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Foreword

The purpose of this project report is to improve the administration of
intergovernmental education by contributing information about specific and
practicable ways in which this may be accomplished.

The report is intended for the use of federal, state, and local adminis-
trators, and the many citizens who serve education in official and private
capacities at all levels of government. It is hoped that the implications of
the evidence on administration of federal-state-local programs will lead to
increased educational benefits and cost effectiveness throughou. the country.

The Project Policy Committee and the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania are greatly indebted to a larger number of individuals, official agencies,
and associations than can be acknowledged here. The members of the
Policy Committee met often and guided the project well. Ths eight state
project committees and their coordinators, who are identified fully in this
report, contributed much of its substance. They were indispensable to its
success.

The U.S. Office of Education, and particularly its Division of State
Agency Cooperation, responded to the needs of the project far beyond sup-
plying funds and fulfilling its ordinary official functions. Associate Com-
missioner for Federal-State Relations Wayne O. Reed, Director Harry L.
Phillips, Branch Chief James E. Gibbs, Project Coordinator Thomas L.
Johns, David G. Phillips, and the late Robert F. Will gave time and effort
far beyond the call of duty in assisting the 2roject Policy Committee and the
staff.

Consultants Walter M. Arnold, Laurence D. Haskew, and Betsy S.
Tu:vene were particularly helpful in their respective fields of expertness.

Jane K. Owens, Assistant Project Director, an experienced former
state and local administrator, contributed diligently and brilliantly to the
work of the project and to the preparation of this report.

B. Anton Hess, Chairman
May 1971 Project Policy Committee
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Introduction

Current problems in intergovernmental education reflect social and
economic trends to which adaptations have not yet beep made. Local ele-
mentary education met most of the needs of the newer parts of the country
at the end of the nineteenth century, and local property taxes financed public
education everywhere without serious difficulty. As secondary education
grew, and as educational requirements of advancing technology increased,
state financial assistance to local schools was added. Then the Great De-
pression strucxk, and the states doubled their share of the total elementary
and secondary costs to a national average of 40 percent to keep the schools
open and growing, a percentage they have maintained as dollar amounts have
skyrocketed.

Federal funds for public elementary and secondary education were very
small until 1950, and even today these funds total no more than 7 percent
of the total cost. Nevertheless, the 93 percent state and local funds are so
completely vested in ongoing school operations that the federal government
is now a principal source of funds to serve imrortart new needs.

Responding to this situation, most federal-state-local programs are de-
signed to meet specific objectives. This is accomplished by channeling the
funds with legal requirements attached to ensure that the federal purposes
will be met. The condition today is such that federal srequirements, along
with other requirements imposed by state and local education agencies to
assist in achieving similar purposes, Constitute an orggnizational overload
that threatens to overwhelm administrators. Educational benefits are being
sacrificed because ineffeciive administrative processes do not permit full
accomplishment of program objectives.

This study has concentrated on two important probjems of federal-state-
local administration of elementary and secondary edycation: (1) inade-
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quately coordinated and poorly timed program authorizations and appropria-
tions; and (2) a multiplicity of necessary, desirable, unnecessary, and
counterproductive requirements that constitute an organizational overload
on official agencies at all levels.

The lack of timely coordination has made the necessary federal, state,
and local administrative responsibilities impossible to perform satisfactorily
within the time available under the federally initiated schedules. Because
such schedules and allocations of official responsibilities are determined at
the federal level, basic reform to achieve timely coordination is primarily a
federal respousibility.

The administrators in the U.S. Office of Education cannot fully meet
their own responsibilities for making regulations, allocating funds, and ap-
proving state or local programs until after federal legislation on program
authorizations and appropriations has been enacted. The state and local
agencies must perform their administrative work within the limitations of
federal laws on authorizations and appropriations, as elaborated in adminis-
trative details by Office of Education regulations. The local agencies cannot
make firm preparations for opsrating programs until both federal and state
authorizations and funding are available. Whenever the federal arrange-
ments for program coordination and funding fail, the intergovernmental
programs usually continue to be inadequately coordinated and poorly timed
all the way from Washington to the local classrcom.

Congress has made a series of beneficial changes in efforts to overcome
the damaging eff=cts of the intergovernmental organizational overload. It
has experimented with advance funding, and it has authorized carry-over of
funds for one fiscal year to apply tc all programs administered by the Office
of Education. Congress also has considered the annual budget request of
the Office of Education on a priority basis and separately from that of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in the last two congressional
sessions, leaving more planning time for the federal, state, and local agencies.
The Office of Education has made many administrative adjustments, as have
the state and local agencies in their own ways.

All these effcrts, unfortunately, are not of sufficient scope to solve the
federal-state-local problems of lack of timely coordination. There is no rea-
son to believe that piecemeal federal legislative and administrative efforts
can ever do so. The evidence is clear that a more far-reaching reform will
be necessary.

Congress has authority to take the basic action the situation requires:
to change the federal fiscal year to coincide with the calendar year, leaving
the state and local fiscal year to begin on July 1. Such a change would provide



federal, state, and local administrative agencies approximately the time they
need to make necessary intergovernmentel preparations to inaugurate timely
and vastly more effective programs at the local ievel. The same reform also
would improve the schedules of program authorizations and appropriations
for intergovernmental programs in other areas of federal, state, and local
concern. It is a change that was made for other reasons in 1844, and it is
entirely practicable as well as necessary to meet the major problem of lack
of timely coordination in current intergovernmental programs. This problem
has been discussed in detail in Chapter 1.

An important element throughout this study is the degree of planning,
initiative, competence, and personal effort contributed by federal, state, and
iocal administrators in implementing intergovernmental procgrams of educa-
tion. Statutes and regulations do not activate programs; only people can
make them produce educational results. Excellent administrators can achieve
effective results by overcoming difficult problems imposed by poor adminis-
trative structure, while incompetent administrators often get poor results
under the best of operating conditions. These considerations, although not
strictly measurable, were present throughout the study. They are discussed
in general and specifically in relation to certain operating programs in
Chapter 2.

The second major problem of this study arises out of the multiplicity
of categorical financial aids to education and the number and complexity
of special administrative requirements used to ensure that their statutory
objectives will be met. The total amount of paperwork clearly constitutes
an organizational overload, which makes 1t important to sort out the re-
quirements that are necessary and those that are unnecessary or counter-
productive. Accordingly, this study sought to ascertain which administrative
patterns or activities support accomplishment of program objectives and
which are unnecessary or retard attainment of those objectives.

In analyzing this problem. the project enlisted the assistance of 109
state and local federal program administrators in eight states. These par-
ticipants were carefully selected by the chief state school officer or co-
ordinator of federal programs in each state on the basis of their experience,
administrative ability, and personal competence and judgment.

A research instrument was developed on the basis of a modified systems
analysis approach. It set forch roughly representative samples of the ad-
ministrative requirements and constraints in the laws, regulations, admin-
istrative orders, and guidelines of four operating intergovernmental programs
of education. These items were analyzed, discussed, and rated according
to the extent they supported or retarded the attainment of program ob-
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jectives. Both traditional and novel methods were used in seminars with
the state committees to authenticate the evidence before the final ratings
were made on the basis of their operating experience and knowledge.

The planning phase of the project, the development of a research
instrument, its applications in eight participating states, and the ground
rules in regard to the effects of biases, ideologies, and other factors in the
item ratings have laid a foundation for replization or extension of the
study.

One of the by-products of this study was to experiment with new
methods of measuring or carefully assessing the effectiveness of patterns and
activities involved in administration and management of intergovernmental
education. Descriptions and purposes of these methods and procedures are
related in detail in Chapter 3.

Chapter 4 reports the work of the eight staie-local committees and an
analysis and commentary by the project staff on each of the seven sections of
this part of the study. These sections show that a total of 73 percent of the
items rated were believed to be strongly or mildly supportive of program
objectives and that 27 percent were regarded as mildly or strongly retarding
those objectives. The evidence of the study is clear that there is much room
fo- improvement in the administration of federal-state-local programs. The
*:ghly rated items could be emphasized more in administrative practice. The
items impeding attainment of program objectives or unnecessarily adding to
the organizational overload could be deemphasized or eliminated.

This study has attacked a large and pervasive condition affecting inter-
governmental administration of education from two directions. The first
approach has reflected traditional research methods; the second, a modified
deductive systems analysis with extensive participation by state and local
administrators in eight states. The two approaches supplement and re-
inforce each other, presenting evidence that may assist in efforts to improve
intergovernmental programs of education.
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CHAPTER 1

Timely Coordination
of Intergovernmental
Programs of Education

The coordination of federal authorizations and appropriations with
state and local education programs is complex and difficult. Effective
coordination requires legislative and administrative diligence, with careful
timing at all levels. It becomes impossible when legislation and regulations
lag behind schedules, contain unrealistic deadlines and extensive assign-
ments that leave no timea for necessary planning, and lack funding for prompt
implementation. It is surprising that in many intergovernmental education
proz-anis these conditions habitually recur year after year and predictably
damage educational results.

Failure to coordinate program authorizations and appropriations with
schedules of the local school year might be anticipated in implementing
new legislation, but poor coordination persists in maturing and even rou-
tinized programs. It often flares anew following substantial amendments to
the law or changes in regulations. The toll in program failures, wasted
funds, and low morale is devastating.

The evidence of this study confirms the a'most universal testimony
of experienced state and local administrators throughout the country. Lack
of timely coordination is general and pervasive, ultimately resulting in lost
opportunities to plan, staff, and operate local programs adequately.

The underlying reason for this situation is only slightly less obvious.
The basic federal-state-local administrative structure has been created by the
federal government and is primarily a federal responsibility. That structure
causes and rnaintains the present conditions. It is the foremost constraint
on state and local educational agencies and lies beyond their authority or
power to change.

11
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The following table presents the record of the past five fiscal years
in regard to late funding.

Dates of Enactment of Annual Appropriations
U.S. Office of Education

Fiscal Year Date of Enactment Days Delay After July 1
1967 November 7, 1966 129
1968 Navember 8, 1967 130
1969 October 11, 1968 102
1970 March 5, 1970 247
1971 August 18, 1970 48

Average delay each year after beginning of fiscal year on July 1-—131 days

The most timely enactment of appropriations for education during these
five years came on August 18 of 1970 for fiscal year 1971. This date almost
coincides with the opening of the annual terms of local schools throughout
the country, which varies from about August 20 to Septeraber 20. The
record for fiscal year 1971 is in sharp contrast to that of fiscal year 1970, but
it 1s not sufficiently timely. As we shall see, six to eight months are needed
for necessary federal, state, and local program planning and administrative
preparations after the annual federal appropriation is enacted, all to be com-
pleted and ready for use before schools open about September 1 for their
annual terms.

The probability is that most intergovernmental programs are simply too
overloaded with inputs from federal, state, and local governments to permit
all three levels of administration to perform their necessary work require-
ments within existing time limitations. This chapter will examine these
problems of organizational overload and the administrative environment
within which they exist. It will review the congressional and federal ad-
ministrative efforts of recent years to improve important details of intergov-
ernmental administration of education. It will describe several of the con-
straints applied to the Office of Education by federal officials and agencies
that have authority over it. Then it will deal with a pattern of organization
and operation that promises much better coordination and increased program
effectiveness.

Organizational Overload at Three Levels of Government

In the Office of Education, program officers prepare regulations, guide-
lines, administrative manuals, and other operating arrangements. Its finan-
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cial officers compute apportionments, prepare reporting requirements, and
make allocations of funds. All these arrangements must follow federal enact-
ment of programs and their funding provisions. The federal administrative
functions often require much time. A single regulation may consume weeks
of discussion in the Office of Education. It may involve both consultations
with congressional leaders about what was intended and with administrative
policy makers about how to allocate mandatory and discretionary authority
among federal, state, and local agencies under the law. An apportionment
of funds under a new or revised formula may be equally time consuming.

Federa] allocations of functions may result in further delays at the
state and local levels. If a state plan must be written or amended, it may
be necessary to consult with local boards and superintendents, or even to
make local field surveys before completing the plan. The federal decisions
on whether state plans are in approvable form may thereafter require con-
ferences with individual states.

" The state agencies must take the injtiative in dealing with local educa-
tion agencies as required by federal and state laws and regulations. New
federal programs must be adapted to state systems of local financial ac-
counting, which vary from state to state. If the state agency approves local
projects and programs, and if it takes seriously the necessity of assisting in
plens for local evaluation, the state administrative responsibilities may be-
come formidable. Such services to program planning, operations, evalua-
tions, and reporting are necessary for the state agency to fulfill its own ob-
ligations to local and federal agencies.

The state agencies deal with thousands of local education agencies on
the one hand, and with the Office of Education or other responsible federal
agencies on the other. Their functions are time consuming when performed
well enough to support the objectives of the program. They play a vital role
in program development and fund distribution from the federal and state
agencies to the local agency, and in program evaluations and reporting from
the local to the state and federal agencies.

It is the local education agencies, however, which have suffered most
from lack of timely coordination, and only their accomplishments can justify
all the federal legislative efforts and administrative preparations of federal,
state, and local education agencies. The local administrative position is
unenviable. After local citizens learn of the federal authorizations of educa-
tional programs, their pressures to experience those fine programs quickly
mount. While the local agency continues to wait for clarification and spend-
ing authority from Washington and the state capitol, community impatience
grows. Even aft>~ that word finally comes, the pupils and their parents must
wait a little longer while local administrators plan programs, preparé pro-
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gram applications, qualify for program approvals, employ necessary staff,
arrange teaching facilities, and enroll eligible pupils. Typically, it has been
impossible to implement intergovernmental programs for many weeks or
even months after school terms begin. A large part of the educational loss
often results from the simple fact that competent teachers for such vaguely
scheduled programs are difficult or impossible to employ and retain. Ad hoc
programs begun under such circumstances are not ordinarily productive in
terms of educational benefits, per-pupil costs, or public acclaim.

The cumulative burden of three sets of responsibilities must be shcul-
dered by three levels of government aciing in concert rather than succes-
sively, as under present conditions, before intergovernmental programs can
fully benefit the pupils. As long as education is considered primarily a state
responsibility and a local function, no fewer governmental levels is prac-
ticable. The search must be for ways to reorganize the schedules at all levels
of administration in ways that bring maximal support to the goals of thorough
planning, timely implementation, and effective operation at the program
level.

An Instructive Example

An example of unplanned but effective scheduling and planning oc-
curred in the ESEA Amendinents of 1966 after the enactment of Title VI,
Education of Handicapped Children, on November 3, 1966. Small funds
finally became available several months later, too little and too late to in-
augurate state plans and local programs in fiscal year 1968. The federal
and state agencies made the best of the situation by agreeing to use the funds
for cooperative planning at each level. A period of nearly eight months’
planning under an agreement between the federal and state agencies, from
June 1967 to February 1968 when additional program funds were received,
was thus used to get a running start at the beginning of fiscal year 1969
on the basis of original planning at all three levels.

