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‘ PREFACE
< ‘ B .

The Title I District Practices Study 'was conducted by
Advanced Technology, Inc. for the U.s. Department of Education.s
Planning Fnd Evaluation Serv1ce. One goal of this,study was-to

\descrihe/how‘local-districts operated proiects funéed by'Title I »
of'theyEiementary andksecondary‘ﬁducation Actl[ESEA] in_the |

19814é2!school year{‘ A second,_related boal Was to‘doéument
local educators rationales for their program decis1ons, theirv y
pe/Ception-of the problems and benefits of requirements contained“
in the 1978 Title I Amendments, and their assessments of the | |
expecJ a\effects of Chapter 1 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 w1th the findings. of the Compensatory Education ‘Study
‘conducted by the National Institute-of Education.[NIE] and to

-

prov1de baseline data for subsequent analyses of Chapter 1, -

-

»ECIA s administration. ﬁil .jf.u S h_ ‘g“'-, 'Vf I

The results of the T1tle I District Practices Study are

N ’

presented in this and eight other special reports (see back.
*cover), plus the study.SZSummary Report;m These reports synthe-
size data collected from-a mail questionnaire sent to Title I"
Directorsrin'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~

specially selected Title I districts.b IR R ¢



To meet the objectlves of this major natlonal study, as |
spec1a1 study staff was assembled within Advanced Technolog.
‘Social Sc1ences D1V1slon. ‘That staff, ﬁoused in the. D1v1slon s
Program Evaluatlon Operatlons Center, oversaw the study design,
data collectlon and process1ng, analys1s work, and report pre-
paratlon. The study beneflted from’ unusually exper1enced data ;
*collectors~who, w1th Advanced Technology s senlor staff and
'consultants, conducted the structured 1nterv1ews and case
studies.. Two consultants, Brenda Turnbull of Pollcy Stud1es

.'hssoclates and Joan ‘Michie, ass;sted 1n major aspects of the
, study 1nolud1ng the wr1t1ng of spec1al reports and chapters in -
the Summary Report. Michael Gaffney and Dan1el Schember from the
l law f1rm of Gaffney, Anspach, Schember, Kllmaskl & Marks, P.C.,
p11ed the1r longstand1ng fam111arrty w1th Title I's 1ega1 ahd’
5:11cy issues to each phase of the study. .

The Gove}nﬂent Project 0ff1cers for thé studyﬂlJanlce.f'
Anders n and Eugene Tucker, prov1ded substantrve gu1dance for then
.compl thn of the tasks resu1t1ng in these flnal reports. The _f
.sugg stlons of the. study s Adv1sory Panel and cr1t1ques prov1ded

///h.by 1nd1v1duals from the Tltle.I program offlce, eSpeclally

.‘.!'

'.William Lobosco and Thomas Ender1e1n, -are also ref1ected in these

~f3 .

\, .
s . - v

'reports. B fHE .

’

'

Members of Advanced Technology s analytlc, management, and

{

production staff who contributed to the completlon of ‘this and
' !
other reports are too numerous to - 11st, as . are, the state and

' local off1c1als who coOperated w1th th1s study.' Without our

viii .
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'meﬁtioning their names, they}shoﬁid,know their contributions have

‘been recognized and trdly'appreciated..;

. ) o b

. Ted Bartell, Project.Director ’
' Title I District Practices Study . .
' Richard Jung, Deputy EfbjedijDirectOf ‘
Title I District Practices Study
- . ~->: ' toe
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.- CURRENT TITLE I SCHOOL AND STUDENT
e SELECTION PROCEDURES AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR IMPLEMENTING CHAPTER 1, ECIA \&

SUMMARY ‘ r. ..‘ : TI 3 f |‘ . } .
Th1s report descr1bes the legal framework for school and
student selectlon uhder Title I, ESEA summarizes the legal
pro;1s1ons for school and student selectlon under Chapter 1,
'ECIA, and d1scusses the d1fferences between these two sets of
prOV1s10ns.l Data déscrlblng-current Title I school and student
selectlon pract1ces are presented and, where poss1ble,.compared
with slmllar data from 1977 NIE reports. The report examlnes
?the poss1ble effects of- us1ng part of" Chapter 1 funds for "all
‘1educatlohally depr1ved, low-1ncome chlldren 'served by school
districts, ‘and analyzes the potent1al COnsequences of . Chapter 1 sﬁ
'“permlttlng rather than requ1r1ng the selectlon of students w1th
. the greatest need. F1nally, the report presents\admlnlstrators
*perceptlons of the llheky effects of Chapter 1! s ellmlnatlon from o
A‘the statute of school and student selecglon optlons avallable‘ |

under T1tle I. 3.’., 7f- :f"Ifo;' S

- 3

Regard1ng current school selection‘practices;the—data'supr
port ‘the follow1ng pr1nc1pal f1nd1ngs. (l) by far the3most_com- K
mon information source for school selectlon dec1s1ons 1s free or
reduced-prlce 1unch counts, (2) nearly three-fourths of the
school d1str1cts prov1de Title I funds to all ellglble schools,-‘
(3) the most frequently used school selectlon optlons are ranklng
by grade span and use of school enrollment data, rather than area

demographic,infogpatlon,.though other,opt;ons are also used by

e _ -

s @I.tv" g it_ .v_;;f:.a;'l()



‘substantial percentages of the nationfs.school districts; many -
‘districts,-however,vare unaware of all“theuoptions available to

‘them; (4) most districts; in choésing information sources and.

school selection options, seek to'maximize.thewnumber‘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 dﬁétrict
_ /

'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,

B

,plaYS a'significant role #n funds allocation); and~(6) most

( -
districts would prefer to select Title I schools according to

kY

‘achievement data,’but 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
a8

'ﬁ

>'~elig1ble, while a slightly greater number of districts select
",program partic1pants from an eligible pool. Nearly all dlStrlCtSlu

‘use'"cut-off“ scores on achievement tests to select students, but

those scores are usedpexcluSively'in only some districts.
Three-fifths of all districts report that teachersrmay decide to -
give Title I servbces 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

A}

'success is ‘a factor cons1dered by “25. percent of the districts..a

. S ‘ v ) ) .. X2 T : R o . >
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"' Forty-four percent of the d1str1cts plan to use T1t1e I ';F:

.funds for non-Title I students under ECIA's "utlllzebpart“ ' BT
prOV1s1on, and 60 percent of the T1t1e I D1rectors expect the
-»t sult to be reductlon or d11utlon pf serV1ces to current program
part1c1pants.. Seventy—one percent of the Pr1nc1pa1s say they
favor the ut111ze part proV1slon, but 38 percent warn that a

d11uted effect or abuSes of T1t1e I fund1ng mlght result.,

~ﬂ.Under the " perm1ts prov1slon, only 37 perCent of the d1s~-

tricts w111 11m1t Chapter 1 serV1ces to. those students furthest

beh1nd. Seventeen percent of the Tltle I D1rectors report‘that

, - BERER S . _
pressure ex1sts to serve students other than those in greatest KRInS

o

need, and 18 percent state they w111 serve those Who can bene-f

.
~

a fit" and "not serve those who cannot benef1t. o :
’ ' ST A
Th1rty percent of the school d1str1cts be11eve that ECIA s

/J ’
e11m1natlon of T1t1e I school selectlon optlons w111 reduce the1r '

f1ex1b111ty. Also, f1fty-three percent of the T1t1e I Dlrectors" o

¢
_belleve that ECIA s school and student selectlon provis1ons may

“hurt the program, 1ncrease the d1ff1cu1ty of 1mp1ementatlon,:5'ffm~f

*.wchange the program S 1ntent, transform the program to general a1d

to schools, or 1ead to wasted funds.) - ' ~{;"5J;f' K

y . . e e
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“OWRENT TITLE 1 SCHOOL AND STUDENT
ROCEDURES AND IMPLIGATIONS
FMENTING, CHAPTER 1, ECIA

N
Tk

}
Yoo My

. _.-" _'.v.'. . .-
SRR
. "‘\
Covte ertial f s f "3tle 1 f the Elementary and Secondary
o -‘.. o ) ) ) . . .
Csr. . Nt TTWFRI® has leen tuoprovide compensatory services
o . ,
o . .

