Cast

Per Participant $s $78 $37

Bucr-%. Authority $7,897,000 $8,10.,898 $9,209,468

Sour.: See E.l

Types of Benufits Provided: The EOCs {dentify persons who need the pro-
gram's sarvices, counse' thes about opportunitities for furthering their
education, and help them apply for admission and financial aid. The

centars also provide remedial and tutorial services to students enrolled
or accepted for enroliment in postsecondary schools.
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Pragram Effectiveness: The Washington, D.C., Office of the College Entrance

nation recently completed a study of the Talent Search (TS) and
EOC programs. The study coilected written survey and telephone interview
data from 11 TS projects and 6 EOCs spread across the country, as well as
examining annual performance and other data on the programs collected by
the Department of Education.

Oaspits some local succasces, the ressarchers concluded that evaluating
the oversll succass of these programs is difficult bacause measuring aggre-
gate progras performancs across the surveyed projects is impossible. Pro-
Jects coilect and report enrollment and other data in different ‘ays.
pmdm? placameant datz that are not comparable. The fundamental data on
actual placemmmt of praoject cliemts in postsecondary education are not
dvailable because the Oepartmsnt of . Education's performance reporting
systam {3 inconsistant.

2thor de”iciencies in the Department's performance reporting system ware
ound:

o For EOCs there is no standard definition of client for recordkeeping
and reporting. :

¢ There ts no wy to distinguish between Z0C clients who ace “college-
ready” an¢ those who are unpregared to enter college dDecause Jf work,
family responsibilities, or inadaquate acadesic background.

¢ No common methodology gaverns the wmay projects report data.

The study made the following recommendations to the Departo-'t:

¢ Develop wiform procedures for grumting individual projects a waiver
for serving youth (S0Cs) and adults (TS).

¢ In funding axisting prajects, recogni ze the effects of inflation on static
grant size. :

0 When allocuting funds, racognize the larger per client costs of rural
pr:i"locts because clients are widely dispersed in extraordinerily large
sarvice areas.

o If sufficient funds do become available to support additional projects,
priority should go to projects that propasa ta serve simificant numbers
of Hispanic clients, bdecausa they ars relatively underrepresented in
the progrmms.

0 Overhaul the perfcrmanca-reporting systems for these programs.
0. Highlights of Activities

No funds were requested for the program for FY 1986 in order to focus
limited funding on the nhighest priority and effective direct sarvicas
pragrams of lpward Bound and Special Servicas.
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E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Program f{les, Qffice of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education, 198S.

2. Halping Disadvantagad You'h and Adults Enter Collegqe: An Assessment of
Two Foaeral Programs, Pau( L. frankiin, 1ne College Entrance Examination
Board, Washingtwn, U.C., 1985.

III. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
sponse L)

A study of program files 1s planned for next year.

Contacts for Further Infcrmation
Pregram Operations: Carol J. Smith, (202) 245-2165
Program Studfes : Robert H. Barls (202) 245.8281

Note

1. Represants budget authority and aprropriation for all Spectal Programs
. for Disadvantaged Students: Speclal Servicas, Upward Bound, Talent
Search, Educational Opportunity Centers, Service Learning Centers (until
FY 1982), and the Training Program. Funds are not appropriated sep.ratsly
for these programs, but are allocated administratively to each program.
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SPECIAL SERVICES FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS
(CFD& No. 84.042)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, Section 417A and 417D,
g“ wended by P.L. 96-374 (20 U.S.C. 10704, 1070d-1b' (expires Septamber 30,

Funding Stnce 1981

Fiscal Year Asthartzattonl/ Appropriationl/ Al 1ocationl/

* 1961 $200,030,000 $156,500,000 $53,885,326
1982 165,000,000 150,240,000 60,702,406
1983 170,000,000 154,740,000 60, 555,892
1984 170,000,000 164,740,000 67,294,974
1985 Indefinite 174,940,500 70,083,664

Purpose: To fdentify lowsincome, first-generation, or physically handicapped
coiiogo students who are enrclled or accapted for enroliment by participating
postsecondary fnstitutions and to provide them with necassary support servicss

to pursus prograss of postsecondary education succassfully.

IT. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
rasponse to a

A. Objectives

Ouring FY 1985, the Department’'s principal objectives far the Special Services
for Dtsadvantaged Students (SSOS) Program were as follows:

o To issue mttnulﬁcr-.gmt awmrds to approximately 663 SSO0S projects;

o To carry out  vartety of cost-effective grant-monitoring procadures to
dllow the Oapirtaent to assess individual project performance o var tims,
to Cunsider requasts for continuation awards, and to assess overall
orogram accomplishments;

o To notify project directors about program training oppsrtnities and
reporting requirements and to disseminate indings from the Inspector
General's audit report; and

o To deelop and obtain approval for a new performance report form for the
SSOS program grantees. ’
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. — 6 The Department of Education {ssued 2 total of 663 continuation grant
awards during FY 1985. '

0 A variety of cost-effective grant-monitoring procedures were implemented.
These included extensive telephone monitoring, review of annuai performance
reports and other data, and onsite monitoring by headquarters program
staff and regional grant representatives.

