
0



DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 243 237 EA 016 733

AUTHOR Gaffney, Michael J.; Schember, Daniel M.
TITLE Curqent Title I School and Student Selection

Prodedures-and Implications fo'r Implementing Chapter
1,-ECIA. A Special Report from the Title I District
Practices Study.

INSTITUTION. Advanced Technology, Inc., Reston, VA.
spot's AGENCY Department of Education, Washington, DC.
PUB DATE 1 Sep 82
CONTRACT 300-80-0933
NOTE v- 49p.;-For related documents, see EA 016 734-741.
PUB.TYPE Legal/Legislptive/Regulatory-Materials (090)

Reports Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO2 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS Access to Education;' Block Grants; Compensatory

Education; Educational Equity (Finance); Educational
Finance; *Educationally Disadvantaged; Educational
Opportunities; Elementary Secondary Education; Equal
Education; Equalization Aid; Expenditure Per Student;
*Fede'ral Legislation;,Federal Programs; Federal
Regulation; *Government School Relationship; National
Surveys; School District Autonomy; *School District
Spending; *School Funds,

IDENTIFIERS Education Consolidation Improvement Act Chapter 1;
*Elementary Secondary Education Act Title I

ABSTRACT
Drawing selectively/on data from a study of Title I

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)' that'included
questionnaires sent to 2,000.randomly selected local Title I
directOrs, structured interviews and document reviews in 100
representative Title I districts, and indepth,studies in 0 specially
selected Title I districts, this report describeF the legal framework
for school and student selection under both Title I of the ESEA and
Chapter 1 -of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA)
of 1981. After disCussing differences between these two sets of °

provisions, in the following section the author addresses two major,

issues:, (1) the effects of ChaPter 1 on school and student selection
and the degree of concebtration of services and (2) the likely
effects of. Chapter l's elimination of school, attendance area, and
student selection options previously available under Title I.
Findings indicate that, although a majirity of districts do
perceive a loss of flexibility under ECIA, most'Title I dir ctor
believe services under ECIA will be less concentrated than -ervices
under Title I, resulting in an overall reduction of services to
students currently in Title I programs. (JBM)

***********************************************************************
Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

from the original document.
***********************************************************************



...

1.4; CURRENT TITLE I SCHOOL AND STUDENT
" SELECTION PROCEDURES AND IMPLICATIONS
I*: FOR IMPLEMENTING CHAPTER 1, ECIA
(%)

w
Michael J. baffney
Egniel M. Schember

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE.OF EDUCATION

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

This document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
originating it.

CI Minor changes have been made to improve

reproduction quality.

Points of view or opinions stated in this docu

ment do not necessarily represent official NIE

position or policy.

t:.74.1S1

1(0

11
I



b

4

This series of special reports was written pursuant to
Contract Number 300-80-0933 with the U.S. Department of Educa-

tion. The Departm8.nt encouragescontractors to express their

.professional 'judgments in reports. The opinions, conclusions,
and policy implications in these reports are those of the authors

and do not necessarily represent the positions or policies of the
U.S. Department of Education.



A SPECIAL REPORT .

FROM THE
TITLE DISTRICT PRACTICES STUDY

CURRENT TITLE I SCHOOL
AND STUDENT SELECTION PROCEDURES AND

IMPLICATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTING CHAPTER-1 ECIA

Michael J. Gaffney
Daniel M. Schember

Gaffney, Anspach, Schember, Klimaski & Marks, P.C.
Attorneys at Law

1712 N. Street N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Advanced Technology, Inc.
7923 Jones Branch Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Submitted To The
Planning and Evaluation Service
U.S. Department of Education

SEPTEMBER 1 1982



LIST OF TABLES

PREFACE

SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

TABLE -OF CONTEN

z

I;

TITLE I SCHOOL AND STUDENT SELECTION POLICY

Selection of School AttenanCe Areas

Student Eligibility and Selection

CHAPTER 1 SCHOOL AND STUDENT, SELECTION POLICY

Selection of SchoO1 Attendance Areas

Student Eligibility and Selection

FINDINGS OF THE DISTRICTPRACTICES STUDY

School Selection

Student Selection

How Might the Selection of Schools and Students,
and Degree of Concentration of Services, Be.
Affected by. Either the Chapter 1 Option to
"Utilize Part" of the Funds for All Low-Income
Students or Procedures Which Merely "Permit"
Selection of. Students Having the Greatest Need?

How Might the Elimination of Title I kftendance
Area, School, and Student Set ctiOp Options -- Affect
Flexibility under Chapter 1? I

CONCLUSIONS

BIBLIOGRAPHY

r

iii

11

12

16

- 17

18

22

29

32

34

35



LIST :0 TABLES

'TABLE 1: PERCENTAGE. OF DISTRICTS USING VARIOUS
DATA SPURCES .TO°SELECT TITLE I SCHOOLS

A
TABLE 2: OPTIONS U5ED BY MAIL SURVEY DISTRICTS TO

SELECT ATTENDANCE AREAS OR SCHOOLS,

r

19 ,

21

0



.4
PREFACE

The itle I
.

Digtrict Practices Study was conducted by

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

Planning
Iand Evaluation Service. One goal of this stud/was to

1

describe /how local diStricts operated prolects funded by Title I
._-

.of the Elementary and Seconds'ry Education Act [ESEA] in the

1981-82/school year. A second, _related 'goal was tb_AdCruMent

local- educators' rationales j!or their program decisions, their.

per eptlion- of the problems and benefits of requirements contaiped

in the 1978 Title I Amendments, and their assessments of-the

xpectea(effects of Chapter ; of the Education Consolidation and.

Improvement Act [ECIA] on school district opefations of Title I

projects.. The study was designed specifically to draw cross-time

comparisons with the findings of theCompensatory Education Study

conducted by the National Institute of Education .[NIE] and to

provide baseline data for subsequent analyses of Chapter 1,

ECIA'S adriiinistra;t.ion.

The results of the Title I District Practices Study are

presented in this and eight other special reports (see back

cover), plus the study' Summary Report. These reports synthe-

size data collected from a mail questionnaire sent to Title I

Directorp in more than 2,000 randomly selected school districts,

structured interviews and document reviews in 100 nationally

representative Title I districts, and indepth case studies in 40

4 specially selected. Title I districts.

vii 7



To meet the objectives .of this major national study,

special study staff was assembled within Advanced Technolog

Social Sciences Division. That staff, Aoused in the. Division's

Program Evaluation Operations Center, oversaw the study design,

data collection and processing, analysis work, and report pre-

paratibn. The study benefited fromunusually experienced data ,

collectors-who, with Advanced Technology's 'senior staff and

consultants, conducted the structuredinterviews and case

studies. Two consultants, Brenda Turnbull of Policy Studies

lidsociates and Joan'Michie, ass4.sted in major aspeqts of the

study including the writing of special reports and dhapters in

the Summary Report. Michael Gaffneyand Daniel Sahember from the

. law firm of Gaffney, Anspach, Schember, Klimaski & Maiks, P.C..,

a plied their longstanding familiarity with Title I's legal and

olicy issues tb each phase of the study.

