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RECENT OVERSIGHT EXPERIENCE

o IN ECIA CHAPTER | PROGRAMS z .

An estimated 13,600 public school districts nationwide (90 percent) have Chapter 1
. compensatory education programs, funded under the Education Consolidation and Improvement
Act (ECIA). Nearly all of these districts (97 percent) had State oversight visits (compliance
reviews and program audits) during the period from the beginning of the 1982-83 schoql-yelir
through the spring of 1986. Urban districts and large districts (10,000 or more students) had
more oversight visits than rural or small districts (less than 2,500 students).

These are some of the findings of a recent survey performed under contract with Westat,
Inc., for the Center for Education Stafistics (CES), U.S. Department of Education, through its
Fast Response Survey System (FRSS).l The survey was requested by the Office of Research
(OR) within the Office of Educational Research and Improvement, and is one component of a
national assessment of Chapter 1 programs being conducted by OR for a report to Congress.

The Chapter 1 Assessment

Compensatory education programs have been funded by the Federal government since the
Title I program was established under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
The program was?modified in October 1981 under the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act (ECIA) and was implemented in the 1982-83 school year as the Chapter 1
program. In general, the 1981 changes to the program were designed to provide more flexibility
in program regulations and to relieve unnecessary administrative burden. The new program
regulations include requirements for audits to be conducted by the State or by an independent
accountant at least bienanially. While State monitoring reviews to determine program compliance
(which were required under Title I) are not required under Chapter 1, these reviews are still
conducted by virtually all States.

1

CES’s Fast Response Survey System is a special service that, upon request, quickly obtains nationally representative r
policy-relevant data from small surveys to meet the needs of U.S. Department of Education policy officials.
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In December 1983, Congress passed technical amendments to Chapter 1 requiring that the
Secretary of Education "conduct a national assessment of compensatory eduvcation assisted under
[ECIA Chapter 1], through independent studies and analysis by the National Institute of
Education {now OR]" This assessment is in progress and includes case studies and surveys at
the State, district, and school levels. Because of the potential sensitivity of questions concerning
oversight activities, it was decided to conduct this aspect of the assessment separately under the
Fast Response Survey System. The FRSS survey obtained informat>n on Chanter 1 oversight
activities and focused on the most recent activities that had occurred in the period between
implementation of Chapter 1 (1982-83) and the time of the survey (February-April, 1986).

Numbers and Types of Chapter 1 Oversight Visits

Ninety-two Bercent of school districts with Chapter 1 programs had at least one State

monitoring review,“ and 84 percent had at least one State atdit” in the period from the 1982-83
- school year through spring 1986 (not shdwn in tables). On averaye, school districts had 2.3 State *

monitoring reviews and 2.1 State audits during this period (table 1). The average number of
State monitoring reviews was higher among large school districts (4.0 visits) than medjum and
small districts (2.4 and 2.2 visits, respectively). The average was also higher among urban
districts (5.9 visits) than among suburban or rural districts (2.4 and 2.2 visits, respectively).
However, there were no diﬁerences in the number of State audits between districts of different
size or metropolitan status.

Abcut three fourths (78 pe}cent) of the districts reported that their most recent State
monitoring review was conducted in the last two school years, and 89 percent reportec! that their
most recent State audit occurred in the last two years (not shown in tables).

Most Recent Chapter 1 State Monitoring Review

School districts were asked to report which of 13 Chapter 1 program areas® were included
in their most recent State monitoring review. Eaclh of the 13 program areas had been reviewed
in over 80 percent of the districts, and 7 of the areas had been reviewed in over 90 percent of
districts (table 2).

ZState monitoring reviews rre on-site visits to school districts by State Chapter 1 personne! to determine compliance with
Chapter 1 program requirements.

3State audits are formal audits of a Chapter 1 program to fulfill an audit mandate, conducted on-site by either State
officials or public accountants contracted by the State or schoo! district.

4Tabu]atiom were produced by district enroliment size, metropolitan status, and region. Only comparisons by district
enrollment and metropolitan status are reported in this bulletin; regional data, however, are included in some tables.

5See sttachment A for a listing and definitions of these areas.