¢ The Department sent all project directors information on SS0S Progrim
competition, training opportunities for SSDS staff, raporting require-
ments, r.quirements on maintenance of satisfactory progress by project
participants, and the recent Inspector General's audit report, “Results
of 0IG's Limited Review of the Special Programs for Disadvantaged Students.”
Directors mre strongly encouraged to improve their docusentation of
project services.

0 A new performance report form, which should improve the quality of annual
data collectad on the SSDS Program, was developed and submitted to the
0ffice of Management and Budget for clearance. The form was approved by
OM8 in October 1925,

C. Costs and Benefits

Program Scope: In FY 1985, the Nepartment nd:'663 continuation awards for
Y gﬁl [ 4 57

4 Q 0,083,664. Projects are expected to serve 154,000 partici-
( ) pants at an average Federal cost per participant of $455 (See Table 1).
Table 1 )

PROJECT AWARDS, NEW AND CONTINUING,
FY 1983 TO FY 1985

FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1385

New Projects —— 664 -~

Continuation 639 -——— 663

Averze Award $94,767 $101,348. $105,707

Persons Served 150,293 154,400 154,000
Average Fed. Cost

Per Participant $403 $436 $455

Budget Authority $60,556,000 $67,294,974 $70,083,5664
Source: See E.l

Program Effactiveness: According to the recent Inspector General's audit
report, "rasuits of UIG's Limited Review of the Special Programs for Disad-

vantaged Students,” the adwinistration of these programs, specifically the
Spectal Services to Disadvantaged Students program, at the institutional
lavel could be improved. Significant problems existed in the documentation
of student eligibility and of sarvices provided to students. In some insti-
tutions, there was duplicatior of services between thesea programs and State-
funded programs.” (E.2).
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7\ I four of the five programs that were aud.ted, records were found ta be
~ inadequats for pruper program implementation. In one project, files lacked
- cumantation that any servicas were provided; they did not prove that
sorvicas addressed the student's needs; and they indicated that some students
weare not even ¢ligible fur project cervicus. The lnspector General's 0ffice
concluded that -file work was neglectad and, as & result, disregarded as a
source of information. “Overall, record-keeping was no% ctressed by the
institution reaviewed, and they seemed to rely on the cowmselors’' knowledge

of the student's backgrcund, needs, and progruss.”

The audit report further stated: “Student files are, in our opirion, the
single reference which (1) provides counselors and instructers with & compre-
hensive view of student background, acadumic weaknesses, performance and
acadewmic progress; (2) provides program asmnagesant with the means to assass
progress in accomplishing abjectives; and (3) supports compliance with program
redremmnts.® (E.2).

0. Highlights of Activities

The new performance report has been dissesi.:.ated for the collection of {mpact
data on the SSUS Program. (ncs collected and analyzad, these data will be
used as an aid to program sanagement.

Efforts will be made to increase onsits monitoring of prajects and to provide
-more “schaical assistamce in order to improve -project administration. The
.!;mrof training opportmities for SSOS project staff {is expected to
. ir~vease. .

i Jorting Studies and Aalyses

1. Program files, Offfce cof Postsscondary Education, U.S. Ospartment of
Education, 1985,

2. 0ffica of the Inspector General, “Results of 0IG's Limited Review of
the Spectal Programs for Disadvantaged Students,® U.5. Oepartzent of
Education, 1988, .

\

t1l. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS

~ (Fazponse to GEPA SL7(BJ]
A study of prugram files 1y planned for nex® year.
Contacts for Further Informtion
P.ogram Operatims: Carol J. Seith, (202) 245-2165
Program Studies : Robert H. Berls, (202) 245-8281
Note

1. Reprasents budget authority ind appropriation for all Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Students: Special Servicas, Upward GSound, Talent
Search, Educational Opportunity Centers, Servica Learning Cantars, (until
FY 1982), and the Training Program. Funds are not appropriated separataly
for the five progiraws, but are allucated administratively.
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Chapter 511-1
. VETERANS' COST-OF-INSTRUCTION PROGRAM
4 (CFDA No. 84.064)
I. PROGRAM PROF ILE

Lagislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, Section 420; as
amended by P.L. 96-374 (20 U.S.C. 1070e-1) (expires September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 Indefinite $6,319,000
1982 $12,000,000 4,800,000
1983 12,000,000 3,000,000
1984 12,000,000 3,000,000
1985 Indefinite 3,000,000

Purpose: To encourage colleges and wniversities to serve the special
education needs of veteurans, especially Vietnam-era and disadvantaged
vetarans.