The Goveiiiient Prdject Officers for the study, Janice

Anderd n and Edgene tucker, provided substantive guidance for the

compl tron of the tasks resulting in these final reports. The

sugg stions of the study's Advisory Panel and critiques provided

///' by individuals from the Title I program office, eepeqially

William Loboscb and Thomas Enderlein,-are also reflected in these

reports.

Members of Advanced Tedhnology's analytic,- management, and

produCtion staff who contributed to the completion ,of this and

other reports are too numerous to-list, as.are,the state and

local officials who cooperated with this study. Without our,
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mentioning their names, they shoilld know their contributions have

been recognized and truly appreciated.

Ted Bartell, Project.Director
Title I District Practices Study

Richard Jung, Deputy Project Director
Title I District Practices Study



CURRENT. TITLE I SCHOOL AND STUDENT

-.. SELECTION PROCEDURES AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR IMPLEMENTING CHAPTER 1, ECIA

SUMMARY

This rdport describes the, legal framework for school and

student selection udder Title I, ESEA; summarizes the legal

provisions for school and student selection-under Chapter 1,

ECIA; and discusses the differences between these two sets of

provisions. Data ddscribingcurrent Title I sdhool and student

selection practices, are presented and, where possible, compared

with similar data from 1977 NIE reports. The repOrt examines

the possible effects of using 'flpart of" Chapter 1 funds for "all

educationally deprived, low-income children" served by school

districts, and analyzes the potential tonsequences of Chapter l's

"permitting" rather than requiring the selectiOn of students with

the greatest need. Finally, the report presents\administrators'

perceptions of the effects of Chapter, l's elimination from

the statute of school and student selection options available

under Title I.

Regarding current school ,selection, practices the data sup-

port the following principal findings:' ('1) by far the most com-

mon information source for schoOl selection decisions is free or

reduced-price lunch counts; (2) nearly three-fourths of the
4

school-distficts provide Title I funds to all eligible schools;

(3) the most frequently used school selection options are ranking

by grade span and use of school enrollment data, rather than area

demographic,infoulation, though other options are also used by

e
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substantial percentages of the nation's school districts; many

districts, however,

'them; (4)

are unaware of all the options available to

most districts, in dhoosing information sources and

school selection options, seek to maximize the,nuMber of schools.

(or'students) that will participate in the program, and a sub-

. stantial number'of districts experiment with different sources or

options to test the results before finally choosing a dirgtrict

policy; (5) three-fourths,of the school districts allocate Title

I funds to schools according to the number of children selected

to participate in the program (although there is substantial

evidence that informal judgment, not just'counts of participants,

plays a significant role in funds allocation); and (6) most
4

districts would prefer to select Title I schools according t

achievement data, tut this view is far more prevalent among small

districts than large districts.

Regarding current student selection practices, the data

reveal that nearly half the districts serve all students deemed'

eligible, while a slightly greater number of districts'select

program participants frOm an eligible pool. Nearly all districts

use t-off" scores on achievement tests to select students, but

those scores are used exclusively in only some districts.

Three-fifths of all districts report that teadhers may decide to

give Title I servi3ces to'students above the cut-off. , A similar

number report that teachers may decide that students below the

cut-off do not need the services. A student's potential for

success is a factor considered by 25 percent of,the districts.
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Forty -for percent of thedistricts plan to use

.funds for non-Title I students under ECIA's "utilizeopart"

provision, and 60 percent of the Title I Directors expect the

,-result to be reduction or dilution,pf,services to current program

participants. Seventy-one percent of the Principals say they

favor the "utilize part provision, but 38 percent warn that a

diluted effect or abuses of Title. I funding might result.

Under the 'permits" provision, only 37 percent,of the dis-.
trio

trists will limit Chapter 1 services to those studentsfurthest

behind. Seventeen percent of the Title I' Directors report thkt

pressure exists to serve students other than those in gteatest.

need, and 18 percent state they will. "serve those Who oan bene-

fit" and "not serve those who cannot benefit..

Thirty percent of the school districts believe that ECIA's

elimination of Title I school selection options will reduce their

flexibility. .Also, fifty-three percent of the Title I Directors

believe that ECIA's school and student selection provisions may-

hurt the program, increase the difficulty of implementation,

change the program's intent, transform the program

to schOols, or dead. to wasted ,funds.

,

to general :aid
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-guidance document* prepared by ED suggests that several school

-and studept selection options remain available.

Second, Chapter 1 allows school districts to "utilize part

of" their Chapter 1 funds for "all educationally deprived, low-

income children, " ** not just educationally depriyed children in

low-income areas. This is the first time the Federal legal

frameWark has used poverty as a student selection criterion.

Third, under Chapter 1 school districts are no longer

required to serve educationally deprived students having the

greatest need; instead, districts need only have a procedure that

"permits" the selection of these students.

Exploring the implidations of these changes for- school and

stud =tiAt selection under Chapter 1 is one of the two purposes of

this ecial report. Its main purpose, however, is to present

1
information about current school and student selection practices

s1

*U.S. Department of Education, Nonrequlatory Guidance to Assist

State Educational Agencies'in Administering Federal Financial

Assistance tp Local Educational Agencies for Projects Designed to

Meet the Special Educational Needs of Educationally. Deprived

Children under Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and

Improvement Act of 1981, April 22, i82. Draft

**The statute refers to "all such'chi
only to "all low-income" children; but

phrase, "educationally deprived.:'

n, possibly referring
regulations add the



under Title I.* To organize these analyses, the report addresses

three 'research questions:

What are current district practices for identifying and
selecting participating schools and students_under
Title/I?

How might the selection of schools and students, and
degree of concentration of services, be affected by
either the Chapter 1 option to "utilize part" of the
funds for all educationally deprived, low-income stu-
dents or procedures which merely "permit" selection of
students having` the greatest need?

How might ECIA's elimination of Title I attendance
area, school, and student selection options affect
flexibility under Chapter 1? 1

To addre'ss these questions, this repott draws selectively'

upon data from the Title I District Pra ices Study conducted by

Advanced Technology for ED. ** This study used three strategies

for data collection:

A mail questionnaire sent to 2,000] randomly selected
local Title I Directors

Structured interviews and 'document reviews in 100
representative Title I districts

*This report concerns selection of students in public schools,
though it occasionally notes findings, concerning nonpublic sdh9o1

and student selection. The implementation of Title I in nonpd-
lic schools is the subject of a separate special report. Sim-
ilarly, another special report addresses selection and service
decisions related to "multiply-eligible" 'students, i.e., students,

who are eligible for Title I services as well as special educa-
tion or English-as-a-Second-Language/bilingual services.