As described later in this report, the evidence is clear that Title VI
intergovernmental administration continues to benefit enormousiy from the
long-term cooperative planning of 1967-1968. The planning was truly
cooperative, and it resulted in reasonable allocations of administrative chores
among agencies. The state plan is simple and direct, the forms are brief and
clear, and the required reporting is restricted to appropriate items necessary
to achieve intergovernmental accountability. Federal services without man-
datory controls are not neglected. Title VI is probably the most uncom-
plicated among the several state plan programs studied. There is every rea-
son to believe that all programs would have benefitted from a similar
cooperative approach to planning.

14
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The Federal Scene

Some coordination of federal program authorizations and appropria-
tions with the administrative needs of effective education has been attained
in recent years on the initiative of congressional committees responsible for
educational program legislation. The congressional appropriations com-
mittees also have demonstrated willingness to make helpful adaptations in
their procedures. There has been one instance of advance funding, that of
ESEA Title 1 in FY 1970. In another instance, the House appropriations
committee in FY 1971 considered the Office of Education request separately
and earlier than the request for the remainder of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare budget. The result was that the Office of Education
funds were approved on August 18, 1970, while the funds for the HEW
Department were not approved until early 1971. This practice was repeated
for FY 1972, and the Office of Education request passed the House on
April 9, 1971. With such encouraging recognition of the unrealistic schedul-
ing that has adversely affected federal, state, and local education agencies
and their intergovernmental programs, we shall turn to the question of
whether larger measures of reform may be expected from the appropriations
process.

Federal Appropriations Procedures

The procedures of the House of Representatives illustrate the special
legislative conditions that tend to separate the substantive laws that authorize
intergovernmental prograras from the appropriations necessary to carry the
authorized programs into effect The program authorizing committee does
not fund the laws it initiates; it merely sets ceilings on the amounts that may
be appropriated by another committee. Because educational laws typically
are funded far below the amounts authorized by their established ceilings,
the authorizations set by the substantive program committees have little
effect in determining the amounts that finally become available for the pro-
grams. The appropriations committee makes these specific determinations.

In the exercise of its discretion, the appropriations committee can make
increases or reductions of education funds directly related to reductions or
increases for other areas of federal expenditures such as health, welfare,
or defense. It also can make increases oOr decreases among funds for individ-
ual programs within the education appropriation bill itself. The appropria-
tions committee sometimes makes spending ceilings of its own, especially
when none has been authorized by the substantive legislation. It may attach
riders limiting the amounts that may be expended for specific purposes within
the approved items.

15
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The members of the several House appropriations subcommittees be-
come fiscal experts in the special fields dealt with by their own subcommit-
tees, and other members of the full comm::tee usually tend to follow such
expertise on a basis of mutual accommodation unless there is a special in-
terest in particular items. In the competition among subcommittees for
funds within the full appropriations committee, the educaticn subcommittee
may compromise with subcommittees representing other program areas.
Once these agreements have been reached and approved by the full com-
mittee, its final recommendations are ordinarily upheld oa the floor of the
House except for occasional controversial items.

Both House and Senate have separate legislative authorizations for
education programs and the appropriations to finance them. Working cn
different time schedules, both bills are passed and referred to their respective
joint conference committees. Authcrizations and appropriations proceed to
passage on separate legislative tracks in both House and Senate, differences
between the two branches are then resolved in joint conference, the confer-
ence report is approved by House and Senate, and the final bill becomes lav-
after approval by the President.

The dual legislative routes for federal program authorizations and for
appropriations of funds to finance them are likely to persist. When the two
legislative routes deliver their uncoordinated laws to the Office of Education,
however, the products of the two legislative tracks can be brought closer
together. The program authorizing laws usually arrive first, foliowed by the
laws authorizing appropriations, aithough there have been occasions when
the appropriations process has been delayed because the program authoriza-
tions were unavailable. The legislative scheduling is so complex and de-
manding in so many ways that major reforms within its internal processes
are not probable. The need is to enact program authorizations and appropri-
ations at scheduled times that make federal, state, and local administrative
preparations possible. Meanwhile, smaller adaptations, such as early passage
of appropriations, will continue to be of considerable assistance.

After the program authorizations and appropriations have been made,
there are fewer reasons for keeping funds and programs separated. At each
level, the administrators often can bring education programs and their
necessary funds into more manageable coordination merely by making ad-
ministrative arrangements to do so.

Overhead Controls of Policies and Practices

The Office of Education is bound by the specific requirements and ex-
pressed or implied intentions of the Congress, but these relationships are
affected by policies and practices imposed by other federal agencies. These
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may be routine or discretionary. For instance, routine cost effectiveness
studies are niade by the President and his staffs for program management
and budgets. These assess current programs and provide the rationale for
programs and appropriations to be recommended by the executive branch
for the next year. A damaging discretionary constraint involves the im-
pounding of particular appropriated program funds by the executive branch
on the ground that congressional appropriations do not mandate expendi-
tures. This practice is the equivalent of an executive item veto. In effect
it nullifies the intentions of Congress. There is no direct way the Office of
Education can affect this situation.

Congress exercises legislative “oversight” functions and monitors f=d-
eral, state, and local education programs and their costs in maany ways.
Committees, subcommittees, committee chairmen, and individual senators
and congressmen press their special concerns. Individually and in groups,
they stay ir: touch with federal administrators, hold open hearings and closed
sessions, make investigations, and publish reports. They hear from their
constituents about federal program operations ‘sack home.

Another important influence on the Office of Education that affects
the state and local education agencies is the Office of the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States. Although the Comptroller General is appointed
by the President for a term of 15 years which cannot be renewed, he reports
to Congress and is intended to serve Congress without interference from
the executive branch. Specifically, his General Accounting Office is the
overseer of essentially all federal expenditures of funds appropriated by
Congress. In the Washington Post of March 28, 1971, Bernard D. Nossiter
reported that in 1970, the General Accounting Office made 1,837 audits,
321 major reports at the request of Congress, 203 major reports on its
own initiative, and 644 less significant reports for federal administrative
agencies. It has nearly 5,000 employees, with a preponderance of lawyers,
accountants, management experts, and other professionals.

The General Accounting Office is as important as it is powerful. Stand-
ing more or less independently between the legislative and administrative
branches of the federal government, its work is aimed at the exposure of
fraud, failure to observe the law or regulations, or even the exercise of less
expertness in administration than its auditors or other investigators expect.
Tt reviews not only the financial records, but also the operations of selected
federzlly supported programs of all kinds. Its contributions to law and order
in the financing and administration of programs would be difficult to over-
estimate. |

In education, the General Accounting Office reviews programs and
audits expenditures, reports on financial mistakes and inefficiency, and
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makes available to news outlets materials that are sometimes headlined as
sensational facts and startling conclusions. Even the best administered and
most effective of all intergovernmental education programs is damaged by
such publicity when there is no explanation of how atypical the offender is
among the hundreds or thousands of local programs and projects operating
within the same law and regulations. Some criticized programs appear to be
defensible under the particular circumstances in which they operate, involv-
ing innovations that to the local communities and program administrators
are highly regarded as meeting the clear objectives of the legislation. Our
decentralized system of federal-state-local education, considering its thou-
sands of relatively small programs and its mild approach to power politics
at the federal level, cannot exercise the kind of political strength necessary
to tone down an adverse report, however unfair it may be.

In the Office of Education the federal bureaucracy extends layer on
layer above the federal managers of educational programs, exercising gen-
eral supervision and authority, especiaily in regard to educational practices
that reflect special policies. Such supervision, however necessary, causes
delays within the Office of Education, e.g., the finalizing of regulations is-
often delayed until long after the funds have become available. The result
can be advances of payments to the states on provisional terms that tend to
leave the final legal requirements in doub. for months, or even the post-
ponement of ali funding for an unreasonable time.

Federal overhead constraints are felt continuously at federal, state, and
local administrative levels, whether from regulations and procedural require-
ments or as a result of lack of coordination that inadvertently separates pro-
gram authorizations and funds. Their cumulative effects not only interfere
with effective federal administration of education programs, but they also
prevent action by state and local agencies in their efforts to perform their
own program planning, funding procedures, and program operations. These
circumstances make it imperative that federal overhead initiatives be exer-
cised only when clearly necessary and desirable in view of the organizational
overloads they create.

Educational administrators at all levels are grateful when centers of
federal authority, whether the White House, Congress, or high administrative
officials, exercise leadership to clear away administrative impediments and
lighten the federal organizational overload. Federal clarifications of pro-
grams and procedures, firm assurances of funds certain in amount, and spe-
cial attention to the scheduling of legislative and administrative functions
enable state and local agencies to proceed more effectively to plan, staff,
operate, and evaluate the programs of intergovernmental education in which
they participate.
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Congressional Legislation

Since 1967, Congress has passed a series of taws that have tended to
modify federal administrative enforcement of requirements against the state
education agencies in regard to the federal fiscal year. This refers to dead-
lines and various limitations applied to program administration before,
during, and following the July 1-June 30 fiscal year as the unit of time for
federal program authorizations, funding, state and local program operations,
program evaluations, and financial accounting. The fiscal year for most
state and local school agencies is the same as the federal, but the school
operating year begins in most communities between August 20 and Sep-
tember 20 and ends between May 20 and June 20.

The table on Page 12 shows that under current practices, federal funds
to assist in the financing of local programs cannot be relied upon for use
on the first day of the state and local fiscal year on July 1, or even when
most schools begia in September. This is because, following the actions
of Congress dated in the table, the funds and the authorizations for their
expenditure must be processed in the Office of Education and at the state
and local levels before the funds can be used. These administrative func-
tions require additional weeks or months to meet the requirements to make
expenditures at the program level.

Congress has found it necessary to make emergency provisions to
enable programs to continue through periods during which authorized funds
are not available. For this purpose, it has long resorted to continuing joint
resolutions.

The continuing resolution usually extends the current educational pro-
gram into the next fiscal year for a given period and prohibits program
changes pending receipt of newly appropriated funds. It is made effective
for a short period of time, later to be extended for short periods when
necessary. Its adverse effects on even the most needy of children at the
local level can be illustrated by an instance when funds for the special milk
program were being released by the Department of Agriculture under a
continuing resclution in 1970. Because of repeated delays in approving
the appropriation and the inability to obtain assurance that funds would
be available beyond August 31, a state agency advised all local agencies
to charge the full cost of milk to needy pupils until federal officials could
give assurance that the funds to reduce the cost to such pupils would be
provided. The appropriation for the Department of Agriculture was not
passed until early in 1971.

The continuing resolution has become the standard congressional
remedy for critical situations caused by late federal funding. It has been
evaluated carefully in this study and is believed to be detrimental to educa-
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tion. Such a resolution constitutes a moratorium on innovation and con-
structive program change, makes program planning difficult or impossible,
creates confusion, frustrates teachers and administrators, and becomes an
easy deterrent to the enactment of satisfactory ard permanent solutions
to late funding that Congress is in a position to provide.

The conclusions of this study on continuing resolutions and other
recent legislation on funding have been reported inn Chapter 4, Section VI,
Special Funding Provisions. Among the 27 items rated in that section by
the 109 state and local administrators from eight states, the item on the
continuing resolution rated 2.697 and ranked a iow 24 among 27 items
in its relative support of educational objectives.

In sharp contrast, other items of congressional action since 1967
had high ratings among the 27 special funding items as follows: advance
funding rated 1.256 or fifth highest; a law requiring the Office of Educa-
tion to keep federal funds available for obligation and expenditure through-
out the entire fiscal year rated 1.431 or seventh highest; a law authorizing
federal funds unexpended at the end of the fiscal year to be carried over
into the next fiscal year for obligation and expenditure in that year rated
1.247 and ranked highest; a law authorizing certain federal vocational
education funds to be used until expended rated 1.256 and ranked second
highest; and authority to carry over “impact” law funds for one year rated
1.357 and ranked fourth highest among the 27 items. The attitudes of
state and local educational administrators add up to a sirong preference
for these and other congressional actions that require the Office of Educa-
tion to remove certain of its limitations on use of the fiscal year in dealing
with state agencies.

The most significant congressional action in 1967 came in amend-
ments to sections 401 and 403, Title IV, P.L 90-247. These authorized
federal funding of eight programs for one year in advance. All these
programs are administered through state agencies and are listed in section
401. They include seven titles of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, as amended, and the Adult Education Act of 1966. Section
402 provides that “. . . appropriations for grants, contracts, or other pay-
ments under any Act referred to in section 401 are authorized to be in-
cluded in the appropriations Act for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal
year for which they ars available for obligation.” This was a partial
breakthrough toward more equitable treatment for the state agencies con-
cerning fiscal year limitations.

Another step was an amendment to section 401 of Title IV of P.L.
90-247, referred to above, which mandated the Commissioner not to with-
draw funds from state and local agencies that had been allocated for a
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fiscal year until after that fiscal year had ended. This was the congressional
reaction to an atterapt to prevent obligation or expenditures of federal funds
toward the end of fiscal year 1966. Telegrams were sent from the Office of
Education to the state agencies ordering special state and local surveys of
funds remaining in their custody as of a given day in May that presumably
were not to be obligated and expended for the remainder of the fiscal year.
As the date set was in the middie of a financial reporting period and meeting
the deadline was impracticable, the Office of Education necessarily withdrew
the order.

Another amendment to P.L. 90-247, Title IV, section 402 was attached
to the Vocational Education Act of 1968, in which the Congress decreed
that provisions of that section « . shall apply to any program for which the
Commissioner has responsibility for administration either by statute or by
delegation pursuant to statute.” (Emphasis supplied.) These words make
it indelibly clear that Congress was extending the benefits enjoyed by the
eight programs named in section 401 to all programs in the Office of Educa-
tion. Congress had now made the Commissioner specifically responsible for
the federal administration of all federal programs, including those operating
through the state agencies on a continuing basis, as in a realistic sense he
had been all along.

In 1970, Congress took another decisive step in equalizing continuing
state agency programs with others that had never been made subject to
fiscal year limitations under the regulations of the Office of Education.
Further amending Title IV Amendments to P.L. 90-247 in the General
Education Provisions Act, Congress provided that “. . . any funds from
appropriations to carry out any programs to which this title is applicable
during any fiscal year, ending prior to July 1, 1973, which are not obligated
and expended prior to the beginning of the fiscal year for which such funds
were appropriated shall remain available for obligation and expenditure
during each succeeding fiscal year.” Thus the one-year carry-over was
applied to all Office of Education programs.

Implementiug Congressional Policies

The Office of Education is now mandated to treat all programs alike,
whether or not they are continuously administered through a state agency,
provided their program authorizations meet the time requirements. Until
this became law, the Office of Education administrators were able to build
a practice, protected by their own regulations, that applied only to a selected
group of state and ijocal education agencies. If a state agency had, for
example, an unexpended balance of $12 million and a number of the
local agencies in the state had an unexpended total balance of $16 million

21

20



at the end of the fiscal year, the practice was to reduce the new funds for
the succeeding fiscal year by $28 million. Now the law clearly mandates
that the funds carried over shall remain available for obligation and expendi-
ture during the next succeeding fiscal year. This would not affect the right
of a state to its full allotment for the succeeding year; otherwise, the regula-
tion would penalize the new programs of a new program year and would
have the effect of nullifying the law.