Some differences in the areas reviewed were observed between types of districts (table 3).
The following areas were somewhat more likely to be reviewed in urban than rural districts;

) Nonpublic participation,

° Supplement-not-supplant,

e Preparation of the application,

) Management, budget systems, and recordkeeping,

° Parent involvement,

K School attendance area iligibility and targeting, and
o. Comparability. -

Nonpublic pz icipation, supplement-not-supplant, and coordination with other education
programs were more likely to be reviewed in large than small districts. P

Relatively few program changes were made as a result of recent State monitoring reviews,
The proportion of districts in which program changes were made ranged from only 3to 12
percent of the districts in which the program areas had been reviewed (table 2).

Most Recent Chapter 1 State Audit

In general, program areas were less likely to be included in State audits than in State
monitoring reviews (table 2). With one exception, the frequency with which program areas
were audited ranged from 51 percent (coordination with other education programs) to 69
percent (school attendance area eligibility and targeting) of the districts. The exception was
management, budget systems, and recordkeeping, which was audited in 92 percent of districts,

As was found in monitoring reviews, districts varied in the program areas included in the
most recent State audit. The following program areas were more likely to be _audited in large
districts‘than in small districts (table 4):

° Comparability,

° Nonpublic participation, ) ..

° Supplement-not-supplant,




° School attendance area eligibility and targeting, and

° Student selection.
The same program areas were audited in proportionately more urban than rural districts. In
addition, parent invo] ement and needs assessment/evaluation were more likely to be audited in
urban than in rural districts. As with monitoring reviews, relatively few districts reported
making changes in their Chapter 1 Program as-a result of recent State audits. Across program

areas, only 3 to 10 percent of the districts jn which the areas had been audited made any
-Changes (table 2),

Who Conducts Chapter 1 State Audits

Trend toward District-Wide Audits -

Over half of the districts (56 percentg reported that their most recent State audit was
conducted as part of a district-wide audit,” rather than an audit specific to the Chapter 1
program (table 6). Large districts were more l@kely than small districts to report a district-wide

The use of Chapter 1 specific audits is decreasing, according to district-reported data,
Over half (58 percent) of the districts whose most recent audit was in 1982-83 or 1983-84
reported that the audit was specific to the Chapter 1 program. However, of districis reporting
their most recent audit in 1984-85 or 1985-86, the percent with Chapter 1 specific audits had
declined to 43 and 39 percent, respectively (not shown in tables),

Thoroughness of Chapter 1 Oversight Activities

6‘1‘1:0 Single Audit Act (P.L. 98-502) became effective for a State’s fiscal year beginning after December 81, 1984.

Information provided by OR presents a somewhat different picture on the status of district-wide audits. In the Report on

ha; Under Chapter § of Prepared for the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education

of the Committee on Education and Labor, United States House ochpuuntstivu, September, 1985, "Thirty-eight [State

Chapter 1] directors reported that combined audits have beey implemented in their States.” The differences between the

two sets of dats may have occurred for a variety of reasons, including differences in the type of respondent (State
coordinators vs. district coordinators), Phrasing of #ha Questions, and survey methodology.
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About half of the districts indicated that reviews and audits were equally thorough under Title I
and Chapter 1; about 40 percent said that oversight activities were more thorough under Chapter
1; and 10 percent said oversight activities hed been more thorough under Title I {table 7). Smali
and medium-sized districts-were more likely than large districts to state that reviews were more
thorough under Chapter 1. Suburban and rural districts were more likely than urban districts to
state ‘hat andits were more thorough under Chapter 1.

Survey Methodology and Data Reliability

In February 1986, questionnaires (attachment B) were mailed to a national probability
sample of 701 public school districts representing the 15,152 school districts in the Nation. The
sampling frame used for this survey was the 1984-85 Comy:.on Core of Data Universe of Public
School Systems. The universe was stratified by earollment size, and sample units were sslected
with equal probabiliiy within each stratum. Sampling rates for the strata were constructed to be
proportionate to the square root of the average enrolimeat for the strata. The survey was a“mail
survey with telephone followup. Data collection was completed in April with a response rate of
96 percent. Data were adjusted for questionnaire nonsesponse and weighted to natiop~! totals.

Since the estimates were obtained from a sample of districts, they are subject to sampling
variability. The standard error of an estimate is 2 measure of the variability betwesn the values
of the estimate calculated from different samples and the value of the statistic in the population.
Standard errors can be used to examine the precision obtained in a particular sample. If all
possible samples were surveyed under similar conditions, intervals of 1.645 stahdard errors
below to 1.645 standard errors above a particular statistic would inslude the average result of
these samples in approximately 90 percent of the cases. For example, for the first item in the
table (mean number of State monitoring reviews), the estimate is 2.3 and the standard error is
0.2. The 90 percent confidence interval for this saatistic extends from 2.3 - 0.2 times 1.645 to
2.3 + 0.2 times 1.645, or from 2.0 to 2.6.