Applicants must demonstrate and document either a 10 percent increase in

undergraduate veteran enrcliisent in the year of application over the pre-

: ceding academic year, or & veteran enroliment constituting at least

-~ 10 percant of total enroliment. Only vetsrans who (1) are enrclled at

{ Teast half-time and (2) are receiving denefits under Chapters 31 and 34
of Title 38, U.S.C., can be considered in the enroliment count.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
sponse to aj

A. Bjectives

o To complets processing of all required reports (budgets, financial
status, and program performance mports) and make awards, and

o To visit at Teast one-third of the institutions 7unded and provide
technical assistance as needed.

8. Progress and Accomplishmats

0 The Departmest of Education processed all documents, including cpplica-

tions for academic year 1985-86 funds, and awarded grants to 601 insti-

tutions of higher education.
|
|

o Program staff participated in cross-program monftoring activities and
conducted site visits as scheduled.
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(\ C. Costs and Benefits

Proam Scope: Tne Veterans' Cost-of-Insi. uction (VCIP) program was created
n 19/7¢. The peak year of vetsran enrollment {in postsecondary educa-
tion was FY 1976, when thsre ware approximately 910,000 enrdlled veterans
eligible for sarvices. By 1981, the number of el {gidle veterans had decl ined
to 212,000, and in the years 1982, 1983, 1984 and 1985 they leveled off at
aspproximataly 200,000. Eligible enrollaent {is projected to fall Dbelow
200,000 in 1986,

Types of Banefits Provided: mhstitutions receiving VCL) funds must maintain
a full-time Ofce of ‘starms® Aff-irs and provide outreach and recruit-
amt programs, counseling and tutorfal servicas, and specfal education
programs for veterans, with special emphasis on sarvicas for physically
disabled, incarcaratad, and edu-ationally disadvantaged veterans.

Program Effectiveness: Mo new Information (see FY 1281 AER for latest
T:ng;om'ETm).

D. Mighlights of Activities

Becauss of the sharply declining number of enrolled Vetnam-era vetsrans

and the capacity of existing institution-wide programs to provide adequate,
ey appropriate services to this maller nusber of vetarans, the Administration
requestac ne funds for this program for FY 1986

..  E« Supporting Stuifes and Analyses

1. Progras Files, 0ffice of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Oepartment of
Education, 198S. '

. III. INFORMATIOM ON STUOY CONTRACTS
ponse to

No studies of this prugm.an in progress or planned.

Conta~ts for Furthni- Information
Program Operations: Will{am J. Craven, Jr. (202) 245-32<3
Program Studies : Robert H. Berls, {202) 245-8281
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Chapter £12-1

FUND FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION (FIPSE)
(CFDA No. 84.115)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Figher Education Act of 1965, Title X, as amerded by P.L.
93%71 (20 11,S.C. 1135 et seq.) (expires Septembar 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1381

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1981 $20,000,000 $13,500,000
1982 13,300,000 11,520,000
1983 13,500,000 11,710,000
1984 13,500,C00 11,710,000
1985 50,000,000 12,710,000

Purposes: To providd grants ta support innovative projects designed to
Tmprove the access to and the quality of postsacondary education for these
general purposes:

3 Encouraging the reforms, fanovation, and improvement of postsecondary
education and providing educational opportutity for all;

¢ Creating institutions and programs that offer new paths to career and
?mfo:ﬁam tratning and new cwbdinations of acadewic and experiential
earning; .

o Establishing institutions and programs based on the tacinology of commue
nications;

¢ Carrying out changss in intemal structure .nd operaticns designed to
clarify institutional priorities and purposas in postsecondary educational
institutions;

0 Designing and. introducing cost-effective methods of instruction and oper-
ation;

e Introducing institutiona’ reforms designed to expand indfvidual opportu-
aities for entering and re-entering institutions and pursuing orograms
of study tajlored to individual needs;

0 Introducing reforms in graduate education, in the structure of academic
professions, and in the recruituent and retention of faculties; and

0 Creating new institutions and programs for cxamining and awarding creden-
tials to individuals, and introducing reforms in current “nstitutional
practicas related to credentials.

There are three prograas under which thess goals are implemented. They
ars:

Comprehensive Program - Mors than 95 percent of FIPSE's funds support the
variety of actx;m-on’mted {improvement projects included in the Compre-
~sive Progrzm. Projects spm the full ...'e of postsecondary {ssues,
ficluding improvement 1in the qualily of undergraduate and profess’onal
education, integration of education and werk, applications of technology
to Tearning, initiation of partnerships bLetween schools and businesses,
and delivery of appropriate educational services to a variety of learners.
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/" Mina Shaughnessy Scholars Program - These grants enable educators to anal yze
. Taportant practicas In postsecondary educatiom and to make such advances
knowr and available to & broad audience.

Final-Year Dissamination Program - This program supports a small aumder
of dissemination grants for salected FIFE projects in their final year
sa that the impact of funded project activities can Le spread to other
institutions.