L et mroems iy Sepravel chiildren having the greatest need ‘in
. . #teertae ateas with high concentrations of children from

w . ee fduiiieb. The stavutory and regulatory framework for
: . . _ o i N

e o n .c\cx} a.e . inclules several options for implementing

€L ce &AL .a»"'..«_w-i At student nrlwtion rules.**.

o mter .ot rle 1T ‘aziun,(onaulxdatxon and Improvement Act

'r

3 I RLE U S w:~i%},“'7wnach bvcomen effective in Octo-
‘e o : - K : ' .
R o ot J o ) Co .
Z%U.f‘m;hqt t1.fee eleral changes 1n the Title I legal frame-
;',' o o . et L : :
A SR T . ac.l atudent delection. First, Chapter 1 does not
ar, % Caeotetant. The smohiol mnd u!udﬁnt selection options
e ot Ty : S ) ¢ '
Ve el le Gdeled Tilie o hqu}1110na issued by the Department of
= Tyj;%ﬁf‘ (mﬁ%jxhcm Aw umll hut a draft nonregulatory -
, IR - ' L L .
"'-'.:vc..“(ct iefetfal U oan Title 1.
v e '_ [ '1.~';' o : : .
se1% cps oy fin¥s ate dlavuesed more fully in the next section of
o bLus af el o ol ) ' : ‘ :
FERN ' . ¢ L '...‘ )
SN e eafior Tefetdet 1 caakiter 1, ob ECIAL

emet Xc eta. ke oy Lt uuz.,p. 12356. In August
cwn. . i 1ese vel ;uﬂ lhu rlnnl Chapter 1 regqulations because of
'"u;f;grQ¢p,azn“1 RIS aa'bn! SR which fhe General FKEducation Provi-
e ehe gt co-xu ’Pap(ct oo fince this dispute does not
e the geattie A the Chapter requlntkpnu cited in this
Sy LA fcfc:ch;C“ﬂ'u‘lhc July 29, '3uuz roqulntiona have been
czﬁfpgw wv~n |;¢{;naquonuainq that o <hnnqm in the cffectivo,

. 1',_!‘:. y'-'o\; xc] ;! lya( Listh. l=l pnhunilf?. ) . KR
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-"guidance document * prepared by-ED_suggests that several school
-and st denpt selectlon optlons remain ava11ab1e. | a
Second Chapter 1 allows school dlstr1cts to "utilize'part
of" their Chapter 1 funds for "all educatlonally depr1ved, low-.
"income children,"** not just educatlonally deprived ch11dren in
1ow-income areas. Thls is the f1rst t1me the Federal legal
framework has used pdverty as a'student selection\criterion.
Third, under Chapter 1 school d1str1cts are no longer |
required to serve educatlonally depr1ved students hav1ng the
greatest need, 1nstead,,d1str1cts need only have .a procedure that
perm1ts“ the selection of theSe students.
_ Exploring the 1mp11cat10ns of these changes for school and
studeht selection'under Chapter 1 is one of the two purposes of
thisQELecial report. Its main purposei however, is to present

information about current school and ;tudent selection practices

N

i

*U.S. Department of Educatlon, Nonregulatory Guidance to Assist /
State Educational Agenc1es in Administering Federal Financial
Assistance to 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, Apr11 22, 82. Draft

**The statute refers to "all such'*chl n, poss1bly referring
only to "all low-income" children; but %D regulatlons add the
phrase,. educatlonally deprived.."
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-~

under Title I.* To organize these analyses,'tne report addresses
- : S o T

three research questions: 1
. ] .
e ~

e  What are ‘current dlstrlct practlces for identifying and
selecting participating schools and students under-
Title/I7? . o T
' . e d‘How might the selection of schools and students, and.

- -degree of concentration .of: serV1ces, 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 hav1ng the greatest need? = - S

e bHow might ECIA's elimination of Tltle I attendance

1 i area, school, and student selection options affect
; flexibility under Chapter 1?

To address these questions) this report draWs'selectiVelyel"'

upon data from thedTitle I'DistrictfPra&ﬁéces Study[conducted bj'

Advanced Technology for_ED.** This study used three strategies

‘for data collectlon-

o A mail questJ.onnaJ.re sent to 2, 000¢ randomly selected
//‘. 1oca1 Title I Directors .
) Structured 1nterv1ews and ‘document rev1ews 1n 100

-representatlve Title I d1str1cts

*This report concerns selectlon of students in public 'schools,
though it occas1onally notes findings. concerning nonpubllc sch
and student selection. The implementation of Title I in nonpu
lic schools is the subject of a separate special report. Sim-
ilarly, another special report addresses selection and service
decisions related to "multlply-ellglble students; i.e., students.
~who are eligible for Title I services as well as spec1a1 educa- -
'tlon or English-as-a-Second- Language/b111ngua1 services.
**Hereafter referred to as the D1str1ct Practlces'Study or DPS.
The study is limited to the Title I program for the educationally
d1sadvantaged and does not address the separate ‘Title I programs
- for'. mlgrant, hand1capped, or neglected and dellnquent children.

¢

15




4 o :
o Indepth stud1es in 40 spec1a11y selected T1t1e I
;- » d1str1cts* )

Y

Through these strateg1es ﬁme study gathered three categor- .

ies of data._ ¥ : . - | S : e
g Data descrlblng current d1str1ct practices ‘<,
° éetrospectlve data for cross-tlme—comparlsons (1978 -79
- to 198l1- 82) - .
) - Prospectlve data’ for assessing the pos51b1eleffects of

leglslatlve changes . _
These data--w1th the legal prov1s1ons, 1eg1s1at1ve hlstory, o
and data from preV1ous stud1es, especially the congress1ona11y
mandated study of T1t1e I undertaken by the Natlonal Instltute of
Educatlon [NIE] from 1975 to 1978--const1tute the basls for thls
| special report.v
A few words of cautlon are necessary regardlng use of the
- data to assess the pOSSlble effects of Chapter ‘1 on school and
student selection. Flrst, the data'were collected in the late
fall of 1981, soon after enactment of ECIA the. prev1ous summer.‘
Many respondents, part1cu1ar1y in small d1str1cts, were not
fam111ar with. spec1f1c changes made by ECIA. Second, though
%Pestlons in. the study s data collectlon 1nstruments expressly

sought perceptlons of the 11kely 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 ratlonale for th1s data collectlon approach in greater-
detail. .

'.16' R




anticipated.behavior. Third,-Chapter 1 regulations:and ED's.
draft nonregulatory gu1dance document, which m1ght affect a
dlstrlct admlnlstrator s perceptlons of p0551ble changes made by
' ECIA, had not been issued when data ‘were collected. Conse-.
—Lquently, the data in thls spec1al report cannot de’crlbe def1n1-
't1vely the llkellhOOd OX magn1tude of future changes in school
and student selectlon.- On the other hand, these natlonally
representatlve ‘data capture local Title I administrators'_initial~-
impressions of likely‘effects.in their districts.v_'

“In addre551ng the research: questlons,lthls report (1)
-descrlbes the legal framework for school ‘and student selectlon
under Title I;v(2)'summar1zes thevlegal_prov151ons for school andg
student selection under Chapter 1 and:discusses the differences.
between.these two sets of’ prov151ons, (3) presents‘and discusses
p0551ble 1mp11catlons of DPS data ‘bearing on current 'school and
student selectlon 1nclud1ng, where p0551ble, comparlsons.w1th
'51m11ar data from 1977 NIE reports, (4) examines'data concerning
the p0551ble effects of using part of"'Chapter l funds for “all
educatlonally depr1ved low-1ncome children," or of permitting

-

'_rather than requ1r1ng the selectlon of students w1th the greatest
Lneed-_and (5) pnesents admlnlstrators perceptlons.of ‘the llkely
effects of Chapter 1's elimination of school, attendance ‘area,
and student selectlon opt1ons avallable under Tltle I.

