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ABSTRACT

The summary descriptions of state programs in
compensatory education (SCE) contained in this report update
infermation presented in the 1981 Bay Area Research Group (BARSG)
report. A more restrictive definition of compensatory education is
used in this current report, whereby only programs in which a
specific target population is named and in which district discretion
in spending state funds is restricted qualified for inclusion. An
appropriate State Department of Education official from each of the
23 states BARG included as having an SCE program was interviewed to
determine any changes since the prior year's report, and data was
also collected from 10 more states for a total of 33 contacted. Based
on the tighter definition, it was determined that as of the 1984-85
school year, 16 SCE programs existed nationwide. Interviews and
reviews of statistical information were conducted in the following
categories: (1) State funds (1983-1986); (2) Funding approach/basis
for allocation; (3) students served; (4) targeting provisions; (5)
monitoring; and (6' other special provisions. It was found that there
has been a modest increase in states' efforts to support special
instructional programs for disadvantaged children. Statistical and
descriptive data are presented in tables. (VM)
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Washington State was included in our discussion of trends in
State funding. Since the program in operation in Washington
during 197Y9-80 did not meet our criteria for a State Compensatory
Education program, those funds shoud not have been compared to
1984-85 funds, when the program did meet our criteria.




State Compensatory Education( SCE) Programs
Implemented In 1985-86

Joint/Separate-
Funding Students Served Tergeting Administration
State Year State Funds Approach With SCE Funds Provisions Monitoring of Chapter 1 Notes
| Indiana  1985-85 5,358,742 Funds are 9,000 (estimate) Students served No on-site Separate Students are tested in
| (serves 2 allocated on the are those 1in reviews at February and served during
grades) the basis of grades 3, 6 and present. the summer. Last summer
| number of students 18,0008 (estimate) 8 who score below Superintendents students 1n grades 3 and 6
1986-87  $8, 900,661 in grades 3, 6 and the 15th percentile are required to were served; this summer
(serves 3 8 who score below on state mandated account for students in grade 8 will
grades) the 15th percentile test. expenditures. also be served. There 1s
on a state mandated currently a proposal to
test. add grades 1 ard 2.
Kentucky 1985-86  $13,009,000 A comp. Ed. 12,756 (dupli- Students served are  State staff Separate Chapter 1 uses mostly pull
teacher is pro- cated count) those in grades 1-3 conduct accredi- out settings.
1986-87 $13,000,000 vided for each 13 Not Available and are identified tation monitoring
students who, at by their scores on once every S5 SCE guidelines permit only
the end of kinder- the Essential years., in-class settings.
garten, 1st or 2nd Skills Test.
grade achieve 26
percent below the
acceptable leve)
on Essent:ial
Skills Test.
Further, a salary
allotment is made
for direct aid to
every 20 students
who, at the end of
kindergarten, 1ist
or 2nd grade
achieve 18-25 per-
cent below the
acceptable score
on the Essential
Skills Test.
Perinsyl- 1985-86  $28, 000, 200 Funds are allo- Not Available Students served are  On-site monitor-  Separate Since the program 1s new,
vania cated based on the (dnplicated those in grades 3- ing conducted by (on occasion most students served are
number of students counts) 12 who score below state staff on an monitoring 1s in grades 4, 6 and 9;
1n granes .3, 3 and the cut-off point infrequent basis. Jointly students do not exit pro-
1966-87 €28, 200, 20 8 who score "elow Not Available conducted) gram until they achieve an
the cut-off point (duplicated acceptable test scor -.
on a state counts)
mandated test.
5
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Summary of State Compensatory Education Programs

Overview

This report provides a summary description of current
State programs for disadvantaged students., The most
recent description of state programs for disavantaged
students was reported 1n 1981 by Harold Winslow and Susan
Peterson of the Bay Area Research Group (BARG). Their
tindings provided baseline data trom which the updated
Sumnmary Table (Table Al) evolved. The summary table from
the BARG report 1s also provided in the appendix
{Table AS6).

As the BARG report points out, their study utilized a
broad detinition of compensatory education (CE) to decide
which states had programs. Their detinition alLlowed for
great variation among states with respect to distribution
of funds, definition of disadvantagement, and the extent
to which proper use of funas was specitied at the state
level. A more restrictive detinition of CE was used to
create the updated Summary Table: this detinition
required states to specify a target population as well as
to restrict districts' discretion i1n spending state
compensatory education (SCE) tunds. For this reason, 8
SCE programs described in the BARG report are omitted from
the current Summary Table:

Hawail Minnesota
Illinois Missouri
Indiana Nebraska, and
Massachusetts , Pennsylvania

With the exception of Hawaii, the states omitted
distributed CE funds through the state basic aia or
foundation formula (using an additional weighting factor)
and did nct attach strings to the use of the funds
generated by the additional weight, Hawaii's
"Comprehensive School Alienation Program® is designed to
aid dropouts and potential dropouts, but 1s not considered
a CE program by state officials.

A few cases deserve special mention. In Illinois, CE
funds are distributed to all LEAs using a foundation
formula whereby LEAs receive an additional weighting
depending on the number of elLigible Chapter 1 students.
Only in Chicago, however, must justitication be provided
as to how funds are spent (monitoring), and onliy 1in
Chicago are schools targeted to receive services (based on
the free and reduced price lunch count). Theretoze, while
the city of Chicago operates a state funded CE program,




Illinois was not included in the Summary Table because, on
a statewide level, the program does not meet our
requirements., Additionally, the program operating in
Washington during 1979-80 was determined not to be a SCE
program by our standards, but is inciuded i1n the current
Summary Table because a new SCE program began in 19Y84.

As stated, the BARG repor* provided an initial basis
for compiling data tor the upuated Summary Table. An
appropriate State Department of Education (SDE) statf
member was lnterviewed trom those states BARG included as
having a SCE program (23 states) to determine what
changes, 1f any, nave occurred since the BARG report
covering the 1979-80 school year. Usually, a Director or
Program Administrator ot the Chapter 1 ottice or of the
SCE program office was interviewed.

