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I.

THE DISTRICT SURVEY: A STUDY OF
LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION OF ECIA CHAPTEFR !

Introduction

A,

Background

The Chapter ! District Survey documents the ways in which
compensatory education is deliverel across the nation at
the local school district level, under Chapter 1 of the
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA). The
study was conducted as a part of the National Assessment of
Chapter | by the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement (OERI) in the U.S. Department of Education
(ED). The data included in this survey were gathered dur-
ing the 1985~86 school year and generally describe programs
implemented in that yeur, though for some items, informa-
tion for the 1984-85 school year was collected. Because
this is the first nationally representative survey
conducted since the implementation of ECIA Chapter 1, it
also attempts tc compare contemporary district practices
with those whici existed under its predecessor, Title I of
the Elementarv and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
The Chaptez’ 1 District Survey includes data collected via
three digﬁbrent instruments:
° ’ A mail survey sent to Chapter ! district admin—
istrators in 2,200 nationally representative
school districts.

] A telephone survey of 242 district administra-
tors.

° A telephone survey of 50 state Chapter 1 admin-
istrators.

The Statement Outline

This statement outline is intended to summarize the find-
ings of the three instruments of the Chapter 1 District
Survey and, where feasible, to compare the findings with
those reported by Advanced Technology, Inc. in the June
1983 District Practices Study (DPS).

Data Citations in the Statement Outline

The following sections of this report contain information
about Chapter ! programs with specific references to the
sources of the data presented. Most of the data come from
the Chapter 1 District Survey which is indicated as '"OERI"
in the statement outline.

I-1
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As noted, the District Survey contained three distinct
sources of data. The major source was the mail question-

naire, documented by specific item numbers in this report.

For example, 104 refers to item number 4 on the mail
questionnaire. All items on the mail questionnaire are
shown in Appendix B. For some itews, support tables
showing analyses such as crosstabs by district size and
poverty rate have been developed. These tables appear at
the end of the relevant section and are labeled according
to the mail questionnaire item number. The mail question~
naire also contained three open-~ended questions. A de-
scription of these questions and a summary of the responses
appear in Appendix C.

The second source of data from the Chapter 1 District
Survey was the telephone survey of district Chapter 1 coor-
dinators. These data are cited as "Telephone Survey” on
the statement outline and are accompanied by an item number
from that survey instrument. The survey guide used by the
telephone interviewers is shown in Appendix D.

The survey of Chapter 1 State Directors was the third
source of data in this report. “State Survey” 1is used to
indicate these data on the statement outline and an item
number from that instrument is also shown. The state
survey telephone guide appears in Appendix E.

For some topics, Chapter 1 District Survey data have been
compared to data from the District Practices Study (DPS)
conducted by Advanced Technology, Inc. (1983). Data from
this previous study are cited as "DPS" and accompanied by
the page number from the final report. In addition, some
of the information utilized during the sampling process has
been included in this report. 1In the outline, this infor-
mation is cited as "Pre-Selection Classification."”

The Data in this Qutline

The pnrpose of this outline is to provide a descriptive
account of much of the data from the Chapter 1 District
Survey. In most cases the data presented consist of fre-
quencies and means for questionnaire items; some crosstabs
slhiowing response distributions by district size and poverty
rate are also presented. It should be noted that standard
errors were mnot calculated for the data in this report.
Therefore, the statistical significance of any of the dif-
ferences reported here cannot be assumed.

The mail and telephone district surveys used samples of
districts stratified by enrollment size and poverty.
Responses to the survey items were weighted to the whole
population of Chapter 1 districts and weighted Ns are shown
throughout this report. Estimates of the whole population
of Chapter 1 districts vary slightly from item to item

1-2
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@ NOTE:

depending on the version of the questionnaire utilized.
(See Appendix A for further information.)

For the open—ended questions on the mail questionnaire, the
Ns were not weighted since the response rate on these items
was only about 75 percent and did not correspond to the
sample on which the weights were used. Unlike data for
closed-ended items, the daia were not systematically col-
lected and no follow-up was done for missing open—ended
responses.




II. Profile of Chapter 1

A. Key Questions

1 funding?

a. Number and percent of nation'’s school districts
receiving services (OERI: Pre-Selection Classifica-
L tion, I44)

(1) 0f the nation’s 14,918 operational school
districts, an estimated 13,910 or 93.2 percent
operated Chapter ! programs in 1984-85.

@ (2) An estimated 4.8 million public school
students received Chapter 1 services in 1984-85
which represents approximately 12.7 percent of
the nation’s total student enrollment (Grades
Pre-K through 12). An estimated 218,440 private
school students received Chapter 1 services in

| J 1984-85.
b. Size of districts where Chapter ! programs are
concentrated (OERI: Pre—Selection C(Classification,
104)

@ (1) In 1984-85, 75 percent of Chapter 1 dis-

tricts had enrollments of 2,500 or less:; 20.6
percent had enrollments between 2,500 and 9,999;
and 4.4 percent had enrollments of 10,000 or
more.

o (2) 0f all Chapter ! districts 45.7 percent had
more than one school serving each of the grade
levels at which Chapter 1 services were offered.
Another 6.1 percent had more than one school but
used the new Chapter 1 targeting exemption
(allowing them to serve all their schools with

[ ] Chapter 1) permitted for districts with total
enrollment of less than 1,000 students. 47.9
percent had only one school at the grade lecvels
in which Chapter 1 services were offered.

|
|
|
|
|
o
1. What is the nature of the districts receiving Chapter

¢. Urbanicity and regionality (OERI: Pre—-Selection
® Classification)

(1) The majority of Chapter 1 districts (64.5
percent) are located in rural areas; 33.1 percent
are located in suburban areas and 2.4 percent are
located in urban areas.

(2) Geographically, 37.0 percent of Chapter 1!
districts are located in the North Central

2-1




regions, 23.7 percent are in the South, 20.3
percent are in the Northezst, and the remaining
18.9 percent are in the West.

Poverty status (OERI: Pre—Selection Classifica-
tion)

By distributing Chapter 1 districts into voear—
tiles based on the Orshansky Poverty Index, one
finds that 23.2 percent of Chapter ! districts
served students in areas with the lowest inci-—
dence of poverty, 28.8 percent served students in
areas with the second lowest incidence of pov—
erty, 26.7 percent served students in areas with
the second highest inc?ience of poverty, while
21.3 percent served students in areas with the
highest incidence of poverty.

2. How did Chapter 1 districts allocate their funding?
(OERI: 1I10)

In allocating Chapter 1 resources, 57.4 percent of
districts reported using a procedure which would pro-
vide equal levels to all participating schools that
served the same or similar grade spans; 35.2 percent
allocated resources to participating schools in pro—
portion to their levels of educational deprivation;

while 3.9 percent allocated resources according to
levels of economic deprivation.

What kinds of services were most commonly offered?
a. Grade levels (OERI: 131, I44)

(1) For each of the grades from 1 through 6, at
least three-fourths of all Chapter 1 districts
provided services in 1984—85. The percentages of
districts serving grades 7 and 8 were 48 percent
and 45 percent respectively while fewer than 20
percent of districts served Pre-K or grades 10,
11, and 12.

(2) With the exception of a 5.2 percentage point
decrease (from 32.9 percent to 27.7 percent) in
districts serving Kindergarten, all changes ir
percentage of districts serving each grade level
since 1981-82 have been 1.5 percent or less.

Subject areas (OERI: 147)

(1) Chapter | reading is offered by 94 percent
of districts, math is provided by 64 percent of
Chapter 1 districts, and 25 percent of distric:s
have other language arts (OLA). Chapter | ESL,
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vocational education, and non-instructional areas
are offered by fewer than 10 percent of Chapter 1
districts.

(2) Seventy-eight percent of districts with the
highest incidence of poverty offered Chapter !
math compared to 64 percent of Chapter 1
districts as a whole.

c. Settings (OERI: 124-47)

In reading, math and other language arts, the
principal subject areas offered by Chapter ! pro-
grams, over 80 percent of distr?:ts delivered
instruction outside the regular classroom in a
"pullout program'" model. 35 percent to 43 per—
cent of districts offered Chapter ! instructioa
in the regular classroom in these subject areas.
Less than 10 percent of districts offered read-
ing, math or other language arts instructiecn
"before or after school" or in summer school.

How do Chapter ! district program directors allocate

their time? (OERI: 1I02, I68; DPS: p. 2-13)

a. Most district Chapter | administrators (72 per-
cent) spend 25 percent or less of their time adminis-
tering Chapter 1 programs. 10 percent report spending
75-100 percent of their time on Chapter ! program
administration.

b. While 51 percent ¢ distriet administrators
reported no changes in the total time spent
administering Chapter | programs since 198i-82, 31
percent reported an increase in administrative time
and 9 percent reported a decrease.

c¢. The areas of activity which demanded the greatest
increases in administrative time were:

Administrative Activity Ar % Districts
Improving program quality 39%
Complying with state regulations 34%
Coordinating Cl with other programs 33%
Complying with Federal regulations 31%

d. The areas of activity which reflected the largest
decreases in time expenditure were 'parental involve-—
ment activities'" (-24 percent); and "preparing Chapter
1 applications”" (-12 percent). In all other activity
categeries, the percentages of districts reporting
decreases were 9 percent or fewer.




B. Program Demographics

1. Percent/number of nation's school districts receiving

Chapter ! funding. ®
a. 0f the nation’s 14,918 operational school
districts, an estimated 13,910 or 93.2 percent
operatad Chapter 1 programs in 1984-85, serving an
estimated 4.8 million public school students. These ®
students represent 12.7 percent of the nation’s total
public student enrollment—Grades Pre—-K through 12.
(OERI: Pre—Selection Classification)
b. In 1981-82, 90 percent of districts reported
operating Title I programs serving 4.8 million stu— °®
dents. (DPS: p. 2-5)
2. Percent of Chapter 1 districts by district size
a. The size of a Chapter ! program was measured in
terms of its total student enrollment in 1984—85. Six Py
size groupings were established as follows: (OERI:
Pre—Selection Classification)
Enrollment %z of D‘iggrigts
!l to 999 50.0% ol
1,000 to 2,499 25.0%
2,500 to 4,999 13.8%
5,000 to 9,999 6.8%
10,000 to 24,000 3.2%
25,000 and over 1.2%
TOTALS 100.0% ®
b. 75 percent of Chapter 1 districts are in the two
smallest categories with enrollments of 1less than
2,500; 20.6 percent have enrollments between 2,500
and 9,999; the two largest categories of district, P
with enrollments of 10,000+, account for less than S ,
percent of the nation’s Chapter 1 districts.
c. When student distribution is examined by district
size, we find the following: (0OERI: Pre—Selection
Data) ®
% of Total Cl
District Enrollment Students Served
!l to 999 7.2%
1,000 to 2,499 13.2%
2,500 to 4,999 15.4% Py
5,000 to 9,999 15.2%
10,000 to 24,999 15.3%

25,000 and over 33.9%




d. Of all Chapter 1 districts 45.7 percent had more
than one school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapter | services were offered. Another 6.1
percent had more than one schor™ but used the new
Chapter 1 targeting exemption (allowing them to serve
all their schools with Chapter 1) permitted for dis-—
tricts with totzl enrollment of 1less than 1,000
students. 47.9 percent had orly one school at the
grade levels in which Chapter ! services were offered.
(OERI: I04)

Percent of Chapter ! districts by poverty level

A district’s poverty level is measured by the percent-—
age of students who come from families at or below the
poverty level. These percentages were grouped into
four quartiles based on the Orshansky Poverty Index as
follows: (OERI: Pre—Selection Clagsification)

% of students
from families
at or below Index % of % Cl1 Public
the poverty line Description (! District Students

0.0 to 7.2 Lowest 23.2% 9%
7.3 to 12.4 Second lowest 28.8% 17%
12.5 to 20.9 Second highest 26.7% 29%
21.0 and over Highest 21.3% 45%

NOTE: The extent to which these percentages vary from
25 percent reflects the distribution of Chapter 1 dis-—
tricts in contrast to the distribution of the popula-
tion as a whole.

Percent of Chapter 1 districts by urbanicity

a. The majority of Chapter 1 districts (an estimated
9,000 or 64.5 percent) are located in rural areas, an
estimated 4,620 or 33.l1 percent are in suburban areas
and an estimated 340 or 2.4 percent are in urban
areas. (OERI: Fre—Selection Classification)

% of Cl
Project Location Districts
Urban 2.4%
Suburban 33.1%

Rural 64.5%




b. By enrollment size, the percent of districts
located in urban areas was as follows: (OERI: Pre-
Selection Classification)

District % of Urban
Enrollment Cl Districts
1 to 999 0%
1,000 to 2,499 4.0%
2,500 to 4,999 5.9%
5,000 to 9,999 23.0%
10,000 to 24,999 36.2%
25,000 and over 31.0%

c. When urbanicity is considered by percent of total
students served by Chapter !, the distribution is as
follows:

Project Location % Students Served
Urban 37.9%
Suburban 29.6%
Rural 32.6%

Percent of Chapter | districts by region

a, The distribution of Chapter ! districts across

geographic regions is as follows: (OERI: Pre-
Seiection Classification)

Region % C! Digstricts

Northeast (NE) 20.3%

North Central (NC) 37.0%

South (S) 23.7%

West (W) 18.9%

b. By size category and region, districts are dis-—
tributed as follows: )
% Districts

Distri nrollmen _NE _NC S W
1l to 999 16.32 41.3% 20.0% 22.4%
1,000 to 2,499 25.6%  39.5% 21.2% 13.6%
2,500 to 4,999 28.0% 29.3% 30.2% 12.5%
5,000 to 9,999 22.1%  24.6% 34.6% 18.7%
10,000 to 24,999 10.3% 18.9% 40.0% 30.8%
25,000 and over 5.5% 14.6% 56.3% 23.6%

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter ! districts with enroll-
ments between 1 and 999 students, 16.3 percent are in
the NE region, 41.3 percent are in the NC region, 20.0
percent are in the South and 22.4 percent are in the
West.
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¢. When student distribution is considered by region
we find the following:

Region ] dents
Northeast 20.6%
North Central 20.5%
South 33.3%
West 25.5%

d. By size category and region, students are dis-
tributed as follows:

% Students

District Enrollment NE NC S W
1 to 999 17.4% 38.6% 21.5% 22.5%
1,000 to 2,499 25.1% 31.2% 29.9% 13.8%
2,500 to 4,999 19.8% 20.9% 40.9% 18.5%
5,000 to 9,999 18.4% 14.9%2 45.8% 20.8%
10,00C to 24,999 15.5% 14.,3% 35.5% 34.7%
25,000 and over 23.2%  17.7% 27.2% 31.8%

6. Description of the average program: According to the
above four variables, the typical (modal) Chapter ! dis—
trict is located in a North Central, rural area with an
enrollment of fewer than 2,500 students and with S to 12
percent of its students coming from low—income families.
This was also reported to be the case in 1981-~82. (OERI:
Pre—-Selection Classification; DPS: p.2-8)

Resource Allocation

1. According to average estimated line items, 1985-86
Chapter 1 funds were distributed as follows: (OERI: I53)

a. Salaries for teachers..............$ 119,963
b. Salaries for administrators........ 15,208

c¢. Salaries for other certified staff. 9,709
d. Salaries for instructional aides... 46,324
e. Salaries for non—certified staff... 9,656
f. Other salaries...vvuieevnniennnnnnns 8,942

2. Changes in allocation of resources

a. According to the telephone survey, 55 percent of
Chapter 1 districts reported changes in resource
allocation since Title I. 0f those remaining
districts where changes did not occur, 70.8 percent
cited '"no funding change”" as their reason. (OERI:
Telephone Survey RF7SR)




b. Budgetary changes were cited by Chapter 1 dis-
tricts as a reason for changes in program allocations
as follows: (OERI: Telephone Survey RF7Ql-6)

Category of Change %

Du B hanges Districts
Change in staff allocation 38.8%
Change in materials allocation 18.1%
Change in other equipment allocation 7.3%
Change in computer allocation 6.7%
Change in other resource allocation 4.,2%
Change in space allocation 3.7

3. For those districts with carryover funds in 1985-86,
the average amount of carryover per district was 846,045,
(OERI: I52)

a. When those districts with carryover funds are
analyzed by district size, average carryover funds

were reported as follows: (OERI: I52 Size Crosstab)

Average Cl District

District Enrollment Carryover Allocation
1 to 999 ] 7,374
1,000 to 2,499 22,605
2,500 to 4,999 42,503
5,000 to 9,999 82,103
10,000 to 24,999 162,597
25,000 and over 1,124,612

b. When those districts with carryover funds are
analyzed by poverty level, average carryover funds

were reported as follows: (OERI: 152 Poverty
Crosstab)

Average Cl District
Poverty Level Carryover Allocation
Lowest ] 17,562
Second lowest 24,623
Second highest 43,937
Highest 98,203