**Hereafter referred to as the District Practices tStudy or DPS.
The study is limited to the Title 'I program for the educationally
disadvantaged and does not address the separate Title I programs
for migrant, handicapped, or neglected and delinquent children.
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IndePth studies in 40 specially selected Title I

districts*

Through these strategies the study gathered three categor- .

ies of data: 104

Data describing current district practices 0

Retrospective data for cross-time comparisons (1978-79

to 1981-82)

6' Prospective data for assessing the posbible effects, of

legislative changes

These data--with the legal provisions, legislative history,

and data from previoUs studies, especially the congressionally'

mandated study of Title I undertaken by the National Institute of

Education [NIE] from 1975 to 1978=-constitute the basis for this

special report.

A few words of caution are necessary regarding use of the

data to assess the possible effects of Chapter 1 on school and

student, selection. First, the data were collected in the late

fall of 1981, soon after enactment of ECIA the previous summer.

Many respondents, particularly in small districts, were not

familiar with specific changes made by ECIA. Second, though

uestions in the study's data collection instruments expressly

sought perception's of the likely effects of changes made by ECIA,

actual district behavior may not coincide with predictions of

*The Summary Report of the DPS presents the study methodology and

the rationale for this data collection approach in greater

detail.

16



anticipated behavior. Third, Chapter 1 regulations and ED's

dratft nonregulatory guidance document, which might affect a

district administrator's perceptions of possible dhangesimade by

ECIA, had not been issued when data.were.collected.. Conse-

quehtly, the data in this special report- cannot dcribe defini-

tively the likelihood on magnitude Of future changes in school

and student selection. On the other hand, these nationally

representative data capture local Title I administrators' initial-

impressions of likely'effects.in their districts.

In addressing the research questions,-this report (1)

describes the legal framework for school and student selection

under Title I; (2)'summarizes the legal provisions -for school and

student selection under Chapter 1 and discusses the differences

between these two sets of-provisions; (3) presents and discusses

possible implications of DPS data bearing on current school and

student selection including, where possible, comparisons, with

similar data from 1977 NIE reports; (4) examines data concerning

the possible effects of using "part of"Chapter 1 funds for "all

educationally'deprived, low - income children,' or of permitting
0.0

rather than requiring the selection of students with the greatest

need; and (5) presents administrators' perceptions of the likely

effects of Chapter l's elimination of school, attendance area,

and student selection options available under. Title I.

Where analysis has found differing perceptions or practices

in districts of varying size, data ake reported separately for

small, medium, - and large districts.



TITLE I SCHOOL AND STUDENT SELECTION POLICY

Title I is not a general aid-to-education program.(' Although

the criteria governing school district eligibility are broad,*

the eligibility and "targeting" requirements of Title I generally

specify that sck)ol officials serve the areas in each district (i

with the lowest income, and children with the greatest educa-

tional need.

Selection of School. Attendance Areas

In general, a-school district must use. its Title I/funds

only in "school attendance areas having high concentrations of

children from low-income families"'(§122(a)(1).** Further-
.

more, districts must usually ,rank attendance areas by poverty

*The only demog hic requirement school districts.must meet to

be eligible for ..f ds under.the basic grant program is the

requireAnt that the 'strict include at least 10 children

counted under the formu for distribution of basic grant funds

(P.L. 95-561, §111). (Th s requirement, however, applies only if

the Commissioner has dete fined that satisfactory data on the

number of children counted nder the formula are available at the

school district level. In a y other case, a school district_is

eligible if it is located in a county having at least 10 children

counted under the formula. The secretary is directed by the Act

to formulate regulations governing situations where data are

inadequate to make district-level deterMinations and school dis-

trict boundaries overlap the boundaries of more than one county

(P.L. 95-561 §111(b)(2)(3)).) Since the formula counts all

"children aged'5 to 17 inclusive . . ..in the school diStrict

from families below the poverty level," the vast majority of

districts have at, least 10 "such children, and thus, are eligible.

**"High" has been interpreted in regulations to mean average or

above (see 46 Federal Register, January 19, 1981, pp. 5167-5168,

§201.51). However, any area having a 25 percent or greater con-

centration of children from low-income families can be considered

'eligible if the total level of Title I and state compensatory

education expenditures in Title I areas served the year before

remains i' those areas at that, level or is increased j§d22(a)

(1) ).
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concentration, using. the -"best available" ppverty measure,* and

serve them in order, from highest to lowest.** As Congress
A

stated inthe legislative history of the. Education Amendments of

1978, the ranking requirement reflects "the goal of concentrating

on the lowest-income sdtioOls" and codifies

the long-standing tOffice of Education [OE]
policy of requiring local educational
agencies [LEAs] to rank, from Aighest to
lowest, school attendance areas in accordance
,with incidences of children from. low-income
families (H.R. Rep. 1137, pp. 20-21).

School districts, however, may rank areas by "grade span,"

an option which provides additional choices in determining school

attendance area eligibility X§201.51(c)).*** A district desiring

to limit its Title I program to grades K-6, for example, may

choose to rank only the attendance areas with schools serving

those gades. This district would not have to consider serving j

secondary school areas, even if .they had, poverty rankings higher

than all .of the elementary school areas. In addition to these

options, the poverty ranking requirement has six exceptions,

designed "to give districts, more flexibility, without watering

*46 Federal Register, Janqary 19, 1981, p. 5167, §201.51(b).

**"A local educational agency may carry on a'program or pro-
ject assisted under _this title in an eligible school attendance
area only if it also carries on such program or project in all
.other eligible-school attendance areas which are ranked higher"

(§122(a)(1)). Thereare exceptions to this requirement though,
which are discussed in the following paragraphs.

***The citation is to the 1981 regulations.



down the targeting features' intended to give the program a focus

when 'funds are limited" (H.R..-Rep. 1137, pp. 20-21).

First, in districts where there is "no-wide variance" in

poverty cOncentraqon among attendance areas, all areas may be
. ,

served, including those below average. Second, a school atten-

dance area having a relatively high concentration .of children

from low-income families may be passed 'over, or "skipped," in

favor of an attendance area having a "substantially greater"

_concentration of educationally deprived children.* Third, a

school attendance area initially ranked higher may be skipped if

it is served by a state compensatory education progiam providing

"services of the same nature and scope as would otherwise be

provided" by Title I (§122( )).