Interviews lasted anywhere trom 5 to 30 minutes. If
there was a description of the SCE program in the BARG
report, that description was read to the respondent, who
ei1ther confirmed its accuracyl/, explained inaccuracies,
or described changes that nhad occurred. If no changes
have taken place, the exact BARG description appears on
the Summary Table. In addition, up to date statistics on
funds and students served were collected. Respondents
were alLso requested to mail a report/printout/ietter
containing these statistics; aot aLl states did so. 1If a
description for a new SCE program was needed, the
respondent was asked to provide a short description for
each of tnhe categories appearing on the Summary Table:

Categories Covered Definition
State Funds 19483-84 Total dollars state
1984-85 allocates on behalf
1985~-86 of eccnomically and
educationally disadvantaged
students.
Funding Approach/Basis How the state distributes
for Allocation Compensatory Education (CE)

funas to districts; compo-
nents of funding tormula.

1/ In a few 1nstances, state officials who were inter-
viewed reported discrepancies in the BARG descriptions
for 1979-80, particularly with respect to the CE
nature of the state's program.




Categories Covered

Students Served 1983-84
1lu84-85

Targeting Provisions

Monitoraing

Other Special Provisions

Detinitlon

“otal number of students
served by SCE program.

How students are targeted
to receive CE services
(e.g., standardized
achievement test scores).

Whether, how otrten, and by
whom daistricts are
monyitored.

Whether "other provisions”
previously applicable (as
described in BARG tatble)
are still operating, and/or
whether any new special
provisions apply.

Additionally, respondents 1n the 16 states i1n Table Al
were asked the following questions about the relLationship
between the SCE program and the Chapter 1 program:

o

o

What grades are served by each?

Is there separate or joint administration of

the two programs by the State Education

Agency (SEA)?

What types of instructional treatment

settings are used within each program?

Finally, respondents were asked whether those students
who generate state funds are the same students served by

these funds.

The results of these inquiries are discussed

in the boay of this paper and do not appear 1n the Summary

TMable.

Determination of the existence of SCE programs in
those States other than the 23 tor which the BARG report
described programs was made on the basis of three other

data sources.

The Children's Defense Fund (CDF) collected

data on SCE programs during early 1984, Chrys Dougherty (a
student at the LBJ School ot Pubic Policy) gathered
Chapter 1 data at the state level in mid to lace 1984, and
the Zducation Commission of the States (ECS) collected

data during 1380.

States in which CDF, Dougherty and ECS

agreed that no SCE program existed were not re-contacted.

-



If tnere was agreement that a SCE program exlsted, or 1if
there was any discrepancy between CDF, Dougnherty and ECS
tindings for a particular state, a SDE statf member was
interviewed. Thus, an additional 10 states, a total ot
33, were contacted for the present data collection
effort. A list of these states is attached.

Findings

As of the 1984-85 school year, 16 SCE programs exist
nationwide. This number 1S based on a detinition Of
compensatory education that requires targeting of °
economically and educationally disadvantaged students, and
the i1nclusion of specific requirements as to how CE money
will be sgent. Tne attached "Summary of State
Participation" (Table A2) outlines states operating SCE
programs 1in 1Y79-80, states where programs began since
1980, states where SCE programs are planned, and states
tnat nave abolished their SCE program.

The summary indicates the relationships ot the states'
SCE programs across time. Three states initiated SCE
programs since the BARG survey, Louisiana in 1982-83 and
South Carolina and Washington 1n 1984-85, Wisconsin
phased out its SCE program beqginning in the 1979~80 school
year and currently nas o pians to 1nstitute another.
Three other states with no previous program -- Indiana,
Kentucky, and Pennsylvania -- will begin SCE programs
during the 1985-86 school year. Further, the Kansas
Legislature began nearings 1in January, lY85, on a bill to
establish a program. Thus, by the start of the 1985-86
school year, 19 states will operate SCE programs. This
number may expand to 20 programs, 1f the Kansas bill
passes.

There are 29 states (Wisconsin excluded) which have
not instituted a CE program, and currently have no plans
to do so:

i1




Alapama Maine New Mexico

Alaska Massachusetts North Carolina
Arizona Minnesota Oklahcma
Arkansas Mississippi Oregon
Coloraao Missouri Soutl Dakota
DelawareZ2/ Montana Tennessee
Bawauii Nebraska Vermont

Idaho Nevada Virginia
IlLlinoas New Hampsh:ire West Virginia
Iowa Wyoming

Use of Test Scores

The use of achievement test scores has always been
more prevalent as a pasis tor targeting stuaents than
allocating funds, yet the number ot states utilizing test
scores for both purp .ses nas increased. During 1979-80 11
states (California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgra,
Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina,
Texas, and Washington) used test scores to target
Stuaents. C rently, two additional states (Louisiana and
South Carolinu) use test scores to target students.

Previously (L479-80) seven states (Florida, Georgia,
Michigan, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, and
Washington) usead test scores to alliocate funds.

Currently, an additional three states (Connecticut,
Louisiana, and South Carolina) use test scores to allocate
funds.

Furthermore, states in which programs are scheduled
for tne Lys5-86 school year (Indiana, Kentucky, and
Pennsylvania) make use of test scores in both funding and
targeting. This rerlects a ctrend noted in the BARG report
regarding the growing preference for measures of
performance (as opposed to measures of income) for
determining allocations to LEAs.