Estimates of standard errors for the estimates were computed using a balanced half
sampling technique, known as balanced repeated replications. Some representative statistics and
their estimated standard errors are included in table 8. Statements of comparison made in this
report were tested by use of t-tests and are significant at the 90 percent confidence level or
better.

Survey estimates are also subject to errors of reporting and errors made in the collection
of the data. These errors, called nonsampling errors, can sometimes bias the data. While
general sampling theory can be used to determine how to estimate the sampling variability of a
statistic, nonsampling errors are not easy to measure and usually require that an experiment be
conducted as part of the data collection procedures or the use of data external to the study.
There were no provisions in the contract to attempt to measure nonsampling errors. .

Data are presented for all districts and by the following district characteristics: district
enrolilment, metropolitan status, and region. Metropolitan status is defined as follows: urban
districts are those within city limits; suburban districts are those within an SMSA (Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area), but outside a city; rural districts are all other or districts outside
an SMSA. Region classifications are those used by the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the U.S.




Department of Commerce, the National Assessment of Educational Progress
Education Association. The North Atlantic includes distri
NH, NJ, NY,

. . i istricts i » AR, FL,
GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, SC, TN, VA, and WV. The West and Southwest includes districts in
AK, AZ, CA, Co, HI, ID, MT, Nv, NM, OK, OR, TX, UT, WA, ard WY,

The survey wés performed under contract with Westat, Inc.; using the Fast Response
Survey System (FRSS). Westat's Project Director was Elizabeth Farris, and the Survey Manager
was Mary Collins. Douglas Wright was the CES Project Officer during the design of the survey,

and Helen Ashwick was the Project Officer during the data collection, analysis, and report
writing phases. i

y, and with
planning and

For More "nformation

For information about this survey or the Fast Response Survey System, contact Helen
Ashwick, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, Center for Education Statistics,
Y

555 New Jersey Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20208, telephone (202) 357-6761.




Table 1.--Mean number of Chapter 1 oversight visits
from 1982-83 to spring 1986, by district
characteristics: United States, 1985-86

State /
monitoring State
reviews audits

District
characteristic

Total...............
District enrollment

b -LESS than 2’500---}'4--.
2'500 - 9'999..........
10,000 or more.cceeceses

Metropolitan status

Urban.‘................
SuburbalN.ecccecccecccens
RUraleeecoocccnnnconoces

Region

North AtlantiC.cececces
Great Lakes and Plains.
Southeast.cececeescaces
West and Southwest.....

NOTE.~--Means are based on districts that had Chapter 1
programs and include districts reporting no
monitoring reviews or audits.
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in the most recent Chapter 1 State monitoring review and audit, and changes
made as a result: United States, 1985-8¢

Program areal

State monitoring review State audit

[] []
[} [}
Area | Change made as Area 1| Change made as
reviewed?! result of review3 audited?! result of audit3
[} B [}
[} '
School attendance area
eligibility/targeting.. 93 5 69 5
Comparabiiity............ 86 5 60 3
Nonpublic participation.. 84 9 58 4
- .-, . - :' -
‘Student selection........ 95 - 10 63 7
Needs assessment/
evaluation.“.“..“.‘. 94 11 61 9
Parent involvenment....... 93 12 56 9
Supplement-not-
supplant............... 91 6 64 5
Maintenance of
effort‘l‘....“.“““.. 87 3 67 3
Preparation of the
application..,......... 87 10 60 9
Program design........... 93 11 58 8
Management/budget
systems/recordkeeping. . 91 10 92 10
Coordination with other
Programs.......vv...... 81 7 51 5
Training of staff
and others.....,....... 86 9 53 5

e

1See attachment A for def
School attendance area e
comparability in 33 perc

2Percents are based on th
(N=12,288) or a State au

3Percents are based on th
or audited.

initions of the Chapter 1 program areas and their applicability.
ligibility/targeting was ivapplicable in 22 percent of districts,
ent, and nonpublic participation in 42 percent. '

e number of districts that had a Chapter 1 State monitoring review’
dit (N=11,523) and for whom the program area was applicable,

e number of districts in which the program area was reviewed

8




United-States, 1985-86

the most recent Chapter 1 State monito

Table 3.--Percent of districts reporting that various program areas had been reviewed in
ring review, by district characteristics:

-

District enrollment

Metropolitan status

Program area™
Less than | 2,500 =~ 10,000 burb
2,500 9,999 oF more Urban Suburban Rural

School attendance area

eligibility/targeting... 92 95 95 100 94 92
.. .. -, - =
Comparability.eceeoseeonas 82 93 88 94 91 ¥ 82
Nonpublic participation... 79 91 95 98 92 77
Student selection..ceceen. 94 © 95 99 100 95 - 94

o

Needs assessment/

evaluationscecsececoscan 94 95 99 96 97 93
Parent involvement........ 91 96 97 100 96 91
Supplement-not-supplant... 90 92 98 100 92 89
Maintenance of effort..... 87 " 89 90 91 89 86
Preparation of the

application.seecccecscss 86 88 90 97 86 86
Program design.iscecescsnss 93 95 98 100 T 94 93
Management/budget

systems/recordkeeping... 91 91 92 100 93 90
Coordination with other

progrm................ 79 86 90 82 84 81
Training of staff )

md others.............. 85 91 88 89 86 86

*See attachment A for definitions of the Chapter 1 program areas.

N

NOTE.--Percents are based on the number of districts that had a Chnpter 1 State monitoring

review and for whom the program area was applicable.

9
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District enrollment Metropolitan status

Program area®
Less than | 2,500 - 10,000 b Suburb
2,500 9,999 or more Urban uburban Rural
School attendance area
eligibility targeting... 69 67 82 &5 73 67
. . Co. - . Py
“Comparability............. 56 64 79 86 67 54
" Nonpublic participation... 55 59 74 83 63 52
Student selection......... 63 61 76 82 64 b3
Needs assessment/
svaluation..e.ee.e...... 62 59 70 77 62 61
Parent involvement.,...... 56 53 60 70 60 54
Supplement-not-supplant... 62 66 79 87 70 60
Maintenance of effort..... 66 68 74 73 72 65
Preparation of the
lpplication. ®000000 o0 L I ) 62 55 61 64 60 60
Program design............ 56 56 62 56 59 55
Management/budget
systems/recordkeeping. .. 91 95 97 97 95 91
Coordination with other
progrm.........t...... 50 5“‘ 56 55 58 48
Training of staff ..
‘nd others.............. 53 53 53 61 56 52

-

*See attachment A for definitions of the Chapter 1 program areas.

NOTE.--Percents are based on the number of districts that had a Chapter 1 State audit and -
for whom the program area was applicable.
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Table 5.--Percent of districts whose most recent: Chapter 1 State audit was conducted by
various officials, by district characteristics: Unired States, 1985-86

‘State
District education| Other Accountant Accountant‘ Other
characteristic agency State under State under district person
official | official contract ccrtract
Tot@leeeeeeeeeeenness 49 17 ’ 6 44 2
District enrcllment
Less than 2,500......... 51 14 4 42 2
2,500 - 9,999........... 43 < 25 10 : 47 .y 0
10,000 or more...c...... 48 S ¥/ 9 51 T2
Metropolitan status "
Urban..---.---oo-o'oo.o- 34 16 9 68 1
Suburbanu......o.-....- 52 18 6 1‘4 v - %
Rural.""'.."'."'."' 48 17 6 42 2
Region
North Atlantic.......... 50 17 11 51 0
Great Lakes and Plains.. 48 1} 4 44 3
Southeast.....c.ccveenn. 41 42 6 28 3
West and Southwest...... 55 12 5 44 *

*Less than 1 percent.
NOTE.--Percents are based on the number of districts that had a Chapter 1 State audit.

Respondents checked all appropriate categories; therefore, percents svm to more
than 100. '

11
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Table 6.--Percent of distiicts'tﬁat had Chapter 1 specific and district-
wide audits, by district characteristics: United States, 1985-8¢

 District Chépter 1 District- Both*
characteristic . Sspecific wide
Total““.“..“.“‘ 43 56 » 1
District enrollment
Less than 2,500........ 47 53 1
2,500 - 9,999.......... 32 64 4
. .- 10,000 or itTe) of - WP ~27 73 0 Sl ¥
Metropolitan status
Urban““"“‘.““.“‘ 32 68 0
Suburbanooo.o.ooooooooo 45 53 2 " el
Rural.‘.““o.“.““‘o 42 57 1 .
Region
North Atlantic......... 53 45 2
Great Lakes and Plains. 43 56 1
Southeast.........‘.... 29 70 1
West and Southwest..... 40 58 2