D. Students Served by Chapter 1
1. Total number of public students served
a. In 1984-85 Chapter | served = estimated 4.8
million public school students or 12.7 percent (Grades

Pre—K through 12) out of a total national enrollment
of 37.8 million. (OERI: 144 Created Variable)
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2.

b. Nationwide, the mean number of public students
served by a Chapter 1 district is 359. Across grade
levels, the nationwide mean number of public students
served per grade level was as follows: (OERI: I44)

Grade Level Mean # Serv
Pre Kindergarten 3.3
Kindergarten 21.5
Grade 1 42.8
Grade 2 44,3
Grade 3 42.2
Grade 4 40.9
Grade 5 37.5
Grade 6 32.7
Grade 7 23.4
Grade 8 20.4
Grade 9 16.3
Grade 10 10.6
Grade 11 7.1
Grade 12 4.7

Total number of nonpublic students served

a. In 1984—85 Chapter 1 served an estimated 218,440
private school students, bringing the estimated total
Chapter 1 enrollment to slightly over 5 million stu-
dents. (OERI: 144 created variable) Services to
these nonpublic students were concentrated in 21 per-—
cent of Chapter ! districts in 1984-85.

b. In 1984-85, 60 percent of districts with enroll-
ment between 10,000 and 24,999 and 78 percent of dis-
tricts with enrollment greater than 25,000 served non—
public students, compared to 23 percent of districts
with enrollment of 1,000 tu 2,499 and 7 percent of
districts with enrollment under !,000. (OERI: 144
Size Crosstab)

c. In Chapter 1 districts serving nonpublic
students, the mean number served was 76.9 students.
Across grade levels the nationwide mean number of pri-
vate school students served is as follows: (OERI: 144)
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Grade Level Mean # Served
Pre Kindergarten 0.6
Kindergarten 2.9
Grade 1 9.0
Grade 2 11.5
Grade 3 10.2
Grade 4 9.0
Grade 5 8.0
Grade 6 6.7
Grade 7 4.4
Grade 8 3.4
Grade 9 1.2
Grade 10 0.7
Grade 11 1.7
Grade 12 4.4

Services to special groups, LEP/Handicapped/etc.

a. Chapter 1 services are provided to physically
handicapped stude.tts in 73 percent of districts, to
mentally handicapped students in 56 percent and to
limited English proficient (LEP) students in 58 per—
cent. In many of these districts, Chapter ! services
are provided to these students only when they meet the
Chapter 1! criteria. (OERI: 1IlS)

b. Among all Chapter ! districts, the average pr o-
centage of LEP students in the Chapter 1 was 2.3 per—
cent. The mean perceutage of LEP students served by
the smallest districts was 2.1, 'thile districts in the
largest size category had an average of 6.0 percent
LEP students in their Chapter ! programs. (OERI: I46)

c. Among those districts serving LEP students, the
average percentage of LEP students served in Chapter 1
was 7.0. (OERI: I146)

d. Among all Chapter 1 districts, the average (mean)
percentage of LEP students served in districts with
the highest incidence of poverty was 4.2 percent. In
districts with the lowest incidence of poverty, the
mean percentage of LEP students served was 1.2 per—
cent.

e. Among those districts serving LEP students, dis-—
tricts in the highest Orshansky quartile had an aver-
age of 15.4 percent LEP students, while districts in
the lowest quartile had an average of 3.2 percent LEP
students.

f. 7.9 percent of all Chapter 1 districts offered
Chapter 1 ESL instruction. Across all districts and
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grade levels, the percent offering ESL was as follows:
(OERI: I47)

%
Grade Level Districts Qffering
Pre Kindergarten 0.2%
Kindergarten 3.9%
Grade 1 5.7%
Grade 2 5.2%
Grade 3 5.1%
Grade 4 5.6%
Grade 5 4,7%
Grade 6 4.2%
Grade 7 2.7%
Grade 8 2.8%
Grade 9 1.9%
Grade 10 1.8%
Grade 11 1.7%
Grade 12 1.3%

g. Nationwide, 14.1 percent of Chapter ! districts
had Chapter 1 programs for migrant students. 32 per—
cent of the largest districts had these prog 3 com-—
pared to 1l percent of the smallest distri . 75
percent of districts serving migrant students were in
the two highest poverty quartiles. (OERI: I56)

h.  Since 1981-82, a decrease of 5.2 percent (from
32.9 percent to 27.7 percent) has occurred in the per—
centage of districts providing Chapter ! at the Kin-
dergarten level. For all other grade levels, changes
in the percentage of districts serving them have been

1.5 or less. (OERI: I44)

E. Program Service Mix

1. Chapter ! subject areas most freqiently offered by
Chapter 1 districts: (OERYI: I47; DPS:

Cl Subiject Area

Reading

Math

Other language arts

ESL

Other instructional areas
Non instructional areas
Vocational education

1981-82
Districts
Offering

97%
65%
34%
11%
n/a
n/a

2%

Pt

£

p 5-18)

1984-85
Districts
Offering

94%
64%
25%
8%
6%
4%
1%




2. By grade 1level, Chapter 1 subject areas most
frequently offered by Chapter 1 districts were as follows:
(CER1: I47):

% Districte Offering

Grade Level Reading Math Qther 1A  ESL
Pre Kindergarc.:n 1.9% 1.2% 0.8% 0.2%
Kindergarten 25.1% 14.8% 6.1% 3.9%
Grade 1 73.8% 36.2% 10.9% 5.7%
Grade 2 85.0% 47.2% 13.0% 5.2%
Grade 3 84.8% 51.5% 14,8% 5.1%
Grade 4 83.7% 52.4% 15.9% 5.6%
Grade 5 80.2% 51.0% 15.9% 4.7%
Grade 6 69.5% 47.5% 15.8% 4.2%
‘rade 7 42.2% 27.8% 11.1% 2.7%
Grade 8 38.9% 25.4% 10.5% 2.8%
Grade 9 18 5% 11.5% 6.1% 1.9%
Grade 10 14,5% 9.4% 5.3% 1.8%
Grade 11 13.2% 7.6% 4.7% 1.7%
Grade 12 10.7% 5.9% 3.0% 1.3%

3. Across all Chapter 1} c¢/stricts, the mean number of
public school students served by Chapter 1 districts, by
grade level and subject &érez, was reported as follows:
(OERI: I47)

inan # of Students Served

Grade Level Readin Math Other LA ESL
Pre Kindergarten 1.3 1.0 0.7 0.1
Kindergarten 15.9 9.6 7.0 1.8
Grade | 34.9 15,2 73 2.1
Grade 2 36.7 16 2 3 1.7
Grade 3 35.2 18.5 /o7 2.6
Grade 4 33.5 18.9 7.5 2.3
Grade 5 29.7 18.1 7.3 2.3
Grade o 25.2 16.C 7.0 2.2
Grade 7 17.0 11.2 5.6 1.9
Grade 3 14.7 ¢.9 5.2 1.9
Grade 9 9.6 7.7 3.6 1.9
Grade 10 6.3 5.2 2.8 1.7
Grade 11 4,7 3.7 2.5 1.4
Grade 12 3.6 3.¢ 2.0 1.2

4, Most Chapter 1 instruction is provided outside the
regular classroom in pullout projects (a model used by 89
percent of Chapter ! districts). With<n these programs, the
average instructional time Spent with students per week is
127 minutes for reading and 112 minutes for math. (QERI:
125, 126)

5. Approximately 8,680 districts (65.6 percent of the
total) made a change in their Chapter 1 program design in
the past six years. Of these districts, 20.5 percent made




changes in grade 1levels taught and 13.2 percent made
changes in subject areas taught. Over half of those
Chapter ! districts making changes did so between 1984 and
1986. (OERI: Telephone Survey RF4Ql-2)

District Administration and Staffing

1. The average tenure of Chapter ! district administra-
tors was 6.2 years. In 1985-86, 18 percent of Chapter 1
district administrators had been in their positions 1less
than 1 year. 39.5 percent had directed the Chapter 1 pro-
gram for 1-5 years; 21.9 percent had been administrators
for 6-10 years, and 20.2 percent had administered the pro-
gram for more than 10 years.

2. 72 percent of Chapter | district administrators spent
less than 25 percent of their time administering Chapter 1.
Another 12 percent reported Chapter 1 activities as consum-—
ing 25 percent to 50 percent of their time; 4 percent spent
51 percent to 75 percent of their time administering
Chapter | programs; while 10 percent were 3/4 to full-time
Chapter 1 administrators. When examined by district size
categories, those districts reporting 25 percent or less
administrative time are distributed as follows: (OERI: 102)

% Districts w/administrators spend-

Enrollment Category L 2 L n Cl programs
1 to 999 83.7%
1,000 to 2,499 76 .0%
2,500 to 4,999 57.0%
5,000 to 9,999 36.5%
10,000 to 24,999 23.2%
25,000 & over 8.67

3. By enrollment size, the distribution of distriets with
administrators spending 76 to 100 percent of their time on
Chapter ! was as follows:

% Districts w/administrators

Enrollment Category spending 76%-100% of time on Cl
1 to 999 7.3%
1,000 to 2,499 6.7%
2,500 to 4,999 9.8%
5,000 to 9,999 22.5%
10,000 to 24,999 37.4%
25,000 & over 51.9%

4. While 51 percent of Chapter 1 district administrators
reported no change in the amount of administrative time
spent on Chapter 1 since 1981-82, 31 percent reported an
i1. rease and 9 percent reported a decrease. (OERI: 168)
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5. The following table shows the percentage of Chrpter |
districts reporting increases or decreases in time spent on
various administrative activity areas: (OERI: 148)

Administrative % Districts Reporting
Activity ncreases Decreases
Improving program quality 39.0% 2.8%
Complying w/state requirements 33.7% 8.3%
Coordinating Cl w/other progs 32.7% 2.9%
Complying w/Fed requirements 30.9% 9.4%
Preparing Cl eval reports 28.3% 9.1%
Conducting C? evaluation 27.7% 5.5%
Working on C1 budget 25.2% 6.2%
Preparing other Cl reports 24.7% 8.9%
Working on Cl program dev. 24.2% 5.2%
Preparing Cl applications 23.1% 12.4%
Interacting w/Fed & state 19.5% 7.6%
Hiring, supervising, training 15.5% 8.9%
Parent involvement activities 12.1% 24.0%
Assuriug comparability 8.1% 8.8%

6. For school year 1985-86 Chapter 1 districts reported
having FTE administrative staff within the following
ranges: (OERI: I58)

% Districts Reporting

Function L 20& <L 1 21 &<2 2-10
Cl cooxdinator 53% 39% 6% .5% 1.4%
Parent involvement cocr 96% 2% 1% .0% 2%
Evaluators 95% &% 1% A% 1%
Curriculum sSpecialists 93% 3% 1% 1.1% 1.5%
Accounting specialists 92% 7% 1% 1% .2%

7. For all Chapter 1 districts in school year 1985-86,
the average number of Chapter 1 administrative staff per
district was as follows: (OERI: I58)

Mean Mean
F ion # Staff FIE’s
Chapter 1 coordinator 0.61 0.26
Parent involvement coor. 0.07 0.0%
Evaluators 0.08 0.03
Curriculum specialists 0.17 9.11
Accounting specialists 0.12 0.04
All others 0.28 0.23
MEAN TOTAL 1.29 0.75




8. For school year 1985-86 the average number of
Chapter | staff in nonadministrative categories per dis-
trict was as follows: (OERI: I59)

Mean Number of Staff

Function Grades 1-6  Grades 7-8  Grades 9-':
Teachers 3.44 0.67 0.35
Instructional aides 3.55 0.46 0.26
Curriculum specialists 0.15 0.03 0.02
Non instructional staff 0.33 0.07 0.05

9. According to the telephone survey, Chapter 1 districts
reported sharing staff between Chapter ! and the regular
program as follows: (OERI: Telephone Survey RF1QlA)

Shared Staff % Districts Reporting
Administrators 43.5%
Clerical staff 30.1%
Teachers 21.9%
Aides 18.7%

10. An estimated 11,090 or 83 percent of Chapter ! dis-
tricts reported that their teachers were on the district
tenure system. (OERI: Telephone Survey RF8Q3)




SUPPORT TABLES FOR SECTION II

NOTES: All Ns are weighted co the populatinn of Chapter 1 school
districts.

Table numbers refer to District Survey Questionnaire items.
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Table 102 - Crosstab by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

nistrict Director's Time Spent Administering Chapter 1 in 1985-86 by District Poverty Level

(Percent of Total Chapter 1 Districts/Administrators)
(N = 12,087)

Orshansky Poverty Percentile % of Total

Second Second Chapter 1

Lowest Lowest Highest Highest Districts

Time Spent (N = 2,866) (N = 3,502) (N = 3,076) (N = 2,643) (N = 12,087)

1 to 25% Time 82.7 73.5 67.2 62.1 71.6
26 to 507 Time 8.3 13.0 13.0 12.6 12.0
51 to 75% Time 2.9 3.3 5.8 6.2 4.5
76 to 100Z Time 5.9 7.4 11.4 16.9 10.1

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 Districts in the lowest Orshansky Poverty Percentile, 82.7% have d/ .ctors who
spend 1 to 25% of their time administering Chapter 1 programs; 8.3% have directors who spend 26

to 50% of their tiwe administering Chapter 1 programs; etc.

NOTE: Columns total to 100% minus missing cases.
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Table I15

District Policy for Selecting Handicapped or LEP Students for Chaprer 1
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)

They are automatically selected to receive

They are selected if they meet the regular
criteria

They are selected if they meet the regular
criteria and if there are openings in

They are selected if they can benefit from
They are selected on a case-by-case basis
They are not served in the progran

There are no such children in the district

(N = 11,866)

Chapter 1 services
Chapter 1 selection
Chapter 1 selection
the program

the program

Physically
Handicapped
Students

1.2

53.5

7.5
4.5
6.4
6.6

15.1

Limited and

Mentally Non-English
Handicapped Proficient
Students Students
0.7 4.7
29.3 32.1
6.2 6.2
8.2 5.6
11.6 9.0
31.6 2.8
6.8 34.9

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts, 1.2% automatically select physically handicapped students to receive
Chapter 1 services; 53.5% select them {f they meet the regular Chapter 1 selection criteria;

etc.
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Table 125/126 B
Instructional Times and Class Sizes for Chapter 1 Districts
(N = 12,378)

Number of Children per
Chapter 1 Instructor for

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

l Providing Reading and Math in Grades 1-6, in Public Schools During 1985-86
|

\

Minutes per Week per Child Each Instructional Period
Minimum Average Maximum Minimum Average Maximum
j CHAPTER 1 READING
In the regular classroom 117 146 185 5 8 11
' Outside of the regular classroom 101 127 155 4 7 10
N
ég Other program setting 184 217 240 9 12 14
CHAPTER 1 MATH
In the regular classroom 101 131 168 5 8 11
Outside of the regular classroom 89 112 138 4 7 9
Other program setting 153 179 194 8 11 13
FIGURE READS: For all Chapter 1 districts, public school Chapter 1 reading instruction in the regular
classroom averaged 146 minutes per week, with a minimum of 117 minutes per week and a maximum of
185 minutes per week. The number of children per Chapter 1 instructor in regular public school
classrooms averaged 8 with a minimum of 5 and a maximum of 11 for each instructional period. PR
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Table 127

Combinations of Program Settings and Subject Areas in Chapter 1 Programs in 1985-86
(0f Chapter 1 Districts Providing Each Subject Area - Percent by Setting)

English for

Other Limited-English All Other
Reading Language Arts Math Proficient (LEP) Subject Areas
(N = 11,523) (N = 4,033) (N = 7,990) (¥ = 1,181 (N = 622)
Regular school
nNo
R Outside of the regular
. classroom 93.4 83.4 88.6 83.0 44.6
In the regular classroom 34.2 43.1 40.0 40.7 42.9
Before or After school 4,7 4.4 5.8 7.2 17.2
Summer school 7.0 6.9 7.3 8.5 24.0

FIGURE READS: Of 11,523 Chapter 1 districts offering reading in 1985-86, 93.4% offered it cutside the regular

classroom; 34.2% offered it in the regular classroom, 4.7%1 offered it before or after school;
and 7.0% offered it in summer school.

NOTE: Percentages in these columns do not total 100% since more than one response was permitted.
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Table 131/144

Comparison of Proportion of Districts Offering Title I and Chapter 1
At Each Grade Level (1981-82 vs. 1984-85)

% of Title I % of Chapter 1

Districts Districts
1981-82 1984-85

(N = 12,378) (N = 13,954)
Pre Kindergarten 3.9 3.7
Kindergarten 32.9 27.7
Grade 1 75.9 77.1
Grade 2 90.0 88.6
n Grade 3 90.3 89.2
N Grade 4 89.5 89.3
Grade 5 86.0 84.9
Grade 6 77.6 76.2
Grade 7 46.6 47.7
Grade 8 44.6 45.1
Grade 9 21.9 z22.1
Grade 10 17.9 17.5
Grade 11 14.8 15.4
Grade 12 13.5 12.0

\

FIGURE READS: Of all Title I districts in 1981-82, 3.9% served Pre-K; in 1984-85, 3.7% of Chapter 1 districts
served Pre-K. This represents a 0.2% decrease in the percentage of districts offering
compensatory education services at Pre-K level.