2/ As the BARG report points out, Deiaware's Basic Skills

Program uses "Basic Skills Unaits"” to support salaries,
services, and supplies for instruction in reading,
writing and mathematics. District entitlements are
based on total enrollment ratner than on children
icentitied as disaavantaged. While the state finance
director reports that most districts use funds to
support remediation for low achieving stuaents, the
legislation does not identify a specific target
popuiation. Tnerefore Delaware's program is not
included in the Summary Table.
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Stuaents Served

Information on trends in the numbers of students
served by SCE programs 1S not available due to missing
values for either 1979-80 or 1984-35, duplicated counts in
reporting, or the use of numbers eligible rather than
served. Table Al includes notations regarding the source
of stuaents 'served rigures across the states operating SCE
programs,

Trend- in State Funding

Table A3 outlines trends in state funding between the
1979-80 and L1Y84-85 school years. Adjusted funding levels
for 1984-85 are alsc given, using the consumer price index
(CPI) and 1lv79-80 as the base year. When percentage
change is computed using actual dollars, only tour states
for which computation is possible3/ (Connecticut,
Michigan, Ohio, and Utah) 'show a decline 1in funds.
However, using the adjusted 1984-85 figure, all states
except two, Texas and Wastington, experience a substantial
decline in funding -- ranging trom a low negatite
percentage change ot 1.6 1n Georgia, to a high negative
percentage change of 51.4 in Ohio. The abnormally high
positive percentage change of 415.6 in Texas 1s due to two
factors:

1. A large amount of money (35 percent of the
tota.r aliocation) 1s geared toward general
administration, which previously was not
aliowed; and

2. New tutorial programs were instituted for
low achievers as a result of recent
educational retorm etforts underway in Texas.

Washington's positive percentage change can be
explained by the advent of completely new program
practices 1n LyB4-85.

Trends in Federal Funding

Table A4 presents trends 1n Feaeral funding of
Chapter 1 programs, again presenting 1984-85 funds in both
actual and adjusted dollars; comparisons are possible for

3/ Caiculations are not possible for California due to
the fact tnat Calitornia combines CE and bilingual
allocations into one figure.




all 16 states with operational SCE progr:¢ S. When the
percentage change between 1979-80 and 198+-85 is computed
using actual dollars, only two states, North and

South Carolina, show a negative percent change in

funding. When the adjusted 1984-85 figure is used, all 16
states experienced a decline in purchasing power of
Federal funds -- the highest decline of 41.5 percent in
South Carolina, and the lowest, 6.8, in Florida.

Compasison of Federal and State Funding Trends

The relationship between Federal and state funding
levels is complicated. An inspection of the actual
percentage growth and/or decline in both Federal and state
CE funds from 1979-80 through 1984-85 (13 states had
funding data to compare across this period) reveals that
in seven states as Federal funds increased so did state
funds (see Tabies A3 and A4). Four states decreased their
state CE funds in this period at the same time Federal
funding increased. Only one state (North carolina)
increased state funds as Federal Chapter 1 funds
declined. When adjusted state and Federal funding figures
are used, only two states (Texas and Washington) shew a
positive level of SCE funding growth against a backdrop of
declining Federal support. A third state (Gebrgia) shows
considerably less decline in its SCE funds when these are
adjusted for inflation than in its Federal Chapter 1
allocation. Although more in-depth investigations are

necessary to specify how Federal funds influence SCE
funding decisions, comparisons of percentage change for
the periol of years indicated suggests that both SCE and
Federal Chapter 1 funding have suffered declines in terms
of adjusted dollars from 1979-80 through 1984-85.

State Funds as a Proportion
of Federal Funds

’ Table A5 presents both state and Federal funds (actual
doliars) for both 1979-80 and 1984-85, as well as the
proportion of Federal funds constituted by state funding
for both school years. The table indicates that for the
majority of states SCE funds equaled 25 percent or less of
Federal Chapter 1 funds. During 1979-80, eight states for
which comparisons are possible (Connecticut, Georgia,
Michigan, Worth Carolina, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, and
Washington) allocated funds equal to 25 percent or less of
Federal Chapter 1 funds. Three states (New Jersey,

New York, and Ohio) allocated funds equal to 45 percent or
more of Federal Chapter 1 funds. New Jersey allocated the
highest percentage of Federal Chapter 1 funds (82.0), and
North Carolina the iowest (8.6).




During 1984-85, nine states for which comparisons are
possible (Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana,
Michigan, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Utah, and
Washington), aliocated funds equal to 25 percent or less
of Federal Chapter 1 funds. Four states (New Jersey,

New York, South Carolina, and Texas) airlocated funds equal
to 45 percent or more of Chapter 1 funds. Texas allocated
the highest percentage of Chapter 1 funds -- 128.3,
followed clos “ly by South Carolina -- 123.5. The Texas
figure is in linc with their large increase in state
funding (Table A3), and South Carolina just instituted
their program in 1984-85, so that "start up" costs may be
reflected. The lowest percentage of Chapter 1 funds was
1llocated by Utah -- 7.4. While most states' funding
proportions stayed within a band of 10 percentage points
for both 1979-80 and 1984-85, two states showed changes
that exceeded this range (Ohio and Texas).

The Relationship between SCE
and Chapter 1

Grades Served. The following seven states reported
that the SCE and Chapter 1 programs served students in
grades K-12:

California Ohio
Connecticut Rhode Island
Georgia Texas

New York

In Connecticut pre-K was also served. This is not to say
that at the district level all of these grades are always
served by the two programs, but rather that the same
unrestricted options apparently are available to local
program administrators., It may be that respondents in
these states were not sure of existing differences; three
of the_e states -- Georgia, Ohio, and Texas -- reported
separate administration of the programs by the SEA,
suggesting the possibiity that the individual responding
may not have known particular policies relevant to the
other program.

an aGiitional nine states provided more specific
answers about grades served by SCE and Chapter 1:




Grades Served -

Grades Served -

State SCE Chapter 1
Florida usually 7-12 1-¢
Louisiana 2, 3, 4, 5 pre-K-12
Maryland usually K-6 K-12
Michigan K-10 K-12
New Jersey K-12 pre-K-12
North Carolina 9-12 K-12
South Carolina 1-6 K-12
Washington 2-9 K-12
Utah mostly 9-12 K-12

Program Administration.