Under a fourth exception an ..eligible school attendance area

designated to receive Title I funding in one year may still be

eligible in the next two fiscal years, even if it no longer has

a high concentration of children from low-income families (D.22

(c)). The fifth exception provides that a school not located in

an eligible area, but nonetheleps enrolling a high concentration

of children from low-income families,** can be treated in the
,

.

same manner as one in an eligible attendance area (§122(b)i.

*A district, however, may not utilize this exqeptioto serve a

total number of areas greater than 'the total number of areas that

would be eligible if the only factor considered wereconcentra-

tion of children from low-incyme families (§122(a)(2)(A)).

**This condition might prevail in an attendance area where large

numbers of children from high.=income families attend private

schools.



Finally, the sixth exception alloWs all attendance, areas having a

25.'vercent or greater concentration of children from lowincome

families to be served if certain conditions are met 6122(a)(1)).

Selecting attendance areas_rfor Title I services involves not

only ranking and the use of options and exceptions but also.

_deciding whether to concentrate the program, on fewer than all

eligible areas (§124(d), (e)). This decision affects the selec -.

tion of students and is often difficult to make. A decision not

to serve one or pore gligible schools, for example, means their
I

low-achieving children will receive no service, while perhaps

some higher-adhieving students in target schools will benSfit.

On the other, hand, a district that chooses to serve every eligi

ble school may find its use of Title I funds limited to providing

a few services to the lowest-achieving dhildren, rather than more

comprehensive services to a broader spectrum of educationally

deprived children in the highest ranking schools.

Student Eligibility and Selection

Once schools or attendance areas are chosen, districts must

select the students in those schools or areas having the greatest

need for compensatory educational Services (§123(a)).

"Greatest need" is defined in the regulations as furthest

behind in educational attainment; however, it is commonly under-

stood that the educable and trainable mentally retarded, those

furthest behind Ain a literal sense, are not the primary intended

program 'beneficiaries, although they are eligible if able to

benefit from services designed to address special needs caused by

9
21
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educational deprivation (S. Rep. 856-, p. 13; §201.140(c)).
e

S

1

Determinations of "greatest need" must be made through an anndaI
1),

needs assessment (§124(b)).
J

To begin, a school district must use "existing and--to the

extent possible7-objective data" to identify educationally

deprived children (§201.101). Then, to select actual pertici-,

pants from among eligible dhildren, a district must use ""speci-

fied criteria" and, again, '!,to the extent possible, objective

data" (§201.103(a)) Children in greateq need are "those educa-

tionally deprived dhildren who rank lowest based on whatever edu-

cational criteria an.LEA uses . . . to identify and select Title

I participants" (Comment to §201.103, 46 Federal Register; Janu-

ary 19, 1981, p. 5220). The selection of the neediest students

according to this method significantly affects the allocation of

Title I resources, since LEAs are required to distribute their

Title I funds "on the basis of the number and needs of [the]

children to 'be served as determined in accordance with Section

123" (the needs assessment requirement)`(§124(e)).

The "greatest need" requirement is modified,-however, by

-three other policies. First, educationally deprived-children

selected under greatest need criteria in a previous year may

continue in. Title I programs although they have improved ancLare

no longer among .those furthest behind §123(b)). Second, a Title

I participant who transfers: to a school, with to Title I program

may continue to receive Title I services for the remainder of the

school year (§123(c)). Third, children determined to be in

10 22



greatest need of assistance, but receiving state compensatory

e744.
education services of the same nature and scope as thoseprovided

under Title I, need not be served (§123(d)).

Other Title I provisions included )in, or adopted' shortly

after, the 1978 Amendments modifieethe requirement that Title I

services be limited to educationally ddprived Children. First,

students otherwise ineligible could benefit from Title I services

on an infrequent and incidental basis (§201.71(d)). Sdcond, edu-

cators paid by Title-I were allowed to perform their'fair share

of school noninstructional duties (hall or cafeteriamonitoring,

for example), even though such services constitute general, not

categorical, assistance. Third, in, very high-poverty schOoIs,

Title I schoolwide projects could be operated (P.L.' 95-561, §134,

and §133, respectively). All three provisions, however, are lim-
- .

by conditions, presumably to prevent these, exceptions from

weakening services to eligible Title I schools and students.

CHAPTER 1 SCHOOL AND STUDENT SELECTION POLICY

Chapter 1 retains tie broad school district eligibility

provision found in Title I.- Also, the new law's "Declaration of

Policy" states that ECIA's intent is not to change the central

focus on educationally deprived dhildren in low-income attendance

areas, but merely to make Federal compensatory education "more

effective" by freeing educators "from overly prescriptive regula-

tions and administrative burdens which are not necessary for fis-
,

cal accountability and make no contribution to the instructional

3



program" (§552 of ECIA). Nevertheless,)some of the a8tnal pro-

visions of Chapter 1,appear to represent important departures

from the Title I legal framework:

Selection of School Attendance Areas

Chapter 1 provisions governing selection of attendance areas

require LEA grant applications to.assure that proposed programs

and projects will be (1) "conducted in attendance areas

having the highest concentrations of low-income children"; (2)

"located in all attenda ce areas of an agency, .which has a uni-

formly high concentration of such children"; or (3) "designed to

utilize part of the available funds for services which promise to

provide significant help for all. Ach children served by such

agency ( §'556(b) (1) of ECIA).

The ECIA rAulations; 47 Federal Register, aUly29, 1982,

32856, do not describe "highest concentrations of low-incOme.
. . .

children"; however, .EWsdraft nonregulatory guidance:docuMent,

states that this provision does not "require% an.LEA to serve

attendance areas in rank order of their concentration of children

from low-income families" (p. 8). The regulations also omit the

requirement that poverty concentrationsbe determined by the

"best available measure," but ED's draft guidance documerit
7

encourages this practice (p. 7).

) The regulations do not explain the meaning of 7uniformly-

high concentration." The draft guidance dydcument, howeiier,

states thi

sion in .

clause is "similar to the 'no-wide variance' provi-

. the Title I regulations" (p. 6), adding that

12

24



poverty concentrations among attendance areas could be. deemed

"uniformly high"

if the variation between (a) the percentage
of children from low-income families in the
attendance area with the highest concentra-
tion of such dhildren and (b) the percentage
of children from low-income families in the
attendance area with the lowest concentration
of sudh.children is not more than the greater
of' 10 percent or one-third of the percentage
of children from low-income families in the

LEA as a whole. (p. 7)

Regarding the ECIA option to use "part of" Chapter 1 funds

for "all such children," the regulati'ons" state in §200.49 that

this means "all educationally deprived, low-income children

served by the LEA." ED's draft guidance ditscument states that

this clause "provides a new option that was not available under

Title I":
A

The Searetary.interprets this subsection to
permiti an LEA to use part, of its Chapter 1.

funds for services that promise to provide
significant help to all low-income children
'served by the LEA, regardless of whether
those children are in attendance areas that
qualify under [the "highest concentration" or k.