NOTE: Columns do not total to 100% since more than one response was permitted.
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Table 168

Comparison of Administrative Time Spent on Activities Since 1981-82
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)
(N = 12,073)

Stayed
About Don't
Increased Decreased The Same Know
Preparing the Chapter 1 application 23.1 12.4 55.2 6.7
Preparing Chapter 1 evaluation reports 28.3 9.1 53.8 6.4
Preparing other Chapter 1 reports 24.7 8.9 53.9 9.4
Conducting the Chapter 1 evaluation 27.7 5.5 56.1 8.0
Working on the Chapter 1 budget 25.2 6.2 58.9 7.2
Assuring comparability 8.1 8.8 41.1 22.0
Hiring, supervising, and training Chapter 1 instructional staff 15.5 8.9 64.6 6.4
Working on Chapter 1 curriculum and program development 24.2 5.2 61.9 5.4
Arranging parental involvement activities 12.1 24.0 51.4 6.7
Coordinating Chapter 1 with regular school program and other
special programs 32.7 2.9 55.6 5.2

Interacting with federal and estate officials 19.5 7.6 59.4 9.0
Total time spent complying with all federal program requirements 30.9 9.4 49.8 7.2
Total time spent complying with all state program requirements 33.7 8.3 47.0 8.0
Total time spenc imy ‘oving program quality 39.0 2.8 49.8 5.4
Total time spent adi.inistering Chapter 1 30.6 9.1 51.4 6.0

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts, administrative time spent on preparing the Chapter 1 application
increased for 23.1% districts; decreased for 12.4% districts; stayed about the same for 55.2%;
etc.

NOTE: Row percentages total to 100% minus missing cases. Percentages in columns do not total 100% since
more than one response was permitted.




III.

Selection of Schoois

Key Questions

1.

What Chapter ! districts engage in school selection

decisions? (OERI: 1I04)

2.

6.1 percent rf all Chapter 1 districts use the target-
ing exemption for districts with total enrollments of
less than 1,000 children. An additional 47.9 percent
of the districts have only one public school that
serves each of the grade levels at which Chapter 1
services are offered. 45.7 percent of the districts
have more than one public school that serves each of
the grade 1levels at <which Chapter ! services are
offered and can therefore utilize a variety of school
selection options. This last group of districts is
referred to in the rest of this chapter as the "'Chap-
ter 1 districts which must make school selection deci-—
sions."

What data sources were most commonly used by districts

to determine areas/schools to be served by Chapter 17
(OERI: 105)

3.

Among the Chapter 1 districts which must make school
selection decisions, 83 percent use free and/or
reduced price 1lunch couunts to identify Chapter 1
attendance areas; 30 percent use AFDC enrollment and
15 percent use Census data on family income.

A majority of districts (67.5 percent) rely on only
one source of data for dctermining area/school eligi-
bility, another 18.7 percent rely on two sources of
data.

What objectives were districts trying to achieve in

their school selection process? (OERI: 1IQ6)

4,

Among the Chapter ! districts which must make school
selection decisions, 57 percent cited '"service to as
many schools as possible'" as their principal objec-
tive; 38 percent cited 'service to about the same
areas oOr schools as in the previous year" as their
main objective.

What procedures were used in selecting schools to be

served by Chapter 1?7 (OERI: 1I07)

71 percent of the Chapter 1 districts which must make
school selection decisions used a 'percentage'" pro-
cedure to select areas or schools to be served in
1985-3£; 20 percent used a "combined number/percent-
age'' procedure.
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5. Within the Federal legal framework, what options were
used in selecting schools to be served by Chapter 17
(OERI: 108)

In selecting schools to receive Chapter 1 funding in
1985-86, 46 percent of districts used "grade span
groupings''; 43 percent used '"no wide variance".
Other frequently used options include "attendance vs.
residence" and the '"25 percent rule".

6. What percentage of all public schools in Chapter 1
districts receive Chapter 1 services? (OERI: 142)

In a typical district, Chapter ! services are provided
to 74 percent of the public schools or an average of
3.6 out of 5.8 public schools. By grade level, the
percentages of schools served in a typical d:strict
are: 88.7 percent of elementary schools; 53.0 percent
of middle/junior high schools; 26.9 percent of high
schools; and 7.1 percent of combined elementary/
secondary schools,

7. ~How have area/school selection procedures changed
since Title I? (OERI: 109)

85.7 percent of Chapter ! districts which must make
school selection decisions reported 'no change" in
school selection procedures.

B. Summary of Changes in Legal Requirements: Title I to
Chapter 1

1. Legal Requirements Under Title I.

Under Title I, districts were required to use funds
"in school attendance areas having high concentrations
of chi“dren from low-income families." The term
"high concentration" was interpreted in the regula-
tions to mean average or above. Districts generally
had to rank attendance areas by poverty conceatrat:on
using the best available poverty measure and to serve
attendance areas in grder from highest to lowest.

If the districts chose to gerve only certain grade
levels, then the rank ordering could be done across
only those grade levels (Grade Span Grouping).

There were six exceptions to this necessity for serv-
ing in rank order:

No Wide Variance: In districts where poverty
levels did not vary widely (no .iore than 5 per—
cent between the highest and lowest), a° ,001s
or areas could be served.
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Attendance vs. Residence: Funds could be used for
educationally deprived children attending a
school which was not 1located in an eligible
attendance area, if the proportion of children
from low-income families in the school was the
same as their proportion in an eligible atten—
dance area.

25 Percent Rule: Schools could be served if their
poverty level was above the 25 percent minimum,
even if it was below the district average.

Grandfathering: Schools could continue to be
served for up to two years even if they no longer
had a high concentration of children from low--
income families.

Achievement vs. Poverty: Schools with a higher
concentration of educationally deprived students
could be served over areas with higher concentra-
tions of poverty.

Skipping Schools: Schools receiving compensato;y
educational services from nonfederal sources (the
state or LEA) could be skipped.

Legal Requirements Under Chapter 1

Initially, school selection requirements under
Chapter 1 stated that projects b~: (Section 556(1) of
ECIA)

A, "conducted in attendance areas...having the
highest concentrations of low-income children;

B. "located in all attendance areas of an
agency which has a uniformly high concentration
of such children; or

C. "designed to utilize part of the available
funds for services which promise to provide help
for all such children served by such agency."

Chapter 1 would have allcwed districts to "utilize
p.rt" of their funds to serve students anywhere in the
districts. In addition, the legislation did not con-
tain the options for skipping schools, grandfathering,
achievement vs. poverty, attendance vs. residence, and
the 25 percent rule; many states :nterpreted this as
meaning they were no longer possible alternatives.
Clarification came with the Technical Amendments which
repealed the "utilize part" provision and reinstated
the school selection options (although the grandfa-
thering optior js open to several interpretations).
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napter 1 maintains Title I’s "No Wide Variance" rule
by providing that districts with a "uyniformly high"
concentration of low—income students can serve all
attendance areas. Nonregulatory Guidance i-etains
Title I's definition but raises the permissible spread
between highest and lowest concentration from 5 to 10
percent.

The Technical Amendments added a provision which per—
mits smaller districts (with less than 1,000 students
enrolled) to regard all of their attendance areas as
eligible for Chapter 1 funding. With this provision,
these districts do not have to restrict Chapter 1 ~er-
vices to those schools with the highest incidence of
poverty.

School Selection Decisionmaking

1. 6.1 percent of all Chapter 1 districts use the target—
ing exemption for districts with total enrollments of less
than 1,000 children. An additional 47.9 percent of the
districts have only one public school that serves each of
the grade levels at which Chapter 1 services are offered.
45.7 percent of the districts have more than one public
school that serves each of the grade 1levels at which
Chapter 1 services are offered and can therefore utilize a
variety of school selection options. This last group of
districts is referred to in the rest of this chapter as the
"Chapter 1 districts which must make school selection
decisions." (OERI: 104)

2. Analysis by enrollment size shows that 11.8 percent of
districts in the smallest size category (1 to 999) use the
targeting exemption for less than 1,000 students. The dis-
tributions by enrollment size of the districts with only
one public school sarving each of the grade levels at which
Chapter 1 services are offered and with more than one pub--
lic school at those levels are as follows: (OERI: 104
Size Crosstab):
% Districts

Oniy 1 School > 1 School

at Grade Levels at Grade Levels
District Enrollment Served by C1 Served by Cl
1 to 999 77.0% 11.1%
1,000 to 2,499 36.5% 61.5%
2,500 to 4,999 9.8% 88.9%
5,000 to 9,999 3.1% 96.6%
10,000 to 24,999 1.1% 98.9%
25,000 and Over 0.0% 100.0%
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3. Analysis of school districts by poverty level reveals
the following: (OERI: 104 Poverty Crosstab)

% Districts

Only ! School > 1 School

at Grade Levels at Grade Levels
Poverty Level _Served by C1 _Served by Cl
Lowest 41.2% 54.3%
Second lowest 45.8% 44 3%
Second highest 46 .8% 49.6%
Highest 59.0% 33.5%

Data Sources Used in School Selection
1. Most commonly used data sources
a. Chapter 1 districts which must make school selec—

tion decisions reported using the following data
sources for area/school identification: (OERI: I05)

Data Source % Districts Using
Free and/or reduced prize lunch counts 82.6%
AFDC enrollment 30.1%
Census data on family income 15.3%
Free breakfast counts 6.5%
Number neglected/delinquent children 6.5%

b. According to DPS, in 1981-82 under Title I, dis-
tricts reported using the following data soirces:
(DPS: p. 3-10)

Data Source % Districts Using
Free and/or reduced price lunch counts 77%
AFDC enrollment 36%
Census data on family income 19%
Free breakfast counts 8%
Number neglected/delinquent children 8%
All other sources 3% or less
3-5
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2. Most commonly used data sources by district size and
district poverty level.

a. By district enrollment, the following use of data
sources was reported:

% Districts by
Size Category

D rce Smallest Largest
Free and/or reduced price lunch counts 80.5% 82.8%
AFDC enrollment 30.5% 27.9%
Census data on family income 17.6% 8.6%
Free breakfast counts 3.4% 5.3%
Number neglected/delinquent 9.8% 18.3%
b. By poverty level, districts reported the follow—
ing use of data sources: (OERI: 105 Poverty
Crosstab)

% Cl Districts by
Poverty Level

Data Source Lowest Highest
Free and/or reduced price lunch counts 72.3% 87.4%
AFDC enrollment 39.1% 20.6%
Census data on family income 17.4% 7.8%
Free breakfast counts 5.8% 8.3%
Number neglected/celinquent 3.77 12.4%

c. A majority of districts (67.5 percent) reported
using oniy one souice of data; 18.7 percent :.7oited
using two data sowces; 6.4 percent reported using
three; 5.0 percent reported using four; 2.5 percent
reported using five or more sourc.s. (OERI: 105,
Special Analysis)

E. Procedures Used to Select Areas or Schools to Receive
Chapter ! Funding.

1. 0f the Chapter 1 districts which must make school
selection decisions, 71.4 percent selected Chapter ! areas

or schools based on the percentage of students from low-
income families; the number of students from low-income

families was used by 7.7 percent; and 19.8 percent used a
combination number/percentage procedure. (OERI: T107)

2. When examined by student weight (rather than district
weight), one finds that 8l.8 percent of students were
served by districts using a percentage procedure; 6.3 per-
cent were served by districts using a number procedure and
11.6 percent were sgerved by districts using a combined
number/percentage procedure. (OERI: 107 Special Analysis)




3. When analyzed by district size, chool selection pro-
cedures used by the smallest and largest districts are as
follows: (OERI: 107 Size Crosstab)

% Districts Using/Per Size Category

Procedure Used Small as* Largest
Percentage 44 ,9% 80.7%
Number 13.2% 8.6%
Combined #/% 36.4% 10.7%

4. When analyzed by district poverty level, the percent-—
ages of districts using these selection procedures are as
follows: (OERI: 107 Poverty Crosstab)

% Districts Using/By Poverty Level

Procedure Used Lowest Highest
Percentage 61.6% 75.0%
Number 9.8% 3.8%
Combined #/% 26.9% 21.2%

Options Used in Chapter 1 School Selection

1, Chapter 1 districts which must make school select<on
decisions reported using the following options in scnool
selection (more than one response was permitted):
(OERI: 108)

Option Z Districts Using
Grade span grouping 45 7%
No wide variance 42.8%
Attendance vs. Residence 24.,9%
.54 rrle 20.8%
Grandfathering 11.8%
Achievement vs. Poverty 7.6%
Skipping schools 5.3%
3-7




2.

When examined by student weight (rather than district

weight) one finds the following distribution (OERI: 108
Special Analysis):

3.

% Students Served By

Qption Districts Using
Grade span grouping 44 ,3%
No wide variance 19.3%
Attendance vs. Residence 29.5%
25% rule 35.8%
Grandfathering 38.7%
Achievement vs. Poverty 7.4%
Skippirg schools 8.0%

Analysis by enrollment size shows districts using the

following options: (OERI: 108 Size Crosstab)

% Districts Using Per Size Category

Option Smallest Largest
Grade span grouping 58.6% 49,47
No wide variance 42.6% 5.4%
Attendance vs. Residence 11.2% 43.,0%
25% rule 7.3% 35.6%
Grandfathering 0.0% 47.3%
Achievement vs. Poverty 16.1% 6.4%
Skipping schools 0.0% 17.2%
4, When analyzed by district poverty level, we find the

following: (OERI: Table 108 Poverty Crosstab)

a. 25 Percent Rule - Used by 7.9 percent of
districts in the lowest poverty percentile compared to
40.3 percent of districts in the highest poverty per-—
centiles and 20.9 percent of districts as a whole.

b. Attendance vs. Residence - 18.6 percent of dis-
tricis in the lowest poverty percentile used this
optior. compared to 24.9 percent of districts as a
whole,

¢. Grandfathering - 7.5 percent of the districts in
the highest poverty percentile used this option com-
pared to 11.8 percent of districts as a whole.

3-8

4.




5. In 1981-82, the school selection options used by Title
I districts were as follows: (DPS: p. 3-12)

% Title 1 Districts

ion Using in 1981-82
Grade span groupings 48%
No wide variance 27%
Attendance vs. Residence 467
25 percent rule 15%
Grandfathering 2%
Achievement vs. Poverty 20%
Skipping schools 9%
6. The percentages of districts which repor~ed being

unaware of various school selection options in 1985-86 were
as follows: (OERI: 108; DPS: p. 3-12)

Options % Districts Unaware of Option
Achievement vs. Poverty 11.7%
Attendance vs. Resiaence 9.4%
Skipping schools 8.2%
25 percent rule 8.0%
Grade span groupings 6.1%
Grandfathering 5.4%
No wide variance 3.9%

7. When the percentages of districts unaware of options

in 1985-86 are analyzed by district size, the distribution
is as follows (OERI: I08 Size Crosstah):

% Districts Unawa.= of Option

Options Smallest Largest
Achievement vs. Poverty 5.1% 5.4%
Attendance vs. Residence 15.5% 7.6%
Skipping schools 16.7% 3.2%
25 percent rule 18.8% 2.1%
Grade span groupings 8.8% 2.2%
Grandfathering 16.7% 0.0%
No wide variance 13.9% 2.1%

Service Allocation Strategies

. 0f the Chapter | districts which must make school
selection decisions, 57.4 percent reported providing ser-
vices to as many schools or students as possible; 38.1 per-
cent reported providing services to about the same areas or
schools as in the previous year; and less than 5 percent
reported concentrating services on a relatively small num—
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ber of schools or services or pursuing some other objec—
tive. (0OERI: I106)

2. When examined by student weight (rather than district
weight) one finds that 60.2 percent of students were served
by districts providing services to as many schocls or stn-—
dents as possible; 35.5 percent were served by districts
providing services to the same areas or schools served in
the previous year; and 2.5 percent were served by districts
concentrating funds on a relatively small number of
schools. (OERI: 106 Special Analysis)

Schools Receiving Chapter 1 Services

1. In a typical Chapter 1 district, 74 percent of the
public schools receive Chapter 1 services; this is an aver-
age of 3.6 out of 5.8 public schools. By school grade
levels, the percentage of schools served and mean number of
Crapter 1 and total schools are as follows (OERI: 142)

In a Typical Chapter 1 District

Mean
% Schools Mean # # Total
r el Served Cl Schools  Schools
Elementary schools 88.7% 2.6% 4.1%
Middle/Jr. High schools 53.0% 0.5% 1.7%
High schools 26.9% 0.2% 1.4%
Combined elem./sec. schools 7.1% 0.3% 2.2%

2. By enrollment size, districts reported serving the
following grade levels: (OERI: I 2 Size Crosstab)

% Public Schools Served by
District Enrollment Size

Grade Level Smallest Largest
Eleme:rtary schools 96.0% 59.7%
Middl. /Jr. High schools 56.2% 35.1%
High schools 26.2% 14.3%
Combined elem./sec. schools 4.7% 24 .2%
All schools 81.0% 49.0%

3. Analysis by poverty level reveals the following:
(OERI: 142 Poverty Crosstab)
% of All Publie Schools

Level rved by ¢ or
Lowest 67.4%
Second iswest 73.4%
Second highest 75.4%
Highest 80.2%
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Comparison of School Selection Under Title I and Chapter 1.