Separate versus Jjoint

administration of SCE and Chapter 1 programs refers to

whether or not the same SEA supervisory staff oversees
both programs.

Seven states report distinctly separate administration:

Florida Ohio
Georgia* Texas
Louisiana Utah

North Carolina

All of these states except one, Georgia, also operate
the two programs out of separate offices.

Eight states report joint program administration:

California New Jersey
Connecticut Rhode Island
Maryland South Carolina
Michigan Washington

All ot these states operate both programs out of the
same otfice. New York deserves special mention -- a
distinct unit supervises the SCE program, but program
monitoring 1s performed jointly. The two programs are
housed 1n the same otfrice.

Instructional Treatment Settings. This inquiry did
not produce any real variety ot response. As one would
expect, most states report that local districts use their
own discretion as to the use of mainstream versus pull-out
settings for both the SCE and Chapter 1 programs. A few
respondents proviaded more detinitive answers:

* Georgia will switch to joint administration by Fiscal
Year 19Y87.




Georgia -- Chapter 1 uses pull-out settings entirely;
SCE uses both.

Maryland -- bcth programs use mostly mainstream
settings.

Rhode Island -- both programs predominately use
pull-out settings.

Utah -- SCE uses mostly mainstream settings.
Chapter 1 uses both options. -
o

Dollars Generated and Students Served-SCE.’ Comparing
funding approaches with tazgeting provisions prompted the
question of whether those students who generated the SCE
fr 1\ds were, student by stucent, those who received
remedial services. For example, in Ohio funds are
generated on the basis of economic factors (AFDC count),
while children served are those "1in greatest educational
need.”™ On the other hand, in South Carolina, funds are
both generated by and serve those who score below a
certain level on the statewide assessment test. One must
bear in mind that there is likely to be some overlap
between tnose generating funds and those served even when
different criteria are used for funds allocation and
program eligibility. Our attempt here 1s to list those
states in which dollars generated by a student unquestion-
ably serve that student. Based on théir responses, tive
states clearly meet this condition:

Loulsiana
Maryland

New Jersey
North Carolina
South Carolina

Conclusions

This update of SCE programs relied on a more
restrictive detinition of the characteristics of a
compensatory education program than did the previous
documentation. Even using this tighter definition, we
found a modest increase over the past six years in states'
etforts to support special instructional programs for
disadvantaged children. This increased interest, in part,
rerlects the impact of broader state-level educational
reform packages that seek to ensure proficiency in
academic skills through the imposition of testing and
remediation mandates. The following bullets reiterate the
major tindings that resulted from this current analysis of
SCE programs:

-10"
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16 SCE programs existed nationwide as of
1984-85; three additional states will
initiate SCE program in 1985-86 with one more
likely to come into existence in 1986-87.

All told 20 SCE programs are likely by the
close of the 1985-86 school year.

o SCE programs commonly use achievement* scores
as a basis for funds allocation and student
eligibility. 1Income is less frequently used
for these purposes.

o Estimates of the number of students served by
SCE funds (separate from Chapter 1) are
imprecise ia many states as a result of
nonreporting, duplicate counts and the
practice of counting eligible students as
opposed to those actually served.

o When dollars are adjusted tu a base year of
1979-80, most states have experienced
declines in both Federal and state funds for
CE. Two states, Texas and Wasiington, have
not witnessed a dec¢line in their SCE funds,
however, due to their increased state
appropriations more than offsetting the
effects of inflation.

0 No particular trend is evident with respect
to the impact of changed levels of Federal
Chapter 1 support on state spending for CE.

o In the majority of states, state funds for CE
are proportionately less than Federal funds.
In two states, South Carolina and Texas,
state funds exceeded Federal Chapter 1
allocations in 1984-85.

0 States vary in their SCE policies with
respect to grades targeted, instructional
settings, and joint versus separate state
level administration of Chapter 1 and the CE
program.

Programs to Begin in 1985-86

Three states currently without SCE f -~~rams will begin
tc operate programs in the 1985-86 school ar.

-11-
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Indiana's Basic Skills Testing and Remediation Program
1s still under aevelopment. Enough funds will be
allocated to remediate 15 percent of students in need in
each LEA, and funding 1s estimated at a per-pupil amount
of $200. The program will focus on third and sixth grade
stuaents, and on students in one other grade that has not
yet been determined. The funding tormula as well as
targeting provisions will utilize test scores, although
the appropriate cut-off score has not yet been
aetermined. Monitoring specitications have not yet been
determined.

Kentucky's SCE program will focuc on students in
grades 1 and 2. Program appropriations total 16 million
doliars. Money will be aliocated in the following manner:

A CE teacner 1s provided for each 13 students who, at
the end of kindergarten, lst, or 2nd grade, achieve 26
percent Lelow the acceptable level on the Essential Skills
Test. Further, a salary allotment is made for direct aid
to every 20 stuaents who, at the end of kindergarten, lst,
or 2nd grade, achieve 10-25 percent below the acceptable
score on the Essential Skills Test. These test score
cutoff points are also used to target students.

Procedures for monitoring districts nave not yet been
determined.

Pennsylvania's SCE program will alLlocate 24 mill.on
dollars to districts 1n two ways:

1. $17 million will be alLlocated on the basis
of each LEA's current proportion of state
aid, and

2. $7 million will be alloca:ed on the basis of
the number of students scoring below the
cutoff level on the statewide achievement
test.

Test scores will also be used to target students; students

1n grades tnree, rive, and eight will be served, State
staff will monitor a sample of districts once a year.

_12-.



Alaska
California
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Illinois
Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusettes
Michigan
Minnesota

The following states were contacted by Decision
Resources regarding state compensatory education:

Missouri
Nebraska

New Jersey

New York

North Carolina
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carcliua
Texas

Utah
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming.