*A small number of districts checked hoth Chapter 1 specific and
district-wide, )

. NOTE. --Percents are based on the number of districts that had a Chapter 1
State audit. Percents may not sum to 100 because of rounding,

12




Table 7.~-Districts' perceptioris of the thoroughness of State monitoring reviews and audits under Title 1 and Chapter 1,
by district. characteristics: United States, 1985-86 )

Monitoring reviews Audits

]
t
District H ! ! ! H
characteristic | More thorough | About the | More thorough ! More thorough | About the | More thorough
} under Title I ! same ! under Chapter 1 | under Title I ! same {under Chapter 1
: : H : :
(Percent of districts)*
Tot8less-sovsvesnss 10 49 41 11 51 38
#
District enroliment h
Less than 2,500.4,.4., 9 49 41 11 52 38
2,500 - 9,999......... ’ 1’0 l‘l‘ 103 10 108 102
10,000 Or MOX@eececcoe 11 60 29 13 56 31
Metropolitan status
UrbaiNesceeeesssssnenes 22 46 33 15 61 24
Suburban.cceeesennnens 10 51 39 11 48 41
mral““““““.“.‘ 10 1.7 “3 10 52 38
. Region
North Atlantic..ceeess 13 43 Ll 7 43 49
Great Lakes and Plains 8 54 38 9 62 29
Southesst.cecesscecess 13 L6 42 15 1Y) L0 ¢
West and Southwest.... 11 46 43 14 45 41

’

*Based on the number of districts that had Chapter 1 State monitoring retiews or auditg from which there were valid responses.
About 14 percent of the districts were unable to respond to this item, either because the district did not have a Title I
prograe, or the program director was not present when the district had Tftle I. Thes'g districts are not included in the
percents. Percents may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

) 14




X wem—— ——daa

Standard

Item Estimate error
Mean number of State monitoring reviews
ALl QisStriCtS.eeeeeeeeeeenssenocecacoasanonsenes 2.3 0.2
Urban districtsS.ceece... sesseetintsaanas resecses 5.9 1.5
RuUral districtsS..ieeeeeeeeeossnceccensccccscnoss 2.2 0.1
Mean number of State audits
All GisStrictS.euereeeeeeeeeseeessceccacccacconues 2.1 0.1
Large districtsS...ceeieeirreeeeceeeencocsnconnns 2.3 0.1
Small diStrictSeieeeeceeeeeeeessssosscccacconnses 2.1 0.1
Percent of districts audited by a State Education
Agency official
ALl QiStriCtSeeeeeeeeeeeeseoeenoocccessacoseness 49.2 2.8
Urban districtS..iieeeieeeteecessesascoccsnccsnes 34.5 7.5
Rural -districts......cce0cuv... ®presesecceacccsas 47.7 3.6
Percent of districts audited by an accountant
under district contract
Al]l QiStrictS.ieteeeeeeeeeeoosnosasceacsonnsanes 43.7 2.9
Large districtS..cececeesercocseecceeeccannscnas 51.2 5.6
Small diStrictS..icceeeeeeeecoseocccsoconccoocesse 42.4 3.6
Percent of districts whose last audit was
Chapter 1 specific
All disStriCtS..eeeeereeeeeeccocoscnscecnnsacnsnes 42.6 2.4
Urban districtS...ceeeereececcecccceconosaonsans 31.6 7.8 .
Rural diStrictS.cieeeeeeeeeeceseccncsccasnssccnsse 42.0 3.1
Percent of districts whose last audit was
district-wide
All disStriCtS...ieeereeeeeeocoesscosceanonassnnes 56.1 2.3
Large districtsS..cccecceceeeess tecseseessescnens 73.0 5.4
Small districtS..vieeerecececccncnccccosncnsane Cee 52.6 3.1
Percent of districts in which program area was
reviewed
Attendance area eligibility/targeting ........... 92.8 1.3
Nonpublic participation.c.cccceeeeceeeeeencacesns 84.0 2.2
Student selectioN..eeeceeceeceesesoascncescss tee 94.6 1.3
Supplement-not=~supplant...ccceecscrstccccscscnns 90.6 1.5
Maintenance of effort.cceceececcceecececcccncons 87.3 1.6
Management, budget, and recordkeeping........... 90.9 1.5
Percent of districts in which program area was
audited
Attendance area eligibility/targeting........... 69.5 2.4
Nonpublic participation....eccceveeececccscessens 57.5 3.2
Student selectioN..cccvecececccoccccnns eesececcns 63.1 2.4
Supplement-not=~supplant...ceoeeeeccscsscsccccscs 63.9 2.5
Maintenance of effort.e.ccseeeccceccceens tesesene 66.6 2.1
Management, budget, and recordkeeping........... 92.3 1.7
14
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ATTACHMENT A
CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM AREAS .
School attendance area eligibility and targeting: this espect of the program is concerned with
the determination of whether the sattendance area of a given school meets the criteria for
inclusion in the program, and the determination and selection of attendance araas to be included
in the program. This is inapplicable when there is only one school in the district, or only one
school in a given grade span, or total district enrollment in less than 1,000 students.