"uniformly high concentration" clauses].
Thus,'rather than establishing a 'new proce-

dure for the selection of attendance, areas,
[the "all such children" clause].actually
creates an exception to the requirement that
services be provided in eligible attendance

areas. (pp..6-7)

The draft guidance, document, however, suggests that services for

children participating under this new option "must consist of

services that promise to provide significant help in meeting

the[i-i] special educational needs" (p. 9).



The Chapter 1 statute omits the Title I

options (1) to skip a higher ranked attendance area if lower

ion

',

ranked area has a "subs0 tantially greater" concentration of edtca-,

tionally deprived chieldi.en (§122(a) (2)(A)); (2) to skip an area

served by a state or locally Atnded compensatory program provid-

ing services of the "Same nature and scope" .( 2(e)); ()

serve a torrnerly eligible school (§122(c) (4) t serve a school

by the enrollment exception, (§122(bff; and (5,). to :serve an

attendance area with 25 percent or greater ?concentration :of chil-

dren from low-income families, if' 'certain dOnditions are met

(§122(a) (1) ). Another ECIA provision may deem these om,ssions

significant:

The provisidns of title I of the. Elementary
and Secondary 'Education Act of 1965 ,which are
not specifically made applicable by this chap-
ter shall not be applicable to programs autho-
rized under this chapter. (§554(c) )

The regulations do not address the continuing vitality of

these Title I options, but the draft guidance document suggests
40N

that the last three remain available under Chapter 1.*

Regarding the "formerly eligible" option, the . document

acknowledges that: I

[u]nlike Title I, the Chapter 1 statute does
not include a provision that permits an ,LEA

*Regarding the first option, both the ED comments'; on the proposed
rules and the draft guidance document suggest that "LEAs ,may
consider data on educational deprivatlon when selecting project
areas from eligtble attendance areas," but they do not state that
data on educational .,depriyation may be used to determine the
eligibility of schools for Chapter 1 services. 47 Federal
Register, p. 32873 (emphasis added).

,
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having 'the highest concentration of low-income children" (

7). 'Finally, the document states that grade-span grouping,

previously allowed by Title I regulations, though not mentioned

in the Title I statute, is. still an available option under Chap-

ter 1 (p. 7).

Student Eligibility and Selection

Though the'EdlA "Declaration of Policy" retains the central

Title I focus on educationally disadvantaged children, one pro-

vision of the Act states that school distiitts need only have a

;procedure that "permits" selection of students in greatest need

"(§556(b)(2) of ECIA). The regulationS do not elaborate the

statute, but ED's comments accompanying the 'regulations indicate

this prbibision should not b "read to allow services to be pro-
.

vided to children with lesser needs, while leaving more severely

,educatinally deprived children with no services from any

, .

source." (47 Federal. Register, p. 32873.)

-This comment implies that Chapter 1 funds may serve the less

needy if, for example, state-fly-lc:led compensatory, services are

provided to, the more severely educationally deprived. ED's. draft

guidance document offers a similar, view suggesting that the "per-

mits" provision implicitly retains the Title. I policy allowing

dist,ricts to skip educationally deprived childred receiving com-

pensatory services from other. sources (p. 10).

The draft guidance docume t also suggests t t the "permits"

provision implkOitly retains anothe Title I option -- discretion

16 28



to continue service to students selected in a previous year',

though no longer in greatest need:
.e"

Similarly, an LEA may continue to provide
Chapter 1 services to an educationally
deprived child even though he or .she is not
one of the children who is currently most in
need of special assistance. (p. 10)

ECIA retains the requirement of a needs assessment (§556

(b)(2)). The regulations do not elaborate the requirement, but

the draft guidance document suggests a. procedure similar to that

found in preirious Title I regulatibne.

Unlike Title I, ECIA contains no requirement that funds be

distributed to schools adcording to the "number and needs" of the

children identified in the needs assessment. The draft guidance

document also notes that districts are not reqtared to serve

attendance areas in order according to their cdncentrations,/of

children from low-income families (p. 43).

FINDINGS OF THE'DISTRICT PRACTICES STUDY

One of the issues addressed by the NIEI pre-1978 national-

survey of Title I was, "How are the children who need compensa--

tory services identified, and who is selected to receive these

services?" DPS data provide several opportunities fdr compari-

sons with-NIE's findings on this issue. These comparisbns are

included in the following two sections on school and student

selection, each of, which is.organized into-three parts: (1) data

'sources for eligibility and selecti9n decisions; (2) selection OfrA'V.

,participants from amon%thoee eligible; and (3) use Of special

opt", ns.

:4'13
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SchoolSelection*

Data Sources Used

Table 1 compares NIE and DPS findings on the data sources

most commonly used to select, Title I schools.

These data show a substantial shift to free and reduced-

price meal counts as 1970 census information has becoMb increa-

singly outdated. The data also show-that many districts have

continued to use a combination of data sources in selecting Title.

I schools. NIE (1978) reasoned:

Districts appear to-be using two or more Cri-

teria, and calling schools eligible if they
fit any one . . . .- Thus, it appears that
districts use varioua combinations of cri-
teria to select eligible schools; some dis-

tricts might use different criteria for dif-
ferent schools and include as eligible .all

schools eligible under each criterion. (p.

78)

As a result, NIE (1978, p. 78) reported "a very high proportion

(68 percent) of the schools in Title I districts are classified

as eligible."
F

DPS mail survey data confirm this tendency of school dis-

tricts to select data sources which render a high proportion of

schools eligible for Title 'I funds. When asked theie objective

*The selection of public schools for Title I programs affects
nonpublic schools, since. the eligiblility of nonpublic school
students depends on whether they live in an eligible attendance

area-. (The nonpublic sdhool, itself, need not be located in an

eligible area.) Once a school district determines the eligible

attendance areas, nonpublic schools are'then contacted to deter-

mine whether they enroll students residing in those areas. The

methods used by district officials to contact nonpublic schools

are discussed in the separate special report on the-implementa-

tion of Tit1e r in nonpublic schools.
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TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS USING VARIOUS DATA
SOURCES TO SELECT TITLE I SCHOOLS

DATA SOURCE

Census data on family
income

Free lunch and/or free
breakfast counts

Free and/or reduced-
10, price lundb counts

Free breakfast counts

Aid to Families with
Dependent Children
[AFDC]

PERCENTAGE

School Year 1976-77 School Year 1981-82

(Source: NIE, 1978) (Source: DPS)

67 . 20

66 Not available

Not available 78

Not available 9

51 35

r.



cr.

in deciding what data sources and school selection procedures to.

use, 58 percent of the districts answered "service to as many

schools or students as possible"; moreover, many districts, 28

percent, stated they experimented with different sources or

procedures.