SUMMARY OF STATEL-PUNDED COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Table A}

federal funds Stats Tunde

Studeats Served

State Yeats {X111lons) {M11lloae) fundlog Approach with SCt bunde Targsting Provisioas Monitoring Other Specisl Provisioos Chaoges Since 1979-8U
talifoinis 1y79~-080 V0.0 159.0 Staste Act for Disadvantsgad 1979-80  N/A Low lacome atudssts acoring Comprshensive progres review Honitoring mo longsar Goae by

1983-84 N2 182.0* Childres: Formuls compariog 1Y83-84 - Studants ssrved below secood quartile oo State vinits to achools by out- State Depsrteent of tducation

1984-85 301.5 187.% proportios of low incoss 1984-85 by State and sssesdment. Priority to esrly alde sgeaciss of locsl ataft {SOE) staff.

1985-86 N/A N/A families to Stste totsis. federsl tunds grades. from s differest district ot

{propoaed) are oot counted spproximately J-year

scparately. totervals. Scate staff
trslo those who mositor.
Consecticut 1979-80 30.9 1.0 Education Lvaluation snd 1979-80 14,000 esc. All participssts must score brogram and Stete level! tunds 1o be ysed tor Comparisoo lovolviog state-

1983-84 32.8 4.2 Reaedisl Assistsoce Act 1983-84 9,000 est. below 2)rd percestile on s atsf{ moaitor one-third of aupplesentary educstiooal vide ssscssment test 18 sn

1984-85 38.7 6.4 formula compstee: (1) 1984-85 /A atandsrdized test. sll dlatricts every yesr. Programs. sdditions] tsctor 1o (uodiog

1985-8* N/A 10.4 proportion of low locnee sod spprosch.

(proposed - with sdditionsl APDC fasilies to State totsls,

3 willion fof summer program) {2) proportioco ot atuleots Targeting oo looger requires
falliog below Stats level of 153 of participsats mcet the
s3pectad perforaance oo 9th tree ailk/luach criteris.
grede proficiecocy test
(SLOPL). The two cosparisons
are svaraged to determioe
allocation of funds.

klorida 1979-80 na.; 28.5 funds ars sllocated oo the 1979-80  N/A LiA®s ldeotity participants, Unce evary five years, State thapter | guidelines govern

1983-84 1210 2.8 besis ot the oumber of 1983-84 261,458 88 vell a8 those "st risk,” oo stalli sudits latricta. ezpenditures.

1984-85 151.6 I studeats who score st or 1984-85  N/A the besis of Stete Studeat

1985-86 N/A N/A below the 25th percentile os Asssssaent Test acores. Unce every yesz, dlatricts

{proposed) the Stete Studeat Assesssent provide Pertormsoce

Tests, sod the fuods are 80
eatitlemest to esch district.

T TaYlToroia’s SCEt sliocstion figures fnclude aliocations for bilingual education (1t 1a nut possitie to yeparste tunds for the two prograas).

O
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tvalustion Reports.

Unce every year, State
anriyzes Stote A »ent
Teat acores ysed to identity
participaots.

Once every yesr, Jistricts
provide s tinanclel suamary.
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Sumsary of State-Punded Compensstory tducation Progrsms (cont,)

Fedars) Punds State Punde

Studeota Served

State Years {N1]11000) {M11l100e) Fundiag Approach with SCE Punds Tergeting Provisioccs Moaitoriag Othar Special Frovisione Changes Since 1979-80
Ceorgle 1979-80 83.5 12.7 Porsuls besed 00 the oumber 1979-80 158,000 Children 1o gredees 1-¢ Onca every five years, sach Funde to be used primarily for Pundieg forsule eo loager
1983-84 18.5 17.2 2f atudeata failing to 1983-84  Saading: 53,107 1drutified tbrough LEA needs LEA 18 wonitored by o Stete  saleriee of fnstructional apecifias 15 to 20 objactivas
1984-85 85.9 18.1 achieve @ certels acore oo Math: 43,607 sssessment as neading apeciel comsultant. peracooel to provide supple-  that sust be achiaved oa che
1985-06 N/A 2.0 the Stata Critarioe {duplicatad asslatance to achiave at lavel asutary remedisl servicee. 4th greda reeding portios of
{proposed) Refarescel Test 1o resding counts) -ompsrable to othere their age. the Stata Critariom Referesced
and/or aith 1o tha 4ch end 1984-85  N/A Studente aerved 1o sradas 9-12 Teat,
8th gredea, a0 well ae 00 the are thosa felllng t & Baaic
auaber of etudente felllng to Skille Test taxit exas). Fuandiog forauls ee well s
achiava 8 certe’a acora on tergetiog provisiose have been
tbe 10th grade Baeic Skills expsnded to leclude acorae oe
Tast (exit axzes). Uach child 10tk grade Baaic Sxille Taat
failing any of the three (aeit oxam).
tasta generates 8 doller
smount for tha local eyatea.
Loulaians 1979-80 90.1 /A Allocations bssed oa the 1979-80 HW/A Those children faillag to State ataff monitor a school New SCE progras beger 10 the
1983-84 83.3 3.0 ausber of atudects felllng to 1983-84 19,604 echieva & certafo acore oo the level aample froe every 1982-8) achool yaer,
1984-85% 102.6 8.8 achiava & certelo perforosace 1984-85 13),%49 Stete Baaic Skilla Taat. systes onCe & year.
1985-86 N/A N/A atandard on the State Baaic Nusbera are Temedieticn
{proposad) Skille Test. units, not etudeate aerved;
one studant cen cogatituts
®ora thag one unit.
Marylend 1979-20 53.6 1.7 Allocetion formule utiliziog 1979-80 16,000 aet. Chapter 1 eligible achoole or Viaits to schools by State The bulk of SCE funds la While the fuodiag forsula it-
1983-84 50.0 5.5 per rpll easount bssed oo the 1983-84 17,970 eet. achools with aducaticoa)l neede ataff, colociding with used to hire pereacosel to aalt hae oot chenged, the
1984-85 5%.2 14.8 suaber of Chapter 1 aligiblas. 1984-85 17,075 eat. bssed on atsudardized teata. Chepter | review viaits. provide direct imsttuctionsl dollar awount per pupil has
1985-86 N/A 15.5 Terget atudente ere prekinder- serviceas. incressed; the ~5 year
(proposed) garten-12, economically end locreass 1o Stata #id to
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aducatiooslly diesdvantagad,
idestifiad through atandardited
tasts or State fuactionel
zeading tastas.