Where analy51s has found d1ffer1ng perceptlons or.pract1ces

in dlstrlcts of varylng size, data are reported separately for

;small, medlump'and large dlstrlcts..
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TITLE I SCHOOL AND STUDENT SELECTION POLICY |

' : ) . : L R
Title I is not a_generalfaid-to-education program. (" Although
‘ 1 . 4 ! ug

the criteria governihg school'distriCt“eligibility are broad,* -

the'eligibilityuand "targeting" requirements of Titie 1-genera11y
specify that scnpol_officialS-serve\the areas in each district .4 -

[}

-

with the lowest -income, and children with the greatest educa- .
tional heed;,-f - B - L

. L 3 . . L

‘o

P

Selection of SéhooiuAttendance Afeas _
" In geﬁéral, AFSQhool?district”@ﬁsE use its Titiévi{funds'.
only iﬁ_“schobl attehdance areas'having'high EOncentratiohs of
childrén frqm'lowfinCOme‘families“f(§;22(a)(li.*faFurﬁher-. |
ﬁore, districts must'ﬁ;ually;rapk attegdénce,areas‘by‘poVértf i

" . ) =

% -

*The only demog: hic requirement school districts must meet to
_be eligible for. funds under .the basic grant program is the
requiremént that the™district include at least 10 children .
counted under the formuda for distribution of basic grant funds
(p.L. 95=561, §111). (Thys requirement, however, applies only if
the Commissioner has determined that satisfactory data on the
number of children counted ynder the formula are available at the
. school district level. In any 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 h
(P.L. 95=561 §111(b)(2)(3)).) Since the formula counts all
- wchildren aged 5 to 17 inclusive . . .-in the school district
ftom families below the poverty level," the vast majority of
‘districts have. at jeast 10 ‘Ssuch children, and thus, are eligible.

*t“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 irr those areas -at that level or is increased j§l22(a)

(1))

A
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'*46 Federal Register, January 19 1981, p. 5167, §20l.51(b).

. ***The citation is to the 1981 regulatlons.

concentratlon, us1ng the'"best avallable poverty measure,?”and

serVe them in order, from h1ghest to lowest **  As . Congress'
)

,vstated in. the leg1slat1ve h1story of the Education Amendments of

1978, the ranking requlrement reflects “the goal of conCentratlng

oh the lowest—1ncome schools La\nd codifles
e . -
.“ the long stand1ngt0ff1ce of Educatlon [OE]
policy of requiring: local educational L S
‘agencies [LEAs] to rank, from ﬂlghest to * r
_ lowest, school attendance areas in accordance . T
mith incidences of children from low-income ' Y
families (H R. -Rep. ll37 pp. 20~ 2l)

S School d1str1cts, however, may rank areas by grade span,

"an optlon wh1ch prov1des add1tlonal ch01ces in determ1n1ng school~

attendance area ellglblllty (§20l Sl(c)) *xk A d1str1ct des1r1ng :

to llmlt 1ts T1tle I program to grades K-6 for example,‘may
choose to rank only the attendance areas w1th schools serv1ng
those grades. This dlstrlct would not have to consider ‘serving //
secondary school areas;~even 1f “they had. poverty rankings h1gher

than all of'the elementary school areas. "1In -addition to these

optlons, the poverty rank1ng requlrement has s1x exceptlons,

. des1gned “to give districts more flex1b111ty w1thout water1ng

- -

e a z

‘#%"p 1ocal educational agency may carry on a-: program or pro-
ject assisted under this title. in an eligible .school attendance
" area only if it also carrles on such program or .project in all:
.other eligible’ “School attendance areas which are ranked higher"
. (§122(a)(l)). There are exceptions to this requirement though,

which are d1scussed in the following paragraphs.,

v

L
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down the targeting'features*intended to give the program'a.focus
, when. funds are llmlted“ (H Re. Rep._ll37 pp. 20 21).

First, in d1str1cts where. there is "no-wide variance" in.

poverty concentratlon among attendance areas, all areas may be

'served,zlncludlng those below:average. Second, a school-atten-
:‘dance area hav1ng a relatlvely hlgh concentratlon of chlldren.
fran low-1ncome famllles may be passed over, or “sklpped, in'l
favor of an attendance area hav1ng a substantlally greater"
‘concentratlon of educatlonally depr1ved chlldren. h1rd,_a.
school attendance area 1n1t1ally ranked h1gher may be sklpped if
it is served by a state compensatory educatlon program prov1d1ng'

serv1ces of the same nature and scope as would otherw1se be -

prOV1ded" by T1tle I (§l22(e))

Under a fourth exceptlon an e11g1ble school attendance area
de51gnated to rece1ve T1tle I fundlng in one year may ° Stlll be
e11g1ble in the next two f1scal\;2ars,'even 1f it ngllonger has
a h1gh concentratlon of chlldren from low-1ncome famllles (§l22
(c)) The f1fth exceptlon prOV1des that a school not located in
an e11g1ble area,_but nonetheless enrolllngﬂa h1gh concentratlon,

) of chlldren from low-1ncome fam111es,** can be treated in the
samejmanner as one 1nnan ellglble attendance area (§l22(b))

@
v

*p district, however, may hot utlllze this exceptloéﬂto serve a -

.. total number of areas greater than 'the total number of areas that -
would be ellglble if the only factor .considered .were.concentra-
tion of cnlldren from low-lncfme famigles (§l22(a)(2)(A))

**This. cond1tlon might prevall in an attendance area where large

numbers of children from h1gh-Income families attend private

schools.w
4
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Finally, the sixth exception'alloﬁs'all attendance areas haying a

-_253percent or greater concentratlon of chlldren from low—1ncome

families to be served if certain condltlons are met (§l22(a)(l))

Selecting attendance areasqﬁor T1tle I services 1nvolves-not

only rank;ng and the use of optlons and exceptlons but also.
.

fdec1d1ng whether to concentrate the .program on fewer than all

~

ellglble areasA(§l24(d), (e)) " This dec1s1on affects the selec-

,tion_of,studentS'and is' often d1ff1cult to make. A d8C1510n not

‘to serve one or'more.gligible schools, for example, means thelr
[}

low—ach1ev1ng chlldren w1ll receive no serv1ce, while perhaps

-

some h1gher-ach1ev1ng students in target schools w1ll benef1t.

:On the other'hand, a d1str1ct‘that.chooses to serve every ellgl-a'

ble school may f1nd its use of T1tle I funds llmlted to prov1d1ng

a few serV1ces to the lowest-ach1ev1ng chlldren, rather than more .