One of the 20 DPS case studies illustrates the point. From

1978 to 1981 this 'district used a combination of Aid to Families

with Dependent Children and free and reduced-price lunch data.

lir
Then, when it appeared that, continued reliance on these data

$

sources would cause a school to lose eligibility, the district,

switched to exclusive use of free and reduced-price lunch data,

which kept the school eligible.

Selection of Schools from among Those Eligible

NIE (1978, p. 79) found "[o]ver 80 percent of Title I dis-

tricts report serving all eligible schoolb." 4 DPS data found that

74 percent of all districts report following this practice, The

remainder select participant schools from among thOse eligible,

using either poverty rankings or other options.

Use of Special Options
D

DPS data collected in. Table 2 indicate substantial use of

the special school selection options, most of which were codified

in ,ple 1978 Amendments to Title I. The data show that, except

for adhievement ranking, most districts use an option if it

32
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OPTION

TABLE 2.

OPTIONS USED BY MAIL SUVEY DISTRICTS TO SELECT

ATTENDANCE AREAS OR SCHOOLS

usEp UNAWARE

OPTION OF OPTION

Grade s an' group- 251 , 48 ,Not available

r

33

ing

Formerly eligible 260 19 3)

"No-wide variance" 261 28 4

till selected

25 percent rule 242, 14 21

Skippepi,one or 261 9 6

more eligible

areas receiving

state or local

compensatory

services

Used enrollment 237, 47 27

data

Ranking and

selection by lOw

achievement

OPTION

CONSIDERED

BUT NOT USED

OPTION

INAPPLICABLE.

TO DISTRICT

Nbt availablec 0

5
73a

8 60

11 ,541)

6 78

26

242 21 1 40 .40

a-All previously served 'areas/schools were still eligible;
b-average poverty level in

district below 25 percent; and c-52 percent of the districts reported not using this

option, but the data do not show whether this was due to lack of awareness, rejection of

the option, or repognition-th4 use of it would make' no difference (as in a one-school

district). 34



applies to them and they are aware of it.* The high percentage

of districts unaware of the achievement ranking option, moreover,

may account for the exception. When asked what school selection

criteria they would prefer, and what criteria their districts

wogld.use in the absence of any specification by law, 65 percent
$

of the mail questionnaire respondents report they would prefer to

use achievement data. They also estimate that 68 percent of the

districts actually would'use such. .data.** The exception, there-

fore, cannot be attributed to lack of interest in adhievement-

based school selection.***

Student Selection

Data Sources Use

In its 1977 report to Congress NIE said:

All Title I districts use standardized
achievement test scores to determine eligi-
bility for Title I services. However,

*Options for selection of schools, however, are meaningful only
in districts'having more than one school to select. In the
1981-82 school year, 43 percent of the nation's school districts
had only one school. The options are also likely to be less
significant in districts having few Schools. In 1981-82, 59
percent of the districts ha_ d one- or two schools, 70 percent had
'three or fewer, 79 percent had four or fewer, 85 percent had five
or fewer.

**Small districts, in 'particular, express a preference for
ach* vement data. While 65 percent of the mail questionnaire
,respo ents in all districts express this preference, the per-
centage in small districts is 76; in medium districts, 54; and in
large districts, only 47.

***Only 3 percent of the districts report rejecting the option as
too complicated, while an equal percentage stated they choose not
to use it because ofopposition by the state educational agency
ESEA].



district testing progrAms are usually focused
on only one or two grades, whereas compensa-
tory programs may be offered in as many as
six grade levels. Thus, 89 percent of Title
I districts also use teacher judgment to
identify those low-achieving students for
whom test scores are unavailable. (p. 11)

The DPS on-site interviews of Title I teadhers yielded

similar results, 99 percent reporting use of tests and 77 percent

reporting reliance on more subject We judgment.

DPS data also reveal the flexibility, and at times subtle

nuances, of the student selection process used by Title I dis-
r.,

tricts. While 46 percent of the districts report 'using, with

rare, exception, a firm test score cut-off criterion' to select

participants, -considerable flexibility is evident in other dis-

tricts. Three-fifths of all districts, 62 percent, report thd6

"teachers may decide that some students above the cut-off point

need Title I services."* A similar_number of districts, 59-per

cent, report that "teachers may' decide that some students below

the cut-off point do not need Title I services."** A student's

14--potential for success is 'a factor considered by 25 percent 'of the

districts.

*This 62 percent includes some of the 46 percent of the districts .

which only rarely deviate from cut -off, scores.;`

**Student selection in nonpublic schools is similar to that in.

public schools. In approximately 'half the' districts serving
nonpublic school students, the same standardized test and cut-off

scores are used in both the public and nonpublic schools. Dif-

ferent tests are used in only 17 percent of the districts, while

different cut-off scores are,, used in only 11 percent of the dis-.

tricts. DPS findings show that teacher judgment plays a similar

role in the selection of both public and nonpublic school stu-,

dents. See the special repoft on implementation of Title in

nonpublic schools.
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Selection of Participants from among Those Eligible in Title
I Schools

Within schools selected for Title I services, NIE (1978, p.

12) found "that the number of students receiving Title I services

is 66 percent of_the number of program eligibles." The DPS found
00?

this figure for Title I public schools to be 63 percent in

1978-79 and 59 percent in 1981-82.*

DPS data also show that 44 percent of the districts report

serving all eligible students in 1981-82, while the majority

select participants from an eligible pool. It is not' clear,

however, that districts have a uniform conception of eligibility-.

One district, for example, may serve all students "eligible," but

define eligibility, as scoring at or below the 25th perbentile.

Another district may deem eligible all. students scoring below:the'

50th percentile but report selecting froM that, pool only those

scoring at or below the 25th percentile. Thus,' districts, actu-
%

,

Ally serving the same category of student might answer differ-

ently when asked whether they serve all or only some. of the,

eligible students.* 4

*The drop may be attributable to inflation orloudget cuts., See ,

the special report devoted to this subject.