Lducetion,” taking affect io
1984-85, caused ae lacrease
of $25/child betweea 1983-84
and 1984-85,

Terget atudenta changed froe
K-)2 to pre-Kindergertea~1Z,

SCE fucds ware at one time
divided eomevhat equally
between direct jnetructiossl
earvices snd eupport ectivi-
ties. Now direct lostruc-
tioael servicea take
precadence.




Suasery of Stete-Funded Compensstory Educstion Progr

Yeders! funde Stete Fuads Studests Served
Stete Years (N111100s) (Ntillome) Fundlog Approsch vith SCE Punde Tergeting Provistons Mooltoring Other Speclal Provisions Changes Since 1979-80
Baltimore 1979-80 N/A Denalty Atd (Baltimore): Tuo thirds of Denalty Atd
198).8¢ 2.6 Provistoo of besic sid sllocstton ayst be used for
1984 -85 10.8 {orauls glves per pupll Coup td.
1983-864 1n.a sllocetion based on
(proposed) enrolleent. Funde are o
additios to shove gid.
Nichigan 1979-80 134.0 2.9 Per Puptl smount based o 1979-80 131, 34 The primary target group 1s Closely coordinsted with tn the peat, LFAs vith 151 or
198)-84 11%.6 2.9 ousber of low schlavers os 198)-8¢ 101,228 students oae or sore years Chapter | mooltorinrg, eech eore K-7 studeots vere eligible
1984-85 138.5 4.0 Stete ssscsomest. [RAs vith 1984-85  10¢,5%) below grade level (escept district 1o viefted every tor fundtng.
198586 N/A N/A 13.72 or eore X-10 gtudeats Nusbers aliglh grades K-1), ecoriog 1a other year.
(prfoposed) in low achieviog group ere rather than se the lovest quartile, or Stipulstion thet 301 of funde
eligible. are reported, studests “descastretiog need wust be speat 10 Lhapter |
of resdiness.” achools hes been reguved fros
the lave and from the rules
Nev Jersey 1979-80 43.) [1 18] Formuls cosslate of : Nusber 1¥)9-80 340 _30) Studeots 10 grades K-11 who The wonitoring process Tesching stall tralntog ls tunding foreuts remalos tie
190)-84 9.8 80.0 of pupils eligible, aultl- 1¥8) 86 112,146 8core below equivalent Stete-  laplesented In fanuary 1984 fequired 880r, but the additlions) cost
1984-85 .5 88,0 pliad by the sdéitional cost  1984-85 N/A vide gteodards 1o resding sod sssures that avery dlstrict sultiplier for SLt ie changed
198%-88 n/A N/A tector (.18) for SC¥, eulti- asth sre selected tor will have bdeec @ooitored by froe 11 to .18,
(proposed) plied by the Stete avers psrticipstion. Deresber 1983; those
ort current espe budget opproved recelve a 5 vear Mev sonltnring systes
per puptl. i ligible atudents certification teplesented In Jenusry 1¥84.
are those receivisg AYDC gnd
those belov standard on th
Minieus Baeic Skille Test sod/
or those in sn spproved SCE
progres of the prior yesr,
Nev rors 1979-80 2.6 1%.9 Stetes’ besic 81d foreuls 1979-80 4AJ8 042 LEAs féentily participsnte on Annusl viefte to LrAe by funds “sttributedle” to Totsl nuaber of teat tekers
198384 2.5 181.0 gives studeots scorisg belov 1V8I-84 100,113 the basle of stenderdireq Stete ataf?. specisl needs students ayst bo end tellures used fo tundig
1984-85 151.5 1.6 sintaal cospetesce level oo 198685  N/A tests. spent on progress for these torsuls hss bees changed o
198%-8¢ n/A N/A State sesessaest sdditionsl studeots. fnciude anyone teklog or
(ptoposed) velghting of .25. telling teat between 1Y) I8
Allocations afe based on the sad 1980 81, this change
cosbioed total nusbe. fqillng atfects 1984 8% g1d.
test divided by the totel
nuaber teklog (eey grudent
tailing or teklog the test
between 1971-18 gnd 1980:-81).
26
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Summary of State-Funded

ocnensstory Educstion Progress (coaot.)

lederal tunde State tunde Students Served
State Years {Kitllons} (N1)ilona) Funding Approach with SCt Funde
North Carollns  1979-80 93.2 8.0 Formuls based on nusber of 1979-80  N/A
1983-04 82.5 1.8 11th graders failing State 1983-44 N/A
1984-85 .1 8.8 cospetency test ond weverity 1984-8% 121,0¥
1985-086 N/A N/A of fallure.
{proposed)
vhlo 1979-80 96.5 51.0 Dlesdvantaged Pupll Progres 1979-80 625,000
19831-84 103.7 4U.0 eat. Fund forsula based on nusber 1983-84 N/A
1984-85 12.6 40.0 eat. of AFDC children. LEAs with  1984-85 N/A
1985-86 N/A 40.0 est. either 50 or more AFDC
(proposed) children or 10X AFDC chlldren
are ellgible.
Rhode lalend 1979-80 10.4 2.0 Progras appropristion ia 1979-80 7,200 eat.
1983-84 10.8 2.0 sultiplied by ratlo of LEA 1983-86  N/A
1984-8% 11.2 2.0 Chapter | entitlement to 1984-85 N/A
1985-86 N/A 2.0 State total. Predicted drop of 200
{proposed) particlpants a yesr.
South Carolina  1979-80 58.0 N/A Funds allocated oo 8 per 1979-80  N/A
1983-84 50.2 N/A pupil basis st two difterent 1983-84 N/A
1984-85 49.0 60.5 funding levels (“coepensatory” 1984-8%5 257,411
1985-86 N/A N/A and “remedial”) snd withla Students eligtible, rather
{proposed) five categories, The than served, are reported.
categories are clasalfied by Number reported la
8 combinstion of Srade Jevel dupllicated count.
and percentlle rack on the
Comprehensive Teat of Basic
Skills.
Texas 1979-80 264 .4 42.9 Allocations based on 8 per- 1979-80 190,000 eat.
1983-84 235.9 5t.6 pupll smount using the 1983-84 1.1 . est.
1984-85 248.9 319.4 previocus yesr’s be alx 1984-45 1.1 e est.
1985-86 N/A 3t sonth aversge enroliment 10 Studsnte eligitble,
(proposed) the national achool lunch rather than served.
progres fur free of reduced
price lunch. lormuls uves
ADA sultiplled by an adjusted
basic allotment, multliplied
by .2.
27
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Teargetlng Provlalons