II. FY 1988 PROSRAM INFORMATION ANO ANALYSIS

LFasponss to GEPA AT(a)]
R. Mjectives
Ouring FY 1985, the Departamt's principal objective for the Comprehensive
Prograa was to stress the {sportance of tsacher education and collega-school

collaborations, applications of tachnology to education, and raforms in
graduats and profassional education.

8. Progress and Accompl { shments

Table 1 shows six current 1ssue area. that have been growing in size in
recnt years and now form 3 major part of the FIPSE portfalio of grants
and completed projects. These themss are singled out for 1llustration.
They do not include all issues or probTems addressad by FIPSE projects.

- . Teble 1
NEW GRANTS, BY CATEGORY OF CURRENT ISSUES, FY 1988

Current 3 New Grants in FY 1985
Accass to Highsr Education 13
Science and Tectmology 18

Teacher Education/School-College Callaboration 12

Improvements in Undergraduate Education 15
Economic Growth s
Reform. in Graduate and Professional Education JU
Total ’ n
Sourca: See E.1
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C. Costs and Benefits
Program Scope

Table 2

512-3

DISTRIBUTION OF FIPSE AWARDS BY PROGRAM AREA, FY 1985

New Awads

Total Average
Program Area Nutber Amount Amount
Comprehensive 60 $4,665,467 $77,758
Mina Shaughnessy 1 42,704 3,882
Scholars
(upplements)
Final Year 10 78,006 7,800
Dissemination
All Programs Total 81 4,786,171 NA

Non-competitive
Continuation Grants
Total Average
Numbar Amount Amount
102 $7,923,829 $77,685
102 7,923,829 77,685

Source: See E.l

Seventy-five percent of the FIPSE grants went to individual institutions
of higher education, while the remainder went to consortia of institutionms,
State agencies, professional associations and other types of organizations
involved in leaming beyond K-12 schooling (See Table 3).
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OISTRIBUTION OF AW/ DS, FY 1984 - FY 1985

Total Number of
Applications received:

Number of Grants
by Institutional Type and Control:
2-year public
2-year private
4-year public
4-year private
Other (including public
and privats crgan‘lut‘lms;
(Histarically black colleges

Total ‘

Federal Funds to:
2-year pwilic
2-year private
4-yoar puhlic
4-your private
Othe

r
(i.ﬂstocjically black collegas)
Total Appropriation

1984
2,784

19
1
7
4

65
(%)

198

$ 1,565,735

4,660,392
2,433,041
2,869,898
(301,261)

$1,605,566

1985
2,260

& ¥83uo

(10)
n

$ 1,539,780
226,418
5,232,295
2,444,778
3,266,607
(533,867)

$12,709,877

Source: See E.l

Spectal Program l'n*ltiaﬁnsé FIPSE has implemented several new dissemination
and managemant efforts.

More than S0 past and current grantees that use the computar to icprove
postsecondary education have acrved t3 raflect on thair experiences and
inform educators nationally about the opportunities they have found, the
products they have produced, and the problems they have not Deen able to
solve. Each participant 12 taking respomsidility for reperting to a particu-
lar constituency on behalf of the whole group. The participants periodically
meet face-to-race and regularly commmicats via computer taleconference.

23Y
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Nearly 20 FIPSE projects, called the Education and Economy Alliance, are
" linked together to address problems resulting from local economic and
demographic changes. Tne projacts, which tend to serve adults, involve
collaborations batween colleges’, business and industry, locai governments,
and comrunity organizattons. FIPSE periodically convenes project dirsctors
to discuss and analyze trends and responses and to increase disseminaticn
of information. Several issue papers and case studies are being prepared
in academic year 1985-85 by one of the project grantees to aid other insti-
tutions and States that may wish to conduct siriiar prograams,

Increasing nusbers of FIPSE proposals and grants are focused on the improve-
sment of teachar education. In partnership with major foundations, FIPSE
has sponsored dialogues on issues of participants in content, standards,
and improvemnt in tsacher education. In 1985-86, 20 to 30 teacher educa-
tion projects will convene in small thematic groups to aalyze ways to
upgrade undergraduate and professional preparation.

Program Effectiveness: MNo new information (see FY 1983 Annual Evaluation

Report for iatest invormation).

D. Highlights of Activ’c<ies

FIPSE received an additional $1 willion in 1ts FY 1985 appropriation to
stimsulate fmprovements in teacher education. In response, FIPSE highlighted
probless, organizad natfonal meetings with foundations, md made awards
exceeding $1 millfon to address issues of teacher preparaticn.

FIPSE continues to analyze project characteristics and the contexts in
wich they operate 2s the basis for improved assistance to grantees. Through
new monitoring practices--computer sonferwncing and clusters of projects
that collaborate--FIPSE assists operational projects, and extends kiowledge
dbout postsecondary developments.

FIPSE staff members have analysed the monitoring of FIPSE projects;
research wes completed in FY 1585 and is being used to improve program

monitoring. The Mina Shaughnessy Scholars Program underwent Intermal
review in FY 1985,

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses
Te ?rogru;Fﬂcs. 0ffice of Postsecondary Education, 1985.

III, INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
RSponia €O 3

No studies of this program are planned or in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operati ms: Rusty Garth or |ynn DeMeester, (202) 245-8091
Program Studies : Robert H. Berls, (202) 245-8281
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TRAINING PROGRAM FOR SPECIAL PROGRAMS
STAFF AND LEPERSHIP PERSONNEL
(CFDA No. 84.103)

I. PROt-°M PROFILE

Chapter 513-1

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, as amenced by

Fole (20 u.S.C. 10704, 1070d-1d) (expiras September 30, 1986).
Funding Since 1981 .
Fiscal Year Authorization 1/ Appropriation 1/ Allocation 1/

R ml"— m.m.m ns‘.m.m n.m.m
1982 165,000,000 2/ 150,240,000 960,000
1983 179,000,000 154,740,000 960,000
1984 170,000,000 164,740,000 960,000
1985 - —— Indefinite 174,940,000 1,302,975

Purpose: To provide training for local project leaders and staff employed
n, or preparing for employment in, Special Services, Upward Bound, Talent
Search, or Educational Opportunity Centars programs. The training is de-
signed to improve the participmts’ skills _1n leadership, management,

academic instruction, and coumseliig.

II. Ft 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
sponse al/la

A. (bjectives

During FY 1985, the Degartzent's principal objectives for this program

wire as follows:

o To publish funding pricrities for the Training Progras based on the

Secretarial Goals for 198S,

o To consult with persons in regional and State professional associations
with spectal inowledge of training needs of the Spectial Progracs, and

0 To aestablish procadures for evaluating the experience of previously

funded Tra ning Program applicants.

¢ To issue 11 new Training Prigram grants.

o To establish grant-monituring procedures to allow the Department %o

assess individual project performanca, to consider <quests for new

awards, and to assass overall Training Program accowp!ishments.

0 To review Training Program regulations aid policies to determine whether

changes are needed.

-1g
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

o To implement the Secretarial Goals for 1985, the Applization MNotice of
the Training Program contained a secsion titled “Funding Priorities
for Fisca! Year 1985." This sect’on detailed four Secretarial prior-
ities for FY 1985 Training Program grants. Applicants addressing any
of these priorities were given extra credit during the evaluation pro-
CcassS. N

0 Public comments on the training needs of Special Programs staff and
leadershiip personnel were solicited at an open meeting held in Washington,
0.C., and through the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on the Funding
Priurities for FY 1985, published in- the Federal Register.

0 The Department developed proceduses and standards for assassing the
experiencs of previously funded Training Program appl’icants and used
the information dobtained Lo assign -‘edit for prior expeience to 23
eligible applicants.

o The Department received and processed 41 eligible grant applications
and awarded 15 grants for FY 1985,

0 The Department implesented a variety of monitoring procedurss, including

extansive telephone monitoring, review of reports and other dats, and
four onsite visits.

o0 The Training Program regulations were devuloped .mdnr the reguiation

reform poiicies and procadures and wers puwlished in final form in 1982.
As a result of receat grant competitions, the Department 1s considering
revising the selection criteria in the regulations to bettar evaluate
the strengths and weaknesses of a proposed training prograa.

C. Costs and Benefits

Pro Scope: In FY 1985', $1,202,975 was awsrded to institutions and
non-pro’ﬂi organizations. This amount funded 15 grants. Funding at
this Tevel will finance 1,496 participants at an average cost of $871
per person.

The Tiaining Program supports short-term training institutes, workshops
and inservics training programs to improve the skills of staff and leaders.
More than 4000 staff persons have participated in the program over a three
year period (See Table 1).
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Table 1

DISTRIBUTION OF AWARDS
FY 1983 TO FY 1985

FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1585
Prejects 12 10 15
Average Amard $30,000 $£§,000 $36,865
Participants (est.) 1,500 1,019 1,456
iyt Rec $540 $942 $a71

. per pant

Budget Authority $360,000 $960,000 $1.,302,97%
Source: See E.1 '

Program Effectiveness: Mo new information [see FY 1983 AER for the latest
nrormation),

0. Highliights of Activities

Efforts wre made to increase ansite momitoring o projects md tc pro-
vide more technical assistance in order to improve project admi.:istration.
Mother effort wmas to facrease the number of training opportunities for

Special Programs project staff. '
A1l project directors were informed: of avaiiable training opportunities.

E. Supporting Studies and Malyses

1. Program files, Offfce of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education, 1985.

III. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
ponse to n

Mo studies of this program are planned or in progress.

Contacts for Further Informution
Program Operations: Girol J. Smith, (202) 245-2165
Program Stuales : Robert H. Berls, (202) 245-3281




N

513-4

Xotas

1.

.

Reprasents budget 2uthority and appropriation for all Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Studencs: Special Services, Upward Bound, Talent
Search, Educational Opportunity Centars, Service Learning Centers (until
FY 1982), and thae Training Program. Funds are not appropriatad
saparataly for these programs, bdut are allacated administratively.