Comparability: each district must ensure that Chapter 1 schools and non-Chapter 1 schools in
the district are provided with comparable resources, facilities, and staff. If there is only one

school in a district or only one school in a grade span grouping (e.g., K through 6), this area is
inapplicable.

Nonpublic participatior: under th-principle of equitable provision of services, programs ust
offer services to all eligible school children, including those who attend private schools. Each
district must develop an approach to cfier and deliver services to these students. This applies to
all educationally deprived nonpublic school students who reside in the attendance area(s)
selected for participation, even if the school they attend is outside the target area. If no
nonpublic school students reside in the eligible attendance areas, this program Arex s
inapplicable. ’

Student selection: eaci: district must develop a plan to select the studen:c who will receive
services based on objective measures of educational need. Criteria to be used in need

determination include standardized test scores, teacher perceptions of need, etc. Those in
greatest need must be served first.

Needs assessment/evaluation: each district must conduct an annual assessment of educational
needs. This assessment should identify the general instructional areas of need (e.g., reading,
math, elementary grades) and identify educationally deprived children with such needs. The
district must also evaluate program effectiveness at least one time every three years. The
evaluation must include an assessment of whether effects are sustained for more than one year.

Parent involvemert: in the past, each district had to establish a parents’ committee or board to
consult on the program. While this requirement has been eliminated, districts are still required
to keep parents informed about the program and solicit their input.

Supplement-not-supplant: Chapter 1 programs are designed to provide supplementary services
to students in need. These services must be supplemental to those services provided in the
regular school program, and may not supplant, or substitute for, normal educational services.

Maintenance of effort: because the Chapter 1 program is supplementary, its funds are not td be
used to replace state or local funds for education. The total budget for education in the district
(level of effort) or the funding level per student must be maintained.

Preparation of the application: applications for the Chapter 1 program can be for a period of 3
years, with update of some information each year. The application includes all of the key




aspects of the program design, the ‘goals of the program, and budget information, and is
submitted to the SEA for approval,

Program design (size, scope, and quality): while many of the program areas listed are part of
the program design in some sense, this item is concerned with those aspects of the design which
deal with the size of the program (how many students will be served), the scope of the program
(what services are provided), and the efforts of the district to ensure the quality of services,

Management/budget Systems/recordkeeping: this program area includes the way in which the
program is managed, fiscal operations, adequacy of budget systems, and financial and
management records,

Coordination with other educational programs: relationship between Chapter 1 services and
other services provided to educationally deprived students in the school district.

- - ~ Training of staff and others: the training in the provision of program services and managements
’ of the program.

16
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ATTACHMENT B
FAST ACSPOMSE MATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS Porm Approved
RAVEY SYSIEN U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION OB ¥o. 1850-0386
WASKIMNGTON, 0.C. 20208.1628 Np. Dp. $/86
ECIA OWPTER 1 This report 1s stherized by lew (20 U.S.C.-1221e-1). Whlo you dce Aot recuired to respond, your !
QYERSICNT EXPERIENCE €00peration 19 needed to meke the reeylts of this survey comprehensive, sccursts, snd tisely.

DEFINITIONS:

State monitoring or Feders! ?_\# Aeviews: eneeits visite ta your schesl gistrict by State er Fodetsl Chapter {1 persomnel to
OTRING YOUT CORILIEVE wilh Lhepter | progre requiresents.