According to the telephone survey, 93.5 percent of
Chapter 1 districts reported no change in their school
selection process. They gave the following reasons: 60.8
percent indicated that che populavion had not changed and
consequently they had no reason to change their process;
24.1 percent were satjsfied with their process. (OERI:
Telephone Survey RFS3UM, RF5SR)

1. 0f those districts that reported change, 50.7 percent
did not know why changes had been made, 20.8 percent indi-
cated state policy as the reason for changes. Other
reasons for change, including change in Federal policy,
were cited by less than 16.0 percent. (OERI: Telephone
Survey RF5Q3)

2. According to the mail survey, 85.7 percent of all
Chapter 1 districts which must make school selection deci-
sions reported no change in procedures. Of those districts
that did report changes, the types of changes were as
follows: (OERI: 109)

% of Cl Districts

Change in School Selection Reporting Change
Changed methods 39.7%
Changed use of #/% procedure 34.9%
Changed data sources 30.6%
Changed objectives 20.1%
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NOTES:

SUPPORT TABLES FOR SECTION 1II

All Ns are weighted to the population of Chapter ! school
districts.

Table numbers refer to District Survey Questionnaire items.
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Table I04 - Crosstab by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

Chapter 1 Districts Having One or More Public Schools in District (1985-86), by District Poverty Level
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)
(N = 11,843)

# and %
Orshansky Poverty Percentile of Total
Second Second Chapter 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highest Districts
Number of Pubiic School-< (N = 2,872 (N = 3,230) (N = 3,194) (N = 2,547) (N = 11,843)
There 18 more than cne public school
in this district that serves each of
the grade levels at which Chapter 1
servicee are offered 54.3 44.3 49.6 33.5 45.8
There 18 only one public school in
tlis district that serves each of
the grade levels at which Chapter 1
services are offered 41.2 45.8 46.8 59.0 47 <
This district is using Chapter 1l's
new targeting exemption for districts
with total enrollments of less than
than 1,000 children 4.3 9.2 3.4 7.5 6.1

FIGURE READS: Of all Chepter 1 districts in the lowest Orshansky Poverty Percentile, 1,558 or 54.3% have more
than one public school in the district serving each of the grade levels at which Chapter 1
services are offered; 1,184 or 41.2% of the districts have only one public school serving each
of the grade levels at which Chapter 1 gervices are offered; and 123 or 4..% of the districts

are using Chapter 1's new targeting exemption for districts with total enrollmenis of less than
1,000 students.

¢

NOTE: Column percentages total to 100% minus missing cases.
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Table I04 - Crosstab by District S ce Category

Crosstab of District Description for 1985-86, by District Enrollment
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)

(N = 11,866

District Enrollment

1 1,000
to to
999 2,499
The*e is more than one public school in this
district that serves each of the grade levels
at which Chapter 1 services are offered 11.1 61.5
There is only one public school in this d4is-—
trict tkat serves each of the grade levels
at which Chapter 1 services are offered 77.0 36.5
This district is using Chapter 1's new tar-
geting exemption for districts witbh total
enrollments of less than 1,000 children 11.8 1.4

X of Total
Chapter 1
Districts

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 632 or 11.1% lLaie more than one
public school in the district serving each of the grade levels at which Chapter
offered; 4374 or 77.0% have only one public school serving each of the grade l¢
Chapter 1 services are offered; and 672 or 11.8% districcs are using Chapter 1’
exemption for districts with total enrollment of less than 1,000 children.

NOTE: Column percentages total to 100% minus missing cases.

services are
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Table I05 ~ Crosstab by District Size Category

Data Scurces Used fcr Identifying Chapter 1 Attendance Areas in 1985-86, by District Enrollment

(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts with More Than One Public School Serving Each of the Grade Levels s
at Which Chapter 1 Tervices Were Offered)
(N = 5,428)
District Enrollment Total
%Z of Chapter 1
1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 Districts
to to to to to and with >1
999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 Over Public School
(N=632) (N=1,855) (N=1,565) (N=826) (N=409) (N=141) (N=5,428)
Census data on family income 17.6 19.8 14.0 10.1 9.2 8.6 15.3
AFDC enrollment 30.5 27.4 30.8 32.1 35.5 27.9 30.1
Free breakfast counts 3.4 5.5 9.6 6.2 4.4 5.3 6.5
Free and/or reduced price lunch counts 80.5 84.6 83.2 82.8 73.9 82.8 82.6
Number of non-English~speaking families 0.0 2.2 2.9 3.9 3.3 2.1 2.5
Health statistics 1.6 2.2 1.9 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.8
%  Housing-crowding statistics 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.0 1.8 1.1 0.7
o Employment statistics 2.2 1.1 2.9 2.6 0.7 0.0 1.9
Number of children on federal
instaliations 5.6 0.0 1.9 1.3 0.7 L.1 1.5
Number of neglected or del.nquent children 9.8 6.6 3.8 6.5 7.4 18.3 6.5
Number of children from migrant families 0.0 3.3 2.4 2.3 1.5 7.6 2.5
Orshansky index 0.0 2.2 2.4 1.9 2.6 0.0 1.9
Other data source 20.9 3.3 5.8 3.9 7.7 4.3 6.5
FIGURE KEADS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with more than cne public school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 services were offered and enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 17.67% use cansus data
on family income to identify Chapter 1 attendance areas; 30.5% use AFDC enrollment data; 3.4%
use free breakfast counts; etc.
NOTE: Percentages in columns do not total to 100% since more thar one response was permitted.
. S
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Table 105 - Crosstad by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

Data Sources Used for Identifying Chapter 1 Attendance Areas in 1985-66 by District Poverty Level
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts with More than One Public School

Serving Each of the Grade Levels at Which Chapter 1 Services Were Offered)
(N = 5,425)

Total %
of Chapter 1
Orshangky Poverty Percentile Districts
Second Second with > 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highest Public School
Data Source Used (N =1,558) (N = 1,431) (N = 1,583) (N = 853) (N = 5,425)
Census data on family ?.zozc 17.4 14.6 17.9 7.8 15.3
AFDC enrollment 39.1 30.¢ 25.7 20.6 30.1
Free breakfast count 5.8 3.5 8.8 8.3 6.5
Free and/or reduced price lunch count 72.3 83.5 89.13 87.4 82.6
Number of non-English~speaking families 3.4 1.7 2.8 1.5 2.5
Health statistics 2.6 0.8 1.4 2.7 1.8
Housing-crowding statistics 1.3 0.3 0.1 1.5 0.7
Employment statistics 2.0 0.3 3.5 1.7 1.9
No. of children on federal installations 1.1 1.8 1.2 2.3 1.5
No. of neglected or delinquent children 3.7 3.4 8.9 12.4 6.5
Number of children from migrant families 3.0 1.7 3.0 1.9 2.5
Orshansky index 4.0 0.7 0.6 2.6 1.9
Other data source 12.5 5.3 1.8 .3 6.5

FIGURE READS: Of all Chaptc. « Districts with more than one public school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 services were offered and in the lowest Orshansky Poverty Percentile, 17.4% use

census data on family income to identify Chapter 1 attendance areas; 39.1% use AFDC enrollment
data: 5.8% use free breakfast counts; etc.

NOTE: Percentages in columns do not total 100% since more than one response was permitted.
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Table 106 - Crosstab by District Size

Crosstab of Objective District Tried to Attain in Selecting Schools in 1985-86, by District Enrollment
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts with More Than One Public School Serving Each of the Grade Levels
at Which Chapter 1 Services Were Offered)

(N = 5,428)
Digtrict Enrollment Yotal
% of Chapter 1
1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 Districts
to to to to to and with >1
999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 Over Public School

(N=632) (N=1,855) (N=1,565) (N=826) (N=409) (N=141) (N=5,428)

Service to as many schcols or students
as possible 52.1 52.7 62.5 57.6 52.2 57.0 57.4

Service concentrated on a relatively
small number of schools or students 3.4 2.2 1.9 2.9 5.1 2.1 2.6

Service to about the same areas or
schools as in the previous year 31.2 44.0 34.6 37.2 38.6 35.5 38.1

Other objective ' 3.4 1.1 1.0 2.3 4.1 5.4 1.8

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with more fhan one public school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 gervices were offered and enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 62.1% used methods to
select areas/schools which would enable them to provide service to as many schools or students
as possibte; 3.4% used selection methods which would allow them to concentrate service on a
relarively small number of schools or sctudents; etc. (){j

NOTE: Colunn percentages total to 100%.




Table 106 ~ Crosstab by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

Objective District Tried to Attain in Selecting Schools in 1985-86 by District Poverty Level
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts with More Than One Public School
Serving Each of the Grade Levels at Which Chapter 1 Services Were Offered)

(N = 5,425)
Total %
of Chapter 1
Orshansky Poverty Percentile Districts
Second Second with > 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highest Public School
Objective (N = 1,558) (N =1,431) (N =1,583) (N = 853) (N = 5,425)
Service to as many schools or
students as possible 54.4 62.1 55.6 58.6 57.4
Service concentrated on a relatively
small number of schools or students 4.8 0.7 3.1 0.7 2.6
Service to about the same areas or
s hools as in the previous year 38.6 35.8 39.0 39.9 38.2
Other objective 2.2 1.5 2.3 0.9 1.8

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 Districts with more than one public school serving each of the grade levels at

NOTE:

which Chapter 1 services were offered and in the lowest Orshansky Poverty Percentile, 54.4% used
methods to select areas/schools which would enable them to provide service to as many schools or
students as possible; 4.8% used selection methods which would allow them to concentrate service
on a relatively small number of schools or students; etc.

Columr vercentages total to 100%.




Table 107 - Crosstab by District Size

Procedures Used to Select Areas or Schools in 1985-86, by District Enrollment

(Percent of Chapter 1 Districtes with More Than One Public School Serving Each of *.e Grade Levels

at Which Chapter 1 Services Were Offered)
(N = 5,428)

District Enrollment

Total

% of Chapter 1

1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 Districts
to to to to to and with >1
999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 Over Public School
(N=632) (N=1,855) (N=1,565) (N=826) (N=409) (N=141)  (N=5,428)
Percentage procedure 44.9 69.2 77.9 78.3 79.8 80.7 71.4
w
?'3, Number procedure B 13.2 8.8 5.3 5.2 7.7 5.6 7.7
Combined number/percentage procedure 36.4 22.0 14.9 16.5 12.1 10.7 19.8
FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with more than one public school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 services were offered and enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 44.9% used a
percentage procedure to select Chapter 1 areas or scl-ools; 13.2% used a number procedure, and
36.47% used a combined number/percentage procedure.
NOTE: Column percentages total to 100% minus missing cases.
-
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Table I07 - Crosstab by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

Procedure Usea .o Select Areas or Schools in 1985-86 by District Poverty Level
(Percent of Chap.er 1 Districts with More Than One Public School
Serving Each nf the Grade Levels at Which Chapter 1 Services Were Offered)

(N = 5,425)
Total 7%
of Chapter 1
Orshansky Poverty Percentile Districts
Second Second with > 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highest Public School
Procedure Used (N = 1,558) (N = 1,431) (N =1,583) (N = 853) (N = 5,425)
E: Percentage procedure 61.6 715.4 75.3 75.0 71.3
—
Number procedure 9.8 6.3 8.9 3.8 7.7
Combined number/percentags procedure 26.9 16.7 4.9 21.2 19.8

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with more than one public school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 gervices were offered and in the lowest Crshansky Poverty Percentile, 61.6% used
a percentage procedure to select Chapter 1 area: or schoois; 9.8% used a number procedure; and
26.9% used a combined number/percentage procedure.

NOTE: Column percentages total to 100% minus missing cases.




Table 108

Options Used in 1985-86 to Select Schoola to Receive Chapter 1
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts with More than One Public School Serving Each nf the Grade Levels
at Which Chapter 1 Services Were Offered)

(N=5,428)
Chose Not Did Not Was Not
to Loe Apply to Aware of
Used _Cption District This Option
Selecting an area or school on the basis of
grade level served (grade span groupings) 45.7 27.4 15.1 6.1
Selecting all areas or schools because their
poverty levels did not vary (no wide variance) 42.8 21.2 27.5 3.9

Selecting an area or school with a poverty level

below the district average but above the 25

percent minimum (25 percent rule) 20.8 26.6 39.1 8.0
“electing schools on the basis of poverty levels

'f children attending schools rather than poverty

evels of children residing in eligible areas

rattendance vs residence) 24.9 31.7 28.9 9.4
Selecting an area or school that was eligible one

of two previous years even though jt is not

currently eligible (grandfathering) 11.8 27.1 49.3 5.4
Skipping schools if they receive similar

compensatory education services from nonfederal

sources (sxipping schools) 5.3 27.8 52.4 8.2
Selecting areas with higher numbers or percentages

of educationally deprived children over areas

with high concentrations of po'erty (achievement

vs poverty) 7.6 34.4 39.8 11.7

¢g-¢

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with more than one public school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapte~ 1 services were offered, 45.7% used the option of grade span groupings; 27.4%

chose not to use this option; it did not apply to 15.1%; and 6.1% werc .naware of it as an
option.

O
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NOTE: Row percentages total to 100% minus missing cases. Percentages in columns do not total to 100% since
more than one response was permitted.




Table I08 - Crosstab by Distiict Size

Options Used to Select Schools to Receive Chapter 1 in 1985-86, by District Enrollment
(Percent of Chapter | Districts with M.re Than One Public School Serving Each of the Grade Levels
at Which Chaptur 1 Services Were Offered)

(N = 5,428)

District Enrollment Total
% of Chapter 1
1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 Districts
to to to to to and with >1
999 2,499 4,999 3,999 24,999 Over Public School
Option Used (N=632) (N=1,855) (N=1,565) (N=826) (N=409) (N=141) (N=5,428)
Selecting area or school based on grade
level sgerved (grade span groupings) 58.6 41.7 47.1 45.6 43.3 49.4 45.7
Selecting all areas or schools because
poverty did not vary (no wide varifance) 42.6 62.6 41.4 24.3 9,2 5.4 42.8

Selecting area or school with a poverty

level below district average but above

the 25 percent minimum (25% rule) 7.3 14.3 25.9 29.4 29.4 35.6 20.8
Selecting schools on poverty levels of chil-

dren attending schools rather than poverty

levels of children residing in eligible

areas (attendance vs. residence) 11.2 18.7 21.7 30.1 31.6 43.9 24.9
Selecting area or school that was eligible

one of two previous years even though

not currently eligible (grandfathering) 0.0 6.6 11.1 17.8 32.7 47.3 11.8
Skipping eligible schools if they receive

similar compensatory education services

frou nonfederal sources (skipping) 0.0 5.5 2.9 6.8 14.7 17.2 5.3
Selecting areas with higher numbers or per-

centages of educationally deprived chil-

dren over areas with highvr concentrations

of poverty (achievement vs. poverty) 16.1 5.5 5.8 8.7 9.2 6.4 7.6

€¢-¢

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with more than one public school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 services were offered and enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 58.6% used the grade
span groupings option for selecting Chapter 1 schools; 42.6% used the no wide variance option;
7.3% used the 25 percent rule option; etc.