[y

'comprehens1ve serv1ces to a broader spectrum of educatlonally

deprlved chlldren 'in the hlghest ranklng schools. ~ - \\'

Student Ellglblllty and Selectlon

Once schools or attendance areas are chosen, districts must

select the students in those schools or areas hav1ng the greatest
'y

need for compensatory educatlonal services (§l23(a))
"Greatest need“ is def1ned in the regulatlons as furthest

behindjln.educatlonal‘attalnment; however, it is commonly under-

stood that the educable.and trainable mentally retarded, those

furthest behind ,n a llteral sense,,are not the prlmary 1ntended

i
B .
_—G

vprogram benef1c1ar1es, although they are ellglble if able to S

benef1t from serv1ces designed to address special needs caused by -

'

<1



' extent possible--objectlve data“ to 1dent1fy>educatlonally

L

Vi

educational depr1vatlon (S. Rep.'856,»p. l3;'§2015140(c)).
. . AR B ’ )

&

A ' : T :
Determinatlons of "greatest need“ must. be made through _an annual
needs assessment (§l24(b)) -

J - S :
To begin, a school" d1str1ct must use "existing and--to the

deprived chlldren (§20l lOl) Then, to selectvactual partlciﬁ

pants from among ellglble chlldnen, a district must usek“speci- )

9

fied cr1ter1a .and, again, “to the extent poss1ble,'objective

data“ (§201. 103(a))p, Children in greates? need are “those educa-
tionally deprived children who rank lowest" based on~whateyer edu—

cational cr1ter1a an. LEA uses . . . toO identify and select.Tltle_

.y

- I part1c1pants“ (Comment to §20l 103, 46 Federal Reglster, Janu-

»

ary l9, 1981, p. 5220). The selection.of the neediest students

_according topthis method significantlyiaffects 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 determlned in accordance w1th Section

» | ~

123" (the needs assessment requlrement) (§l24(e))

i.. The ’“greatest need“ requirement is mod1f1ed - however, by

gthree other policies. First, educationally deprlved«children

‘selected under greatest need cr1ter1a in a prev1ous year may

cont1nue in. T1tle I programs although they have 1mproved and\are
no longer among those furthest beh1nd (§l23(b)) Second,'a T1tle‘
I part1c1pant who transfers - to a school w1th ho Title I program

#%

may cont1nue to recelve T1tle I serv1ces for the rema1nder of the

school year (§l23(c)) Third, children determ1ned to be in

/
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greatest need of assistance, but receivlng‘state compensatory
educatlon serV1ces of‘{he same nature and scope as, those prQV1ded
under T1tle I, need not be served (§l23(d))

.® Other Title: I proV1slons 1ncluded/1n, or agopted shortly

.‘after, the 1978 Amendments, mod1f1ed the requlrement that T1t1e I

. —

*‘serv1ces be 11m1ted to educatlonally deprlved chlldren. F1rst
students - otherw1se 1nenglble could beneflt from T1t1e I serV1ces'

"on an infrequent and 1nc1dental bas1s (§20l 7l(d)) Sécond, edu-"

0

: s .
cators pa1d by. T1tle I were allowed to perform the1r ~fair share s

~

of school nonlnstructlonal duties (hall or cafeterla‘monltorlng,i

\\

.'for example), even though such serv1ces const1tute general, not r::)?
cateéorical, ass1stance.; Th1rd, 1n Very hlgh-poverty schools,
Title I schoolwide projects could ‘be operated (p. L 95~ 561,‘§134,x “

- and §l33/ respectlvely) All three prov1slons, however, are lim-:

:1ted by condltlons, presumably to prevent these exceptlons from

weakening services to ellglble Title I schools and students.

CHAPTER 1 SCHOOL AND STUDENT SELECTION POLICY

Chapter 1 reta1ns ‘the broad school d1str1ct ellglblllty
~ provision found in Tltle I Also, the néw law's "Declaratlonlof-‘
Policy" states that ECIA's intent is not. to change the central N

focus on educatlonally deprlved chlldren in low-1ncome attendance

-~

areas, but merely to make FederaL compensatory education 'more

~effect1ve by free1ng educators "from overly prescr1pt1ve*regula-
tlons and adm1n1strat1ve burdens wh1ch are not necessary for fis-

[

cal accountablllty and make no contr1butlon to the 1nstructlonal




"prOgram" (§552 ofrECIA).- Nevertheless,}some of the a&tual proﬂ. ff#

v1slons of Chapter 1 appear to represent 1mportant departures

’

from the T1t1e I legal framework. i '~

Selectlon of‘School Attendance Areas

L&

Chapter 1 prOV1s1ons governlng selectlon of attendance areas'

.requlre LEA grant app11cat10ns to assure that proposed programs

and projects w111 ‘be (1) " onducted in attendance areas . o o
T e <~ o -
having the h1ghest concentratlons of low-1ncome ch11dren : (2)

[ g o .

"located 1n all attenda ce areas of an agency wh1ch has a uni-
formly h1gh concentratlon of such ch11dren"' or (3) “de51gned to

t111ze part of the ava11ab1e funds for serv1ces which promlse to

3
'prov1de s1gn1f1cant help for all, §ﬁch ch11dren served by such

N

-agency” (§556(b)(1) of ECIA) C - o

‘The ECIA ré@ulatlons, 47 Federal Reglster, July 29, 1982,_p.f
32856, do not descr1be "highest concentratlons of low—1ncome
children"- however, ED's draft nonregulatory gu1dance document
states that th1s prov1slon does not "requlre an LEA to serve
attendance areas\;n-rank\order of the1r concentratlon of ch11dren
£rom low—incomeifamiliesl (p. 8). The regulatlons‘also om1t:the“

requlrement that poverty concentratlons;be‘determinedhby_the..
"best avallable measure,“ but ED s draft gu1dance document ’
:encourages thlB pract1ce (p. 7). | i
| ) The regulatlons do not exp1a1n the meanlng of “un1formly
high concentratlon., The draft gu1dance document, however,_'
states thiT;clause is s1m11ar to’ the nofw1de var;ance_ provi— .Mh'

sion 'in . . the T1t1e I regu]atlons (p; 6), adding that e




v .. .
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poverty'concentrationsvamongvattendance'areas could-be-deemed
"un1formly “high"

'if the var1atlon petween (a) ‘the percentage

of children from low-income’ families in the

" attendance area with the h1ghest concentra-

tion of such children and (b) the percentage
- of ch11dren from low-income families in the
J~attendance area with the lowest concentration
"of such children is not more than the . greater
of* 10 percent or one-third of the percentage :
of children from ‘low=-income fam111es 1n the : v
LEA as a Whole.' (p. 7) L '
! Regard1ng the ECIA Optlon to use "part - of" Chapter 1 funds_

£ '\__-’

for "all such ch11dren,' ‘the regulatlons state 1n §200 49 that :

. this means all educatlonally depr1ved, low—1ncome ch11dren

;,‘served by the LEA " ED s draft gu1dance decument states that

this clause "provides’ a-new optlon that was not ava11ab1e under

»

The Secretary 1nterprets th1s subsectlon to
permlt«an LEA to: use part. of its Chapter 1.
funds “for .services that prom1se to provide
significant help to all low-income ch11dren‘
'served by the LEA, regardless of whether
those children are in attendance areas that

- qualify under [the "highest concentration" or
"un1formly 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 e11g1b1e attendance’

areas. (pp.- 6-7)

‘Title I":

The draft gu1dance document, however, suggests that serv1ces for i
ch11dren part1c1pat1ng under th1s new optlon "must cons1st of
serv1ces that prom1se to prOV1de s1gn1f1cant help 1n meetlng

he[1r] spec1al educatlonal needs" (p. 9)

13
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The Chapter 1 statute om1ts the T1t1e I school selectlon o -

0

"optlons (1) to sk1p a h1gher ranked attendance area 1f a lower
Aranked area has a. sub%Fantlally greater concentratlon of educa-«
tlonally deprlved chy&dren (§l22(a)(2)(A)), (2) to sk1p an area

served by a state or locally Aunded compensatory program prOV1d-
. - Ve w e
ing serslces of the "same nature and scope Lﬁi%‘ie)), (3) to oL
v{ﬂ 4 ¥ 2 ' .
"serve a formerly e11g1ble school (§l22(c)), (4) to serve a school

'jby us1ng the enrollment exceptlon, %§122(b)), and (5) to gerve an
’ ETEE 4 - )
attendance area w1th 25 percent or greatervconcentratlon of ch11-_e
' D .
dren “from low-1ncome fam111es 1f'certa1n COndltlons are'met

v, ~ . -

(§l22(a)(l)) Another ECIA prOV1s1on may deem these om;sslons B

. s1gn1f_1_can_t-: ,. o N C . ,.‘ < A o . e .
~ " The prov1slons of title I of the Elementary o
and Secondary ‘Education Act ‘of 1965 which are.
. not specifically made appllcable by this chap- :
- ' ter shall .not be applicable to programs authQ-v-
- rized under th1s chapter.r (§554(c)) ‘ A

The regulatlons do not address the cont1nu1ng v1ta11ty of'
, . : \,,:
these T1tle I optlons, but the draft gu1dance document suggests .