In spite of these enactments, fiscal year limitations continue to be
applied by the Office of Education to continuing programs administered
through the states. For reasons that are far from convincing, these pro-
grams apparently must meet the fiscal year limitations. This is because the
states, rather than the Commissioner of Education, are regarded as the
responsible administrators of their continuing programs. The states are
said to have a right to funds for continuing programs, an inherent right that
is in the states alone, on the theory that state formulas and continuing
rights under the statutes lead to reasonable expectations of funds for the
next year. It is said that continuing programs through the states differ
from all others because they alone receive allotments on an annual basis, so
they must report back annually and meet other deadlines within the limita-
tions of the fiscal year. h

Federal grants to higher education are said to be exempt from the
requirements of the fiscal year because there is no certainty that additional
funds will be forthcoming. Another reason is that universities and colleges;
are said to need time io recruit professional assistance to develop programs
and report to the Commissioner, whe is fully responsible for their approval
or disapproval. The Commissioner is said to lack such direct authority over
continuing federally supported state programs in the sense that he controls
programs in higher education.

A different theory has been applied to P.L. 874 of 1950 as amended,
ordinarily called the “federal impact” law, although the Commissioner has
no direct authority over the expenditures of the federal funds in local
education agencies. This program is exempted from the fiscal year limita-
tions on the ground that when eligible local agencies have educated their
eligible f=derally connected pupils, they have “earned” their federal funds
by way of reimbursement. The reimbursed funds then belong to the local
agency and can be expended for any pu-poses for which the district board
of education could legally spe:d its local tax funds. Moderate participa-
tion by the state agencies in the P.L. 874 program, such as certifying the
numbers of eligible pupils from the local agencies of the state, has not
altered the exemption from fiscal year limitations. This program has a
long track record of continuity and strong nationwide support in thousands
of local districts that would find those limitations :urdensome.
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The practice and supporting theory cited to uphold enforcement of
the limitations of the fiscal year only against the state agencies have little
justification in fact. The Commissioner controls both the approval of and
the amendments to the state plans. He controls the allotments of federal
funds from year to year as certainly when those funds go to the states as
when they go to higher education or to research projects. The implication
that the time needed for planning, approval, and funding of programs or
projects directly from the Commissioner to higher education institutions is
greater than that needed for the cumulative federal, state, and local planning,
approvals, and funding of elementary and secondary intergovernmental pro-
grams of education is contrary to experience,

The weight of custom, tradition, and regulations in perpetuating such
practices may not be overcome without insistence by the states that the law
shall be observed. New allotments to state and local education agencies
having balances at the 2nd of the current fiscal year apparently will be cut
back, one way or another, to the extent of the balances carried over to the
next succeeding fiscal year. Then the same situation will once again eXist
at the end of fiscal yzar 1972, because the printed forms on which the
states, counties, and other state governmental units request funds will have
continued to request those funds specifically for use within the traditional
limitations of the fiscal year.

It is appropriate to discuss how and why this may be possible. One
supporting administrative procedure to lessen resistance may be to avoid
bringing the local agencies into the matter so that deductions from the total
state and local balances may be made at one time from the state allotment.
Others may be the creation of a climate of doubt as to whether the law
really applies or the maintenance of an ambiguous silence while the practice
prevails. Moreover, there may be an alertness to take full advantage of
the possibility that Congress may fail to renew the program authorizations
beyond July 1, 1973, or may fail to renew the provision that authorizes
carry-over of funds for obligations and expenditures during the succeeding
fiscal year. Finally, riders on appropriations laws might avoid or postpone
implementation of the law, unless there is support from state and local
educational agencies favoring its implementation.

Thus far, the policy of silent ambiguity and the continuity of current
practice prevails. No policy has been announced, no directive or other
communications have been sent to the states, and discussion of the subject
on its merits is lacking in the Office of Education. The constraints on the
Office of Education are thought to have been imposed informally by the
federal agencies above it which supervise fiscal affairs on behalf of the
executive branch of the government. Pending more fundamental reform,
a federal administrative policy to extend the privileges enjoyed by higher
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education and the “impact” laws to all intergovernmental education programs
would be helpful.

Administrative Adjustments

Office of Education administrators and other authorities above them
have found it desirable to develop informal practices that constitute excep-
tions to their own limitations of the fiscal year. For instance, if a state
plan must be apprcved by the Commissioner in order to qualify state and
local action taken under its authority, it need not be formally and com-
pletely approved if it is federally regarded as being in “approvable form.”
Then funds can be allocated and expended while extended discussions
continue about what is required to transform “approvable form” into
“approved content” in a state plan that merits legal approval by the Com-
missioner. There is good reason for permitting state and local program
operations to proceed while federal and state administrators negotiate an
acceptable state plan under which the state and local programs could be
formally authorized to operate.

Another beneficial practice permits “obligations” of federal funds to
be charged to a fiscal year even when expenditures of the obligated funds
may be made after the end of that fiscal year. A currently developing
administrative adjustment is to observe the strict limitations of the fiscal
year for administrative funds and for financial reporting, but to accom-
modate the federal management of education programs to the operating
timetable of a school year beginning on September 1. The results of these
developments are being used for administration of ESEA Titles I and VI,
with some variations.

The Title VI pattern differentiates between the fiscal year beginning
July 1 and a program or “award” year beginning September 1. Under this
plan the operating school year begins on July 1 with a summer session in
July and August, financed by funds from the budget of the preceding fiscal
year and obligated before July 1. The summer school has had the benefit
of the previous ten months available for the planning of the summer session
and for obligating the funds to operate it. The regular school schedule
gains July and August for planning programs, for ascertaining the exact
amount of federal and state funds that will be available, and for obligating
funds for the programs beginning September 1. All actual expenditures
under this schedule are made after September 1. Similar adjustments could
probably be helpful in coordinating program planning and financial re-
sources with the schedules of the fiscal and school years in other federally
supported education programs.
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The evidence of this study strongly supports the congressional and
administrative actions that have sought to improve legislative and adminis-
trative flexibility and timing for intergovernmental programs of education.
It also supports the conclusion that all these will remain no more than
treatment of the symptoms of a serious malady rather than a cure. This
conclusion would not be different if we could assume that at least a one-
year carry-over of funds will become universal and that fiscal year limita-
tions on federal-state-local education programs will be allowed complete
equality with those dealt with most favorably in the Office of Education.
The concluding section of this chapter will be devoted to consideration
of what appears to be a complete and realistic answer to the lack of timely
coordination in intergovernmental programs of education.

A New Federal Fiscal Year

Our search has been to discover ways and means to improve co-
ordination of federal, state, and local authorizations, funding, and other
administrative requirements for timely implementation of intergovernmental
programs of education. The evidence is conclusive that such programs
need several months more time than is now available for program and
administrative planning at the federal, state, and local levels. This would
require the establishment of a sequence of conditions: (1) federal pro-
gram authorizations and appropriations must be made available each year
at a more definite time according to a prearranged schedule; (2) federal
and state program and administrative planning must result in timely allo-
cation of funds and distribution of program requirements to local agencies
on the basis of definite authorizations and appropriations; (3) local ad-
ministrative arrangements and funding must be sufficiently completed to
operate approved and well-planned school programs beginning in late August
or early September each year.

The federal information is needed by January 1 each year if the federal,
state, and local planning and administrative functions are to be psrformed
well and completed before the opening of schools in August or September.
The federal coordination at the beginning of the prczess is prerequisite to
the entire schedule.

The educational need is for a reasonable opportunity to perform as
effectively and economically as the more centralized intergovernmental
agencies and the local schools are capable of operating. This opportunity
has been denied by restrictive administrative conditions beyond the control
of the local education agencies and the schools for which they are officially
responsible. Piecemeal efforts to repeal or avoid these restrictions by
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Congress and administrators at all levels have admittedly been insufficient.
We must conclude that extension of their efforts, while somewhat promising,
cannot gain the several extra months necessary for federal, state, and local
program planning and administrative preparations. A more comprehensive
change is necessary to achieve the timely coordination needed. The evidence
points directly to the use of the calendar year as the federal fiscal year, with
the state and local fiscal years left to begin on July 1 following the beginning
of the new federal fiscal year on January 1.

This is not a new idea. It was the early practice of the federal govern-
ment when life was simple. Congress convened in December and adjourned
in the following March or April, operating on the calendar year as the
federal fiscal year. In 1842-1844 a change was made to a federal fiscal
year beginning on July 1. The reason for this change was that the federal
authorizations and appropriations each year were being made and co-
ordinated long before July 1, and there was no need to wait another six
months before inaugurating the fully authorized and financed programs.

For more than a century the July 1 arrangement served the country
well. In recent years, however, it has been increasingly difficult for the
several departments of the federal government to coordinate authorizations,
regulations, and appropriations, especially those eventually to be forwarded
to state and local agencies administering intergovernmental programs. Major
difficuities began with the enactment of the National Defense Education
Act of 1958, when categorical aids to the state education agencies for the
uce of local school districts began to increase in numbers and complexity.
The situation became serious soon after 1960, when the intergovernmental
mechanisms for the administration of federal aids to education became ever
more frustrating at every level of government. At present, with more than
one hundred special aids to education operating from the Office of Educa-
tion and other programs operating from other federal agencies, the crisis
has deepened. It is demonstrably necessary today to adapt the federal
calendar to the realities of year-long congressional sessions in a way that
will meet the clear needs of federal, state, and local administrative agencies.
Perhaps in no other way can it be certain that substantially improved edu-
cational results and cost effectiveness can be achieved.

This proposal is bipartisan. It is supported generally by the executive
branch, and it was approved in a statement by Phillip S. Hughes, Deputy
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, on October 23, 1969. The idea has
been supported by the leadership of both major political parties. Bills have
been introduced in Congress with strong bipartisan sponsorship.

One of the leading proponents of making the calendar year the federal
fiscal year is the Committee for Economic Development, a nonpartisan
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national organization of prominent business and professional men which
conducts research in the public interest. Apparently no organization has
surfaced in opposition to the concept. Fortunately too, no individual or
organization appears to have become dogmatically committed in regard
to certain necessary details involved in making the change. There is an
attitude favoring adjustments of schedules that will be more helpful than
at present. This may ensure a cooperative effort to formulate procedures
and operations under a new fiscal year that can be highly beneficial to
intergovernmental programs in education and other areas as well.

The evidence of this study strongly reinforces the federal calendar
year as the most pron. sing solution of the dilemmas with which it has dealt.
All impressions gained in working closely with eight statewide committees,
with federal agencies, and with representatives of local school agencies are
in agreement. An important part of this report is to discuss the practica-
bility of the general idea and to refer to a number of procedures that need
to be worked out cooperatively with all interested individuals and agencies
in effecting the needed changes.

A Six-Month Adjustment

One of the first questions that arises is how to make the transition
to a federal fiscal year that begins on January 1 instead of July 1. It has
been suggested that there could be a special six-month fiscal year beginning
July 1, perhaps in 1973, and ending December 31 of that year. Another
alternative is to have an eighteen-month fiscal year, with the last six months
being carried forward under a continuing joint resolution with all program
budgets operating at the preceding fiscal year levels. The programs them-
selves could be extended for six months.

Such adjustments as these, Mr. Hughes has suggested, ought not to
be left to future action by the Congress, because complications and even
failures to act could result from the large number of specific actions that
would be required to extend various authorizations, deadlines, reporting
dates, and other special provisions in numerous areas of legislation. He
recommended that Congress deal specifically with all such matters in the
same bill that authorizes the change of the fiscal year itself. If this were
not feasible for any particular program, he suggested that it might be pos-
sible to leave appropriate changes to be made by executive action, perhaps
subject to a legislative veto.

Insofar as the state and local education agencies are concerned, July
1 would continue to be the beginning of their fiscal year. No action affect-
ing the state or local fiscal year is necessary or desired, since the most
important purpose of the change is to gain the six months from January
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1 to June 30 for the cumulative federal, state, and local planning of
federally aided programs in school districis beginning their terms between
August 20 and September 20 each year.

A Better Congressional Schedule

A vital part of the proposal would divide the federal legislative year
into a congressional session, from January 3 to August 15, for dealing
with program authorizations, and a later session, from August 15 to
December 1, devoted almost entirely to making appropriations. The federal
administrative agencies might submit summaries of estimated expensecs on
June 1 to support the regular budget for the fiscal year beginning on the
following January 1, followed by estimates on November 1 to support a
general supplemental appropriations bill for the concluding fiscal year to
be passed toward the end of each session of Congress.

The timing involved in having an early session for program autheciza-
tions, with both regular and suppiemental appropriations enacted in the
latter part of the year, is ideal for educational purposes. It would lead to
concentration on authorizations first, and then on appropriations for the
next fiscal year and supplemental appropriations for the expiring fiscal
year. This basic schedule would encourage timely comngressional action
on these essentials before the Christmas holidays and before the second
session of a current Congress, or in alternate years, before a new Congress
convenes shortly after January 1.

The Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 requires that the executive
budget: (1) show actual results of the last fiscal year operations of the
federal government; (2) show fresh estimates for the fiscal year during
which the budget presented has been prepared; and (3) make fiscal esti-
mates and recommendations for the year ahead. Under the calendar year
the presentation of the President’s budget and his economic report might
be moved from January to April 15. Other arrangements for timing of a
number of related executive actions could be worked out between the
White House and the congressional leadership.

The federal government has a year-long operation with a chronic
struggle to meet deadlines. Little if any unused time remains into which
schedules can be stretched. Some dates, such as those of elections and
holidays, probably cannot be changed. Nevertheless, rearrangements neces-
sary for achieving a federal calendar year might be made more facilitating
than the current schedules. Beyond bringing timely coordination to inter-
governmental programs of education, a new federal fiscal year could bring
similar benefits to intergovernmental programs in other areas of legislative
concern.
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CHAPTER 2

Interaction in Management
and Administration

The enactment of legislation and the appropriation of funds form the
skeletcn and provide the authority for an education program. However,
it is peop'z—many people working at all levels of government—who ulti-
mately translate a program into a viable reality. When the efforts of these
people are coordinated and supportive, the program can achieve a measure
of success in fulfilling its objectives as stated in the law. When their efforts
do not mesh, there is little chance of such success.

This chapter provides illustrations of ways in waich administrators at
all government levels have attempted to implement federal education pro-
grams authorized by various laws.

The purpose of any administrative pattern is to provide communi-
cation and to initiate action. Open and continuous communication is
essential for successful implementation of intergovernmental programs of
education. In order to fulfill its responsibilities and permit others to do
so, each level of government must receive and deliver precise, adequate,
and understandable information.

The Office of Education is the primary source of communication re-
garding legislation, regulations, program information, and reporting pro-
cedures for intergovernmental education programs authorized and funded
by Congress. This information is transmitted to state education agencies,
which are responsible for transmitting it to the local agencies in their
respective jurisdictions.