*See ED, An Evaluation of ESEA Title I--Program Operations and
Educational Effects, AReport to Congress, March 1982, p.-III-4:
".It is difficult to assess how adequately local [student selec-
tion] procedures achieve the intent of the regulations due to
differing definitions of educational deprivation and greatest

, need."
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DP case study data.indicate that selection of students for

Title I rograms is often a flexible, and sometimes elaborate,_

procedure involving Several subtleties and exceptions to general

rules. In one district six factors influence teacher selection

of students to participate in the Title I program: (1) Cali-

fornia Achievement Test [CAT] score; (2) whether previously

served in Title I; (3) .whether referred by a .regular program,

teacher; (4)'score on locally made screening tests; (5) whether

state compensatory, education services are available; and (6)

Whether individual-Title I teachers have space available for more

student In this district' CAT score is the main criterion, and

the 45th percentile, is the usual cut-off point. Those scoring

lowest, are generally selected first, unless (I) state coMpensa-

tory education.services are available at the grade level in ques-

tion (in this district grades 1 through 3), and (2) the sEudent,

is among the 30 scoring lowest, who are customarily selected for.

the State program.

Selection by-lowest score, .however,, is not uniformly fol-
._

lowed. A student referred by hei'Or his regular program teacher;,.

and Whw'scored below grade lel./el on the 1ocal screening tests,-

may be given- priority'' over:-a:. student with a lower CAT score

Conversely, students initially selected for Title I on the basis

of f-a low CAT score may be retUrnedto .the-regular Program if they

score at :;.grade level ofe.the-"loCaicreeninglteSts. Student's,

prFeviously served are?given priority. Some students scoring,
J/

above the 45th percentile, and even at the 60th and 70th



percentile, can be selected for the program in this district,*

particularly if they were previously served, the regular teacher

want's them in the program, they score below average on the

screening, test and the particular Title I, service appropriate

for their needs (such as, a reading lab) has spaceavailable,,,,4

Another district also uses a combination of test scores and
" .

teacher-judgment in selecting. Title I studentolhowever, the

order in which those factors are 'applied'" is reversed. 'Teachers'

make an initial' determination of the pool, of students likely to

need'comPensatory services, and only those students are tested.**

This contrasts with the first' district described, whidh makes

initial .seledtiohs based on test scores but allows these deci:t

sions to be overridden by subsequent teadher.atsessment.

**ED's 1982 Report to C9ngress, p. 111-5, suggests thCt-i'this dis-

trict is not an isolated case: "Difficulties in targeting ser-

vjdes on the neediest4s evident, . . . 457,000 (16 percent of

the students. in Title:1).,W_aced,in the upper half,pf,the distri-

bution" of adhieveMent;;t.ept pcppo, DPS data, moreOver, revealed

th0. despite the "4reatet need" 'provision, 25 percrit Of the
digkricts reported that',,one factor considered in sipl§:cting stu-

dents was "potential forSUccesS-h'in the Title' I pro4ram. (Stu-.

dents scoring relatiNidly, highe than those "furthest behind tend

to have- greater Votential,for -success" in Title I programs
because they learn relatively- more'k. and do so faster. It is not

known, however, whether. all :districts considering this fad-tor

would, for this reasoni.tendo select relatively higher scoring

students.)

* *A third district.hidh relies most extensively on teacher judc1

<'',, ment rather than test scores reported two types of problems
0,2,occasionally had ^' (1) teachers sending students to. Title

1_-.solely' because,:theY .have behavior problems; and (2) teachers
selecting too many students in an effort to get more;Title r

'' resources for theit',scSo6i.
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Teacher judgment ia . used only to a, limlited extent in another

distriCt. Students arer selected. according to test -stores, and

teacher judgment used only to whether, a Student

should be retested due to doubt as to the validity.: of the initial

test scores.

A different use of test Scores and.: teacher ,:r,e-terrals occurs

in another diStrict, which, during the: cOurse of the ,-yedr, fre-
, , . ..,,

quently changes- the population Served by title 7 f..An : nitiaal

pool of- students is deemed eligible' on the .bs,j-s: test sc©des r,
ow

Then teachers referdifferent,grOups'continuously. tislroUghout
,

year ,;,,for Title I service ;depending' on' -who seems to' need...Title-I
,,"

most .the time

Use of Student Selection Options
L

To promote continuity and to sustain gain's, Title I.perMit6

districts to serve a
04dents who `received }Title I services the

previ.ous year, even if theyi are not am 4 those the greatest-44.

..- z

in the present -,-year. Forty percent \;pf the.diStricts ,reportneed

using this option.

Similarly, Title

ensure.that,Participans' transferred to a',non-Title:ij school, duel
,

to desegregation or oi.1-1' :causes, may receive Title..1' services

icontains-

;,c

a mid-ye

.

transfer option to

61'

for the remainder .of the chool year. Only °' 3 .p ent.,of. the

This district repo
method was provi
identified as el
in this district
arrangement.

at; a primary result of the selection
se iices to students other than those.

Title I. ThePrincipals and teachers-
considerable satiitaction with 'this

. .



ter Title I .p10,grarAs

' ...esegreqnt:.ion; of those,,

. ,

dc* "m 1d-year transfer option" 0: &E?ntinue
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wir:etiv,-An the delivery of Title L4ervke0.,i
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14.7:f the districts surveyedby mail, (3ipeX:,,cent

.

,tts: 15 percent of the medium districts, .

and

Are-(liticrictm), report that "some non-Title I

rive ktle : ftervices" under the "incidental bas*S"

!!.emr, dIstricto, 97 percent, report. that

fituderktnder this .option include
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:',C100 ,IAt'il ..-/01-04c..'6,14 '611,04 by .the.DPS stirvey of
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Title I teachers, which found 26 percent (the same as the,-

percent of districts using the "incidental basis" provision)

reporting that they provide.Tile..I instruction to non-Title I

students.

How Might the Selection of Schocids, and Degree of Concentration
of Services, Be Affected by Either the Chapter I Option to
"Utilize Part" of the Funds for All.Low-Income Students or
Procedures Which Merely "Permit" Selection of Students Having

the Greatest Need?

:In 1978 Congress noted -recent NIE evidence tha.O.he goal of

concentrating services was not being met:

,

The NIE lOund that there ard&strong pressUres
.atthe local level to increase the numbers of
schools 'beingserved, and that the goal of
cbncentra -ting on. the lowestincome schoolS is

pbt,being effectively 'met., '(H.R.11.ep6 1127,

--..r21
-'t

A.7.

)-
, y

6. -
PP, 2O

;V. ki.
.

v7-4Th-elp;Eldat--a--rev-i-ewed earlier-in-th-is-report-indicate-the_

high perc6age of schools claimed eligible, the strong tendency

to serve all eligible schobls, and the preyal.ehr,',,practice of

selecting for participation, most of the.,-,:4igilxie,='children,:13ps

'data indicate these trends have not chai-10&&"

Indeed, the study reinforces the NIE findings with other

relevant data Most districts expressly state they seek to serve

as many..-schools or students as possible. One local administrator

says there is pressure from the state to serve more students, and

another notes that local preferences make spreading serVices to

many schools "politically desirable." Also; a significant number

of districts experiment :with different data sources or
sChool or

student selection optioni in order to accomplish their goals.