Honitorlng

Other Special Provialons

Changes Since 1979-80

Participants Include studenta
failing tesc (fequited for
diploms) aad 9th szd 10th
greadare identified by LEA ae
potentis] fallures.

Target students are those 10
“greatest educstionsl] need” in
Chapter ) eliglble buildings.
A local needs ssscasment lo
performed, but there 18 no
presctibed criteris for acores
neceasary to participate,

Defined by educations) and
econoelc criterla. Generally
sisllar to Chapter 1.

Students in grsdes 1-12 are
tergeted for elther com~
pensatory of remedisl education
participatlon bss~d oo thelr
scores 1o Zesding and/or math
on the Comprehensive Test of
Baaic Skilla.

Studenta perforslng below
dlatrict expectency levels ln
basic akille are ldentifled
through State sud/ur local
tevting progress.

Uoscheduled vialts to LEAS
by Srate staff.

Consultents ssaizned to
districts to (1) perfore

to review End-of-
snalyals, (2)
reviev flacal reportas.

Evety district vislted ot
leaat once 8 yesr.

Viaslita to LEAs by State
[] t to review
Chapter 1 and Section 4

0fflce of Flnance monitora
each dlatrict once 8 year.
Progres sonitoring 1s
performed for 25% of all
districte each yesr.

Vialca by State ateff to
audit expenditures st lesst
once every 5 years, snd to
sonitor sccredation ot lesst
once every J yeasras.

The SCE progres doea not

tollow Ch. 1 gutdellnes

1FAs Tank achools with first
priority given to Chapter )
achools, second priority to
other Chapter 1 eligible
achoola. State fuods say
sugment exfating pfograms or
laplesent new ones. Other
achools may be setved 1f nceds
at priority achoola are met.

SCE funds designed to cosple-
ment Chapter 1 funds to pro-
Vlde services to all atudeots
needing resedlation.

Funde wust be used for
inetructiunal progrems .o
leprove perforsance In
essentlal laogusge and math
cospetencies. bLxpenditures
for supplies and equipment
muat be justlfled, 35 ot Mt
soney may be apent on general
adsinlatration.

SCE progres begean In the
1984-4% achool yeasr.

Updated lunch counte now Used
Previousiy, expenditurea for
general adsinlatration were
prohibited

Co




Summary of State-Funded Coapensatory Fducation Progrems (cont.)

Federal Fuods

State Yeara

(Mi1tlone)

State 7unds
(Kil11ions)

Funding Approach

Studente Served
with S(F Funds

Targetiog Provisiocns

Monitoring

Other Special Provisions

Changer Stoce 1979-80

1979-80
1983-84
1984-85
. 1983-86
(proposed)

utsh

1979-80
1983-84
1984-85
198%-86

Washington

Sources:

10.2
10.9
12.1
N/A

41.6
449
46.5
N/A

1.0
.9
)

10

6.7
Block Crant

12.0

LPA share equsls pusber of
weighted pupll unita tises
ratio of disadventaged puptla
in LEA to State totsl. Dis-
advaatage 1s defined by &
coabisation of educattional
#0d soclo-economic criterfs.

Two scparste formulas ‘or
atudeo % Jo grades 2-6 and
students io grades 7-9,

Soth formules utilize 8 per-
pupil amount based on enroll-
®weat and Stetevide sssessment
scores. Grades 7-9 use 80
additions] muitiplier.

1 or Lompennatory Fducation offtctals (or sppropriste referrals).

2%
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1979-80
1983-84
1984 -85

1979-80
1983-84
1984-85

5,000 est.
3,238
N/A

32,332
/A
30.000 est.

Studeats fros low-income
femilies. foster children,
neglected and de)ioqueat
childrea, aod AFDC chtldren
who achieve far below the
average level for their age.

Students in grades 2-6 wvho
score belov grade level in
baaic skilla achievement.
Students 1o grades 7-9 vho
score In lovest quartile on
Statevide essessment.

Winslow. Harold R. Jr.. and Petersoa, Susen M. Bay Ares Resesrch Group, 1981: Childrens Defense Fund 1984, Education Comission of the
Stetes 1980, Chrys Dougherty., LU achoo! of Public Policy, 1984, and Telephone Intervievs by Declsion Resources staff vith State Chapter

forme and guidelines
siailer to those used st
Federa)] level, with visits
to LEAs by State ataff.
Tergetiog and wonitoring
procedures sre not
rigorously enforced.

Districts woaitorrd by
State graff ot least once
every three yedra.

SCE 18 one of 8 nuaber of
“Special Purpose Optionals.”
LEA recelves ite entitlemect

under ail programe as 8 block
grant; the State funds say bde

used to support any combia-

ation of the prograss covered.
LPA muyst follow guldelines for

the programs it chooses to
isplement.

A new SCE prograa focusing,
on grades X-12, vfll begin in
the 198953-36 school yesr.