As each new federal education program is shepherded through the
legislative process toward authorization and funding, the bureau within the
Office of Education to which administration of the program is to be assigned
usually tries to keep state agencies informed about the current status of
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legislation via informal contacts. After a program has been authorized
and funded, the Office of Education begins to develop a formal communi-
cation structure. The first responsibility of the Office is to develop regula-
tions which supplement and clarify the legislation, which it can do more
effectively if the state agencies are involved at once. Usually much -more
detailed and restrictive than the law, regulations reflect the legislative history
of the program, intents of Congress which may not have been written into
the law, the prevailing philosophy of the executive branch, and the attitudes
of the Office of Education staff.

on the draft regulations, particularly if there is likely to be controversy on
certain points. These consultations can be quite helpful, for when state
agencies are provided with an opportunity to influence regulations, they
can support the develcpment of those which will encourage the successful
achievement of program objectives. As the number of federal aid programs
increases, involvement of state agencies in the process of drafting regula-
tions provides an excellent opportunity for the Office of Education to learn
from their experience. This is one way in which poor administrative re-
quirements can be deleted and successful ones promoted.

During this period the Office often attempts to keep state agencies
informed of what they may anticipate both in terms of reguiations
and of fund allocations. Despite these informal efforts, state agencies
tend to delay action until they receive copies of the proposed regulations.
Their reluctance to act, based on past experience with changes made during
the drafting process which may render their efforts useless, increases the
time lag between legislative action and implementation at the local level.

The development and official approval of regulations are crucial steps
in the implementation of any new legislation. Although delays at this stage
can cause damage to the program which requires years to repair, they
occur repeateciy and for much the same reasons each time. Representatives
of special interest groups attempt to gain special benefits or considerations
for their constituents. Authors of regulations may try to promote activities
which Congress does not include in the law but can be construed as within
legislative intent. State agencies which represent politically powerful com-
munities may take exception to certain requirements. The delay in issuing
new regulations after the merging of Title III of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act and Title V-A of the National Defense Education
Act resulted from a combination of such influences. For over a year federal
and state staff members discussed how to merge the guidance program
(Title V-A) with the project concept of Title III, and still they achieved
no resolution of *he problem. While the intramural and intergovernmental
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discussions dragged on, programs for children were thrown into confusion.

Guidelines are written by the program management staff to further
clarify the laws and regulations or to reinforce particular items considered
important to the national interest. Guidelines are regarded as having equal
authority by some state and local agencies, although they are not enforce-
able as are laws and regulations. Silent consent to these additional restric-
tions reduces still further the few options which laws and regulations leave
to state and local agencies.

Once a program has been established, the federal program manage-
ment staff keeps state and local agencies infor:ned through program guides
usually written to clarify one or more aspects of program administration.
The need for such clarifications may arise when several of the state or local
agencies appear to have arrived at varying interpretations of the law or
regulations, when the Congress or Office of Education wishes to change the
emphasis or direction of a program, or when there is a change of philosophy
at the Office of Education.

Experience in developing a program often gives state agencies insight
into problems generated by regulations or guidelines. Sometimes these
problems can be resolved through discussion and mutual agreement to
reorient the interpretation originally given. On occasions when this sort
of reasoning fails and the state agency feels that it is unduly constrained, its
administrators have the right and obligation to challenge the federal inter-
pretations. When this also fails, as in the case of Title I comparability
requirements, state agencies may take their problems to the Congress.
Similar action by the states is appropriate when they find the administrative
structure unacceptable, as in the case of Title III ip 1967.

When a law is amended, the Office of Education must rewrite the
affected regulations. With rare exceptions, which occur when a law under-
goes serious, basic modifications, state and local agencies continue to Op-
erate the program without interruption, using a common-sense approach
to n. »dify it to meet new requirements instead of suspending operations until
ihe new regulations appear. This pragmatic approach is commendable
because the delays involved in developing new regulations could frequently
cause a year's hiatus in activity.

Congressional hearings may raise issues regarding program administra-
tion whick do not result in amendments but which nevertheless prompt the
Office of F.u:cation to revise the regulations or to rewrite the program
guidelines. Such revisions are usually more restrictive because they reflect
additional legislative history or concerns. In some instances these voluntary
revisions of regulations and guidelines appear to be made more in the in-
terest of placating special groups than of improving program administration.
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Regulations, guidelines, and program guides issued by the Office of
Education are intended to give state and local agencies assistance in adminis-
tering a program. They also have other purposes with varying degrees of
legitimacy. With more than fifty state agencies administering each program,
present practice is to maintain administrative patterns relatively uniform to
avoid grave disparities in benefits among the states and their local agencies,
a practice that necessarily restricts flexibility among state and local educa-
tional programs. A less legitimate use occurs when they are written to
achieve what some federal administrators believe are necessary reforins in
educational and administrative practices at state and local levels. Unless
the legislation per se is wiitten to reform certain practices, such efforts have
no place in the regulations and guidelines.

Legislation, regulations, and guidelines form the basic structure of a
program. However, they are only effective as administrators translate them
into action. To accomplish achievement of program objectives it is essential
that the people involved develop a good informal system of communication
so that they are able to understand one another as they work together.
There are no prescribed channels for much of the intergovernmental com-
munication necessary to the success of program development. As federal
participation in education expands, it becomes increasingly important for
state agencies to initiate and maintain informal contacts with federal program
administrators.

After a new program has been authorized and funded or an old one
greatly altered, the Office of Education usually arranges regional meetings
to brief representatives of the state agencies. At these meetings Office of
Education staff members explain the legislation in the light of its history
and the intent of Congress, and they suggest ways in which state agencies
might organize for its administration. Less frequently the Office of Educa-
tion invites all state agency representatives to one big conference to discuss
a new program. Such an occasion gives the program administrators in state
agencies a rare opportunity to work together and to share ideas.

These meetings, whether national or regional, can be very productive
if the Office of Education staff members are well informed and able to re-
spond with authority, and if the state agencies send the people who will be
directly responsible for the program. They ar: less successful when Office
of Education staff members are unable to provide authoritative information,
when state agencies send representatives who will not be directly involved
in the administration of the program, when state people do not use the
opportunity to react or provide feedback, or when state representatives offer
recommendations which are ignored.

This process of establishing administrative tracks to implement a new
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program or revise an old one may be made exceedingly difficult by circum-
stances which are beyond the control of administrators in the Office of
Education or those of any state agency. It is difficult for Office of Education
or state agency staff members to ameliorate problems arising from late
authorization or funding of a program, to speed up certain procedures such
as formulation of fund allocation, or to respond to public expectations for
instant success resulting from widespread publicity.

Once the initial orientation of state agency personnel has taken place,
the responsibility for communication with state agencies usually is dis-
tributed to several persons who serve as the program management team
within the Bureau. It is at this point that the relationships between the
Office of Education and the state agencies become most dependent upon the
relationships between individuals and their respective attitudes and idio-
syncracies.

Federal program managers who are sympathetic with and understand-
ing of the position and problems of the state agency can do much to
strengthen, suppost, and encourage the state people with whom they work.
When members of the Office of Education staff equivocate on interpretations
of legislation and regulations, when they are unable to provide state people
with possible alternative courses of action, when they are inaccessible to
people in state agencies, or when they are dogmatic and autocratic in their
reactions to state agency questions, they create a hostile climate in which
cynicism and distrust flourish. The state administrators can create similar
conflicts if they are not objective and thorough in maintaining timely com-
munications about their practices in areas of federal responsibility.

The Office of Education plays a critical role in one additional type of
communication which occurs at the other end of the program: reporting
and evaluation. The reporting and evaluation requirements which are placed
upon state agencies, and indirectly on local agencies, have a strong influence
on the administration of the program at those levels. Excessively detailed
reporting requirements may be deterrents to accurate reporting because
such information is difucult for state agencies to collect. The Office of
Education deals with between 50 and 60 state and territorial agencies.
However, as most state agencies deal with from 100 to approximately 2,000
basic administrative units, the sheer weight of numbers makes it impossible
for the mnost conscientious state administrator to fulfill overly stringent re-
porting requirements.

A serious problem in reporting occurs when information not wholly
relevant to successful program administration is requested. Although some
types of information may be desirable as the basis for the planning of other
activities at the federal or state level, requesting it as part of a program
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report is not entirely defensible unless it is necessary to ensure that program’s
successful administration. é

Evaluation requirements are difficult to meet for many reasons. At the
present time there are relatively few people who have the competencies
necessary to develop evaluation strategies which go beyond the conventional
concept of administering standardized tests. Most state and local agencies
have little experience in program evaluation, which is quite different from
pupil evaluation. The Office of Education is not able to offer many practical
solutions to these problems as there is no greater experience or competency
at the federal level. As a result, progress in developing good program
evaluation techniques has been slow. In the meantime, reports in terms of
numbers of children involved and other counting exercises have become
acceptable forms of evaluation simply because the Office of Education must
have something to report to Congress to support its requests for funding.

The professional educators at all government levels have, in the main,
attempted to be honest and forthright about the problems confronted in
developing good program evaluation strategies. Efforts have been made by
federal, state, and local people to share their experiences in the development
of evaluation designs which provide sound program information. In some
measure their efforts have been impeded or not supported by the apparent
ease with which outside groups have conducted superficial observations or
statistical surveys they called program evaluations. Good evaluation is built
into the program as a continuous process; it cannot be accomplished by a
hasty review or observation of a program.

State Agency Administration of Federal Programs

State education agencies have been profoundly influenced by the pro-
liferation of federal aid programs since 1965. Administrative responsibilities
mandated by federal legislation required state agencies to develop new
staffing patterns to cope with both internal administration and provision of
services to local agencies.

Prior to 1965 most state agencies placed administrative responsibility
for a federally funded program within the division of the agency to which it
was most closely allied. However, as the administrative activities of recent
legislation have increased in number and complexity, the development of
new state-local relationships has become necessary. Therefore, many state
agencies have =stablished new systems of coordination to deal with federal
programs.

Securing personnel has remained a continuing problem for state agen-
cies. Although the salary schedules of state agencies have made great gains,
in most states they are still tied to the overall state salary structures, which
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tend to lag behind those of local governments. Many people are reluctant to
take a position which relies on federal funds because of the limited period
of authorizations and the constant discussion about reorganizing federal aid
in ways which might phase them out.

The Office of Education is sometimes unjustifiably critical of state
agencies, suggesting that they do not make strong efforts to staff federal
programs and apparently failing to understand that providing funds for state
administrative costs does not guarantee that the state agency will be able
to fill positions. This failure to recognize the problems faced by state agen-
cies often leads to unwarranted complaints about indifference or incompe-
tence.

State agency staff members have a difficult role in the administration
of federal programs which provide funds for local school districts. They do
not originate the program objectives or the regulations, yet they are required
to implement and enforce them. They do not have the responsibility for
planning or developing local programs, yet they are frequently held responsi-
ble for their quality.

The responses of federal, state, and local agencies to some of the
administrative activities demanded by federal legislation and regulations are
best examined in relation to specific programs.

Administrative Patterns for Title I, ESEA

At the time of its enactment, Title I embodied entirely new concepts of
educational programs and required the development of new patterns of
intergovernmental relationships. There were varying views within and
among the federal, state, and local agencies about the correct interpretations
of the law and appropriate additional requirements to be incorporated into
the regulations. Some educators, legislators, and members of the executive
branch of the federal government viewed Title I as part of the total war on
poverty and a force to redirect local educational priorities. On the other
hand, others believed that local agencies ought to have nearly complete
autonomy in the use of Title I funds and that the role of federal and state
administrators was to provide technical assistance upon request. The first
regulations attempted to accommodate both schools of thought.

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act initially assigned the
federal agency a relatively minor role in the continuing aiministration of
Title I. One important responsibility is the determination of allotments of
funds by county within each state, which is based on the formula in the law.
Data must be obtained from literally thousands of local education and
welfare agencies before the computations can be made. The distribution
formula is so constructed that several agencies must provide information
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accurately and on time in order to prevent delay of the preparation of allot-
ments for the entire program. It was just this sort of human inattention to
detail which delayed the determination of fiscal year 1970 allotments until
after the beginning of the fiscal year, despite the fact that the appropriation
was approved in October of 1968, or eight months in advance.

During the first year of Title I operations, its prerequisite activities,
writing regulations and allocating funds, delayed planning and program
development at the local level until the school year was almost half gone.
Many local administrators were pushed into starting the program, even
though they knew they were not adequately prepared, because of the great
publicity given the program.

The initial haste to start Title I programs tended to endow local agencies
with latitude in program development which both state agencies and the
Office of Education have tried to limit in succeeding years. Since the re-
sponsibility for administration of Title I falls on state agencies, there is a
strong body of opinion among them that there is no particular merit in having
the Office of Education staff make field visits to observe programs. At the
same time, the Office of Education staff feels that it must make such visits
because it must make recommendations for legislative proposals and write
guidelines and regulations. '

The Office of Education Title I staff lacked travel funds to make pro-
gram reviews until after the program had been in operation for three years.
During that time the Office of Education viewed Title I programs only
through reports supplied by the states, audits made by HEW and GAO
auditors, evaluations contracted for by the national advisory council, and
reports and evaluations made by independent groups. These separate reports
do not provide, singly or together, a complete or objective acccunt of the
administration and operation of Title I at the state and local levels. In the
absence of comprehensive evaluation, a single abuse reported from the field
was sometimes regarded as a typical case and often prompted a complicated
new set of instructions, thereby placing an additional burden on all the
innocent state and local administrators as well as on the guilty.

The desire for accurate information about program activities and their
effectiveness has led to periodic revision of evaluation requirements and
reporting procedures. These changes have had little effect in altering Title I
at the local level, nor have they produced more accurate information about
Title I projects across the country. While there still remain some differences
in philosophy as to the purpose of Title I and the most desirable means to
achieve its stated objectives, observations made in the field have made the
Office of Education staff better able to understand the problems of state and
local administrators.

Title I delegates full responsibility for administration and supervision
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of the program to state agencies. The various state administrative patterns
established for this program often tend to be extensions of a given state’s
previous relationship with its local agencies.

Some state agencies, for example, adopted a policy that Title I entitles
a local agency to a specific amount of money to expend as it chooscs within a
broad interpretation of the regulations and criteria established for project
approval. This policy role is fully compatible with the commitment to
autonomy of local government found in many states. These state agencies
view their roles as minimal in influencing the program at the local level. They
provide technical assistance on request, and they tend to approve project
applications almost automatically unless flagrant violations are evident in
the application. Although they send out additional federal information and
receive local reports routinely, they exercise little initiative in assisting local
agencies to understand the former or to complete the latter.

Other state agencies viewed their Title I responsibilities as an oppor-
tunity to develop a new or stronger role of partnership with local agencies.
Within the framework of the federal law, regulations, and guidelines, they
began to develop a state Title I program with emphasis on developing local
projects to meet statewide priorities. These state agencies became active in
encouraging local agencies to study their disadvantaged populations and
determine their greatest educational needs. Some states require every Title I
project to have specific components, such as reading and arithmetic, while
others permit local agencies to choose their own activities from among
priorities set by the state. Although these requirements limit local autonomy,
concentrating on a limited variety of educational services in local agencies
throughout the state has several advantages. State agencies are able to
provide high quality professional assistance because they can hire staff
members with special experience in these areas. A variety of solutions to
the same problems can be tried in different local agencies. Information about
the relative merit of each can be exchanged to avoid costly repetition of fail-
ures. These state agencies likewise coordinate planning, implementation,
and evaluation of Title I projects.