NOTE: Percentages in columns do not total to 100% since more than one response was p.rmitted.
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Table 108 - Crosstab by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

Options Used to Select Schools to Receive Chapter 1 in 1985-86 by District Poverty Level

(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts with More Than One Pubiic School

Serving Each of the Grade Levels at Which Chapter 1 Services Were Offered;

Basis for 3electing Area or School

Grade level served (gqrade span groupings)
Poverty levels did not vary (no wide variance)
Poverty level below the district average but
above the 25 percent minimum (25 percent rule)
Poverty levels of children attending schools
instead of poverty levels of children
residing in eligible areas (attendance vs.
residence)
Was eligible one of two previous years even
thoueh not currently eligible (grandfathering)
Skipping eligible schools if they receive
similar compensatory education services from
nonfederal sources {skipping schools)
Selecting areas with higher numbers or percent-
ages of educationally deprived children over
areas with higher concentrations of poverty

(N = 5,425)
Total %
of Chapter 1
Orshansky Poverty Percentile Districts
Second Second with > 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highest  Public School
(N =1,558) (N =1,431) (N =1,583) (N = 853) (N = 5,425)
43.2 50.2 48.8 37.1 45.7
50.2 36.2 39.5 46.45 42.8
7.9 18.2 25.6 40.3 20.9
18.6 26.3 28.2 28.2 24.9
12.0 10.9 14.8 7.5 11.8
6.8 2.0 6.3 5.8 5.3
9.1 5.6 8.2 7.1 7.6

(achievement vs Jerty)

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with more than one public school serving each of the grade levels at

which Chapter 1 services were offered ard in the lowest Orshansky Poverty Percentile, 43.27% used

the “grade span groupings™ option for selecting Chapter 1 schools; 50.2% used the "no wide
variance"” option; 7.9% used the "25 percent rule” option; etc.
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Table IO8B — Crosstab by District Size

Option Did Not Apply to District in Selecting Schools to Receive Chapter 1 in 1985-86, by District Enrollm. it
(Percent Chapter 1 Districts with More thsa One School Serving Each of the Grade Levels
at Which Chapter 1 Services Ware Offered)

(N=5,428)
District Enrollment Total
% of Chapter 1
1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10, 00: 25,000 Districts
to to to to to and with >1
999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 Over Public School
Option (N=632) (N=1,855) (N=1,565) (N=826) (N=409) (N=141)  (N=5,428)
Grade span grouping 23.3 17.6 11.5 11.3 13.6 11.9 15.1
No wide variance 21.4 14.3 27.9 45.7 50.0 52.5 27.5
25 percent rule 54.1 37.3 39.5 38.9 29.0 21.4 39.1
Attendance vr residence 54.8 28.5 28.4 20.1 15.1 14.0 28.9
Grandfathering 65.7 8.3 51.5 46.6 36.4 18.3 49.3
Skipping schools 68.6 £7.2 55.3 55.0 41.9 32.2 52.4
Achi~vement vs poverty 59.7 43.9 36.1 32.7 26.8 16.2 39.8

FIGLXE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with more than one public school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 services were offered and enrollment of 1 to 999 students, the grade span
grouping option did not apply to 23.3% in selecting schools to receive Chapter 1 in 1985-86; the
no wiue variance option did not apply to 21.4%; e.c.

NNTE: Percentages in columns 1o nnt :otal to 100% since more than one response ‘as permitted.




Table I108C - Crosstab by Districi Size

District Was Not Aware of Option in Selecting Schools to Receive Chapter 1 in 1985-86, by District Enrollment
(Percent Chaptur 1 Districts with More than One School Serving Each of the Grade Levels
at Which Chapter 1 Services We» Offered)

(N=5,428)
District Enrollment Total
X of Chapter 1
1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 Mstricts
to to to to to and with >1
999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 Over Public School
Option (N=632) (N=1,855) (N=1,565) (N=826) (N=409) (N=141) (N=5,428)
Grade span grouping 8.8 6.6 6.3 4.5 3.7 2.2 6.1
No wide variance 13.9 3.3 2.9 1.3 0.7 2.1 3.9
25 percent rule 18.8 8.8 5.3 5.7 6.2 2.1 8.0
w
i
n Attendance vs residence 15.5 8.8 7.7 10.0 7.6 9.4 9.4
Grandfathering 16.7 7.7 1.4 2.6 0.7 0.0 S.4
Skipping schools 16.7 12.1 3.4 4.5 4.4 3.2 8.2
Achievement vs poverty 5.1 15.4 11.5 10.7 10.3 5.4 11.7
FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts witc ~~ra than one public school serving ea-h of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 services were offered and enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 8.8% of the districts
were not aware of the grade span grouping option in selecting schools to receive Chapter 1 in
1985-86; 13.9% of these districts were not aware of the no wide variance option, etc.
NOTE: Percentages in columns do not total to 100% since more than one response was permitted.
7
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Table I08C - Crosstab by Orshansl Poverty Percentile

District Was Not Aware of Option in Selecting Schools to Receive Chapter 1
in 1985-86 by District Poverty Level
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts with More Than One Public School
Serving Each of the Grade Levels at Which Chapter 1 Services Were Offered)

(N = 5,425)
Total %
of Chapter 1
Orshansky Poverty Percentile Districts
Second Second with > 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highest Public School
Procedure Used (N =1,558) (N = 1,431) (N = 1,583) (N = 853) (N = 5,425)
Grade span groupings 3.7 5.4 10.1 4.1 6.1
No wide variance 7.3 4.6 1.8 0.3 3.9
25 percent rule 11.5 7.8 8.9 0.5 8.0
Attendancz vs. residence 13.1 7.5 8.3 7.9 9.4
Grandfathering 10.7 3.5 3.4 3.0 5.4
Skipping schools 16.4 2.1 7.4 4.8 8.2
Achlevement vs. poverty 17.2 10.6 10.2 6.6 11.7

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with more than one public school servirg each of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 services were offered and in the lowest Orshansky Poverty Percentile, 3.7% were
unaware of the "grade span groupings” option for selecting Chapter 1 schools; 7.37 were unaware
of the "no wide variance"” option; 11.5% were unaware of the “25 percent yule" option, etc.

NOTE: Percentages in columns do not total to 100% since more than one response was permitted.
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Table I09 - Crosstab by District Size

Changes in Method of School Selection for Chapter 1 Since 1981-82, by District Enrollment
(Percent Chapter 1 Districts with More than One School Serving Bach of the Grade Levels
at Which Chapter 1 Services Were Offered)

(N=5,428)
District Enrollment Total
Z of Chapter 1
1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 Districts
to to to to to ang with >1
999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 Over Public School
(N=632) (N=1,855) (N=1,565) (N=826) (N=409) (N=141) (N=5,428)
No change in procecdures 92.2 85.7 83.7 86.4 84.2 79.6 85.7
Percent of 776 Districts Changing
Methcds: (N=50) (N=265) (N=256) (N=112) (N=65) (N=29) (N=776)
Changed the data sources used to identify
attendance areas or gchools 28.6 30.8 26-5 30.9 41.9 41.9 30.6
Changed the objectives 57.2 15.4 23.5 11.9 13.9 15.7 20.1
Changed the use of percentage or
number procedure 0.0 38.6 35.3 42.9 39.6 16.0 34.9
Changed the methods used to select at
lcast one area or school to be gerved
by Chapter 1 0.0 46.0 44.2 38.1 30.2 36.8 39.7

FIGURE READS:

Of all Chep*er 1 districts with more than one public school serving each of the grade leve.s :r

which Chapter 1 services were offered and enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 92.2% have not

changed their procedures for selecting Chapter 1 schools since 1981-82.

Of the 50 districts in

the same size category which have changed their selection procedures since 1981-82, 28.6%
changed the data sources used to identify attendance areas or schools, etc.

NOTE:

Percentages in columns do not total to 100% since more than one response was permitted.
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Taole I09 - Crosstab by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

Changes 1n Method of School Selection for Chapter 1 Since 1981-82 by District Poverty Level
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts with More Tha: One Public School
Serving Each of the Grade Levels at Which Chapter i Services Were Offered)

(N = 5,425)
Total 2
of Chapter 1
—____0Orshansky Poverty Percentile Districts
Second Second with > 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highect Public School
Changes in Procedures (N =1,558) (N = 1,431) (N = 1,583) (N = 853) (N = 5,425)
No change 1in procedures 85.1 88.1 84.9 84.2 85.7
Percent of 776 districts changing
methods: (N = 233) (N = 170) (N = 239) (N = 135) (N = 776)
Changed the data sources used to
identify attendance areas or schools 29.3 30.9 19.5 40.7 30.6
Changed the objectives 18.3 21.5 21.2 19.7 20.1
Changed the use rf percentage or
numbex procedure 28.9 21.4 50.7 34.3 34.9
Changed the methods usea to select
at least one area or school to be
served by Chapter 1 38.0 38.3 47.5 30.4 39.7

FIGURE RtADS: Of all Ciapter 1 disctricts with more than one public school serving each of the grade levels at
which Chapter 1 services were offered an 1in the lowest Orshansky Poverty Percentile, 85.1% have

not changed their procedures for selecting Chapter 1 schools since 1981-82.

Cf the 233

districts in the same percentile which have changed their selection procedures since 1981-82,

29.3% changed the data sources used to identify attendance area or schools; etc.

NOTE: Percentages in ecolumns do nut total to 100% since more than one response was permitted.
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Selection of Students

A.

Key Questions

1.
stude

2.
tests
I12)

3.
stude

4,

What methods did Chapter 1 districts use to determine
nt eligibility? (OERI: Ill)

Among all districts receiving Chapter ! funding, 96.5
percent used standardized achievement tests to deter—
mine student eligibility; 72.7 percent wutilized
teacher judgment; less than 20 percent used locally
made tests or other means.

To what extent were cutoff scores on standardized
utilized to determine student eligibility? (OERI:

Among all districts receiving Chapter ! funding, 78.6
percent or an estimated 9,300 used cutoffs on stan—
dardized tests to determine student eligibility.

What process did Chapter 1 dietricts use to select
nts? (OERI: 1I13)

Among all districts receiving Chapter ! funding, 78.9
percent first establish cutoff levels for eligibility,
then select students from this pool of eligible stu-
dents based on their identified needs and the level of
program resources; 20.2 percent do not have predeter-
mined eligibility cutoff points.

To what extent were minimum competency tests used to

determine student eligibility? (OERI: I17)

used

Among all districts receiving Chapter ! funding. 54.5
percent had no minimum competency testing programs;
39.6 percent did have minim'~ competency testing in
Chapter ! attendance areas and of these districts,
36.6 percent considered all students scoring poorly as
eligibie for Chapter 1 services, while 50.9 percent
considered some but not all students scoring poorly as
eligible,.

To what extent and in what ways was teacher judgment
in the student selection process? (OEKI: Il4)

Among all districts receiving Chapter ! funding, 90.4
percent used teacher judgment in some aspect of deter-
minin, stud-nt eligibility.

The most common uses of teacher judgment were: for
mid--year transfers and under special circumstances (64
percent); for nominating students for testing (54 per-
cent); in deciding not to serve students below the

41
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cutoff point (52 percent); and in deciding to serve
students above the cutoff point (48 percent).

6. What factors were most influential in district’s
choices of student selection .sethods? (OERI: I16)

Most districts were influenced by the desire to con—
centrate services on the most needy students (90.1
percent). Other major considerations for districts
were to ensure compliance with state and Federal
guidelines (71.5 percent) and to concentrate services
on those most likely to benefit (70.5 percent).

Factors mentioned by 50 percent or more of Chaptar 1
Aistricts included serving the largest number of eli-
gible students, using the most accurate methods, and
following Chapter 1 state office recommendations.

7. To what extent are physically handicapped, mentally
handicapped or Limited English Proficient (LEP) students
included in Chapter 1 programs? (QER.: IlS)

Among all Chapte I districts, 73 percent report serv-—
ing physically handicapped students in their Chapter 1
programs, 56 percent serve mentally handicapped, and
58 percent serve LEP students.

8. How do Chapter ! student selection procedures compare
with selection procedures under Title I? (OERI: Tlo, Tele-
phone Survey RF6SUM, RF6SR, RF6Q3)

79.4 percent of Chapter ! districts reported no dif-
ference since 1981-82 in their eliance on standard-
ized achievement tests for student selection. 71.9
percent report no difference in reliance on teacher
judgment. No difference in use of cutoff scores was
reported by 64.6 percent, and 58.8 percent reported no
difference in skipping eligible students who are being
served by other special programs.

According to the telephone survey 18.6 percent of
districts reported changes in student selection pro-
cadures., Most districts thac reported 'mo change"
cited satisfaction with ¢ isting methods as a reason.

B. Summary of Legal Requirements

1. Title I recuired that annual needs assessments be con-
ducted in eligible schools to determine the children,
grades and subjects in which the greatest needs existed for
dssistance. To whatever extent possibhle objective testing
was encouraged in conductiig these needs .assessments. From
the group of students determined to be eligible for ser-
vices, districts had to select actual participants, again

4=2
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based on objective data as much a< possible. Selected scu—

dents had to be those with "greatest needs" defined in the

regulations as those furthest behind in performance.
L Exceptions to this mandate included provisions for:

a. serving students served in previcus years (even
if they were no longer among those in greatest need);

b. serving eligible students who had been trans-
L ferred to non-eligible schools mid-year;

c. and skipping studunts served similarly by other
state or local programs.

Schoolwide programs were also allowed in schools where low-

(] income concentration exceeded 75 percent and the district
was willing to make a matching local contribution to the
school’s Title I budget in proportion to those students in
the school who were ineligible.

2. Initially Chapter ! required stude.“ Se¢ 2ction to be
® "based upon an annual assessment of educational needs which
identifies educationally deprived children in all eligible
attendance areas . . . [and] vpermits selection of those
children who have the grea.est unced for special assistance"
(Section 556(b)(2)). Districts were also .ermitted to
"utilize part of the available funds for s..vices which
® promise to provide significant help for all such children"
{Section 556(b)(l)(c)). The "permits" and "all such chil-
dren’ provisions were ambiguous and could be interpreted to
mean that Chapter 1 services cculd be provided to many more
students including some who were not in great need. Tn the
1983 Technical Amendments, the "ail such children'" rovi-
® sion was repealad. Instead of the "permits" provision the
law now "requires, among the educationally deprived chil-
dren selected, the inclusion of thc.e children who have the
greatest need." The Technical Amendment restored the Title
I student selection exceptions and the schoolwide program

option.

®
3. The provision of Title I services to handicapped and
limited English proficient (LEP) stude.ts had been an area
of concern under Title I. For handicapped students, the

issue had arisen after passage of Sectior 504 of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973 and P.L. 94-142, the Education for
[ ) All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. These Federal laws
were passed to prevent discrimination and required the
expenditure of state and local money to meet theii' needs.
This special education legislation had two areas of poten—
tial conflict with Title I: (1) Handicapped children might
be automatically excluded from Title T prosrams which would
[ be a form of discrimination; and (2) Title I money might be
used for services to handicapped children which states and
local school districts were required to fund. A similar

S
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situation existed for LEPs after the Supreme Court’s 1974
Lau vs. Nichols decision which interpreted Title IV of the

Civil Rights Act of 1964. Title I regulations (later
changed to guidelines) ir 1981 addressed the problem: (1)
Handicapped and LEP cnildren could not be automatically
excluded from Title I programs that could benefit them; and
(2) Title I money could not be used to provide a free
appropriate education to handicapped students or to ensure
effective rarticipation of students with limited Euglish
proficiency. Title I funds could support services which
were supplemental to an acdequate program funded with state
and local mcuey. The Norregulatory Guidance for Chapter 1
provides exampies of permissable seorvices for hardicapped
and LEP students which are similar to the Title I guide—
t1ines,

Student Eligibility and Selection Procedures
1. Standardized Testing

Among all districts receiving Chapter ! funding in
1985~86, 96.5 percent used standardized achieve~ent
tests to determine student eligibility; 72.7 percent
reported using teacher judgment, 17.3 percent used
locally developed tests and 19.3 percent used other
means. In ordar of highest frequency, the other means
mentioned were the following: (OER1: Ill)

a. Grades/past performance/report cards
b. Performance in basal reading & math series
c. State basic compet:incy/mastery tests
d. Input from parent/guidance counselor/

administrator/teacher
2. Use of Standardized Tests and Cutoff Scores

a. 78.9 percent of all cChapter 1 districts first
established cutcff 1levels for eligibility and then
selected students from this pool on the basis of their
identified needs and the available level of program
resources. 20.2 percent had no nrstablished cutoff
score. (OERI: I13)




b. Tests 1rsed by Chapter 1 districts were as
follows: (OERI: Ilz)

Test Z Districts Usiug
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills 12.8%
Iowa Test of Basic Skills 11.7%
California Achievement Test 11 .44
SRA Achievement Series 10.2%
Stanford Achievemen‘’ ‘“ast 7.6%
Metropolitan Ac! “evement Test 6.9%
Gates—MacGinitie Reading Test 5.5%

All other tests were used by lass than 2 percent
of districts

c. Cu the first standardized test 1listed by
districts, the cutoff scores were in the following
ranges: (OERI: I12)

Cutoff Score %4 Districts Using
{31 percentile 7.8%

31-35 percentile 6.0%

36-40 percentile 18.7%

41-45 p rcentile 5.3%

46—50 percentile 17.6%

50-55 percerntile 0.0%
55+ pesrcentile 14.5%

Not Applicable 30.1%

d. While 27 percent of districts reported relying
solely on stundardized tests, most districts used some
combination of c. iteria. The combination of standard-
ized tests plus teacher judgment was utilized hy 49
percer.’. of districts. Another 17.6 percent of dis-
tricts reported using a combination of three or four
criterva (standardized tests, teacher judgment,
locally dev-loped test. zand other means). (OERI:
Iil) ’

Minimum Competency Testing

a. 39.6 percent of Chapter | districts reported hav-
ing minimum competency testing in Chapter ! attendance
areas. 0f these districts, 36.6 percent considered
all students scoring poorly on such tests as eligible
for Chapter 1 services. Another 50.9 percer* consid-
ered some but not all of poor scoring student: eligi-
ble for Chapter ! services. (OERI: I17)

D. 54.5 percent of Chapter ! districts had no mini-

rum competency testing in Chapter ! attendance aruas

and 5.8 percent had such testing but not at the grade
4=5
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levels where Chapter ! services were offered. (OERI:
I17)

c. Districts without minimum competency testing are
distributed across the district size categories as
follows: (OERI: 1I17)

% Districts with No

Enrollment Minimum Competency Testing
1 to 999 62.2%
1,000 to 2,499 52.3%
2,500 to 4,999 46.1%
5,000 to 9,999 37.0%
10,000 to 24,999 40.6%
25,000 & over 27.5%

Use of Teacher Judgment in Student Selection Prccess:

a. Almost all (90.4 parcent) of Chapter | districts
rely on teacher ,udgment to some extent in the selec-—
tion of students. Teachers can decide eligibility
below or above the cutoff points in 56 # percent ¢~
districts. (OERI: I14)

b. In 37.6 percent of districcs with enrollment of
25,000+ teachers can decidr eligibkility, compared to
56.6 percent .f districts as a whole. (OERI: 114
Size Crosstab)

c. 0f all Chapter | districts using teachar judgment
(an estinated 10,760), the following roles were
reported:

Factor % Discricts Using
Mid-year transfers, special circumstances 64.2%
Nominate students for testing 54.4%
Decide not to serve pelow cutoff 51.9%
Decide to serve above cutoff 48.1%
Use rating for student needs 31.3%

d. Under Title I the percentage of districts using
teacher judgment for selecting students above and
below the cutoff line was as follows: :DPS: p. 4-9)

% Title I
Factor Districts Using
Decide to secve above cutoff 61%
Decide not to serve below cutoff 59%




Influences on Selection Policy

Districts were asked to rate seven factors according to
degree of influence on student selection policy: major
influence, minor influence, or no influence.