Beginming in FY 1982, the Training Program became a discreticnary
grant program insteid of a contract program.
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INSTITUTIGNAL AID PROGRAMS
(CFOA Mo. 384.031) :

[. PROGRAM PROFILE
Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title 1III, P.L. 89-329, 1s

dmended by P.L. 96-374, P.L. 98-95, P.L. 98-312 (Sectiom 1), P.L. 98-139,
ad P.L. 98-619 (U.S.C. 1031-1069C) (expires September 30, 1986).

chﬂng Sincs 1981
Fiscal Year Authordzation _ Appropriation B
1981 $126,000,000 $120,000,000
1982 us.m.oool‘./ 134.415.00«51
1983 129,600,000/ 124,416,0003/
1984 129,600, - 134,416,000
198 . 270,000,000 141,208,000

Purpose: To help institutions of higher education that have limited financtal
resources and that sarve significant percantages of low-income students to
improve their academic programs, fnstitutional maragement, fiscal stability,
and studnt secvices; the ultimats abjective 1s institu.ional sel f-sufficiency.
Eligibility: “Eligidble institutions®™ are defined in the legislation as insti-

ons of higher education chat (1) provide an educational progras that amards =
¥ B.A. degres (4-yesr fnstitutions) or an A.A. dagres (Juntoe or commmity .
colleges); (2) &rwaccredited by 2 matiamally recognized accrediting agency or -
assoclation, or are making ressmable progress toward such accreditation:
(3) have satfsfied bath of the foregoing requirusents during the S acadeaic
yairs precading the academic year during wiich program assistance would de
provided—-with the excaption that the S-year stipulation may be waived by the
Secr=ary for institutions - that provide services that will increase the
higher education opportunities available to American Ind*an, Span sh-speaking,
rural, black, or Towsincome students; (4) «rroll a relatively high percentage
of Tow=income students recaiving Fedara! stulent financial assistance; and (5)
have lower educatifon and gan~~al expanditurs than do similar institutions.

Il. PY 1988 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
sponse to 4

A. (jectives

During FY 1985, the Nepartment's principal goals were as follows:

¢ To maintein the Oepartment's commitment to historically black colleges,
¢ To provide tacimical asststance ta and reviaw of ongoing prajects.
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( " B. Progress and Ac 1ishments

o The Department increase’ funding to historically black colleyes by
more than $5 million in F' 1985 over FY 1984.

d Progran staff visits to institutions were limited to those in greatest
need of technical assistanca.

¢ rograms were funded in accordance with the Depirtment's management gqoals.
C. Cost and Benefits

Types of Benefits: The Title III program was originally established to help
n’itstoﬁa"y Black colleges and other institutions that needed assistancs
In improving their management and educational program.

for historically black cclleyes. The Institutional Aid Program consists
of four parts as dascribed in She next paragraphs:

The Strengthening Institutions Program (Part A} provides 1-to-3-year re-
ne e grants an O=/=yedr, nonrenewable grants. At least 75 percent
" of the funds appropriated wder this program must be used for noarenewable -
“-grants. At Teast 24 percant of the funds must He awerdad to 2-year insti-
tutfons. Funds may be used for planning or faculty development, curriculum
- development, special services, smnagement improvement activities, purchase
:: mirmt for curriculus and management improvemant, and sharad use of
cilities. :

The Institutions with ég?al Needs Program (Part B) provides nonrenewable,
1-to-5-year grants. r this program, nistorically black colleges and
universities must recelve at least 50 percent of the funds which they

- received under Title III in FY 1979, or $27,035,000. At least 30 percent
of the funds under this program must be awarded to 2-year institutions.
Funds may be used for planning or faculty development, curricul um davelop-
ment, special servicas or managemnt improvement activities, purchase of
:qu:mt for curriculus and management improvement, and shared use of
acilitlies. .

L4

|
|
|
\
|
§
The Administration looks to this program as an fmportant funding source
\
|
|
|
|
|

The Challenge Grant Program (Part C) is no longer authorized to make new
awards., Multiyear awards made prior to FY 1983 will contirue until
teraination.

The Endowment Grant Program (Part C) provides eligibhle institutions with a
Federal grant that matchs institutionally raised encowent funds. The
winimum award is $50,000, and the maximum award, $500,000. Institutions
are eligible o recaive two grants within a S-year cycle. The cycle begins
the first year that an institution receives an award. An institution
must, however, establish eligibility for progras participation each yea-
it appiies for funds. Thers are no restrictions on the use of the income
produced by the anduwment except that an institut‘on may not spend more
than 50 percent of the annual income producad during the 20-year ~eriod
beginning with the initial grant. The enduwsent corpus may not be spent
for the 20-year grant period.
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Program Scope: Table 1 shows the obligations by program part for FY 1984
~— m"'ﬁms- %

o FY 1985, greatar emphasis was placad on funding planning and
rengwable 1-to-3-vear grants undur the Strengthening Program (Part A) and
the indowment Grant Program (Part C). Between FY 1983 and 1984, the
funding of historically black 1nscitutions increased, in line with the
Administration’'s goal of increasing Federal funding to black colleges (see
Table 2). In addition, colleges serving large numbers ¢f American Indians,
Asing or Pacific Islanders, and MHispanic students recaived increased
funding in FY 198S.