In the middle ground are the state agencies which provide competent
services to local agencies but do not establish statewide priorities. These
state agencies believe that they have a very real responsibility to ensure that
both the letter and intent of the law are observed insofar as it is realistic
to do so. However, they do not perceive their Title I activities as an
opportunity to develop statewide strategies for implementing changes at the
local agency level. These state agencies work with their local agencies in
a supporting role, providing services as needed and monitoring local activities
to ensure reasonable compliance with federal directives.

State agencies have become increasingly involved in local program
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evaluation because of the scarcity of people who are experienced in the
preparation of good evaluation designs. There simply are not enough of
them to meet the demands, nor is there need for every school district to have
the full-time services of a program evaluator. Many state agencies, there-
fore, are assuming a major role in developing Title I evaluation strategies.

One positive side effect of this involvement of state agency staff
members in program evaluation is the gradually accumulating body of in-
formation from which inferences can be drawn about how to develop strong,
successful Title I programs. As evaluative information becomes standard-
ized throughout a state, it is possible to compare the success or failure of
individual Title I projects in achieving specific objectives.

The state agencies are responsible for Title I programs to serve the
children of migratory agricultural workers. In practice, they delegate the
planning as well as the implementation of these programs to local agencies
because the facilities, the personnel, and the children are there, not in the
state agency. As a result of the early experiences with programs for mi-
grants, the state agencies have worked together to develop a uniform record
system which enables them to keep track of migratory children and provide
continuing information about the children. This cooperative effort has
proven to be of great value in programs more responsive to the needs of the
children. Tt has eliminated the chore and imposition on the migrants of
repeatedly securing the same information at every stop on the migratory
route.

The greatest burden of administrative activity for Title I falls on local
administrators. In addition to tt.z problems inherent in the administrative
requirements of the law and regulations, problems also result from the im-
pact of the pregram on their internal administrative patterns.

Small local agencies and those receiving small Title I allotments find
that the complex rituals of developing a Title I project application and the
subsequent administrative requirements of fiscal and program reporting place
excessive additional burdens on the existing staff.

Local agencies which receive large allocations usually employ a person
to administer Title I. As the law requires that special projects and activities
be developed to overcome the educational disadvantages of selected children,
. the Title I administrator sometimes appears to be running a program which is
detached from the rest of the school system. Unless he works very closely
with the total administrative and supervisory staff of a local agency, mis-
understandings about Title I can cause serious problems. Principals and
teachers often find the selective nature of this program difficult to accept
when they see the needs of many other children not being met. Local Title I
administrators also find occasionally that the program objectives are not
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nderstood or appreciated by school board members or the community.
[herefore, good local Title I administration requires unusual skill in order
o serve the needs of disadvantaged children without permitting the program
o acquire a conspicuous separate identity.

In the early days of Title I there were some local administrators who
selieved that they did not have to comply with state regulations when federal
unds were supporting a particular program. This view has gradually led to
ncreasing federal regulations and legislation directly applicable to local
\gencics, especially in establishment of Title I target areas, maintenance of
itate and local financial effort, and pinpointing increased federal funds for
the greater benefit of fewer but more seriously disadvantaged children.

Administrative Patterns for Title IIl, ESEA

Title IITI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act affords an
interesting opportunity to observe the responses of individuals and groups to
new or different administrative patterns and responsibilities. It is not the
purpose of this review of Title III to determine the merit of divergent views;
the present concern is to discover the effect of various administrative patterns
and responses on the achievement of program objectives.

The original legislation for Title III assigned administrative responsi-
bility to the federal agency, which was to deal directly with applicant local
agencies. The single reference to the state agency in the law and in the
regulations was to note that the Commissioner could approve an application
only if a copy had been submitted to the state for review and recommenda-
tion. There were two interpretations given to this reference: that the state
had permission to review and make recommendations; and that the state
was expected to review and make recommendaticns. A state agency’s in-
terpretation of this item was a crucial factor in determining its administrative
response to Title IIT until fiscal year 1969.

After two years of activity, many state agencies realized that whether
or not they were assigned administrative responsibilities for Title III, the
program was becoming increasingly important, and that some state leader-
ship was highly desirable and even necessary to ensure that statewide
educational needs and goals were being considered in the development of
projects. Therefore, by fiscal year 1968 state agencies had begun to take
an active role in Title III. They encouraged the participation of staff
members in the development of proposals by local agencies; they reviewed
proposals carefully and made recommendations which reflected state prior-
ities with increasing frequency; they participated in the financial and pro-
gram negotiations between applicants and the Office of Education; they
began to develop project evaluation techniques and conduct evaluations to
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assist local agencies in strengthening the projects. This increased participa-
tion in Title ITII was invaluable to most state agencies when they assumed
administration of the program in fiscal year 1969.

When P.L. 90-247 transferred administrative authority to the states,
a state plan was required. There was no previous experience which had
prepared a state agency for some of the complex and detailed requirements
of the state plan for Title III. When it became clear that Title III was going
to be amended to conform with the traditional federal-state-local pattern for
administration of education programs, stringent requirements were placed
upon state agencies for the content and administration of state plans. The
rationale for this overburden was that state agencies were not accustomed to
dealing with programs designed to bring about change; therefore, it was
essential that they be given narrowly defined limits within which to function.
The irony of this rationale lies in the fzct that while the program was intended
to encourage experimentation and innovation, state agencies were given
almost no freedom to attempt new ways to approach the administration of
such a program. In many states the Title III staff became so involved in the
complexities of developing an approvable state plan to keep the funds flowing
that they were forced to reduce their efforts to encourage utilization of the
funds in local agencies.

While the intention of Congress was to turn administration of Title III
over to the states and to lessen federal controls over approval of local pro-
grams and their operation, the federal administrators sought through a
detailed state plan to retain indirectly some of the authority they had under
the direct federal-local relationship. When the Office of Education dealt
directly with local agencies, it was not necessary to exercise formally the
complete control they possessed. Through the state plan requirements
they were able to influence details of state administration of the program
and the kinds of project activities funded. The Office of Education could
influence advisory council membership, state staffing patterns, state design
for needs assessment, kinds of projects to be funded, and state evaluation
strategies. The Office of Education could challenge any one of the several
dozen separate items of the state plan if it believed the state agency should
do something differently, despite the fact that the federal agency staff had very
little, if any, knowledge of the internal structure of the state agency within
which the particular plan was to function.

Conditions for approval of the Title III state plan appear to be absolute,
with little or no allowance made for the relative ability of state agencies to
fulfill them. It was possible for a large, adequately staffed state agency to
reallocate its human resources to meet the state plan requirements. But for
a small state agency, which may have been carrying unfilled vacancies even
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before Title III was transferred, the immediate fulfillment of these conditions
was not possible.

The expectation that a state agency would immediately find and em-
ploy additional staff to perform the needs assessment, evaluation, and dis-
semination activities required by the state plan was unrealistic in many
instances. The state agencies which resisted the pressure to employ im-
mediately when they could not find suitable personnel were far better off
than a few which filled positions just to satisfv paper requirements.

During the period when Title IIT was a federal-local agency program,
many of the local agencies became accustomed to developing projects with
little regard or concern for state regulations. They justified this on the
grounds that the state had no control over the funds and that Title III was
intended to move ahead of existing concepts of education. Neither reason
is valid inasmuch as the state has the ultimate respousibility for education.
Many state agencies found resistance to their initial efforts to make certain
that Title ITI projects conformed to existing regulations or were granted
specific exemptions from such regulations by the state agency or state board.
It was difficult for some local administrators to accept closer supervision of
Title III projects than of regular programs which are assumed to be in
accordance with regulations. These problems have been surmounted gradu-
ally as many state agencies have given special attention to Title III projects
which serve as demonstrations of new approaches to old problems and as
models for other local agencies.

The limited funds for Title III have required state - rencies to make
difficult choices in selecting projects for funding. Local administrators are
not always sympathetic to the problem of selection, particularly when onc¢
submits a project which is not funded. To avoid conflict, most state agencies
have developed detailed and carefully prescribed review procedures. This
enables the state agencies to explain and defeud their decisions if challenged.

State Agency—State Advisory Council Relationships

The state advisory council for Title IIT is appointed by the state agency.
In most states this has enabled state agencies to select for membership
people whom they know to be familiar with the state’s educational goals and
the general conditions and problems of public education throughout the
state. The support of sympathetic councils has been helpful to the state
Title III staffs in their work with local agencies and the Office of Education.
A council chairman accompanying a state coordinator to Washington to
discuss the approval of a state plan is apparently regarded as strong evidence
of public interest and involvement in the program.

Most state agencies have found that the state advisory council makes
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a positive contribution to the program. The participation of a third party
in project approval has been welcomed by state and local agencies. Both
believe that council members provide an outside view that tends to objectify
decisions.

In most states the Title III coordinator serves as the executive officer
for the state council. This arrangement provides for maximum coordination
and participation of the council without creating the possibility of a dual
administrative track. The close relationship fostered by the dual role of
the coordinator-executive secretary has encouraged council members to
participate in program activities. This type of experience and relationship
has enabled advisory council members to become well-informed representa-
tives of the public and to gain sympathetic insight into the problems of both
state and local agencies as they work to create educational improvements.

It would seem, in general, that advisory councils appointed by state
agencies make more positive contributions to the development of effective
programs than those otherwise appointed.

The effective administration of a federal program at each level of
government is dependent on numerous and varied factors. The initial legis-
lation must be clear in its purposes and sufficiently broad to accommodate
implementation by state and local agencies with a broad range of size
and competencies. Regulations and guidelines must be written to comple-
ment and explicate laws without containing unnecessary restrictions which
reach beyond legislative intent. Once these important contingencies are
clarified, however, the ultimate success of the program will depend on the
people who administer and implement it, their skill, their motivation, and
their desire to communicate with each other to attain that success.
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CHAPTER 3

A Study of
Intergovernmental
Cooperation in Education

Federal laws authorizing categorical programs and funds for education
have progressively broadened and complicated intergovernmental relation-
ships in recent years. Many such programs have brought regulations and
other administrative requirements of increasing complexity to be observed
by state and local agencies, sometimes so demanding tha: they cannot
reasonably be met.

The complexities of the ground rules under which current intergovern-
mental education programs must operate are formidable. Each law must be
placed in effect at successive levels of government, beginning with federal
regulations and guidelines involving state and local procedures such as state
plans or local applications for programs or projects. The substantive legis-
lation and the necessary provisions for funding follow separate legislative
and administrative channels. Reasonatle time schedules at federal, state,
and local levels of administration for coordinated program autherizations
and funding are seldom observed.

The administrative route from the enactment of the authorizations
to the beneficial results of ‘ne programs enjoyed by the pupils at the local
level is a long and complex process of determinations and corumunications.
Problems arise in getting clearance for planning, staffing, funding, and
operating local programs within the framework of federal and state laws,
regulations, guidelines, and 4 ministrative requirements involving deadlines
for action. Newly enacted programs are usually most troublesome. Al-
though they tend to become more manageable as they mature, new difficul-
ties often grow out of amendments and administrative arrangements for
program changes deemed necessary. Some problems tend to persist in-
definitely, such as the timing and coordination of funding and local program
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requirements. A multiplicity of small categorical aids consistently add so
greatly to local problems that many local leaders believe there must be better
ways to achieve their objectives.

Purposes of the Project

This study i: an effort to sort out the laws, regulations, and other
administrative patterns and activities that have been most successful in
achieving program objectives of ir rgovernmental education. It also will
identify the administrative arrangements under which such programs most
often fai. to achieve their program objectives because federal, state, and
local requirements impede rather than support achievement.

Intergovernmental programs in education are controlled in large part
by operational arrangements and procedures that are prescribed by federal,
state, and local laws and administrative regulations. Managerial and ad-
ministrative leadership in developing procedures not legally required is
also important and ranges from innovative practices to artful evasion of
unnecessary or irrelevant impediments to local attainment of program
objectives.

The project proposed: (1) to describe and analyze arrangements and
procedures in the functioning of various federal programs; (2) to determine
with reasonable objectivity those arrangements and procedures that appear
to promote and foster good management practices at federal, state, and
local levels; (3) to identify those arrangements and procedures that violate
principles of sound program management at all levels of the intergovern-
mental partnership; and (4) to develop a research instrument, with the
assistance of state and local education officials from a number of states,
to enable them to identify the administrative patterns and activities these
officials consider to be most effective and least effective in achieving program
objectives.

The Planning Phase

A project proposal was initiated by Dr. Edgar Fuller, who discussed
it in May of 1969 with Dr. Harry L. Phillips, Director, Division of State
Agency Cooperation, U.S. Office of Education. With Dr. Phillips’s en-
couragement, Dr. Fuller held conferences with the Division staff, and a
planning project was outlined. Pennsylvania agreed to become the grantee
state, with Dr. Fuller as project director. An agreement delineating the
respective duties and responsibilities of the grantee state and the project
director became effective on October 1, 1969. North Carolina and Michigan
were associated as cosponsors of a proposed planning project to extend
from October 1, 1969, through January 15, 1970.
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An application for the planning project was approved by Secretary
of Education David H. Kurtzman of Pennsylvania on September 8, 1969,
and soon thereafter by the Office of Education. A project poilicy comimittee
was organized, with the chief state school officers and their federal program
coordinators establishing state project development committees in Penn-
sylvania, North Carolina, and Michigan.

These state project committees were organized wiih approximately
equal numbers of state and local administrators who were chosen for their
experience and under tanding of federal, state, and local administrative
patterns and activit'cs in education. One purpose of the planning project
was to test possible methods that might be used in an expanded project
including a number of state project development committees. The planning
project report was to be in the form of an application for approval and
funding of the project described in this study.

The planning project sponsored analysis of the administration of two
operating programs, Titles I and VI of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 as amended, with major emphasis on Title I. The
report reflecting the work of the three state project committees recom-
mended a study in depth of the administration of intergovernimental educa-
tional programs by local, state, and federal agencies. This called for an
appraisal of the governance of those programs at each level and an analysis
of how program management at each level affects program results of the
agencies at the other two levels. The planning phase experimented with a
variety of approaches and challenged the project director to explore others
with the state committees, the project policy committee, a number of care-
fully selected consultants, and especially with the staff of the Division of
State Agency Cooperation.

Adaptations of certain legal methods for producing and verifying
factual evidence were tested and seemed appropriate. Those most used
involved written interrogatories to the state project development com-
mittees which were then followed by verbal cross-examinations with the
committees on the authenticity of the returns. Various approaches we:
used in developing the scope and application of legislative and administra-
tive impacts on the management of intergovernmental programs through
interviews with individuals and with state project committees. After some
adjustments in terminology and procedures, these approaches were em-
ployed during the first year of the continuing project to develcp a research
instrument in cooperation with the state project cominittees.

One administrative by-product of the planning project is particularly
noteworthy. The administration of state finance systems to support local
educational agencies and state supervision of public education have long
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disturbed unfettered autonomy in local schools. Although the historic
state-local administrative conflicts over such issues as school district con-
solidation or the enforcement of statewide standards on local programs
and personnel have subsided, the federally financed categorical programs
of recent years appear to have revived old tensions. Federal and state
requirements have complicated the operation of local educational systems
and made the exercise of reasonable local autonomy more difficult.