1. When asked about major influences in student
selection, Chapt.r 1 districts reported the following:
(GERI: Il6)

% Districts Listing as

Factor Major Influence
Concentrate services on most ne-~dy 90.1%
Compliance with state and Federal regulations 71.5%
Concentrate services on most likely to benefit 70.5%
Serve the largest number of eligibles 58.9%

Use of the most accurate metht-ds 54.9%
Chapter 1 state office recommends 54.6%
Method used in the past 35.7%

2. Analysis by district size of *he factors reported as a

major influence shows the following: (OERI: 116)

% Districts in Size
Category Listing as Major Influence

Factor Smallest Largest O0Of Total
Concentrate services on most

likely to benefit 75.0% 53.8% 70.5%
Serve largest number of eligibles 57.8% 63.6% 53.9%
Use of most accurate methods 51.3% 67.7% 54.9%
Cl stat. office recommends 59.4% 43 1% 54.6%
Method used in the past 38.7% 27.1% 35.7%
3. “xamination by district poverty of the factors

reported as a major influence shows the following distribu-—
tion: (OERI: 1I16)
% Districcs i Poverty
Category Listing as Major Influence

Factor Lowest Highest Qf Total
Corcentrate services on most

needy 85.4% 92.6% 90.1%
Ensure compliance with state

and Federal regulations 64.0%  S54.9% 71.5%
Concentrate servires on most

likely to benefit 73.8%2  66.0% 70.5%
Serve largest number of eligible 65.1% 50.9% 53.9%
Use of most accurate method. 62.5% 52.9% 54.9%
M~thod used in the past 39.4%  30.3% 35.7%
Methcd easiest to use 15.0% 9.7% 12.0%
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4, Factors which were reported as '"not an influence"
include the following: (OERI: Ii6)

®
% Districts Listing as
Fz.tor ot An Influenc
Methods are easiest to use 52.6%
Method used in the past 21.9%
Chapter 1 state office recommends 17.3% L
Serve the largest numbers of eligibles 16.3%
5. Analysis by district size of the factors reported as
"not an influence' reveals the following: (OERI: I16)
% Districts in Size @
Category Listing as Nor An Influence
Factor Smallest Largest Of Total
Method used in the past 18.7% 31.1% 21.9%
Serve largest number of eligibles 18.6% 11.8% 16.3% ¢
) Chapter 1 state office recommends 16.5% 26.9% 17.3%
Most accurate methods 11.1% 6.3% 11,37
Concentrate services on most
likely to benefit 6.9% 14.1% 7.9%
6. Analysis by poverty level of the factors reported as o
"not an influence" on the student selectior process reveals
the following: (OERI: 1I16)
% Districts in Puverty
Category Listing as Not An Influence
|
Facto). Lowest Highest O0f Total
Concentrate services on most
needy 2.4% 0.7% 1.9%
Concentrate services on most
likely to benefit 6.0% 12.7% 8.0% o
Serve largest number of e*“gibles 11.7% 25.5% 16.4%
Most accurate methods 6.1% 12 3% 11.3%
Methed easiest to use 42, 5% ST 2% 52.7%
Ensure compliance with state
and Federal regulations 7.2% 1.7% 4.2%
Method used in the past 18.2% 21.8% 22.0% ©
7. According to the telephone survey, 59.2 percent of
Chapter ! districts shared student selection decisions with
their regular programs; 10.5 percent shared the decision
with regular and handicapped programs; 7.4 p.rcent shared
the decision with all programs; and 6.6 percenc shared it ®
with a combination of programs. 15.1 percent of districts
4-8
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did nc. this student celection decision with any
other p_.g.am. ,OERI: Telephone Survey RF3Q4)

a. 77.2 percent of Jdistricts in the highest poverty
quartile reported sharing the decision %o select stu-
dents with the regular program.

b. 33.5 percent of the largest districts (25,000+)
reported that student selectior decisions were shared
with the regular prog. am; 32.8 percent of these same
districts reported that student selection was not a
shared decision with any other program.

Policy for Selection of Handicarped and LEP Students

1. Among all Chapter 1 districts 73 percent report serv-
ing physically handicapped students in theis Chapter 1 prc-—
grams. (OERI: I15A)

a. More than half (53.5 percent) of Chapter 1 dis—
tricts served physicz.ly handicapped youngsters if
they met Chapter 1 criteria. Districts reported the
following use of other policies for inclusion of
phy.ically handicapped students: (OERI: I15A)

Policy 1 Districts Usin

If there are openings 7.5%

On a case-by-case basis 6.4%

If they will benefit 4,5%
Automatically served 1.2%

b. The remaining districts reported not serving

these students (6.6 percent) or that they had no such
children (15.1 percent). (5.3 percen. did not respond
to the question.)

2. Among all Chapter 1 districts 56 percent indicatec
that they did serve mentally handicapped stndents in their
Chapter ! programs. (OERI: I153)

a. 29.3 percent of total Chapter 1 districts
reported s-rving these students if they me* Chapter 1
criteria. Other districts reported adhering to the
following policies:

Policy % Cl Districts Using
On a case-by-~case basis 11.6%
If they will benefit 8.2%
If there are openings 6.2%
Automatically served 0.7%
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b. The remaining districts reported not serving
these students (31.6 percent), that they had no such
children (6.8 percent) or they did not respond to tkre
yuestion (5.6 percent).

3. Among all Chapter 1 districts 57.6 percent reported
serving Limited English Proficient students. (OERI: I15C)

a. 32.1 percent of total Chapter | districts
reported serving these students if they met Chapter 1
criteria.

b. Other districts reported adheri.ug to the follow-
ing policies:

Policy %Z_Cl Districts Using,

On a case-by-case basis 9.0%
If there are openings 6.2%
If they will benefit ".6%
Automatically served +.7%

c. The remaining districts repnrted either not serv-
ing these students (2.8 percent), that they had no
such children (34.9 p.-cent) or they did not respond
to the question (4.8 percent).

d. In 1984-85 the average percent per district of
Chapter 1 students who were considered LEP was 2.3
r2rcent. (OERI: 146)

(1) The average percentage of Chapter 1 students
by district size was as follows:

District Size Mean % of c:uldents
Who Were LEP

1 to 999 2.1%
1,000 to 2,499 1.6%
2,500 to 4,999 3.0%
5,600 to 9,999 3.5%
10,000 to 24,999 5.4%
25,000 and over 6.0%

(2) The average percentage of Chapter 1 LEP stu—
dents by district poverty was as follows-

Mean % of Students

Poverty Level Who Were LEP
Louwest 1.2%
Second lowest 2.5%
Second highest 1.8%
dighest 4.2%
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F. Comparison of Chapter ! and Title I Student Selection

Procedures
@
1. When asked to compare Chapter ! and Title I student
selection procedures across five different factors, most
Chapter 1 districts reported that there was no difference:
(OERI: I18)
% Districts Reporting
o Selection Procedure No_Ditfer uce
Use of achievement tests 79.4%
Use of teacher judgment 71.9%
Use cutoff scores 64.6%
Skipping students served by other programs -8.8%
o Use of locally developed tests 34,8% *

*NOTE: 55.2 percent of districts reported '"Use of Local—-
ly Developed Tests'" as not applicable to their
district.

o 2. 88.3 percent of the largest districts report no dif-
- ference in comparison with 78.5 percent of the smallest and
79.4 percent of all districts. (OERI: 1I18)
3. The perrentage of districts reporting 'nu difference"
by poverty classification was as follows: (OERI: IlR)
@
% Districts per Poverty
Category Reporting No Difference
Selection Procedure owest Highest
@ Use of achievement tests 84.3% 77.4%
Use of teacher judgment 83.8% 60.4%
Use of cutoff scores 6C.7% 64.07
Skipping students 68.1% 49,5%
Use of locally developed tests 37.0% 25.1%
o 4, Where change had occurred, the percentages reportir.,
increased use/decreased use of a selection procedure
compared with Title I were as follows: (OERI: 118)
% Cl Districts Reporting
) Selection Procedur TI > Cl Ci > Tl
Use of achievement tests 6.8% 9.5%
Use of teacher judgment 7.0% 12.9%
Use of cutoff scores 8.4% 1..6%
Skipping students served by other programs 5.8% 15.2%
o Use of locally develcped tests 2.2% 5.2%
4-11
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5. The percentage of districts reporting increases in the
use of selection factors by size category was as follows:
(OERI: 118)
% Districts By Size
Category Reporting Increases

Selection Procedure Smallest Largest Of Total
Use of achievement tests 10.7% 7.5% 9.5%
Use of teacher judgment 11.47 7 6% 12.9%
Use of cutoff scores 16.C 23.7% 15.6%
Skipping students 14.5% 11.8% 15.2%
Use of locally developed tests 4.4% 10.7% 6.2%

6. The percentage of districts reporting that the

selection procedure was not applicable to their district
was as follows: (OERI: 1I18)

% Districts Reporting

1 ion Pr r Not Applicable
Use of achievement tests 2.9%
Use of teacher judgment 6.8%
Use of cutoff scores 9.8%
Skipping students 18.3%
Use of locally developed tests 55.2%

7. In the telephone survey, 74.7 percent of districts
reported no change in student selection and 18.6 percent

reperted that there had been change. (OERI: Telephone
Survey RF6SUM)

Reasons for '"no change'" were reported as fc: S
Reason for No Change % Distric, “moring
Satisfied 4
State requirements 5
Respondent new to Chapter 1 6.
No population changes Q.7%
Do not know 17.7%
Change occurred 18.6%

TOTAL 100.0%

8. According the state survey 37 states reported that
their Chapter 1 applications require a description of the
selection process with rceds assessment, name of diagnostic
instrument, and criteria for selection (often including the
number of eligible students by grade level). This compared
to 44 states having the same requirements under Title I

Six states reportad that less data and less narrative were
required under Chapter ! whereas three states indicaced

that more complete data were now required. (OERI: State
Survey RF2Q3)
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NOTES:

SUPPORT TABLES FOR SECTION 1V

All Ns are weighted to the population of Chapter I school
districts.

Table numbers refer to District Survey Questionnaire items.

-~




»
1
—
»

Table I12 ~ Crosstab by Disctrict Size

Use of Cutoffs on Standardized Tests to Petermine Student
Eligibility, by District Enrollment
(Number and Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)

(Hi=11,866)

District Enrollment

~

1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,9000
to to to to to and TOTAL
999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 Over
(N=5,678) (N=3,018) (N=1,761) (N=855) (N=413) (N=141) (N=11,866)
Number of districts using cutoff 4,206 2,469 1,475 719 331 126 9,326
Percent of Chapter 1 districts by
size category 74.1 81.8 83.8 84.1 80.0 89.3 -—

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 4,206 or 74.1% used cutoffs on

standardized tests to determine student eligibility.
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Table 112 - Crosstab by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

Use of Cutofrs on Standardized Tests to Determine Student Eligibility by District Poverty Level

(Number and Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)
(N = 11,843)

Orshansky Poverty Percentile

Total
Second Second Chapter 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highest Districts
(N = 2,872 (N = 3,230) (N = 3,194) (N = 2,547) (N = 11,843)
Number of districts using cutoff 2,135 2,604 2,603 1,962 9,304
Percent of Chapter 1 districts by
o size category 74.3 80.6 81.5 77.0 ——
'
(9]

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts in the lowest Orshansky Poverty Percentile,

cutoffs on standardized tests to determine sgtudent eligibility.

2,135 or 74.3% used




9l-%

Table I13 - Crosstab by District Size

District's Overall Approach to Identifying and Selecting Chapter 1
Students in 1985-86, by District Enrollment
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)
(N=11,866)

District Enrcllment

1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 % of
to to to to to and Total Cl
999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 Over Districts

(N=5,678) (N=3,0i8) (N=1,761) (N=855) (N=413) (N=141) (N=11,866)

First establish cutoff level(s) for

eligibility; then select students from

this pool of eligible students based on

their identified needs and the level of

program resources 74.3 81.1 82.9 87.2 88.0 91.4 78.9

Do not have a predetermined eligibility

cutoff; select students solely on their

identified needs and the level of

program resources 24.4 18.9 16.2 11.9 10.9 6.4 20.2

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 74.3% first establish cutoff
level(s) for student eligibility while 24.4% do not have a predetermined eligibility cutoff
level and select students solely on their identified needs and the level of program resources.

NOTE: Column percentages total to 100% minus missing cases.
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Table I13- Crosstab by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

District's Overall Approach to Identifying and Selecting Chapter 1 Students
in 1985-86, by District Poverty Level
(Percent of Chapter 1 pistricts)
(N = 11,843)

Orshangky Poverty Percentile Total
Second Second Chapter 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highest Districts

(N=2,872 (N =3,230) (N=3,194) (N=2,547) (N = 11,843)

First establish cutoff level(s) for
eligibility; then select studencs

from this pool

of eligible students

based on their identified needs and
the level of program resources 76.1 81.3 77.0 81.4 78.9

Do not have a predetermined eligi-

bility cutoff;

select students

solely on their identified needs and
the level of program resources 23.3 18.6 21.8 17.1 20.3

FIGURE READS:

0f all Chapter 1 districts in the lowest Orshansky Poverty Percentile, 76.1% first establish
cutoff level(s) for student eligibility and then select from this pool, while 23.3% do not have

a predetermined eligibility cutoff level and gelect students solely on their identified needs
and the level of program resources.

NOTE: Column percentages total to 100% minus missing cases.
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Table I15

District Policy for Selecting Handicapped or LLP Students for

(Percent cf Chapter 1 Districts)

(N = 11,866)

They are automatically selected to receive Chapter 1 services

They are selected if they meet the regular Chapter 1 selection
criteria

They are selected if they meet the regular Chapter 1 selection
criteria and if there are openings in the program

They are seiected if they can benefit from the program
They are selected on a case~by-~case basis
They are not served in the program

There are no such children in the district

Physically
Handicapped
Students

1.

53.

7.

4.

2

5

5

5

6.4

6.

15.

6

1

Chapter 1

Mentally
Handicapped
Students

0.

29.

11.

31.

7

(3]

Limited and
Non-English
Proficient
Students

4.7

32.1

34.9

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts, 1.2% automatically select physically hanc capped studente to receive
Chapter 1 services; 53.57 select them if they meet the regular Chapter 1 selection criteria;

etc.
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Table I16

Influences on District Choice of Student Selection Methods, 1985-86
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)
(N = 11,866)

Major Minor Not n
Influence Influence Influence
The methods allow us to concentrate services on the most needy
students 90.1 5.4 1.8
The methods allow us to concentrate services on students most
o likely to benefit from the program 70.5 17.8 7.9
!, The methods allow us to serve the largest number of eligible students 58.9 20.9 16.3
©  The methods are the most accurate 54.9 28.8 11.3
The wethods are the easiest to use 11.9 30.2 52.6
The methods ensure that monitors or auditors will find procedures
in compliance with state and federal requirements for student
selection 71.5 20.7 4,2
The state Chapter 1 office recommends or requires we use the methods 54.6 23.9 17.3
We have used the methods in the past 35.7 3.7 21.9

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts, "methods allowing for concentration of services on the most needy
student” were a major influence on student sele. .ion for 90.1% of the districts; they were a
minor influence fur 5.4% of the districts and nc an influence for 1.8%; etc.