Q\ L
_that the 1ast three rema1n ava11able under-Chapter 1 *-

Q, Regardlng the "formerly e11g1ble" optlon, the document

acknowledges that-_ ' I -y f)i«

[u]nllke Title I, the Chapter 1 statute does
- not 1nclude a prov1slon that permlts an LEA

‘\-'

*Regard1ng the f1rst optlon, both the ED comments on the proposed
rules ‘and the draft guidance document suggest that "LEAs may
consider data on educatlonal deprivation when selectlng project .
. areas from eligible attendance areas," but they do not state that
X data on educational - ‘deprivation may be used to determine the
‘,_e11g1b111ty of schools for Chapter: 1 serv1ces. 47 Federal
Reglster, p. 32873 (emphas1s added) ST
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hav1ng 'the highest concentratlon of low-income chlldren'" (p{:
7) ' Flnally, the document states that grade-span group1ng,
iprev1ously allowed by T1tle I regulatlons, though not mentioned
in the T1tle I statute,.ls Stlll an avallable optlon under Chap-
ter 1’ (p. . = "

;

'3.Student Ellg;blllty and Selectlon

Though the ECIA "Declaratlon of Pollcy retalns the central'
RTltle I focus on educatlpnally d1sadvantaged chlldren, one . pro-

.;v1s10n of the Act states that school d1str1cts need .only have a

fprobedure that permlts" selection of students in greatest need

(§556(b)(2) of ECIA) The regulatlons do not elaborate the

¥

» s o
statute, ‘but ED s comments accompanylng the regulatlons indicate

thls prov1slon should not be. read to allow serv1ces to be pro- -

1

‘m.VldEd to chlldren with lesser needs, whlle leav1ng ‘more severelyl

:‘Leducatlghally depr1ved chlldren w1th no serV1ces from any

'f-ﬂsource. (47 Federal Reglster, p- 32873 )

- )

-This ccmment 1mp11es that Chapter 1 funds may serVe “the less

:funeedy if, for example, state fgpded compensatory services are

'f-prOV1ded to the more severely educatlonally deprlved.. ‘ED's. draft

gu1dance document offers a slmllar v1ew suggest1ng that the "per-

2

»mlts provision 1mp11c1tly reta1ns the T1tle I pollcy allow1ng‘
"dlstrlcts to sklp educatlonally deprlved chlldren receiving com- -

7pensatory services from other sources (p. 10).
ﬂ,’:r

_ The draft gu1dance documeht also suggests th@t _the “permits”

prov1slon 1mplﬂ91tly reta1ns anpthef'Tltle I optlon--dlscret%on

T
V-
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to continue service to students selected in a previous year,

though no longer in greatest need:
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. lO)

~

ECIA retains the requirement of a needs assessment (§556

~

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

the.draft'guidancevdocument suggests a. procedure. similar to that

.found in préV1ous Title I regulatiOnsi

Unlike Title I, ECIA contains no requirement that funds be
: Sy

” distributed to schools accord1ng to the "numbe r and-needs of the

children ident1f1ed in the needs assessment.- The draft guidance ‘

document also- notes that districts are not reqhired to serve

'attendance areas in order accord1ng.to their concentrations,of

T -

children from low-income families (p. 8). e

®

FINDINGS OF THE’ DISTRICT PRACTICES STUDY

One of the issues addressed by the’ NIE s pre-1978. national

»

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

- tory services 1dent1f1ed, and who is selected to receive these

“serVices?" DPS data prov1de several opportunities for compari— )

sons with.NIE'S'findings on this 1ssue. These comparispons are

"included in the following two sections on school:and student

selection, each of which 1s organized into -three parts:. (lf data~é

‘' 'sources for eligibillty and selectign decis1ons, (2) selection oﬁ"ﬁf%?

.part1c1pants from among_those eligible, and (3) ‘use of spec1al

_ QP%%fns. : 3 o v S .-
S 1. 5 R " : L
X s o . . . | Lhd
. . PR . - 2 .
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School ‘Selection*

Data Sources Used

Table 1 compares NIE and DPS findings on pﬁe.data sources
most commdnly used td:select.Title I schools.

These'data,show aléubstantial Shift‘to free and reduced-

price meal- counts as‘1970'¢ensus informatipn has become:increa-
siﬁgly 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 various combinations of cri-
teria to select eligible schools; some dis-
tricts might use different criteria for dif-
. ferent schools and include as eligible -all
‘sc?ools eligible under each criterion. (p.
78 .

As a result, NIE‘(1958, P 78)'repofted.“a Very high proportion
(68 peréent) of the -schools in Title I distficts are clasSified
- as eligibleﬁ“

-

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 their’ 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 school, 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 Title T in nonpublic schools. ' T 2 )
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PABLE 1

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

DATA SOURCE

&

L ke
- Census data on family
income ' ;

Free lunch and/or free

breakfast counts

Free and/or reduced-
«9 price lunch 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
P
‘Not asaiyable

66

Not available

Not .available

51

19

81

.78

- 35

4

'
3



LR
in dec1d1ng mhat data’ sources and school selectlon procedures to.
use, 58 percent of the d1str1cts answered "service to as many.‘
- schools or»students as possiblef; moreover, many distriCts, 28
percent, stated they experimented with different'sources or -
procedures.b‘ o ;;‘ ‘ '
One -of the 20 DPS case stud1es illustrates the p01nt. from
>1978 to 1981 this- d1str1ct used a comblnatlon of Aid to Famllles
with .Dependent Children and free and reduced-prlce lunch data.

%
Then, when 1t appeared that cont1nued reliance on these data

‘sources would cause a school to lose ellglblllty, the - d1str1ct
’sw1tched to exclusive use of free and reduced-pr1ce lunch data,

"whlch kept the school ellglble. a

Selectlon ‘of Schools from among,Those Ellg;ble

-
NIE (1978, P 79) found "[Lolver 80 percent of T1tle I d1s—

tricts report serving all ellglble schools. «.DPS data’ found that a

74 percent of all d1str1cts report follow1ng th1s pract1ce. The

-rema1nder select part1c1pant schools from among those ellglble,

'~ using either poverty ranklngs or other options.

Use of Special Options

R . N
DPS data collected 1n Table 2 1nd1cate substant1al use of

4
-

he spec1al school selectlon options, most of - wh1ch were cod1f1ed

.in the 1978 Amendments to T1tle I. The data. show that, except

for ach1evement ranklng, most dlstrlcts use ‘an optlon 1f 1t

20




. TABIR 2.