Discussions of such basic problems were common in planning phase
sessions with the state project committees. The local administrators defined
their difficulties more cleariy and perhaps more frankly than ever before.
The state representatives joined them in working out feasible solutions,
bringing up local problems of state concern so sensitive that they had
seldom, if ever, been discussed with local administrators. Considered
sympathetically by the local and state representatives of the committee,
within the framework of the items in the interrogatory, obvious progress
was made toward mutual accommodation. State and local committee
members were able to approach problems of their relationships face-to-face
and in cooperation with each other rather than by complaining behind the
scenes. The results produced items of unusual authenticity that could be
depended upon to indicate which requirements supported and which re-
quirements impeded program: objectives.

The Development Phase

Early in 1970, negotiations with the Division of State Agency Co-
operation in the Office of Education led to the approval of a project based
on the planning phase report and application. The project was subsequently
funded for one year through February 17, 1971, later amended to continue
through June 39, 1971. The federal funds obligated under ESEA Title V
through the end of the project totaled $103,764, including the planning
grant of $7,641. Five addition2l states, Arkansas, Kansas, Maryland, New
Hampshire, and Utah, became participants in the project and organized
state project develomment committees.

The negotiations for a project with the State Agency Cooperation
staff involved primarily two alternative approaches in methods. Aspects
of each approach were used in the study.

Analysis of Operating Programs

The analysis of operating programs began with a study of their specific
legal aand administrative structures. It was proposed that the procedures
tested n the planning project be adapted for analyzing administrative
patterns and activities in four categorical aid programs already operating
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in the cight states. It also was proposed that a rating scale be established
to evaluate these patterns and activitiecs in terms of their state and local
effectiveness in the selected intergovernmental programs. The operating
programs selected for analysis and the project procedures were to be the
same for each of the cight participating states.

This program centered approach was given primary focus through a
modified deductive systems analysis of the laws, regulations. administrative
criteria. enforceable rules. and guidelines applicable to each program
sclected. Items froin these sources. which covered wide samples of ad-
ministrative patterns and activities in each program, were analyzed and
rated on the basis of the knowledge and experience of each committee
n-2mber. The process was made realistically specific and practical, allow-
ing the state committees to define emerging patterns and activities of ad-

ministration from specific items and to rate those patterns on their adminis-
trative merits.

Analysis of Pervasive Problems

The second basic approach considered in the negotiations with the
State Agency Cooperation staff was problem centered. This involved
analysis of the most pervasive problem areas in fedcral-state-local adminis-
tration of education. It was used to identify and evaluate major aspects of
intergovernmental administration and management of educational programs
in connection with such important areas as: (1) program planning and
development: (2) program application, review, and approval: (3) program
funding. ($) program staffing: (3) program implementation, servicing. and
monitoring; (6) program evaluating and reporting: and (7) fiscal reporting.
Examples of specific situations that illustrate the effects of such problem areas
were drawn from any intergovernmental programs in which they could be
wdentified. These were discussed, with emphasis on administrative patterns
and activities commonly associated with iniergoverninental elementary and
secondary school programs.

The materials and methods of the problem centered approach gradually
grew out of the state project committees’ deliberations in applying the rating
scale to program centered items. It soon became clear in these seminars
that analysis and discussion of a wide selection of discrete items would not
allow enouzh time to explore large. basic problems. At this point the
federal ofticers and the project director agreed that there was need for
supplementation by traditional research and use of numerous sources out-
side the items and their ratings. It was concluded that the program centered
and tte problem centered approaches were not mutually exciusive alterna-
tives. and that they could effectively complement each other for the project
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as a whole. Such has been the experience. Both approaches have been
used in evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of the patterns of ad-
ministration in use, and each has had its own peculiar advantages. The
results have been in general agreement and considerably more complete
than if either approach had been used alone.

Coordination of Authorizations and Appropriations

The coordination of legislative program authorizations and procedures
with timely authorizations and procedures for funding those programs is
an almost universal problem at all levels of intergovernmental relation-
ships in education. This problem: is so pervasive that it has been treated
in Chapters 1 and 2 through the use of traditional methods of research,
including the use of secondary sources of information and conclusions from
previous research. To deal with the topics of these chapters solely within
the limitations of the project research instrument returns was not sufficient,
even though the instrument returns are valuable as resources.

When this treatment of the timing and ¢\ rdination of program au-
thorizadons and appropriations was adopted, it resulted in a change of the
grewiiy one: for rating the items of the research instrument under the
prooyram: . niered approach. The problem of timely coordination had be-
come almost a constant factor for purposes of rating the categorized items
of the instrument. The ground rules, as explained in the orientation sessions
and seniinars, called {or rating operating programs as they have been under-
«tn~d or experienced. The administration of these programs had survived

¢ traumas of initiation. As far as staff “jawboning” could bring it about,
v 1¢ exasperating delays and frustrations in receiving authority and funds
to implement all programs were specifically ruled out and were excluded
for use in the final ratings by the state project committees. However, to
ignore this pervasive influence altogether was fully recognized as impossible,
but emphasis on the rating of ongoing programs that had survived such
agonies made it possible to concentrate the ratings on other than the failures
of timing and coordination suffered before the programs began.

The Human Element

Another z~rea that <alled ior a problem centered chapter concerns
human elements in ‘e procecses of management and administration. In-
genious and alert admianistrators can make poorly struciired programs
successful, just as «micaiocre and slew-footed administrators can mismanage
well-coordinated #ad orgamzed structure into poor end results. These
factors arc imipcrtaai, but the rati; scale as apprlied to the research instru-
ment is poarly adajted o~ tueir presentation and evaluation.
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The ground rule for the seminars was that a wide range of effectiveness
in managerial »nd administrative performance is fonnd in any large num-
ber of administrators of intergovernmental programs at any level of govern-
ment. As the state committees were in no position to evaluate the relative
effectiveness of administrators in rating items of the instrument, they were
urged to give only secondary importance to unusual effectiveness or unusual

incompetency of individual administrators at any level. These human factors
are dealt with in Chapter 2.

The Research Instrument

The project staff developed the principal research instrument for the
project after reviewing the laws, regulations, administrative rules, guide-
lines, and state plans for Titles I, III, and VI of the Elementary and Secon-
dary Education Act of 1965 and for the Vocational Education Act of 1968,
all as amended. Following a modified deductive systems analysis approach,
215 typical items, selected from these four laws and their regulations and
other authoritative sources, were used to present representative details of
the administrative and managerial frameworks within which they operate.
The sampling of items stressed dealt with intergovernmental administrative
patterns and activities rather than those raising highly controversial pvolicy
issues or those appearing to be so general and pervasive that problem
centered chapters could explain them more adequately.

The Rating Scale and Its Use

The rating scale was developed tc enable the state and local adminis-
trators of the eight state project committees to evaluate each item in terms
of its relative supportive or deterrent effects on state and local achievement
of the purposes of the laws. The rating scale applied throughout the research
instrument was as follows:

1. Strongly supports achievement of program objectives.

2. Permits reasonable achievement of program objectives.

3. Mildly retards achievement of program chjectives.

4. Strongly retards achievement of program objectives.

Each rating is designated by its number in the rating scale, e.g., a
rati-g of 2 indicates that a given procedure “Permits reasonable achieve-
ment of program objectives,” while a rating of 3 describes one that “Mildly
retards achievement of program objectives.” Ratings 1 and 4 indicate thc
wider differences between “Strongly supports” and “Strongly retards” pro-
gram objectives. The total of the ratings of any item divided by the number
of persons who rated that item indicates the average rating for that item
by that group.
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The rating scale initially was applied to only the four programs, ESEA
Titles I, III, and VI and the Vocational Education Act of 1968. Some of
the items from these programs were separated for one reason or another.
To =liminate repectition of items in the instrument, Section I received those
items that applied to nost of the four titles and many other categorical
programs.

The items piaced in the sections on Special Funding Provisions and
T ablic Participation also were taken from the original four programs. They
appeared to be more amenable to accurate rating when considered together,
rather than separately, within each of the four program :ections. It also is
believed that readers will understand the problems better in this context.
The special steps explained in this chapter were taken to ensure maximal
authenticity in the items rated and maximal objectivity in the ratings pre-
sented in the tables of this report.

The project policy committee served as a tryout group for Section VII
of the instrument on September 3, 1970. Members of the committee rated
the items alone several days in advance and brought their marked instru-
ments to the meeting. Each item was then read aloud and discussed by
the entire group in a seminar session. After the discussion on each item,
all members were urged to reconsider their ratings in view of the discussion
and, if they so desired, to change their ratings. The consensus was that two
professional administrators who disagreed strongly about a highly contro-
versial policy could give the same rating to a given item involving it,
provided they had a similar understanding about the operating effectiveness
of its administrative patterns and activities. The ground rules asked them
to exclude their own ideas of what they favored as a policy and to rate ex-
clusively the relative effectiveness of the administrative patterns and activi-
ties raised by the item.

After the meeting with the policy committee, the ground rules calling
for discounting individual policy preferences in applying ratings were
strongly urged upon all local and state committee membeis, both in writing
and orally, by the project staff. It is believed that the members, with very
few exceptions, made strong efforts individually to rate only administrative
effectiveness without regard for personal viewpoints about policies and
controversial issues.

The trial draft instrument and instructions for the use of its rating
scale were widely discussed, edited, and revised by the staff. The first draft
was then field tested with the state project committees of Pennsylvania,
Arkansas, and Michigan, all of which had sponsored orientation sessions
with the project staff. Copies were completed individually prior to the
orientation. The results were tabulated, items were dropped, amended, or
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added, and the instrument was completely revised. The second draft was
then field tested with the state project committees of Maryland, New
Hampshire, and North Carolina, which also had sponsored previous orien-
tation sessions and completed individual resea- ch instruments in advance.
Eventually, during October and November of 1979, the final revision as
it appears in this report was administered to the eight state project com-
mittees. The procedures were similar to those in the tryout sessions with
the project policy committee and the six tryout states. The tabulated returns
exhibited in Chapter 4 of this report are the statistical data produced by
the research instrument, with analyses and commentaries accompanying each
table.

The orientation conferences, tryout seminars, and seminars following
the rating of the items in the final research instrument provided u sound
basis for the statistics presented. Other sources of information, however,
were taken into account in the analyses and commentaries. These included
the information supplied by the 109 members of the eight state committees
in formal and informal discussions with the project staff. Comments on
controversial issues, illustrations of how administrative and management
problems were dealt with in the state departments and school districts
represented, and general discussions related to the items in the instrument
but not necessarily germane to the ratings left impressions noted and re-
membered by the project staff. The analyses and commentaries necessarily

reflect the experience of the staff, as well as the ratings of the state
committees.

The State Project Committees and Their Work

The proiect involved state and local educational administrators from
each of the eight states participating. The chief state school officer and
the state coordinator of federal programs usually made the selections of
both the members from local educational agencies and those representing
the state education agency. It was suggested that six or seven of the com-
mittee members would come from the state education agency and that an
equal number would be local federal coordinators, administrators of federal
programs, fiscal officers, and superintendents of schools. The number of
members from each state varied from 11 in Maryland to 16 in Michigan.
Of the total 109 members of the eight commiitees, 55 came from state
agencies and 54 from local agencies.

The state agency members were selected for their expertness and ex-
perience, with particular emplasis placed on chcosing those who adminis-
tered the four programs dealt with in the instrument and a few general
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officers wise in the ways of the ~tate agencies and their federal and local
relationships. The local members were selected for their known ability to
contribute to candid discussions on important administrative problems and
issues. They came from suburban, urban, and rural areas, and from several
regions of each state. Special efforts were made to involve state and local
fiscal officers. The chief fiscal officer of the state agency often was not
available, although one coordinator who presided at all the committee
meetings in his state held that position. Other fiscal officers participated
in the planning project and to a considerable extent in the orientation
conferences held with the project committees of the states.

In one state special conferences were called to select local committee
representatives from the entire state and representatives from within the
state agency. Half a day was spent in discussing the project and nominating
members from the state agency t< represent the state, while in another
half-day session the state repres<atatives considered local administrators
throughout the state and agreed on the local membership of the committee.

As the eight state committees worked with the staff in successive test
runs and instrument revisions, there were only a few dropouts from the
committees although the work was difficult and time consuming. In the
administration of the final instrument, attended by the 109 members of
the eight state committees, it was apparent that a good sampling of the
higher ranges of administrative ability and experience from both the siate
and local levels was represented.

Administration of the Final Instrument

The final sessions of the work of the eight state committees will be
described in some detail, for the products of these meetings are the only
instrument results reported. All preceding work was preparatory for these
sessions. As had become the practice in the tryout sessions, the revised
and final edition of the instrument was mailed to each committee member
approximately seven to ten days in advance of the sessions scheduled to
complete the work of the committee. Each member marked his instrument
during the period prior to the final meetings, with no limitations concerning
whom he might consult or other qualifying restrictions. Each member of
the committee brought his completed copy of the instrument with him to
the final sessions, for which a uniform procedure was established. After
the project director read each item aloud, he and the assistant project
director sought to bring forth any discussion, questions, or comments that
might be of assistance in rourding out the information on that individual
item. Each committee member was urged to use the accumulated evidence
presented by other memt »rs to change his rating should he have changed
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his mind about the objectivity or authenticity of his first, tentative marking.

The questions asked by the staff were intended to encourage pro and
con discussion on important issues. Comments were invited that might
round out the evidence or furnish information which would clarify the
rating an item might deserve. Special efforts were made to refer questions
on the administration of specific federal programs to those persons who
were administering them for a local or state agency or to other persons
who had intimate knowledge of their administration.

In order to work effectively within the limited time available, the
staff often sought the range of the ratings immediately after an item was
read. How many marked this item 1? How many marked it 2, 3, 4?7 Why
did you mark it 1? Or why did you mark it 3? Spirited discussion emerged
from the dry and formal legal wording. Frequently, when the spokesmen
for those who had marked the item high had met the spokesmen for those
who contended that it should be given a low rating, there were changes in
the marking. Sometimes a person who had missed an important point
would change from a 1 rating all the way to a 4, or from a 4 all the way
to 1. However, changes usually were more moderate. The two staff mem-
bers participated freely in the discussion of all the 22 state-local meetings
which were held. Those who cared to express views were urged to do so
within the limited time that could be given to a single item.

The administration of the final instrument required a minimal seven
hours to a maximal twelve hours among the eight state comimittees. Con-
sidering the experience already gained in the orientation and tryout sessions,
as well as the opportunities to study and discuss the items before the final
seminar was held, there was enough time for quite complete consideration.

Tabulaticn

The 109 instruments delivered to the staff at the end of the eight final
seminars contained an opportunity for making a total of 23,435 item ratings.
Of these, 23,134 were marked, leaving only 301 unmarked. The omissions
were often explained, usually on the ground that knowledge about one or
more particular items in a particular field, even after the discussions, could
not ensure that the person could rate those items with certainty.