NOTE: Row percentages total 100% minus missing cases. Percentages in columns do not total to 100% since
more than one response was permitted.
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Table 117 - Crosstab by District Size

District Use of Minimum Competency Testing and Chapter 1 Student Eligibility,
by District Enrollment
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)

(N=13,668)
District Enrollment
1 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 % of Total
to to to to to and Chapter 1
999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 Over Districts

(N=6,709) (N=3,466) (N=1,926) (N=954) (N=448) (N=166) (N=13,668)

A. District does not ha 2 a minimum

competency testing progran 62.2 52.3 46.1 37.0 40.6 27.5 54.5
B. District has a minimum competency

program but Chapter 1 gervices are

not provided in the grades covered

by the minimum competency tests 2.7 4.7 11.7 13.7 12.8 21.0 5.8
C. District has a minimum competency

IS testing program in Chapter 1
:g attendance areas . . . 35.1 43.0 42.2 49.3 46.7 51.6 39.6
« « » and of these districts (N=2,352) (N=1,488) (N=813) (N=471) (N=209) (N=85) (N=5,418)
1. All students scoring poorly are
eligible for Chapter 1 39.5 38.3 31.5 30.7 30.9 25.2 36.6
2. Some students scoring poorly are
eligible for Chapter 1 43.3 57.6 53.7 57.4 59.7 62.3 50.9
3. No students scoring poorly are
eligible for Chapter 1 5.2 0.0 0.9 2.9 0.7 1.8 2.7
4, Ot'er 12.0 4.1 13.9 9.1 8.6 10.7 9.7
FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts with enrollment of 1 to 999 students, 62.2% do not have a minimum
competency testing program; 2.7% have minimum competency testing but Chapter 1 services are not
provided in the grades covered by the competency tests; 35.1% of the districts do have a minimum
- 11123 competency testing program in Chapter 1 attendance areas, and of these 2,352 districts, 39.5%
U consider all students scoring poorly as eligible for Chapter 1 services; etc. 1 OS)

NOTE: Percentages in the columns of items 2, B, and C total to 100%.
Percentages in the columns of items Cl, C2, C3, and C4 also total to 100%.
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Table I17 - Crosstab by Orshansky Poverty Percentile

District Use of Minimum Competency Testing and
Chapter 1 Student Eligibility, by District Enrollment
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)

(N = 13,625)

Orshansky Poverty Percentile Z of Total
Second Second Chapter 1
Lowest Lowest Highest Highest Districts

(N = 3,167) (N = 3,762) (N = 3,879) (N = 2,816) (N = 13,625)

A. District does not have a minimum competency
testing program 54.9 53.2 50.0 62.1 54.5

B. District has a minimum competency testing
program but Chapter 1 services are not pro-
vided in the grades covered by the minimum

competency tests 3.4 9.4 5.3 4.6 5.8
C. District has a minimum competency testing

program in Chapter 1 attendance areas 41.7 37.4 44.7 33.3 38.6

.+.and of these districts: (N =1,320) (N =1,406) (N =1,734) (N = 938) (N = 5,398)
1. All students scoring poorly are eligible

for Chapter 1 38.1 31.8 35.1 45.5 36.8
2. Some students scoring poorly are eligible

for Chapter 1 53.1 58.2 44.0 48.8 50.8
3. No students scoring poorly are eligible

for Chapter 1 0.7 0.5 7.5 0.0 2.7
4. Other 8.0 9.5 13.5 5.7 9.8

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 Districts in the lowest Orstansky Poverty Percentiie, 54.9% do not have a
minimum competency testing program; 3.4% have minimum competency testing but Chapter 1 services
are not provided in the grades coi=red by the minimum competency test; 41,7Z do have minimum
competency testing programs in Chapter 1 attendance areas, and of thase 1,320 districts, 38.1%
consider all students scoring poorly as eligible for Chapter 1 services; etc.

NOTE: Percentages in the columns o items A, B, and C total to 100%. Percentages in the columns of items
Cl, €2, €3, and C4 also total to 100%.
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Table 118

Comparison of 1985-86 Chapter 1 Student Selection Procedures With 1981-82 Title I
(Percent of Chapter 1 Districts)
(N = 11,866)

More More
During No During Not
Titie I Difference Chapter 1 Applicable
Reliance on standardized achievement tests 6.8 79.4 9.5 2.9
. Reliance on teacher judgment 7.0 71.9 12.9 6.8
Vet Reliance on locally developed tests 2.2 34.8 6.2 55.2
Cutoff scores for student participation 8.4 64.6 15.6 9.8
S
1
N Skipping eligible students who are being served by
other special programs 5.8 58.8 15.2 :8.3

FIGURE READS: Of all Chapter 1 districts, 6.8% relied more on standardized tests during Title I (1981-82);
79.4% reported no difference in reliance on standardized tests; 9.5% relied more on standardized
tests during Chapter 1 (1985-86); and 2.9% did not use standardized tests in either Title T or

Chapter 1.

NOTE: Percentages in these columns .o not total to 100% since more than one response was permifted.
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V. Program Design

A. Key Questions

1. What grade 1levels are served by Chapter 17

(OERI: 144)
For each of the grade levels frcm 1 through 6, at
least three-fourths of all Chapter 1 districts
provided services in 1984-835. The percentages of dis-
tricts serving grades 7 and 8 were 48 percent and 45
percent respectively, while fewer thar 20 percent of
districts served pre-K or grades 10, 11, and 12.

2, What subject areas are provided by Chapter 17

(OERI: 147)
Chapter 1 reading is offered by 94 percent of
districts. Math is provided by 64 percent of Chapter
1 districts; 25 percent of districts have other
language arts (OLA); 8 percent of districts offer
Chapter 1 English as a second language (ESL), and !
percent have vocational education. Non—-instructional
areas are provided by & percent of Chapter 1
districts.

3. What models/settings are most frequently used for

delivery of Chapter 1 services? (OERI: 1I27)

In reading, math and other language arts, the prin-
cipal subject areas offered by Chapter 1 programs,
over 80 percent of districts delivered instruction
outside the regular classroom in a "pullout program'
model. 35 percent to 43 percent of districts offered
Chapter 1 instruction in the regular classroom in
these subject areas.

Less than 10 percent of districts offered reading,
math or other language arts instruction "before or
after school" or in surmer school.

How has program design changed since Title I?

65.9 percent of Chapter 1 distric 3 reported making

changes in their programs between 1v:¢1-82 and 1985-86.
(OERI: Telephone Survey RF4SUM)
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With the exception of a 5.2 percent decrease from 32.9
percent to 27.7 percent in the percentage of districts
serving kindergarten, all changes in percentage of
districts serving each grade level since 1981-82 have
been 1.5 percent or less. (OERI: I31, I44)

Between 1981-82 and 1984-85, the percentage of dis-
tricts providing math in their Chapter 1 programs
increased from 58.1 percent to 64.1 percent.
Increases of 2.3 percent or less occurred in all other
subject arsas except non-instructional areas in which
there was a 0.9 percent decrease from 4.8 percent to
3.9 percent. (OERI: 1I30, I47).

When asked to compare Title I/Chapter 1 key program
design elements (instructional time per student,
teacher/pupil ratios, and pullout instruction) the
majority of districts (57 percent to 67 percent)
reported no change. Of the remaining districts, more
reported increases under Chapter 1 than decreases.
For in—class instruction, 38 percent of districts
reported this as "not applicable", 32 percent reported
no differences between Title I and Chapter 1 and the
remaining districts reported more increases under
Chapter 1 than decreases. (OERI: I32)

The most common reasons given for changes in program
design were changes in levels of funding. (OERI: Tele-
phone Survey RF4Q3)

Summary of Legal Requirements

1.

Both Title I and Chapter 1 allow substantial flexi-

bility in program design. Districts are given discretion
in determining grade levels, subject areas, instructional
approach and intensity of instruction.

-,

z.
that

The key requirements of both Title I and Chapter ! are
programs must:

a. be designed to meet the special educational needs
of educationally deprived children,

b. be of sufficient size, scope and quality to give
reasonable promise of substantial progress toward
meeting the special educational needs of the children
being served, and

c. (be] designed and implemanted in consultation
with parents of such children.




3. Chapter ! eliminated Title I requirements:

a. that expenditures be related to ranking of proj-—
ect areas and schools,

b. that LEAs demonstrate coordination with other LEA
programs,

c. that encourage the development of individualized
educational plans for each child in the program,

d. that aides and volunteers receive inservice
tiaining, and

e. that permit the implementation of 'schoolwide
projects" in the case of any school serving an eligi-
ble attendance area in which at least 75 percent of
the children are from low-income families. Subsequent
Technical Amendments restored this provision.

4, Use of a p out or in-class design was never required
in the Title I -atute or regulations. However, in the
early years of Title I, same program administrators thought
that pullout programs were the only way to comply with the
Title I supplement, not supplant provision and some states
refused to approve any in—class programs. To clarify the
situation, the House Report for the 1978 Amendments stated
that Title I does not require any particular instructional
strotegy and directed the Office of Education to develop
regulations which would provide information on the design
of both in-class and pullout programs. The regulations,
published in January 1981, described six program design
models: (1) in-class, (2) limited pullout, (3) extended
pullour, (4) replacement, (5) add-on, and (6) other. 1In
March 1981 these models were decreed to be guidelines
rather than regulations. The supplement, not supplant sec-
tion of the Chapter 1 statute specifically stated that
services were not required to be provided outside the regu-—
lar classroom or s 100l program in order to be considered
in compliance.

Grade Levels Served by Chapter 1

1. Percent districts offering Chapter 1 services at vari-
ous grade levels.

a. In 1984-85 districts reported providing Chapter 1
services at grade levels as follows: (OERI: I44)
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% Districts

Grade Level i 1 Servi
Pre-Kindergarten 3.7%
Kindergarten 26.7%
Grade |1 77.1%
Grade 2 88.6%
Grade 3 89.2%
Grade 4 89.3%
Grade 5 84.9%
Grade 6 76.2%
Grade 7 47.7%
Grade 8 45.1%
Grade 9 22.1%
Grade 10 17.5%
Grade 11 15.4%
Grade 12 12.0%

b. According te the telephone survey, an estimated
1,830 districts or 13.7 percent reported changes in
targeted grades as their last major change in program
design over the past six years. (OERI: Telephone
Survey RF4QlA)

c. Over half of the districts making changes
reported having done so over the past two years (sub-

sequent to passage of the Chapter 1 Technical Amend—
ments).

2. ccording to the telephone survey, 24.8 percent of
Chai cer 1 districts reported sharing the decision of
"selecting target grades to be served" with the regular
"<ogram.  65.1 percent of districts reported that this was
0t a decision shared with any other program. (OERI: Tele-
phone Survey RF343)

3. Number of students served by grade level.

a. In 1984-85 Chapter 1 served an estimated 4.8 mil-
lion public school students or 12.7 percent (Grades
Pre-K through 12) out of a total national public

school enrollment of 37.8 million. (OERI: 144 Created
Variable)

b. Nationwide, the mean number of public students
served by a Chapter 1 district was 359. Across all
school districts, the rean number and mean percent of

public students served per grade level was as follows:
(OERI: I44)




D.

Mean % Served

Mean # Served At Each Grade Level

Pre Kindergarten 3.3 14.0%
Kindergarten 21.5 6.82
Grade 1 42.8 17.6%
Grade 2 44 .3 21.2%
Grade 3 42.2 21.4%
Grade 4 40.9 20.7%
Grade 5 37.5 18.8%
Grade 6 32.7 16.1%
Grade 7 23.4 10.6%
Grade 8 20.4 9.3%
Grade 9 16.3 4.3%
Grade 10 10.6 3.2%
Grade 11 7.1 2.7%
Grade 12 4.7 1.4%
c¢. When mean numbers of students served across grade

spans are examined by district size category we find
the following: (OERI: I44 Special Analyses)

By Size Category

Mean # Served by Grade Span

District Enrollment 1-6 -8  9-12
1 to 999 59 10 5
1,000 to 2,499 146 23 14
2,500 to 4,999 295 51 28
5,000 to 9,999 573 95 55
10,000 to 24,999 1,197 194 174
25,000 and over 6,883 1,244 1,656
Overall mean # 986 169 180
d. When mean numbers of students served across grade

spans are examined by district poverty level we find
the following: (OERI: I44 Special Analyses)

By Poverty Level

Mean # Served by Grade Span

Poverty Level 1=¢ -8 9-12
Lowest 347 45 39
Second lowest 728 118 93
Second highest 2,234 411 611
Highest 1,074 187 98
Overall mean # 986 169 180

Subject Areas Offered by Chapter !

1, Chapter 1 subject areas most frequently offered by
Chapter ] districts were as follows: (OERI I47)
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Cl Subij istrd fferin

Reading 94%
Math 64%
Other language arts 25%
ESL 8%
Other instructional reas 6%
Non-instructional areas 4%
Vocational educaz.ion 1%

2. Chapter | subject areas offared by Chapter 1 districts
by grade level were reported zs follows: (OERI: 147)

% Districts Offering

Grade Level Reading  Math  Other 1A  ESL

2%
.9%
7%
2%
.12
.6%
7%
2%
7%
.8%
.9%
.8%
7%
.3%

Pre-Rindergarten 1.9% 1.2% 0.8%
Kindergarten 25.1 14.8% 6.1%
Grade 73.8% 36.2% 10.9%
Grade 85.0% 47 .2% 13.0%
Grade 84.8% 51.5% 14,82
Grade 83.7% 52.4% 15.9%
Grade 80.22 51.0%2 15.9%
Grade 69.5% 47.5% 15.8%
Grade 42.2% 27.8% 11.1%
Grade 38.92 25.42 10.5%
Grade 18.6% 11.5% 6.1%
Grade 14.5% 9.4% 5.3%
Grade 13.2% 7.6% 4.7%
Grade 10.7% 5.9% 3.0%

0
3
5
5
5
5
4
4
2
2
1
1
1
1

3. The mean number of public school students served by
Chapter 1 districts, by grade level and subject area is as
follows: (OERI: I47)

Mean # of Students Served/District

Grade Level Reading  Math Qther 14

%

1.

9.
15.
16.
18.
18.
18.
16.
11.

9.

Pre—Kindergarten 1.
Kindergarten 15.
Grade 34,
Grade 36.
Grade 35.
Grade 33.
Grade 29,
Grade 25.
Grade 17.
Crade 14,
Grade 9.
Grade 6
Grade 4,
Grade 3
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4, Telephone Survev results indicate that 8.7 percent of
districts cited ch- ges in subject areas taught as their

last major program design change. (OQERI: Telephone Survey
RF4Q1)

Instructional Approach

1. The various instructional approaches available to

Chapter 1 programs are defined as follows:

a. In-class Projects - Chapter ! students receive
special instruction while in the regular classroom.

b. Limited Pullout Projects =~ Chapter ! students
receive Special instruction outside of the regular
classroom that does not exceed 25 percent of the total
instruction time.

c. Extended Pullout Projects — Chapter 1 students
receive special instruction outside the regular class-—

room that exceeds 25 percent of total instruction
time.

d. Add-On Projects — Chapter ! students receive ser-
vices at times other than the regular school day.

e. Replacement Projects — Chapter ! students receive
Services that replace all or part of their regular
instruction. Chapter 1 is a self-contained part of
this program.

f. Schoolwide Projects - In attendance areas where
at least 75 percent of studerts are from low—income
families, Chapter 1 funds are used to Jpgrade the
entire education program.