6
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On .a related point, NIE (1978) found that only 45 percent of

?the school districts "attempted to distribute Title,I'res9urces

,
to match the numberf students receiving Title.I services in

, .

patficular schools" and that many districts

0.;extremely,;.vague tuaes for allocating
resourdeS . . . [with the result that] the
level of funding per child migilf vary sub-
stantially from school to school., ('p. 79)

-NIE
,

.

concluded:

There is no assurance.that schools with the
highest.condentrations'of either low-income
or, low-achieving children will receive the

,greatest amount of Title 'I resources, or that
funds wil1,4beallocated in a consistent

fashion. (o'tY79)

In response, Congress in lgni enacted §120S) of Title
ti
which requires that Title I funds be allocated "on the basisd.of

the number and needs of children to be served."

DP'aata indicate that enactment of §124(e)

increased the extent to which. districts use

may have

a logical and con-

sistent method of alldca.E.ing Title I funds. Three-fourths of the-'

districts surveyed-TSp"Ort allocating their Title I funds to

schools accordingtd,the "number of students seledted for Title, I

services=up from the 45 percent found by NIE prior to 1978.*

Chapter 1 does not contain a provision similar to §124(e),

and the ECIA regulations"do not address 'this issue. ED's draft

nonregulatory guidance document does not mention directly the

*DPS data%indicate only 11 percent of the ,districts consider

school poverty levels in allocating Title I funds, while 19

percent consider."more informal, judgments of need", in making

funds ailocatiOnAecisions.
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"number and'Title I needs" clause, but on a related topic the

document states that Chapter l does not "require ap. LEA to serve
- .

-

.

._ .

attendance areas iil rank order of their concentration of children

from low-income' families." If ECIA is interpreted by districts

not to, require distribution of funds according to relative need

and concentration of participating stqldents, the new law will

increase district opportunities to spread funds thinly, the

dominant trend found by both NIE andtDPS data.

The new ECIA provisions allowing use of part of the funds

for all low-income students, "and relaxing the requirement to

serve those in greatest need, also appear to provide more oppor-
)

tunities to spread funds thinly. Seventy-one percent of the

Principals interviewed favor the "utilize part" clause; but 38

percent, along with 60 percent of the Title IDirectors, agree

that dilution of services to those
.currently in Title I programs

will result.*

DPS data also indicate that, under the "permits" provision,

only 37 percent of the districts will limit Chapter 1 services. to
a

those students furthest behind. Seventeen percent of the Title I

ID' ectors report that pressure exists to serve students other

hat those in greatest need. Interviews with Title I DirectOrs

foun that, under the "permits" clause, 18 percent would '"serve

tho who can benefit" and "not serve those who cannot benefit."

*Mail questionnaire data indicate that 44 percent of the dis-

tricts will not "utilize part" of their funds for students not

now served; an equal ,percentage of districts say they will, but

mostly on a minimal basis..



Some districts even report they would shift or dilute

services in response to other new ECIA provisions. Ten percent

say they will select schools or attendance areas, if the

ECIA mandate to'serve areas having "the highest concentrations of

low-incame children" is left to local interpretation. Fifteen

percent of the districts surveyed (18 percent of the small dis-

tricts, 15 percent of the medium districts, and 9 percent of the

large districts) state they do not at this time qualify for the

Title I "no-wide variance" opt,,ion, but that,- without further

guidance, they would interpret ECIA's "unifoimly high concentra-

tion" clause to make all their schools eligible.

Finally, when asked their initial, general assessment of the

ECIA school and student selection provisfbns,'49 percent of the
}

responding districts (46 percent of the small districts, 53-`per

v

cent of the medium districts and 67 percent of the large dis-

tricts) state that the flexibility in these provisions "may lead

to Title I resources [being] spread too thinly, or to others

receiving services at the expense of students presently in the

piogram."

'How Might the Elimination of Title I. Attendance Area, School, and
Student Selection Options Affect Flexibility under Chapter 1?

District Practices Study data presented earlier show that

Title I options--such as the 25 percent rule, the formerly eli-

gible clauses, mid-year transfer eligibility, and coordinated

planning with state compensatory education--were used by a major-

ity of the districts in ,Whidh they applied, if lOcal officials
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were aware of the option. The data also show that grade-span

ranking is a prevalent practice and ihat selection of schools by

achievement data is thought' pref'erable by many Title I Directors.

Given the relative popularity of_special options granted by

Title I, ECIA's elimination of these options from the statute may

induce perceptions that district flexibility has been reduced.

Thirty percent of the districts surveyed express_such views. The

frequency with which these districts report using options eli14-

nated by ECIA is indicated below (total exceeds 100 percent,

since districts may use more than one option`)':

57% Formerly eligible clause,

54%- Achievement ranking

-43% Selection of areas using the 25 percent rule

35% Gradelcian ranking

'24%: doordinatibn with state compensatory educat4iOrn-iirog'rairt6-
,n4 ,t,, -.

''' ' .: ,:, * -4-,

,.. : .., ,,.._,. -,

21% Use of enrollment data' attendance area
demographic, statistics

Several Title I Directors, asked about th4lr general

assessments of ECIA during on -site interviews, expressed*concern

about lots of options. ED's 'draft guidance document may

encourage districts to continue using options that were expressly

permitted by Title I. Other districts, however, m y be deterred

by §554(c) of FCIA, which states:

The provisions of title I . . . whidh are not
'specifically made applicable to programs
authorized under this chapter shall not be
applicable to programs authorized under this
chapter.
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CONCLUSIONS

Most districts, usi-t tallies of students receiving free or

reduced-price lunches, identify and select for Title I services

all schools that can be deemed eligible. To this end, a number-

of districts experiment with alternative school selection methods

to see in advance the results-they would produce.

Approximately half of the school districts report serving

all students eligible for Title I programs. Eligibility and

selection involves use of adhievement test results and "cut-off"

scores in nearly All districts; but, overall, the student

selection process is flexible, employs teacher judgment, and

includes discretion to select some students scoring above the

cut-off, and to reject some' who score below.

Many districts are unaware of the available school and

'student selection options. Those that are use them with some

frequency; and a substantial percentage of dis,tritts believe

their elimination by ECIA will reduce flexibility. A majority of

districts, however, do not perceive a loss of flexibility tinder

ECIA.

In fact, district officials' initial assessment of ECIA

provisions is that they allow more; schools to be deemed eligible.

Most Title I Directors, however, believe services under ECIA will

be less concentrated than services und- Title I, resulting in

reduction of- serN7es to students current in Title I programs.

1'
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