A few conclusions from the data will be presented here in general
terms. One is that the differences between the ratings of the state and
local members in each of the eight committees did not vary as widely as
the staff had anticipated. Nevertheless, it was decided that the separate
tabulation of the state members and the local members of each cormittee
might in some instances be instructive. These are found in the tables of
Chapter 4 for all the items of the instrument.
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Another question may arise concerning the differences in the returns
from state to state, particularly from states in the various regions of the
country represented among the state committees. The impression of the
staff is that regional differences, although discernible in some respects,
were considerably less than anticipated. In regard to the same materials
de:veloped with the same methodology, orientation, and discussion, includ-
ing what amounted to cross-examination, the basic aprroaches to supportive
or deterrent administrative patterns and activities were regarded by the state
committees quite substantially the same in one geographic region as in
another. Their experiences had been astonishingly similar. They were
all educational administrators, dealing with the same programs, and the
professional bonds among them were strong. The differences that became
apparent were seldom those concerning administration; most of them cen-
tered on general issues, such as tax funds for nonpublic schools. Both
written and oral instructions for rating the items of the instrument stressed
that only the effects on the administration of operating programs were to
be rated, and that those ratings would be the same if personal ideologies
were disregarded. Again, these data are in the tables for those who have
the time and inquisitiveness to ferret them out.

Evaluation of the Results

The returns have sorted out with some accuracy the administrative
patterns that strongly support program objectives from those which mildly
or strongly retard program objectives. On individual items this sorting
often is specific and extremely persuasive, but most of the 109 participants
tended to follow a middle ground on a majority of the ratings.

In the instruments there were 23,134 item ratings. Among these
there were 7,362 items rated 1; 9,504 rated 2; 4,333 rated 3; and 1,935
rated 4. A study of the statistics will show that often no particular bias
could be specifically related to the results of the tabulations. In many of
the planning phase and early project sessions, questions were frequently
asked about biases and how to discount them. The staff encouraged dis-
cussion of biases and urged that they be disregarded in rating the items.
This was done during the orientation sessions, during the preliminary try-
outs of the tentative instruments, and during the final seminars as tabulawed
in this report.

One necessarily general bias in the study can be inferred from the
fact that all the committee members were professional educators, adminis-
trators of federal-state-local programs, or both. As such, all of the par-
ticipants were in a sense evaluating their own profession, and some were
evaluating their own programs. Under these circumstances, the ratings
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naturally tend to cluster toward the more favorable end of the scale. Wide-
spread differences in evaluating administrative patterns and activities in
intergovernmental educational programs grew out of individual differences
in backgrounds and attitudes toward federal participation and influence,
toward state participation, and toward local operations and policies. There
were other intramural professional biases present, such as those of indi-
viduals coming from different grade levels, subject emphases, and even
teaching methodologies. It is inevitable that most persons tend to identify
with the programs in which they work and to support the educational
activities of people, institutions, and traditions which they know.

Neither can there be precise mathematical or other conclusive proof
of the supportiveness or the deterrence exercised over the program results
by the administrative items listed and rated. Although the staff could
encourage the recognition and abandonment of bias as far as possible in
rating the administrative patterns and activities, there was no way to count
the effects. An administrative situation in one school district and a similar
administrative situation in another might call for different ratings because
of other differing conditions. There could be different local policies and
constraints expressed through local board actions. There could be differ-
ences for any of the reasons that educators find sufficient to support dis-
agreements among themselves as often as the persons in any profession.
These divergencies cannot be settled through any exact measurement. In
view of all the circumstances, however, these 23,134 ratings can be meaning-
ful in practice as they have been presented in the several sections of this
report.

The item ratings in each of the seven tables have been ranked from
the highest to the lowest in terms of their administrative helpfulness. What-
ever the absolute ratings or the average of those ratings may be in a par-
ticular section, such rankings have been useful in sorting out the most
helpful and the least helpful among the items dealing with each of the pro-
grams or particular areas of administrative activity.

Postscript

A postscript may be of assistance to anyone who may use the modified
deductive systems analysis approach described in this chapter and in
Chapter 4. The project director suggests that selection of clusters of items
for analysis in terms of their effects on attainment of educational objectives
might be centered on administrative problems of moderate scope. IMustra-
tions frcm this study are the possible elements of flexible effectiveness in
state plans developed on the basis of federal-state-local cooperative planning
as related in Section I'V; the unnecessary paperwork identified in Section V;
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and selection of various problems among the special funding provisions
described in Section VI

Once such manageable problems of moderate scope have been identi-
fied, the program approach through analysis of the laws, regulations, guide-
lines, administrative letters, and other elements of the legal and administra-
tive structures of operating intergovernmental! programs of education can
provide realistic and ratable items in perhaps a more effective format than
has been used in this study.
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The Study:

CHAPTER 4

Analysis and Commentary

This chapter presents the ratings of the 215
items comprising the research instrument by the
109 state and local administrators who con-
stituted the state project committees of Arkansas,
Kansas, Maryland, Michigan, New Hampshire,
North Carolina, Pennsylvania, and Utah. The

Section I
Section II
Section III
Section IV
Section V
Section VI
Section VII

SECTION I:

These are administrative requirements which
appeax in all the federal aid to education laws to
which they are applicable or their accompanying
regulations. Each item included in thic section
is found in two or more of the four programs
upon which the field stuady focused. Each is ar
integral part of the administrative process which
translates a law into action. To avoid repetitive
discussion and becausé these aciivities form a
general framewo-¥ within which the specific ad-
ministrative activities of a program are carried
out, these items were grouped together.

rationale and procedures have been described in
Chapter 3. The ratings are reported in seven
statistical tables, each supplemented by an analysis
and commentary prepared by the project staff, as
follows:

General Laws and Regulations
ESEA Title I

ESEA Title 1II

ESEA Title VI

Vocaticnal Education Act of 1968
Special Funding Provisions

Public Participation

General Laws and Regulations

The eight state committ-es found it difficult
to apply the rating scale to thcse general items.
They recogmized and accepted the necessity for
allocations of administrative responsibilities among
the three levels of goverument, with certain con-
trols at each level. Problems are believe1 to result
from the appropric eiiess of the govermient level
to which the resg :usibility s assigned.

The discussions and comments in the state
committee Imeetings frequently reflected specific
problems faced by some cosimitiee members in
their administration of federal aid to education
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General Laws and Regulations

STATE LOCAL COMBINED
Rank Rank Rank
item Average Among Average Among Average Amcng
Number Ratings Rating Items Ratings Rating Items Ratings Rating Items
(Research 1 213 (4 1 2 3 |4 1 23| 4
Instrument)
Al 23| 19 |12 1] 1.836 14 25| 21 4 1 4| 1758 9 48 (40| 16 | 51 1.798 13
2 37115} 3| 0| 1.381 2 38112 2| 2| 1407 2 65 | 27 5| 2] 1394 2
3 23| 24| 5| 3| 1.781 13 301 17 51 21 1611 8 53141 10 5| 1.697 9
q 14122 |15 3| 2.129 18 20120 9 51 1.981 15 34 (42| 24| 8| 2.055 17
5 23} 27 5 0| 1.672 8 18({26 | 8 2| 2.037 16 415313 | 2] 1.853 14
6 24121 (10 | O] 1.745 12 28|18 ] 7 1117277 12 52139 17 11 1.761 12
B.1 37|17 1 0] 1.345 1 28| 23 0 31 1.592 7 651 40 1 31 1467 3
2 23125| 6 1| 1.727 10 3614 | 3 1] 1425 q 59 | 39| 9| 2| 1.577 5
3 24125} 3 3! 1.727 10 25119 | 8] 21 1.759 9 49 | 44 | 11 51 1.7243 "
q 14123 |16 | 2| 2.109 17 11 (123 (12| 8] 2.314 18 2546|128 | 10| 2211 18
5 36| 13 6| 0| 1454 3 23]|120| 8| 31} 1.833 13 59 13314 3| 1.642 8
6 29| 23 3] 0} 1.527 5 30| 23 1 0| 1462 5 53146 4| G 1495 q
7 31} 23 1 0| 1454 3 40114 | 0| 0| 1259 1 71| 37 1 0| 1.357 1
8 24125} 3| 2| 1.654 7 27122 | 2 1} 1.557 6 51 47 5| 31| 1.607 7
C.i 23124 | 6 11 1.722 9 19| 31 21 2] 1.759 9 42 155| 8 3! 1.740 10
2 18{23 ;10 3| 1.962 16 1425 (10 | 4| 2.075 17 32148( 20| 7% 2.009 16
3 171 29 6| 2| 1.870 15 19121 (12| 2] 1944 14 26|50 18| 4| 1925 15
q 26| 26 1 1] 1.574 B 32| 20 1 0} 1415 3 58 |46 | 2 1| 1495 q

Explanation of How Average Ratings
Were Computed:

On item A.1: 23 committee members rated it 1; 19 ratea it 2; 12 rated it 3; and one member rated it 4. With each
rating represented by its own number, 23X 1 + 19X 2+ 12 X 3+ 1 X 4 equals 101 rating scale points. Dividing
101 by 55, the number of state staff members who rated the item, produces an average State rating of 1.836.
Similar computations produce an average Loca/ staff rating of 1.759 and an average Co.mbined rating of 1.798.

programs as well as more general ones inherent in
the law or regulations. The ratings for this section
are affected by the fact that a single item may
apply to a wide range of unidentified programs,
some ecasy and others difficult to administer suc-
cessfully. There is some question that the rating
scale applies as well to the items in this section as
to those that follow.

The 18 items in Section I were ratcd from
1.357 to 2.211 on a 1 to 4 rating scale. These
ratings indicated that, in the opinion of the eight
state committees, the items under consideration
ranged from supporting achievement of program
objectives to slightly retarding them.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Administrative Responsikilities of the U.S.
Commissioner of Education

Item A-1 states that the U.S. Commissioner
is required to establish basic criteria, based on law
and regulations, by whichk state agencies must be
governed when they are authorized to approve
local applications for programs or projects. Com-
mittee members, rating it 1.798, believed that
basic criteria are appropriate, but they objected
quite strenuously to criteria which are too de-
tailed or specific to be applied uniformly or
equitably in the widely disparate circumstances
found in thousands of local agencies. The com-
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right to appeal the acton of the Commissioner on
a state plan n the L Cucun Court of Appeals
when Jissatinficd, and therecaler to apyeal further
tothe US Supreme € ourt The coners of the

fight to re'ress was vrongly approve the
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carnied out in pubhic facihties must Make reasen-
able effirts 1o avord classes which are scparated
by whool caroliment or rehigrous affiiation of the

chodren. Committee members, rating it 1 925,
acre n accord with the prinapie, but they
mchicve: that “reasonablz effwrtd” s vague and

cpest toeo vaesng anterpretatrons Thoy cenudered
unpeItant o cusure . Mavsnum pupl
it pation arth aummum distuptien of other

e

control and direction over services provided by
public scheol personnel i ther than pubiw
whoal facihiics. Committee mictthers agreed that
this 1s os cntial, as loval agencies are the account-
able apents

The wems 1 thiv section are part of a
gencral framewerkh within which the programs
cvamincd  opcrate mint freguent concern
capressed By cammttes mambers was that parts

I

Cheen sctiviics LThey opposad 1oth deutwrate of the framcwork anpear to be cxpanding o
v wnd oraratien boebeung o e ocon greathy that thes v ~hadow the structure and
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children continuously as they move from state to
state.

ftem A-S is based on Program Guides =44
and =45-A. issued by the Bureau of Elementary
and Seccondary Education.  In these guides the
Asociate Commussioner urged local agencies te
assume full financial support of senvices mitated
under Title 1 when they are extended to children
resding 10 nonproject arcas. an order to relcase
ite | funds 10 provide ncw activities for cligable
children  This s a corollary to the concept that
Laic 1 funds should supplement, not supplant.
state and local fund-

I'he stalc commillees rated A-S as fazidly
retarding achicvement of program ohpetives The
teprescitatnes of local agences rated it lower
than Dunc of sta'c agencies  Same lacal admaines-
tratos thought tnn delaved the adopton of suc-
coaedu! Trtle | program activitics hocause the laal
ageney could nad assumce smultancously the comt
ot the program on target sohoals and the cant of
cupanding at toanclude non Tatle 1 schmads They
e Te INat perieii.fy & poeetedl frzmaiix doowy
Iic 1 funding while the program was hoing o
andad weuld etict scfvc att chibdecen
4 special cuematn te thowe hoval aiminnie atoes

They mas

@l had noody ckddren from hovw ancoene famulss
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needs in other local agencies. Tt was rated at
| 714, <o that 1t rankeu 9 among the 31 items.
For purposes of redistribution, “need” s usually
Jdefined by state Title 1 admimistrators as the gap
hetween the cost of proposed program  activities
and the funds available. The loval agency which
submts proposals for activities would undertake
of funds were available often bencfits from reallo-
cation bhecause it demonstrates preparcdness o
utilize the funds as well as need. There are no
federal critenia for determining need for reallo-
caicd furds.

ltem B-2 refers to a regulation requiring that
the state agency assure that state and local eval-
vatin reports will he made to the Commasaoner
on a peniadsc baas . Thivatem was rated | 761 by
the ¢»mmittces

ftem B-4 rcquires that state and local eval-
uaton repudts include the revalts of obyecine mea-
wrements of progress toward mecting the spe 1l
cdication 2! nocds of Title 1 ohikdren Thas regquere:
ment was rated 7 26 ranking 27 out of 3 oatems
N the opamioe of e slate C LIS b it
teihy muont often crproasad Iy vammistics met bers
who woth with Title 1 evaluationy wete thase en-
countoret an euabkog obpoctine mcasuromenty «f
the Tanctity of sene tvpes of Tatlke 1 actnatic, and
s traang be tadate the mnflucnoe of Title 1 from the
MABucnoes of thet peegtams 1 whah mans ke
| ulen jrartnspate Thoae diffaultses have toen
amiclngated 151 sic s hoad dinvnaons whah write
theat [aie | pecgtam: i toems of hehay U PR RS
wetncy and citabinh measurc: 1o gauge achsene:
artst of thone tchavaeal (dnadine at the tume
the gtz o wtilten By taiag tho toule 3
il Jivnimt 1 oablc (o proieas and and punitost
Stac puugnls 11 thae sdiddhb sciocted S cnphass n the
1 efs ) geoscet and ncasute codaadual progios
Although the eflucnce f Taitde 1o ot nadatod by
thus o tegue 1t hay the adsatitage f mcasutag
the ptomth  Aandasiual Chakdien

fteas B 9 3 rogulatash frgusting that the »tate
zpctwny makc svadatée $w puldix supectaon the
wcettsy amd e ovienen of cah apptvnad ot
war :atcd a2 jxiruttang a hacvvinent of feogt afn
16 among W1
amicng % talc agencs rtafl momber: falihn than
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it did among those of local adntinistaators, who
ranked it second among 31 wtems.

The routing of all federal Title | martenials,
such as forms, guidehnes, and reports, to state
avencies for distribution te beal agencies o~ de-
seribed in hem B-6. Con. uttece memberns rated
war 1 657 ranking it 7 mnong the 31 items Thic
cnables state agencies to keep informed of all
acttons in Title 1 and permits them ro distribute
matcnals in tie most tmely and appropriale
micthad for thewr respective states.