Nate or federal Audit: fecmsl audits of yeur Chapter 1 progres te fulfill sn audit sandste, conducted sn-eits by sither State
OITicials, pvilic accountants contracted By the school dastrict er State, or the U.S. Departesnt of EeucatTon's Office of the
{nepector Zeneral. Audits sey be distritt-vide er specific te your Chepter I progres.

1. Doss your seheel district he o Chapter 1 progrea? || Yea (CONTINE) || Me (G0 T0 ITEN )

2. For cach type of review or eudit (see definitisne shove), plesse enter the rumber of visits te yeur Chepter 1 pregres fcoe the
Sogaming of schosl yeer 1942-33 to the present, and ﬂ!t;t the echool yesr of the meet recent visat. ({f ssnitering and suditing
vis1ts Goourred ot the seme tise, report amnitering end sudit ‘sctivitise ssparately.

o State emutering revisw: NARER OF REVIEWS VEAR OF MOST MECENT MEVIEY 1909

8. Mate conducted ot mandeted sudit:  MAGER OF AUDITS YOAR OF JOST MECENT ADIT 1989

€. Foderal weregeuent review: MIER OF REVIEVS YO OF MOGT MECENT MEVIEN 1999

4. Fetrsl sudit: HMPEER OF MOLTS YOR OF WOST RCCENT ADIT 1988 :

{IF YOU MAYE MAD M0 DVAPTER T STATE AUDIT, GO TO QUESTION S.]

3. e cenducted the [est Stete eudit of yewr Chapter 1 pregraa? (CMECKX AL THAT APRLY.)

11 State Coucatimn Agercy officisl(e)
11 State official{s) net with the Stete Educstien Agency (e.g. State Comptraller's office, o Stets eudit

. 11 tnden at(e) under Jith the State . <
1_| Indepengent eccentent(s) under centract vith the schesl district .
11 Other (plesse epecify)

4. Wes this sudit specific te the Chepter 1 pregres er pert of o ¢istrict-wide sudit?

l:l Chapter 1 specific I_I Part of o gistract

eny check which of the fellowing progrea

of the reviev or sudit. In the lest column, theck
roviews of mudite in ether districts from

S. Fer your last State Ssnitsrin) review end/or your lest State
atess were reviswed or sudit g heve

progren acves mmlmywﬂnmm-.n.rlt
1982-83 ta the present.

CIF THERE MAS GETN NO STATE MONITORING, N
(1F PROCAAM AREAS o, b, OR ¢ £O Y
NOPURIC SCHOOL STUDENTS 0!

-’

DI A, 1r w0 stare aolr, oex e 1__(.)
T, FLACE & OEIX IN THE FIRST COLWW, IVEN ¢ IS BLY DAPRLICAKE IF N0

Rate Monitoring
Pregras Review In State Audit Change Mede a8 ¢
Arse Mot Your Oistoict In Yeur District Result of Federsl
Mppliceble or State Revier/
or 1 Progras Ares to this Acos Change Ares hange Audst in Other

District roviewed asde audited oot Distract(s)

1 sttendence eres sligibility/targeting
+ Compsrability

€. Nonpublic perticipetion

4. Student sslection

8. Needs sssesemnt/evalustion

f. Pacent invelvesent

9.  Supplessnt-net-eupplent

h. Meitenence of effort

i. Preparstien of the spplicstion

3+ Progres des19n (eize, scope, and euslity) o TRl

k. o foudget ey /recerd keeping | S T
1. Coordinetien with ether ssucstion progrems A e
a. Treining of steff and ethers Pk iy

€. In genersl, hew weuld veu compars the thoroughness of the last Stats Chepter 1 monitoring review end/er Stats eudit with the.lest
Such review €f sudit under ESEA Title I (1.e., 198132 or before)? 8y thoroughvess we meen the degree ts which all of your active
itiee and policies wers teviewsd to determine whether you wers in full compliance with the applicsble lew (Titls [ ec Chepter 1),
(CHECK OME BOX IN EACH COLUMN.)

State Monitoring fleview State Audit

Much sors thotough under Titls §

Somewhet mere thoceugh under fitle §

oot the same

Somswhet mere thotough under Chepter

hch more thecough wder Chapter §

Con't knew; wes not with Title | peogrea in this gistrict
Mot sppliceble: did not Rave Title I in this district

Not ipplicable: o Chapter 1 review/sudit

7. Persen cempleting ferm: Titles
Scheel district: State: Phones ) - "‘\

18 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