2. Percentages of districts using various instructional
approaches for providing Chapter | services are as follows:
(OERI: I24)

Iype of Project % Districts Using
Limited pullout 88.8%
In-class 36.9%
Extended pullout 11.6%
Add-on 6.2%
Replacement 7.2%

Schoolwide 0.9%




a. When instructional approach is analyzed by dis-
trict size category we find the following: (OFRI: I24
Size Crosstab)

% Districts Using

Ivpe of Project Smallest Largest
Limited pullout 90.3% 69.7%
In-class 34.8% 990.2%
Extended rullout 10.0% 23.0%
Add—-on 4,0% 29.5%
Replacement 3.0% 28.3%
Schoolwide 0.3% 2.2%

b. When instructional approach is analyzed by dis-—
trict poverty level we find the following:

Z Districts Using

Ire of Project Lowest Highest
Limited pullout 85.9% 91.5%
In—class 33.1% 43.3%
Extended pullout 10.02 15.2%
Add-on 8.8% 3.2%
Replacement 5.7% 8.8%
Schoolwide C.1% 2.8%

Time Allocation for Reading and Math by Grade Lavel

1. For all Chapter . d“stricts the mean number of minutes
of in-class reading instruction per week, per child was
137; the mean for pullout reading was 119 minutes r-=r week,
per child. (OERI: I25 Special Analyses)

In just those districts offering reading, the mean number
of minutes of reading instruction per week, per child was
as foilows: (QERI: 125)

Mean Minutes Per Week/Per Child

Reading Minigwm Average Mavimum

In regular classroom 117 146 185

Outside regular classroom 101 127 155

Other setting 184 217 240
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a. We find the following mean minutes per week/per
child of reading instruction by district size cate-

gory:
Mean Minutes Per Week/Per Child
Enrollment In—-Class Pullout
1 to 999 109.5 107.7
1,000 to 2,499 164.1 132.5 i
2,500 to 4,999 156.3 130.1 i
5,000 to 9,999 140.5 123.3 - |
10,000 to 24,999 151.5 132.7
25,000 and over 149.9 140.0

b. We find the followimg mean minutes per week/per
child of reading instruction by district poverty cate-

gory:
Mean Minutes Per Week/Per Child
Poverty Level In—-Clasgs Pullout
Lowest 140.0 110.5
Second lowest 132.8 113.9
Second highest 139.2 125.6
Highest 136.1 129.0

2. For all Chapter ! districts the mean number of minutes
of in-class math instruction per week, per child was 1133
the mean for pullout math was 104 minutes per week per
child. (OERI: I26 Special Analyses)

In just those districts offering math, the average number
of minutes of math instruction per week, per child was as
follows: (OERI: 126)

Mean Minutes Per Week/Per Child

Math Minimum Average Maximum
In regular classroom 101 131 168
Outside regular classroom 89 112 138
Other setting 153 179 194

a. We find the following mean minutes per week/ver
child of math instruction by district size category:

Mean Minutes Per Week/Per Child

Enrollment In—-Class Pullout
1 to 999 86.3 96.3
1,000 to 2,499 130.5 108.3
2,500 to 4,999 140.0 118.5
5,000 to 9,999 130.5 111.3
10,000 to 24,999 135.6 107.3
25,000 and over 134.2 132.6
5-9
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b. We find the following mean minutes per week/per
child of math instruction by district poverty cate-
gory:

Mean Minutes Per Week/Per Child
v Level In-Class Pullout

Lowest 116.5 93.5
Second lowest 104.9 97.1
Second highest 116.4 106.1
Highest 113.4 119.9

G. Setting and Subject Area

1. For 1985-86 those districts offering the various sub-
jects reported the following combinations of Chapter ! pro-
gram settings and subject areas: (OERI: 127)

% Districts Offering

Other
Reading Math Language Arts
(Estimated (Estimatad {Estimated
Setting N=11,520) N=7,990) N=4,030)

Regular school:
Outside the regular

classroom 93.4% 88.6% 83.4%
In the regular
classroom 34.2% 40.0% 43.1%

Add-on:
Before or After
school 4.7% 5.8% 4,43
Summer school 7.0% 7.3% 6.9%

a. When the estimated 11,520 districts offering
reading are examined by district size category we find

the following patterns for instruction: (OERI: 127
Size Crosstab)

(1) Between 91.6 percent and 94.0 percent of

districts in each size category oifered reading
as a pullout program.




b.

(2) Other settings for reading instruction were
reported as follows:
By Size Category
% Districts Offering Reading

In-Class Before/After Summer

Enrollment Program School School
1 to 999 28.4% 3.2% 6.8%
1,000 to 2,499 35.5% 4.9% 5.6%
2,500 to 4,999 40.6% 5.0% 5.0%
5,000 to 9,999 41.6% 8.6% 9.2%
10,000 to 24,999 53.2% 8.4% 16 .4%
25,000 and over 66.1% 23.1% 30.8%

When examined by poverty level we find the

following patterns reported: (OERI: 1127 Poverty
Crosstab)

C.

(1) Between 9!.4 percent and 95.5 percent of
districts at all poverty levels offer reading as
a pullout program.

(2) Other settings for reading instruction were
reported as follows:
By Poverty Level
% Districts Offering Reading

In~Class Before/After Summer

Lev Program School School
Lowest 27.0% 4.3% 8.7%
Second . owest 32.6% 5.4% 5.2%
Second highest 33.8% 2.5% 6.6%
Highest 44 ,4% 6.9% 8.5%

When the estimated 7,990 districts offering math

are examined by district size category we find the
follewing patterns for instruction: (OERI: I27 Size
Crosstab)

(1) between 85.9 percent and 9!.3 percent of
districts in all size categories offered math
instruction as a pullout program.
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(2) oOther settings for math instruction were
reported as follows:

By Size Category
Z Districts Offering Math

In-Class Before/After Summer

Enrollment Program School School
1l to 999 35.9% 5.1% 7.3%
1,000 to 2,499 37.0% 5.0% 4,0%
2,500 to 4,999 48.6% 6.3% 7.8%
5,000 to 9,999 46.0% 8.9% 10.6%
10,000 to 24,999 56.3% 6.7% 13.0%
25,000 and over 68.1% 18.5% 29.7%

d. When examined by poverty 1level we find the
following patterns reported for those districts offer-
ing math instruction: (OERI: 127 Poverty Crosstab)

(1) Between 85.8 percent and 91.9 percent of
districts at each poverty level offered math
instruction in pullout programs.

(2) Math instruction in the other settings was
reported as follows:
By Poverty Level
% Districts Offering Math

In—Class Before/After Summer
Poverty Level Program School School
Lowest 32.0% 5.5% 11.2%
Second lowest 34.0% 8.6% 7.6%
Second highest 41.7% 3.4% 4.6%
Highest 51.3% 5.6% 6.8%

e. When patterns for the estimated 4,030 districts
offering other language arts (OLA) instruction are
xamined by district size category, we find the
following: ({OERI: 127 Size Crosstab)

(1) Between 77.7 percent and 87.4 percent of

districts in each size category offer other
language arts in pullout programs.
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(2) Other 1language arts in other settings is
reported as follows:
By Size Category
% Districts Offering OLA

In—-Class Before/After Summer

Enrollment Program School School
1 to 999 33.9% 0.0% 4,5%
1,000 to 2,499 50.0% 6.0% 6.0%
2,500 to 4,999 49,2% 12.3%2 - 9.2%
5,000 to 9,999 52.7% 9.1% 10.0%
10,000 to 24,999 63.7% 8.2% 18.2%
25,000 and over 68.3% 19.4% 29.3%

£. When Other Language Ar*s instruction is examined
by poverty level, we find the following distribution:
(OERI: 127 Poverty Crosstab)

By Poverty Level
% Districts Offering OLA

Pullout 1In-Class Before/After Summer

Poverty Level Program Program School School
Lowest 91.1%2 32.5% 4,9% 6.8%
Second lowest 72.8% 43.8% 5.3% 6.1%
Second highest 86.1% 57.1% 2.8% 4,9%
Highest 87.3% 38.6% 4,3% 10.1%

2. 0f those estimated 1,180 Chapter 1 districts offering
Erglish as a Second Language (ESL) 83 percent offered it in
pullout settings; 40.7 percent offered it in the regular
classroom; 7.2 percent offered it before or after school
and 8.5 percent offered it in summer school. (OERI: I127)

a. When the estimated 1,180 districts offering ESL
‘are examined by district size category, we find the
following patterns of instruction: (OERI: 127 Size
Crosstab)

(1) ESL is offered as a pullout programs by dis-—
tricts as follows:
By Size Category
Districts with ESL as Pullout

Enrollment % Distri
1 to 999 92.5%
1,000 to 2,499 73.6%
2,500 to 4,999 87.0%

5,000 to 9,999 78.3%
10,000 to 24,999 80.7%
25,000 and over 90.5%
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(2) ESL is offered in other settings as follows:

By Size Category
% Districts Offering

In—Class Before/After Summer

Enrollment Program School School

1 to 999 35.0% 3.8% 4.8%

1,000 to 2,499 31.7% 10.6% 5.2%

2,500 to 4,999 43,5% 4.4% 13.1%

5,000 to 9,999 45,6% 4,3% 8.7%
10,000 to 24,999 83.9% 12.9% 24.2%
25,006 and over 57.3% 14.,2% 19.3%

b. When ESL instruction is examined by poverty level
we find the following distribution: (OERI: I27 Poverty

Crosstab)

By Poverty Level
% Districts Offering ESL

Pullout 1In-class Before/After Summer

Poverty Level Program Program School School
Lowest 93.7 13.7 4.0 7.0
Second lowest 81.7 38.9 7.9 11.1
Second highest 97.2 51.8 6.9 5.0
Highest 47.6 61.8 10.9 12.3

3. 0f the estimated 620 districts indicating that they
offered "other subject areas" 44.6 percent offered them
outside the regular classroom (pullout); 42.9 percent
offered them as in-class programs; 17.2 percent offered
them before or after school and 24.0 percent offered them
during summer school.

Shared Program Activities

1. Resources: 87.4 percent of the districts reported
some sharir.z of resources between Chapter ! and regular
school, The resources shared were reported as follows:
(OERI: Telephone Survey RF1SUM, RF1Ql-6)
Shared Staff Z Districts Reporting
Administrators 43,5%
Clerical staff 30.1%
Teachers 21.9%

Aides 18.7%




Shared Equipment % Distri.ts Reporting

Computers 14,1%
Audio-visual equipment 13.9%
Curriculum materials 1.3%

2. Activities: 98.2 percent of Chapter 1 districts
reported some joint activities between Chapter ! and the
regular school program. Shared activities included:
(OERI: Telephone Survey RF2SUM, RF2Ql-9)

Activity Z Districts Reporting

District teacher inservice training 73.3%
Parent activities 40.3%
Administrative activities 37.0%
Reporting students performance 35.6%
District aide inservice training 26.9%
Developing instructional materials 26.7%
Program evaluation 24 .,6%
Chapter 1 inservice 12.7%

3. Decision Making: Almost all (99.6 percent) Chapter 1
districts reported joint invcivzament in one or more areas.
Joint decisions were reported between Chapter | programs
and regular school programs as follows: (OERI: Telephone
Survey RF3SUM, RF3Ql-7)

Decision Distri R rtin
Program schedule development 66.7%
Assessment of student needs 59.8%
Selection of students 59.2%
Planning ins“ructional services 57.0%
Choosing curriculum materials 44,1%
Selection of targeted grades 24 .8%

Changes In Program Design Since Title 1

1. According to the telephone survey, 65.9 percent of
districts reported making changes in their program design
between 1981-82 and 1985-86. This period of time encom-
passes the implementation of Chapter 1, passage of Techni-
cal Amendments, dissemination of Nonregulatory Guidance,
and the issuaice of the Aguilar vs. Felton Supreme Court
decision. 30 percent of districts reported changes under
Title I between 1978 and 1981. (OERI: Telephone Survey
RF4SUM; DPS: p. 5-19)
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2. According to the OERI mail survey, subject areas
offered by districts under Title I in 1981-82 compare to
subject areas offered in 1984-85 under Chapter 1 as
follows: (OERI: I30, I47)

% Districts Offering

Subject Areas Title I Chapter |

Reading 92.5% .9%
Mathematics 58.1% 1%
Other Language Arts 23.9% .5%
ESL 6% .9%
Non—Instructional Areas .8% .9%
Vocational Education 1% 7%
Other .5% .9%

3. According to the OERI mail survey, grades served under
Title I 1981-82 compure tc grades served under Chapter 1
1984-85 as follows: (OERI: i31, 144)

% Districts Offering

Title I Chapter 1

Pre Kindergarten 3.9% 3.7%
Kindergarten 32.9% 27.7%
Grade 1 75.9% 77.1%
Grade 2 90.0% 88.6%
Grade 3 90.3% 89.2%
Grade 4 89.5% 89.3%
Grade 5 86.0% 84,9%
Grade 6 77.6% 76.2%
Grade 7 46.6% 47.7%
Grade 8 44 .,6% 45.1%
Grade 9 21.9% 22.1%
Grade 10 17.9% 17.5%
Grade 11 14.8% 15.4%
Grade 12 15.5% 12.0%
4, Whea Chapter ! districts were asked to compare Title I

and Chapter ! according to key program design factors the
following differeince were reported: (OERI: 132)
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% Districts Indicating

Design Factor TII > C1 No Difference (Cl > TI
Instructional time per

student 9.8% 67.4% 19.2%
Proportion of teacher/aides 15.4% 57.0% 22.9%
Instruction outside the

regular classroom 15.4% 57.8% 18.3%
Instruction in the regular

classroom* 7.6% 32.2% 17.9%

*NOTE: 38.9 percent of Chapter ! districts reported
instruction in the regular classroom as 'not
applicable" to their program.

5. According to the telephone survey, 32.9 percent of
Chapter 1 districts reported no major program design
changes in the past six years. In the estimated 8,680 dis-
tricts (65.6 percent of total) reporting change, the last
major program design changes were stated as occurring in
the following years: (OERI: Telephone Survey RF4Q2)

Last Major Ch % Districts

1980-81 11.1%
1981-82 10.5%

* 1982-83 15.6%
1983-84 10.4%

** 1984-85 21.5%
*** 1985-86 30.9%

NOTES: *1982-83 was the first year of Chapter 1 imple-
mentation.

**1984-85 was the first school year after the
passage of Chapter 1 Technical Amendments.

***1985-86 was the year following the Aguilar vs.
Felton decision

6. Changes in program design by district size were as
follows: (OERI: Telephone Survey RF4SUM)
% Districts

District Enrollment Reporting Change
1 to 999 65.8%
1,000 to 2,499 58.0%
2,500 to 4,999 73.5%
5,000 to 9,999 72.5%
10,000 to 24,999 /3.2%
25,000 and over 83.2%
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7. Changas in program design by district poverty category
were as follows: (OERI: Telephone Survey RF4SUM)

% Districts

rty Level Reporting Change
Lowest 65.0%
Second lowest 66.9%
Second highest 75.2%
Highest 48.2% [

8. Districts that did change program design reported
changes in the following arcas: (OERI: Telephone Survey

RF4Ql)
% Districts
Reporting Change |
Area of Program Design Change (N = 8,888)
Scheduling 23.4%
Target grades 20.5%
Computer strategy 15.7%
Subject matter 13.2% o
Classroom strategy 8.3%
Aide staffing 7.0%
Teacher staffing 4.8%
Curriculum 2.8%
Other 4.1%
®
9. When asked to report influences on changes in program
design, Chapter 1 districts reported the following: (OERI:
133)
% Districts Citing As:
(N = 12,380°
®
Major Minor No
Factor Influence Influence Inflyence
Results from needs assessment 60.8% 21.5% 12.7%
Changes in funding 55.3% 20.0% 20.5%
Cl teachers® corcerns 51.6% 29.0% 12.7% °
Evaluation resuits 50.3% 33.9% 10.6%
Cl director’s concerns 47.9% 32.2% 14.9%
School principal concerns 47.0% 34.2% 14.0%
Reg classroom teachers concerns 43.5% 37.0% 14.1%
Federal Cl rules/regs/guiaeline 43.3% 29.1% 21.6%
State Cl rules/regs/guidelines 42.5% 29.9% 21.3% ®
Info on effective practices 36.8% 38.5% 18.0%
Parental concerns 35.2% 46.2% 13.4%
Superintendent/school board concerns 33.7% 35.3% 25.2%
Change in student pcpulation 27.9% 33.2% 31.5%
Classroom observation 21.6% 42.6% 29.9%
Other state legislation/policy 17.3% 33.7% 41.1% L
Results of sustained effect study 16.4% 39.8% 37.8%
Suggestions from district curr. spec. 10.9% 23.0% 58.9%
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10. In the telephone survey, 36.4 percent of districts
cited funding as the most significant reason for program
design changes. Other reasons included staff recommenda-
tion (17.0 percent); program management (13.6 percent);
state policy (10.8 percent). Federal law was cited by 0.6
percent of districts. (OERI: Telephone Survey RF4Q3}

Use of Aides

1. 59.9 percent of Chapter 1 districts reported using
aides in their programs. (OERI: I28)

a. When examined by district size category, we find
the following: (OERI: I28A Size Crosstab)

% Districts by Size Category

District Enrollment Using Aides
1 to 999 52.7%
1,000 to 2,499 61.9%
2,500 to 4,999 68.7%
5,000 to 9,999 71.7%
10,000 to 24,999 81.9%
25,000 and over 88.0%

b. When examined by poverty level, we find: (OQERI:
I28A Poverty Crosstab)

% Districts by Poverty Level

Poverty Level Using Aides
Lowest 50.0%
Second lowest 55.3%
Second highest 68.5%
Highest 66.4%

2.  Aides were most commonly utilized by districts to pro-
vide instruction under the supervision of Chapter ! teach-
ers. Use of aides by districts was reported as follows:
(OERI: I28R-F)

Us f Ai To: % Districts
Provide instruction w/supervision of Cl teache