OPTIONS USED BY MALL SURVEY DISTRICTS 10 SELECT
ATTENDANCE AREAS OR SCHOOLS

' | ' . ) v ]
i . | - ‘' opTION . OPTION -
v .~ USEp -~ UNAWARE  CONSIDERED INAPPLICABLE
OPTION X OPTION  OF OPTION  BUT NOT USED 70 DISTRICT -
KB % % 3

| Gradé éﬁig’group# Bl 8 ot availableC thvavailablecl 0
- ing ST - o B

-Formerlyfeligible %0 . 19 3 ) 5 kL
' © "No-yide variance' 261 . - 28 S ‘,  ) +
- all gelected \ . ' o |
. 25 percent ‘rule 242 14 X “\'21 :. }' o ‘545
N .- Skipped.one or % 9 6 - -6 B
M [ ' ' ' ) ' ' ' o [ )
more eligible o T :
.+ areas receiving . T |
| state or local S R
. ~ compensatery . ., : o ,
services - e K
 Used envollnemt 27 4 a0 BT
. data S o | e S
| Rarking and 227 A/ . 40 0
selaction by low. o . Dot I ,
achievement SRRV

3311 previously served areas/schools were still eligible; D-average poverty level in
district below 25 percent and -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 recognition.that use of it would make no difference.(as in a one-school -
o distriet). B | 2214"' :

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



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

of districts unaware of the achievement ranking option, moreover,

o

:'may acconnt for the exception. When asked what school selection
cr1ter1a ‘they would prefer, and what criteria their districts f
would use in the absence of any spec1f1catlon by law, 65 percent
of the ma11 questlonnalre respondents report they 'would prefer to -

';;use ach1evement_data. They also estimate: that 68 percent of the

'districts~actually'would'uSe such -data.** The exceptlon, there—

fore, cannot be attributed to lack of interest in achievement-
based school selection.***

o e
Student Selection

Data Sources Used. - L L
In its 1977 report to Congress-NIE said:

All T1t1e I districts use’ standard1zed
achlevement test  scores to determine eligi-
bility for Title I services. However,

.. ) . .
LRV ' . ’

*Optlons for selectlon of schools, however, are mean1ngfu1 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 llﬁ%ly to be less
significant in districts having few gchools: 1In 1981-82, 59
- percent of the districts had one’ or two schools, 70 percent had
" three or fewer, 79 percent had four or fewer, 85 percent had five
or fewer. ; .

**Small d1str1cts, in part1cular, express a preference for .
achievement data. While 65 percent of the mail questionnaire.
respondents  in all districts express this preference, the per-
centage\ in small d1str1cts,1s 76; in medium d1str1cts, 54 and in °
large d1str1cts, only 47 S 7.

_***Only 3 percent of the d1str1cts report rejectlng the optlon as
" too compllcated, whlle an equal percentage stated they . choose not
to use it because of 0ppos1tlon by the ‘state educatlonal agency

[sEA]. ‘ ; : Lot

-

-
-
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district testing progréms 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
-1 ‘districts also use teacher judgment to
identify those low-achieving students for
whom test scores are unavailable. (p. 1l1)

e

The DPS on-site interviews of Title I teachers,yielded .

. similar results, 99‘pefcent reportiﬁg-use of,tests and 77 percent
reporting reliance on mofe subjeétiVe judgment.
DPS data also reveal the flexibility, and ‘at times subtle

nnancqs,‘of.the student'sé1ection process used by Title I dis-

tricts.. While 46 percent of the districts report ‘using, with “
rare exception, a‘firm‘ﬁest:score cut—off_critéribn’to seiect .
participants}'considerablé'flexibility_is evident in Othér dis-

tricts. Three;fifths'bf ali disﬁriétsy 62lpercent,freport.£th 
"teachers may‘dgcide‘thét some studénﬁs'above the éﬁt46f%1point‘
need Title.I serviceSf“* A.simiiar;number.of‘districts, 59\pef§
cent,1reportétha£ 9;éacher$ hayrdecidé thaﬁ»Some\étudenté‘below‘
the cut-of f pointhd:notaneea Titlerl serviCes."**-.A ;tudgnt?;.
.%btentiél for success is:a factorjcdnsidéreg;by;25 perbeﬁt’of Ehé

«
v.

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 o
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 report on implementation of Title F in
nonpublic schools. : :

* 3 - ‘.'<
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Selectlon of Participants from among,Those Ellglble in T1tle-
1 Schools . 4 :

1th1n schools selected for T1tle I serv1ces, NIE (1978, p;
l2) found "that the number of students rece1v1n§gT1tle I services
1s 66 percent of . the number of program ellglbles. The DPs found
.this flgure 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 d1str1cts report

serving all-ellglble studentggznv1981-82, while the- majorlty

A

select part1c1pants from ‘an ellglble pool. It 1s not’ clear,’

however, that d1str1cts have a unlform conceptlon of ellgiblllty. '

One d1str1ct, for example, may serve all students "ellglble," but

N r

def1ne ellglblllty as scoring at or below the 25th percentlle.
Another d1str1ct may deem ellglble all students sCorlng below the

50th percentlle but report select1ng from that pool only those
»
scor1ng at or below the 25th percentlle. Thus, d1str1cts actu—
. \ » .

,ally serv1ng the same category of student mlght answer d1ffer—

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

--fvl»

."el;g;blevstudents,_-- - | """d, "

s . . s .- - . o
. L. PR : : o -4 L E -
Y . : . . hd . . ./
. . . " . s . . ~ . .
X . . . M A . T . .
. . ) ’ .

: : : . N . ‘ N .

L : .

1 . . . - - . B ’
h p « . . e o . RRE S [
. L LI ;

*The drop may be attr1butable to 1nflatmon or- budget cuts., See ",
the spec1al report devoted to this" subject., T
. *See ED, An Evaluatlon of ESEA T1tle I-—Program Operatlons and
Educational Effects, A Report to Congress, March 1982, p. .I1I-4:
"It is difficult to assess how  adequately local [student selec=-
tion] procedures achieve the intent of the regulatlons due to
dlfferlng def1n1tlons of educatlonal deprivation -and greatest
need. . o

1
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DPS case study‘data.indicate.that selection of students for

T1tle I rograms is often a flex1ble, and somet1mes elaborate,‘
'procedure 1nvolv1ng several subtlet1es*and exceptlons to general

“rules. In one d1str1ct s1x factors influence teacher selectlon

Cof students to. part1c1pate 1n the T1tle I program-' (1) cali-

\fornia Achievement Test [CAT]-score* (2) whether prev1ously

»

served in T1tle I,‘(3) whether referred by a regular program

__teacher, (4) score ‘on. locally made screen1ng tests: (5) whether

‘state compensatory educatlon serV1ces are avallable, and (6)

vwhether 1nd1V1dual Title I teachers have space avallable for more

By

In thlS d1str1ct CAT score 1s the maln cr1terlon, and -
the 45th percentlle is the usual cut-off p01nt. Those scor1ng

lowest are generally selected f1rst, unless’. (l) state compensa-.