Table 1
OSLIGATIONS BY PROGRAM, FISCAL YEARS 1984 and 1985+

Naber of
Nmber of New
Descriptive Measures Awards Awards Average Award Federal Cosc
1984 1985 1984 1385 1984 1985 1984

Part A:
Strengthwning Program

~ Slamning éramts 7 18 — - $23,000 $26,000 3 159,000 § 420,000
.. to-3-Year Grwts 11§ 98 19 11§ 139,000 170.000 16,288,000 16,754,000

Part B:
Soectal Meeds

Part C:

Challange Grants 4 2 ¢ 0 170,000 266,000 7,679,000 6,400,000

Part C:

tndowment Grants
Program Total:

g |

P

*Estisatas only.
Source: See E.l

D4ty
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52 3% 52 210,000 292,000 _ 7,135,000 _16,200,000
4;8 55 163 $264,000 $284,000 $134,415,000 $141,208,0. )
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(o Table 2
' : INSTITUTIONAL AID PROGRAM OBLIGATIONS BY INSTITUTIONAL
STHNICITY, LEVEL OF OFFERING AND CONTROL, FISCAL YEARS 1984 and 1985
% of Total 1985 % of Total
Et!mcitx_ W Tgations _ Dollars _ Number  Obligations _ nollars
Historically Black 96 $39,746,000 30z 125 $ 46,183,000 332
Predominately Black 26 6,209,000 5 26 5,420,300 '
White 348 79,672,000 58 349 76,804,000 S5
American Indfan 10 2,320,000 2 10 2,402,000 2
Asians/Pacific 4 848,000 1 S 1,989,000 1
Islaaders
Hispanic 25 5,189,000 4 22 6,477,000 5
Total 09 IWIIIEA000 1002 AT 339,275,000 T00%
- -al of Offering -

o d Controt '
4-Year Private 178 $ 49,548,000 282 171 $ 49,567,000 28%
4-Year Public 98 31,195,000 31 106 33,838,000 31
‘2-Year Private 32 6,490, 5 20 13 7,599,000 20
2-Year Public 204 43,520,000 21 237 49,000,00C 21

Total 0 (1 4 o[ R 1 3 547  JT30.00%,000» 1002
I/ Thesa totals do not match exactly because race/ethnicity distridutions were
estimated.
Sourca: See E.l
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(- Progras Effsctiveness: N new information was avaflable in FY 1985. How=

ever, In Ucudber 1333, the Department completad 3 study of the Istitutional
Atd Program and a workbook far program managecs. That study {s cited in
E.2. (See FY 1384 Amnual Eveluatfon Report far detatls.)

D. Highlights of Activities

The FY 1985 funding level was $i41,202,000. The appropriation was to
ensure funding for Riwarically black colleges at 2 level of not less than
$45,74:,070 under all Title IIl prograas, not simply for Part B8, as is
state in the authorizing ioaisiation.

The Cuilenge Grnt Program (s being phased out, dut multiyear awards
made prior to 1983 wil)l continue un2il their terwination date.

The Departaant has proposed to consolicste tha current four-program con-
figuration into two programs and to simplify the eligibility rules. Part A
and Part B prograns would be merged, the Endowment Grant Program (Part C)
mul:‘ be maintained. and the (hallenge Grant Program (Part C) would continus
to phase out,

E. Supporting Studies and Ml sss

1. Program files, FY 1985, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Depart-
---. ment of Education. .

( Z.._dwtus Davts, Rocsrfck Ironside, Jerry Vam Smnt, Factars Assoctatad
: :.yith Successful Oavelopmental Investment in Titie

IUE of Educi 10N, DY K angie »
waros iﬂ‘. 'gwo

[Il. INFORMATION ON STUDY CONTRACTS
- ~ [fesponse o 1

A study of program files s planned for next year.
Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Joan DeSantis, (202) 24%-9091
Program Studies : Salvatore Corralla, (202) 245-7384

Natas

1. The Omibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 estatlished the author-
1zation Tevel for FY 1982 through FY 1984 at $129,600,000;: 'wwaver,
the appropriation bills for each of these years affactively raisad
these authorization levals to the higher mwounts.