In 1983-84, money for SCE wvas
i the form of & State block
gront. Thus. the 1984-83 SCt
progres ia 8 complete change
ia programs practices.
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State Compensatory Education
Programs Identified by BARG
(1979-80)

State Compensatory Education
Programs Identified by DR
(more restrictive definition)
1984-85

New Programs
(Year Begun)

New Programs Planned
(Year Scheduled)

Programs Abolished
(Year)

California
Connecticut
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
I1linois
Indiana
Maryland
Massachuset tes
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska

New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Texas

Utah
Washington
Wisconsin

N=23

California
Connecticut
Florida
Georgila

Maryland

Michigan

New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
Ohio

Rhode 1sland

Texas
Utah

Louisiana (began 1982-83)

South Carolina (began 1984-85)
Washington (began 1984-85)

N=16

*  Depends on outcome of 1985 legislative vote.
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Louisgiana (1982-83)

South Carolina (1984-85)
Washington (1984-85)

Indiana (1985-86)

Pennsylvania (1985-86)

Kentucky (1985-86)
Kansag*

N=4

Wisconsin (1979-80
began phase out)

N=1




CONNECTICUT
FLORIDA
GEORG!IA
LOUISIANA
MARYLAND
MICHIGAN

NEW JERSEY
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
OHIO

RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CARDLINA
1EXRS

UTAH
WASHINGTON

1973-80 1984-83
RCTUAL $ ACTUAL ¢
7.0 6.4
8.5 34. 4
12.7 18.1
M 8.8
147 14.8
2.9 4.0
68. 3 8.9
136.9 177.6
8.9 8.8
3.0 50.0
2.9 2.0
NA 60.5
2.9 319. 4
1.0 e.9
6.7 1.5

TABLE A3
TRENDS IN STATE FUNDING OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

1979-88 1O 1984-85
(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

1984-85
ADJUSTED $ % CHANGE ACTUAL $ X CHANGE ADJUSTED
(1979-80 BASE)  79-80 TO B4-65 79-88 10 84-85
b4 -8. 6% -37.1
23.8 20,74 -16.5%
12. 4254 -1.6%
6.1 NA M
10.2 2.7 -30. 6%
16.6 =271 -49.5¢
60.9 28. 8 -19. 8%
123.0 29. 7% -10.2¢
6.1 10. 0% -23.8%
2.7 -29. 85 -51. 4%
1.4 0.0 -30. 0%
4.9 NA M
221.2 644.5% 415. 6%
8.6 -12. 0% -40.0
7.3 56. 7% 9.0




TRBLE A4
TRENDS IN FEDERAL FUNDING OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS
1979-88 T0 1984-85

(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

1984-85
1979-88 1984-85 ADJUSTED $ % CHANGE ACTUAL $ ¥ CHANGE ADJUSTED $
STATE ACTUAL $ RCTUAL $ (1979-88 BASE) 79-68 70 84-85 79-80 TO 84-85
CALIFORNIA $390.0 $361.5 $258. 3 20.5% -16.6%
CONNECTICUT 36.9 38.7 26.8 2o.2% -13.3%
FLORIDA 112.7 151.6 185.¢ 34. 5% -5.8%
BEORGIA 83.5 85.9 59.5 2.9 -28.74
LIUISTANA 9.1 182.6 1.1 13. 9% -2l 1%
MARYLAND 3.6 .2 38.2 3.0% -28. 7%
MICHIGAN 134.0 138. 4 95.8 3.3 -28.5%
NEW JERSEY 83.3 107.5 74,4 29, 1% -10.7%
NEW YORK 3.7 1.5 243.4 16.1% ~19.6%
NORTH CRROLINA 93.2 8.1 39,9 -14. 1% -A0. 5%
cHI0 %.3 112.6 78.9 16. 7% ~19.2%
RHODE  ISLAND 10.4 11.2 1.8 1.7 -25. 8%
SIUTH CARDLINA 56.0 49.9 33.9 -15.5% -41.6%
TEXAS ke & 248.9 172. 4 1.8% -29.0%
UTH 1e.2 12.1 8.4 18.6% -17.6%
WASHINGTON 41.6 4.5 .2 11.8% -22. 6%

o




TABLE A5
STATE FUNDS RS A PROPORTION OF FEDERAL FUNDS (MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS
1979-88 ND 1984-85

STATE FUNDS AS PERCENT STATEUNDS RS PERCENT
STATE FINDS FEDERAL FINDS OF FEDERAL FUNDS STATE FUNDS FEDERAL FUNDS CFEDERAL FUNDS
STATE 1979-88 1979-8@ 1979-69 1984-83 1984-85 984-85
CONNECTICUT 1.8 30.9 2. 7% 6.4 38.7 16. 5%
FLORIDA 28.5 112.7 a5. 3% 34,4 151.6 2.7
GEORGIA 12,7 83.5 15.2% 18.1 85.9 el 1x
LOUISIANA NA 9.1 ] 8.8 16.6 B.6%
MARYLAND 14,7 53.6 27. 4 14.8 352 26. 8%
NICHIGAN 2.9 134.0 24.6% 24,9 130. 4 17.32
NEW JERSEY 68.3 83.3 82, ox 8.0 102.5 B1, 9%
NEW YORK 136.9 38.7 L ] 1717.6 351.5 58, 5%
NORTH CAROL INA 8. 93.2 B.6% 8.8 680.1 11.0%
HI0 3.8 %.35 59.1x 4.0 112.6 35, 5%
RHODE ISLAND 2.0 18.4 19.2% 2.8 1.2 1.9
SOUTH CRROLINA NA 58.0 ] 60.5 A9.0 123, 5%
TEXRS 4.9 244, 4 17.6% 319.4 248.9 2B, 3%
UTAH 1.0 19.2 9.8% 8.9 12.1 1.42
WASHINGTON 6.7 AL6 16. 1% 18,5 46.5 22. 6%
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