”tory educatron serV1ces are avallable at the- grade level fn ques- :

_tlon (in th1s d1str1ct grades l through 3), and (2) the student

A
o '

71s among the 30 scor1ng lowest, who are customarlly selected for ’

"the state program Fae e ’ &

Selectlon by:-lowest: score,«however, 1s not un1formly fol-

— ) ] o s

. lowed.. A student referred by her ‘or his regular program teacher,_n

and who“scored below grade leVel on the local screenlng tests,~

- may be glven prlorlty over A student w1th a lower CAT score}f

-

' ConVersely, students 1n1tlally selected for Title I on the bas1s

of ‘a“” 1ow CAT score may be returned to the.regular program 1f they ﬁf

score at grade lével on‘the“local,scre nlng tests.- Students~' '

. n R
£yt ,-:“ r-’Pi “ e

kfprev1ously served are,glven prlorlty.' Some students scor1ng




'Y

percent11e,’can be selected for the program in th1s d1str1ct *
V part1cularly if they were prevlously served, the regular teacherf
7?lwants them in the program, they score: below average on the
screen1ng test ,~ and’ the part1cular T1tle I serv1ce approprlate

for the1r needs (such as a’ read1ng lab) has space avallabley‘«

PR
e

Another d1str1ct also uses a comb1natlon of test scores and

' teacher judgment in select1ng T1tle I students:lhowever, the

\
. .. -x‘. W

order 1n wh1ch those factors are applled is reversed. Teachers t
g

make an 1n1t1a1 determ1natlon of the pool of students llkely to

.-
d w_-'l

"H::need chpensatory serV1ces, and only those students are tested ek

Th1s contrasts w1th the" f1rst d1str1ct described, wh1ch makes _é

. : t"'

' '1n1t1al selectlons based on test scores but allows these dec1*

“on .—f

's1ons to be OVerrldden by subsequent teacher assessment.

» *ED s 1982 Report to Congress, p. III-5, suggests that'thls d1s-
“V trict is not an isolated case: "pifficulties in targeting ser-
" vices on the need1estf;suev1dent, .. . 457, 000 (16 percent of
T tude ;i itle )Uplaced 1n the upper half. of ‘the distri-

¢ 3 > DPS data, moreover, revealed
that desp1te the "4 ateet need prov1slon,_25 percent of the .
-di#ericts reported. t a.‘one fa"

r~con51dered in’ sglestlng stu-
dents was "potentis uccessj-ln the Title I program {stu-.

- dents scoring relativel 1gﬁg% than those "furthest ' behind tend
to have‘greater potent. O BUC '"in Title T programs
because they learn; relati,el It is- not
known, however, Mhether all.dlstrlcts considering this factor,
would, for. this reason, tend to select relat1vely h1gher scor1ng

tudents.3 - .

\**A th1rd d1str1ct Whlch relles most exten31vely on teacher judgu
* ment rather than test sCores reported two types. of problems PRE
vi,ocgasionally had': emerged- ‘(1) teachers .sending students to. T1tle.
‘Irsolely because: they ‘have behavior problems; and (2) teachers
select1ng too many’ students in an effort to get more. Eltle I >
resources for therf'school. S e :

RO 2
L,
-y

K
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

..1
.

"-year»for T1tle I serv1ceﬁ¥?

-

'usingzthls optlon;

‘method was provig}

' arrangement.

:Use of Student Selectlon Optlons §§§ J. ' . o ;;ﬂﬁﬁ

'To promote contlnulty and to sustalh galns, Tltle I permlts .
districts to serve, s&qdents who recelveA’Tltle I serv1ces the°:{?'"

. ,n‘

“5‘ .
preVLous year, even- 1ﬁ theyiare not am JJ those with the greatest

9
4.

s A
need in the présent year.’ Forty percentvof the dlstrlcts report

Similarly, Tltle‘ﬁ

<w Pig

> S,
AR

a,a

*Th1s dlstrlct repogg

1dent1f1ed as, elﬁ'ﬁi«
in this dlstr;ctvu '

\'}‘#6

e for Title I.‘ ‘The- Pr1n01pals and teachers
essed" ons1derable=sat1sfactlon w1th'th1s.




Y.

leseqregation; bukyyl

¢

.the "mid-year transfer option" ‘&

(.. nal warsetgsan the delivery of Title I Beérv

YLl
a;n'u}'dzstr?cts‘ use of the option .to

vas.s” students who are not educational®y

%1'thc districts surveyed by mail, (31:pe

Twe Lt yeny jeedsent

¢ deeal s limgpactal 19 percent of the medium districts, "and

*

LE et -1"%',‘;;;_:»“";« dimtricts), report _t.hat. "some non-Title I -

+ © .

“itle ! mervices” under the "incidental basi¥s"

theae dlatricts, 97 percent, report: that’
snder this.option include

.:l_by-thc'DPS §gﬁ;ey of =

»
W

L. Y

jé districts state they are-unaware
rcent of the districts state they

5 ces strictly to students eligible
of 1ow achievgmﬁntgf Iy

- W 0o ]

ele 1

ETAPS S A% since desirgd tixrprovjide “Ti
eavioes Lo non-Title 1 ntudenéﬁtyis-hdéngﬁé prin-
i eation of the option. Rather, a signi-
Wiew that even a well planned and effi-
#1491 program does not at all times use all
‘aw camputer terminals or audiovisual equipr .-
s Luwscs used for Title 1 field trips have o
it makes little sense to requixre that

i ot that’ seats reomain unfilled -in-.order to
uiogtity i the Title I program. Another- fre~

1r thig:g¥ceprion s the unacceptability of

. -
; et fat o,

aereint e 7 tpes fram giving «morgoncy'fixlt‘aid(tg}@n_
o el toeras e!‘l‘l . : o o
[ *:Iq *




'-T1t1e I teachers, whlch found 26 percent (the same as the

. ";‘ N .1’;' ‘_\:.-_
f'datta 1nd1cate these trends have not changed“ .\

many schools “polltlcally deslrable.

o,

‘ .o,
. 1

.percent of d1str1cts us1ng the “1nc1dental basis" prov1s1on)

reportlng that they prOV1de Tltle I 1nstructlon to non-Tltle I

* -
. R .

students.

How Might the Selectlon of Schools, and Degree of Concentratlon
of Services, Be Affected by Either the Chapter 1 Optioen to.
"Utilize Part"” of the Funds for All Low-Income Students or j’°

"Procedures Which Merely "Permit" Selectlon of Students Havrgg
‘the Greatest Need? ~ . i .

&v.

In 1978 Congress noted recent NIE ev1dence that the goal of

concentratlng serv1ces was not be1ng met-'f a poo
The NIE found that there aremstrong pressures
.at, the local level to ‘increase the numbers of
schools be1ng served, and that the goal of
concentratlng on the lowest ' income schools is-
not being effectlvely met. (H R. Rep. 1127,

©pp; 20s21) -k & e

v
."

#> _ v
ed" earller-ln thls reportmlndlcate~the-—————

-

nr¢

high percentage of schools claimed ellglble, the strong tendency

to serve. all ellglble schools, and the prevafﬁh'ﬁpractlce of

select1ng for partlclpatlon most of theﬁeglglhlefchlldren.,,pPS

Indeed, the study re1nforces the NIE f1nd1ngs with other

relevant data. Most d1str1cts expressly state they seek to serve'

as many,schools or students as poss1b1e. One local admlnistrator

.la

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

., ;
' -

another notes that local preferences make spread1ng serV1ces to

\.I
"

Also, a slgnlflcant nwmber
of d1str1cts experlmenth1ﬁh d1fferent data sources or school or

student selection optlons in order to accompllsh their goals.

¢ .
1 .

$. . . .
N 1 _— . b3
'S . ] . A
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;‘ahe school d1str1cts "attempted to, drn
v _

“to match the numben/pf students recelmlng Tltle I s

partlcular schools" and that many d1str1cts

1.- 4

:lqge'extreme gﬁvague rules for allocat1ng o
“Fesoureés . . . [with the result that] the “'i

level of funding per child might vary sub-,""'~

stant1ally from school to school. (p. 79)

- NIE concluded- B L o /is'

There is no- assurance that schools w1th the
highest. concentratlons of either low-income
or. low-ach1eV1ng children will, receive the
greatest amount of Title I resources, oOr. that
funds w1ll,be allocated in a cons1stent e
fashlon.. (p,:ﬂ?) o - e

?% In response, Congress in l978 enacted §124(e) of T1tle I,"
e #
wh1ch requ1res that Title I funds be allocated "on the baslshof

the number and needs of chlldren to be served;»fmm»

. . . ..G' \-’

DPS data 1nd1cate that enactment of §124(e) may have-

1ncreased the extent to wh1ch d1str1cts use a logical and con-
s1stent method of allo atlng T1tle I funds. Three-fourths of the—‘

_port allocat1ng the1r Title I funds to

d1str1cts surveyed

" schools accordlng t,&thez"number of students selected for Title I.