2. Includes a $10 willion supplemental appropriation.

3. Includes a $4,816,000 suppiemental appropriation in the FY 1983
supplemental appropeiation bill.
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Chapter 515-1

MINORITY INSTITUTIONS SCIENCE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.120)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: National Science Foundation Act of 1950, Section 3(a)(1l),
81-5U7, as amended (42 U.S.0. 1862); Oeocartment of cducation Organization
Act, Section 304 SZO U.S.C. 3444); Omnibus Budget Reconciliatian Act, Sections
515(d) and 528 (3) as extended by Genwral “ducational Provisions Act, Section
414 (20 U.S.C. 1226a) (expires Septembter 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1981 ——— e
Piscal Year Authorization Appropriztion
1981 $5,000,000 $5,000,000
1982 5,000,000 4,800,000
1983 5,000,000 4,800,000
1984 5,060,000 4,800,000
1985 5,000,000 5,000,000

Purpase: To belp minority institutions improve the quality of their sclence
eaucation prograas and better prepare thefr students for graduate work or
careers in science; to improve the access of undergraduate minority students
to careers in the sciences, mathematics, and engineering; to improve accass
for precollege minorily students to careers in science and engineering through
community outreach programs conducted through «113ible minority colleges and
wiversities; and to improve the capability of minority {institutions for
se] f-assessment, management, and evaluation of their science programs and
dissemination of their results.

EHEMth: Private and puwlic, accredited, 2- and 4-year institutions of
nigher equcation are eligidble if their enrcliments are predominantiy (50
percent or more) American .Indian; Alaskan native; black, not of Hispanic
orfgin; Mispanic; Pacific Islander; or any combination of these or other
disadvantaged ethnic minorities who are underrepresentad in science and
engineering, Proposals may also be subaitued by nonprofit science-oriented
organizations, professional scientific societies, and all nonprofit accred-
ited colleges and universities that will rendar 2 needed sarvica to a grou)
of institutions for the Minority Institutions Science Improvement Frogram
(MISIP) or provide inservice training for project directors, scientists,
or engineers from eligible minority institutions.

II. FY 1985 PROGRAM INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS
TResponse to a

A. Objectives

o To maintain the Department's commitment to providing financial assistance
to minority institutions,
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‘ 1983 . 1988 1585
Type of Max. Size
Awmrd and Duration  Amount  Number Amount  Mumber Amount  Number
Instituttonal s:(xgn.o?n $2,946,000 14 83,703,396 1§ $2,939,697 14
ye .
Cooperative $300,000 $527,232 2 ] )} $987,009 3
(3 yr)
Desiyn $20,030 $85,210 3 0 -0 $18,828 1
(1 y7)
Special £150,000 $1,130,000 20 $1,086,604 18 $1,372,2¢0 20
(2 yr)
kr:

§15-2

e To provide participants with technical assiztance and conduct audit
~ reviews, and

. 6 To complete procassing of grant applicaticas within § months of <losing

notice.
8. Progress and Atcomplishments .
o The Dspartment's aiftnnnt to progras wms maintained for FY 198S.
¢ Tecmical ascistance in FY 1985 was 1imitad,
o The Departant processed all grants within the target perfod.
C. Costs and Benefits

Vrogm%: Almost 60 percent of the funds were expende -~ institutional
grants, Y 1984, no proposal was rated high encugh = .e funded in :he

Cocperative and Ossign categories, dut fo ~ proposa™ ware funced in FY
1985. Total awards rose from 34 in FY 1984 o 3t in F 3S.

Table 1
DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNOER THE

FINGRITY INSTITUTIONS SCIEV.CE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FISCAL YEARS 1963, 1984, ANC 198%

Tatal BELE F TN T TIOIR

Source: See E.l
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Program Effectiveness: Staff analysis of the interim and final grants re-
VQ&IES that wore than /5 percent of the grant-initiated activities have been
institutionalized. In e cases, institutional records wnre sufficlent
to assess the progam, but the program shculd be better documentea by

the institution so that the performance of this program can be assessed.
(See FY 1983 AER for last formal study.)

Table 2 indicates that 130 out of 260 eligible institutions (approximataly
69 percant) participatad {n the program through FY 1985,

Teble 2

RINORITY INSTITUTIONS SCIENCE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
INSTITUTIONAL PARTICIPATION, FY 1972-1985

Number Nunber of
Predominant Number of Institutions
Minerity Group Eligible* Awards*™ . Recaiving Awards**

Alaskan Mative 4 2 1
MAmerican Indian 25 k|| 21
Black 158 234 113
Mexican ‘werican 16 i . 10
Puerto Rican s 42 19
Micronesian 2 3 . 1
Cosb inatics/Other 3t 4 s
Total 260 n 180

* Does not include 34 institutions which zre not accredited cr whose
eligibility/accreditation is uncertain.

** ome institutions have received more than one award.

w=Incl udes nine nonaccredited American Indian institutions and one Hawaiian
institution not included in the current eligibiltty count.

Source: See E.l

0. Highlights of Activities

Program priorities will continue to focus on improving the quaiity of
instruction in mathematics and science at ainority institutions and on
1upt;10v1nq access for minority students to careers in science and engi-
neering. )

E. Swpoorting Studies and Analyses

1. 0ffice of Postsecondary