',servi§§s -gp from the 45 percent found by NIE prlor to l978 *
.4\ .
Chapter 1 does not conta1n a prov1slon s1m11ar to §124(e),

)

‘and the ECIA regulat;ons do not address ‘this issue.’ ED s draft

nonregulatory guidance document does not mention directly the

g

_ *DPS data -indicate only 1L percent of the d1str1cts consider
'school poverty levels in allocating Title I funds, whlle 19
percent consider, "more informal. judgments of need"” in maklng

funds allocatlonadec1s1ons..

ks
47
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T1t1e I' number and needs clause, but on a related topic’ the

‘V~document states that Chapter 1 does not "require an LEA‘to serve
- attendance areas 1n rank order of their concentratlon of ch11dren

from low-1ncome fam111es.. If ECIA is 1nterpreted by d1str1cts‘

not to. requlre dlstrlbutlon of funds accordlng to relat1ve need

‘and concentratlon of part1c1pat1ng students, the new law W111

s s

1ncrease d1str1ct opportunltles to spread funds thlnly, the
dom1nant trend found by both NIE and. DPS data.

The new ECIA prov1slons a11Qw1ng use: of part of the fundsp'

ffor all low-1ncome students, and relaxlng the requlrement to

serve those in greatest need, also appear to prov1de more oppor-

tun1t1es to spread funds th1n1y.' Seventy-one-percent of the

-

Pr1nc1pals interviewed favor the "ut111ze part" clause; but 38

L3

b : : . "~

- tho

percent, along w1th 60 percent of the Tltle I Dlrectors,‘agree

,that d11utlon of serv1ces "to those currently in T1t1e I programs

will result *, A v
‘DPS data also 1nd1cate that,'under the'“permits" provision,

only 37 percent of ‘the d1stnicts w111 11m1t Chapter 1 serv1ces to .

those . students furthest behlnd. Seventeen percent of the T1t1e I

'Dlgictors report that - pressure exlsts to serve students other

thah those in greatest need. Interviews w1th Title I D1rectors

,fouzj that, under the permlts" clause, 18 percent would 'serve‘

who can benefit" and "not serve those who cannot’ beneflt.

*Mail questionnaire- data .indicate that 44 percent of the dis-
tricts will not "utilize part" of their funds for students not
now served; an equalkpercentage of districts say they will, but.
mostly on a minimal basls.

LN
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Some.districts even report'they would shift or dilute ‘
serv1ces in response to other new ECIA prov151ons.‘:Ten percent
say they-w1ll select mor schools or attendance areas, if the a
ECIA mandate to serve areas hav1ng "the hlghest concentratlons of
low-1ncome chlldren 1s left to: local 1nterpretatlon._ Fifteen
' percent of the dlstrlcts surveyed (18 percent of the small. dls-h
tr1cts, 15 percent of ‘the med1um dlstrlcts,.and 9 percent of the
‘_large d1str1cts) state they do not at this t1me quallfy for the
.T1tle I no-wlde varlance“ opnlon, but thatr w1thout further .
gu1dance, they would 1nterpret ECIA S, unlformly hlgh concentra-
tion" clause to make all the1r schools ellélble.u

Flnally, when asked the1r 1n1t1al, general assessment of the

ECIA school- and student selectlon prov1sfbns,’49 percent of the _

respondlng dlstrlcts (46 percent of the small districts, 53 per-

cent of the medlum dlstrlcts and 67 percent of the large dis--

- tricts) state that the flexiblllty in theserprov151ons “may lead-

to T1tle I resources [belng] spread too thinly, or to othersA

) rece1V1ng services at the expense of students presently in the
program | |

‘How Might the Elimination of Title I. Attendance Area, School, and
Student Selection Optlons Affect Flex1b111ty under Chapter 1?2

Dlstrlct Practlces study data presented earller show that
T1tle I Optlons--such as the 25 percent rule, the formerly ell-
bglble clauses, m1d-year transfer ellglblllty, and coord1nated

' plann1ng with state compensatory educatlon--were used by a major-

1ty of the dlstrlcts in ,which they applled, 1f local off1c1als

., 45
a8



were aware of the option. The data also show that grade-span

T

ranking is a prevalent practice and‘that selection of schools by

,ach1evement data is thought preferable by many ‘Title I Directors.

*.'- ..

G1ven ‘the relatlve p0pu1ar1ty of.Spec1al optlons granted by
T1t1e I, ECIA s e11m1natlon "of these optlons from the'statute:may
1nduce perceptlons that dlstrlct flexlblllty has been reduced;
_Thlrty percent of the dlstrlcts surveyed express such views., fﬁéffﬂ
tfrequency W1th whlch these dlstrlcts report u51ng optlons ellma-
nated by ECIA is indicated below (total exceeds 100 percent,
51nce dlstrlcts may use more than one ggtlon)"

57% Formerly e11g1b1e clause | i '., [{. o

54% Achlevement ranklng

433

Selectlon of areas uslng the 25 percent rule

-  35%
248
218 ¢

\ demographlc statlstlcs“\

_ Several T1t1e I D1rectors, asked'about theéir general
assessments of ECIA during on-51te 1nterv1ews, expressediconcern

about. loSs of optlons. ED S draft gu1dance document may

/ \‘

. encourage dlstrlcts to cont1nue u51ng optlons that were expressly
-permltted by Tltle I. Other dlstrlcts, however, ‘m y be deterred
by- §554(c) of ECIA, which states.-

The provisions of t1t1e I . . . which are not :
‘specifically made app11cab1e to programs - ’ N
authorized under this chapter shall not be ’ s
applicable to programs authorized under this

chapter. - o

g
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CONCLUSIONS .

Most d1str1cts, usrﬁg tallles of students receiving free or
reduced-prlce lunches, 1dent1fy and select for Title I serV1ces.',“
all schools that can be deemed ellglble. . To th1s end, a number//fi/
- of d1str1cts experlment w1th alternatlve school selectlon methods.

to see in advance the’ results they would produce. |

‘ Approx1mately half of the school d1str1cts report serV1ng

‘all students ellglble for T1tle I programs. Ellglblllty and
selectlon 1nvolves use of achlevement test results and "cut-off"
' scores in nearly all dlStrlCtS, but, overall, the student
selectlon.process is flex1ble, ploys teacher judgment,»and

includes d1scretlon to select some students scor1ng above the

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

Many d1str1cts are unaware of the avallable school and
LN

~student selectlon optlons.' Those that are ‘use’ them w1thvsome.
frequency, and a substantlal percentage of d1str1bts belleve
the1r ellmlnatlon by ECIA will reduce flexlblllty. A majorlty of -

districts, however, do not percelve a loss of_flexlbllltyiunder
ECIA.

N . . . . . .

"In fact, d1str1ct off1c1als 1n1t1al assessment of ECIA

-
prov1s1ons 1s that they allow more schools to - ‘be deemed ellglble.

Most Title I D1rectors, however, belleve serv1ces under ECIA will

-~

be less concentrated than services und Title I, resulting in

reductlon of” ser:}ces to students current in Titleﬁl programs.v.

N | ‘l" ." . N L o - 341' | | 4'7.
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