Local Agency Respomsibilities

Item C-1 v a regulation that requires the
local ageneys to take a census of children from low
mcome tamihes as defined in Title 1| Membens of
the state committees who serve as local school
adtminstiator: rated  this as muldly  retarding
achicvem it  program obiectives at 2 3RK, while
the sbate apency stafl members rated ot higher. ot
1 TIT 0 Manny local administrators have  found
parcnts rodudtant to reveal thar incame o the
shonls wath some reswenting what they consider
oo anaftyasion of pravace

flem -2 stanng that the loval agencs mast
Mcteemune the schoe! attendance arcas to e des-
1pfaled ac Mot arcas accotding to the dehing-
Tows an thy acguiat L as, was rated at )} 74N ande-
satng tha st poermats reasonable achicvement of
iopiam clviedtines Although there i wadespre ad
suppset for the Iegal requirements 1o concentrate
Fitic 1 pvograms an schools scoving the greatest
numbcrs of pwgals ffom low income  famides,
mandy comimitloer members coprossed concern by
the oducaticaally depoived chiddren who caanot
' swetved by Datle 1 bovause of an acesdent of
toasdenc i a boss coneentfated area of poverty

e stale computice sircuedy suppuorted the
wiovbon of Lewal Tatle 1 haddren by the haca!
ageisos suggsling that they cocid bhest achseve the
frufpuncs sanl down My the law, regulatons, and
federal calcfia ain (hooming chaldren of preatest
BOed o o todndn ttsnatory . basn The slaw
agemmy wiuld fhasic avufatces 0 the Office of
t ducabion that the roquitements woukd be met by
Ihe cvadefue of the cvaluabon
fopntics fiawr cach lawal agemmy aoubd fovcnnve
Ihe goncral

ting ‘wwal apcimny

catcful state am! lowal atichlyon
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concern for the needy children not -¢r ed under
the current system was expressed in Lhe discus-
sions about nearly alf items dealing with con-
centration of services.  This might suggest that
schoal administrators have a strovg .ocial con-
scicnce which is not assuaged by partial resolu-
ton of problems. but it also might indicate that
they believe they could improve the current selee-
hion practices.

Item -3 cites a regulation requiring that a
local agency develop its Title 1 program specif-
wally o meet the special educational needs of
thore cducationafly deprived children who have
the greatest need of wssistance. This item was rated
1504, ranking it 1 of the 31 items on Tide 1.
There 'vas almost universal agreement among
committee 1wy mbers that this regulation is neces-
sary o assure that the program achizves its stated
objectives. The svavs to find these children and 1o
swerve them are th: iasues, rather than the principle
of serving those in greatest need of educational
as:ntande

ltem -4 srates that 2 loes! agency may in-
clude in the Tatle | program children who reside
oulsude the progect arca only if therr partcipation
will not dilute the cffectineness of the program
with respect 1o children reswding in the project
arca The commitiece members rated thes item at
1 907, with the state agency admumnistraton rating
it lower thar local adounstrators Many com-
Mt -c menters vicwed ot as an admanistratively
d fouit bu. nocessary constraint o prevent dilu-
1ot the ogram No approach toward using
ke ot b miadpge of nead and adnunastrative feasi-
ity has been attcmpted, cven cypenimentaiiy,
stce the heginnming of the peogram an 1965

ltem C-S acfers to a regulation that a toeal
agency must design a program o mect ofic of
moic o the spevial cducabonal neads of atuea-
tonally depenned children, rather than v racel
the needs of a student bady o 2 speuaificd grade
i a sl The state devclopmen. commattees
fated ot at 1 623 whwh ranked 1t 6 amaong the 31
items It revenned a haghor rating (rom state per-
soanct than from hocsl adminstiraton There was
cvalence 1h the duscusssctis thal the state Tatle |
auinmntratons fouind than foderal regutaibron usctul
o stronigthenng thor pamttns sn dealing with
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locsl  administrators  about  approvable project
activitics.

The question of administrative paticrns and
activities in the involvement of nonpublic school
children is raised in Item C-6. A local agency
must provide for appropriate participation of
educationally  deprived children residing in its
attendance arca who arc enrolled in  private
.chools  The item was regarded as mildly retard-
ing achicvement of program objectives: with a
-ating of 2.212_ it ranked 24 out of 31 items. A
«ubstantial number of local administrators on the
Jate committees expressed reasons for the com-
paratively low rating it received. The difficulties
begin with the determination of cligible children.
They continue with such problems as planning
programs to meet needs of children about whom
Little substantine informauon is available, arrang-
ing transportation if the children arc brought to
the program, working out teaching schedule -
using cquipment on private «chool property 1f the
program i taken to the children: and having in-
wmcient funds 1o do the newessany job in the
public schools withew atiempting to serve addi-
toaal children Nor every loval administratar
taces all these problems. but most face chough
of them 1o create an addional admimnistratne
burden

ltem C-7 cites o regulation requining that the
project applicatien of a lucal ageney deseribe the
provedures and techiigues 1o be utthized m eval-
uatiig the effcctiveness of ns Title 1 program It
was Fated with apparent reluctance. as permatung
reasonable achievement of  program obectines
school adonmistrators vencraliv lack evpenence
in dengning cvaluation sirategies as parn of pro-
gram Jevelopment  Therefore, this requirement
presents addiional problems without offering any
teady soltions 1t appears that the value of the
Wea i not controvetsial and that the relatively
tigh ratung retlevts fen of the adnnnistratine dith-
culbies that are almant unincral

tithe §| Fiscnl Requirements

Ihe Litle 1 fiscal requirements wrnit'en anto
the law and regulations are mtended 1o ensurc
it Ditle 1 funds will be expended for the sole
purps~c of providing a highet leve! of serfvices 1n

local schools with high concentrations of children
from low income families thun the level of services
provided for ail children in the other schools of
the tocal agency.

The items in Section D trace the development
of these fiscal requirements. The origina! statute
prohibited substitution of Title 1 funds for statc
funds in computing state aid to local agencies. A
suceession of regulations and administrative guide-
lines led to stricter definitions of hiscal comparabil-
ity between project and nonproject areas of a
local agency. as well as mandatory procedures and
deadlines for its achicvement. The deadlines were
difficult and were not met. and the impasse led 0
accessary legislation.

Between 1965 and the cnactment of PL.
91-230 of 1970. federal regulations and adminis-
trative guidelines increasingly narrowed the focus
of fiscal requirements. In almost every instance
cach successive regulation has been more restric-
tive than the preceding one. Hovever, only when
the state and local agencies were confronted with
1 hepelesdy imposaible task did they rise up and
bring pressure on Congress 1o cXcreise s pre-
rogatnes to lay clear ground rules for the Office
of Fducation to follow.

The original Title 1 law placed 'wo condi-
tions upon the distribution of funds Trems D-1-a
and D-1-b describe conditions under which fed-
cral funds niust o7 be pad:

a if a state included Tide | funds in 1ty

computation of state a.d to local agencies, or

b if the combined state and local fiscal cffornt

with respect to the provision of public cduca-

ton by the locdd dagerney Was reduced 1n the

preceding year to an amount less than in the

second preveding yvear
The first of these wo tems (D-1-a) was rated
1 €53 by the commuttees and ranked 3 among the
A gems, indicating that 1 supports reasonable
achievement of program obectives  In contrast,
the second item (D-1.b3 ranks 24 out of 31, ath
4 compuosilc comnuttce rating of 2 212 The high
ratng of the Nrst tem s an indwation of general
recogmbion and support by the state commitizes of
the concept that Ditle 1 funds are o be n addinon
1o all other tesources  These funds are not n-
tended to supprort the regular cducatienal program
for (hadvantaged children, but to provide adds-
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tional resources to develop more services in
schools  with large concentrations of children
from low income famiilies.

The 10w rating of the second item may be
attributed to the fact that the original requirement
was written during an inflationary period and
caused no problems. More recently, many state
and local agencies have had problems maintaining
the level of past expenditures in a deflated econ-
omy requiring reductions in public expenditures.

The first regulations for Title I, written in
September of 1965, required two important fiscal
asurances from a local agency in its project appli-
cation, as described ir Items D-2-a and D-2-b:

a. that Title 1 funds would supplement, and

not supplant, state and local funds for use in

the project area; and

b. that Title I funds would not result in a

decrease of state and local funids in the proj-

oCt arca,
Both of these items were rated as permitting
reasonable achicvement of program  objectives,
ranking S and 3}, respectively, among the 31 jtems.

Of the four items just described. the ratings
of the three written to assure that Tile 1 funds
were additional money 1o provide additional ser-
vices would indicate a consensus that this type of
requircment s justifiable in terms of the purposes
of Title 1

The regulations revised in 19608 intensified
the efforts of the Office of Fducation to assure
that Title 1 tunds were used to add services in
project areas by reausring, us described in Lgms
D-3-0and 1D-3-b, that:

a. the expenditure of state and local funds

IN project arcas must be maintained at a level

comparable to those in nonproject  arcas

within the same local ageney; and

b the state sgency must enforee this require-

nent  as  part of iy proiect  approval

provedures

I'he state committees rated these 1wo items
I X8O and 2 12X, rankmg them 16 and 22 among
the 31 atems. respectively. Many committee mem-
bers expressed opinions that such determinatons
are exceedinghy ditticult and time consuming State
Litle 1 admunastrators siud that 1o enforce  this
requiremient as part of project approval procedures
Was not g realistie evpectation Taken Inerally,
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this would require the Title I administrators in the
state agency to assign staff members to visit cach
local agency to obscrve actual conditions and to
review the data used as a basis for the repert on
comparability. Even assuming that such numbers
of personnel were available, the time involved
would delay the project approval process to the
point beyond which local agencies would be able
to implement the proposed project effectively,
Further. there was no clear definition of the mean-
ing of “comparable™ as used in the regulauons.
although there were many. not infrequeatly con-
flicting_ interpretations offered.

Item D-4 cxplains the mandate of Program
Guide =57, dated February 26, 1970, that the
state agencies require ecach local agency 1o demaon-
strate affirmatively that scrvices and expenditures
provided by state and local funds in project and
nenproject  areas  within the district are com-
parable, o 10 submit a plan to achicve such com-
parability by the time schools opened in the fall
uf 1970. The members of the state committees
rated this 2,722 within the miidly retarding range,
but ranked it 30 among the 31 items. The state
committees commentad frequently on the unrealis-
tic ume limitations within which locai agoncies
were required to achieve comparability.

Item D-5, alvo from Program Guide =57,
cites a regulation requining that the state ageney
submit to the Commissioner by April 1, 1970, the
criteria by which Iocal agencies would demonstr:te
their adherence to the requiremeats of comparabil-
ity including relative distribution of instructional
rersonnel, pupil services. and per-pupil expen-
ditures n project and nonproject attendance areas.
This itemi was rated 2.768 and ranked 31 among
the 31 setas. This comparatively low rating was
attributed to several basic problems. State agen-
vies were given less than five weeks 1o develop
complex sets of criteria which would be equally
applicable and satisfactory o all the local agencies
in their respective jurisdictions.  Some  of the
criteris required by the Commissioner demanded
inforniation not obtainable in most local agencies
under current accounting svstems. As the required
cnterie were not clearly defined, the state agencies
hasl & poor foundation on which to develop their
proposed method of assuring comparability. The
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criteria themselves were subject t¢ challenge as
valid indicators of comparability. The rating
could casily have fallen into the ~strongly retards”
category since no state was able to mect the
requirement.

Taken from the same source as the two
preceding items, liem D-6 requires that Tite I
projects for the 1970-1971 school year be ap-
proved by the state agency only when the local
agercy demonstrated current or yorthcoming com-
parability. The item was rated 2.527 and ranked
29 among 31. Insufficient time for state agencics
1o prepare an cflective procedure ard for local
agencies to meet the requircments was cited as
the reason for the low rating. Again, no state had
approvable projects from all its local education
agencies when the deadlines were reached.

Another important factor ignored by the
federal mandates for quick comparability was the
possible effect of sudden changes in allocations
of state and local funds 1o the setols which might
e adverselv affected. In some local agencies the
line between project and nonproject area condi-
tions was quite tenuous. The educational nceds
of the children were similar. and the local agencies
had attempted to meet those needs in the non-
Title I schouls by providing services to them from
Wtate and local funds, similar to some successful
ones funded by Title 1 in the project area. In
many local agencies. such ctforts would have nad
to be discontinued because they could not b
provided in both project and nonproject areas
from state and local funds.

When the legislative authority for Title 1
was under consideration for renewal in the soring
of 1970, the unreasonable mandates for com-
parahility were br::ught to the attention of the
Congress. Subsequently, it became a legislative as
well as an administrative issue. For the first uime
Congress wrote into Tite Ta specific statement of
polivies and procedures regarding comparability.

The language of the law, revulations, and
administrative guidelines on the subject of com-
parability implies that local agencies are not main-
ining cquatized expenditures in project and nen-
project attendance arcies. It may be true that local
agencies have not equalized per-pupil expenditures
and other criteria factors in every school of the

same grade levels within the district, but it is
probably not accurate to assume that this in-
equality always penalizes schools in a project area.
It is possible that some school boards will be made
awarz of inequities which they may correct in
favor of nonproject area schools. Thus, the
stringent comparability critzria could have the
effect of militating against some project areas
because they may withdraw additional local effort
from the project area and redistribute it to non-
project schools formerly receiving less local
money.

Item D-7-a requires that srate and local
funds be used to provide services in project areas
which. taker as a whole, are at lcast comparable
to services provided in nonproject areas of the
local agency. This item ranked 16 among 31 items
with a rating of 1.972, which indicates that state
commiittees believed it permits reasonable achieve-
ment of program objectives. There was consensus
that this is an acceptable concept within the frame-
work of the purposc of Title 1 to provide additional
cervices for the educationally deprived. although
the administration of the requirement is burden-
some.

Item D-7-b siates that any finding of ncn-
compliance shall not afiect payment ot fede: i}
funds to local agencies until after July 1. 100
It was rated 1.803 and ranked 13 among 31 iteras.
\fost members of the state committees felt that
this delay in ¢nforcement was accessary 1o avoid
penalizing local agencies for unavoidable problems
encountered in establishing comparability.

Item D-7-c states that each local agency mast
report to the state agency on its compliance with
comparability requirements on or before July 1.
1971. and on or before Tuly | each year there-
after. It was ranked 28 ainong the U7 items, with
a rating of 2.327. The administrative time which
will incvitably be consumed with colleciing and
compiling data for an annual report on com-
parability was the reason many gave for feeling
that this slightly retards achievement of program
objectives.

The final item in this section, D-7-d. requires
that the Commissioner submit to Congress a report
of a study making special reference to Title 1
fund disributions u:cong counties, stating  the
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means by which such funds may be concentrated
in school attendance areas with the highest con-
centrations of children from low income families.
The committees rated this 2.102, ranking it 21
among the 31 items. It was the general feeling
that special studies tend to be time consuming
and nonproductive. They alsc frequently are con-
ducted without sufficient contact with those most
dircctly involved in the administration of the
program at the state and local levels.

The sections of the law and regulations deal-
ing with fiscal controls and assurances in regard
to local funds and comparable services in project
and nonproject area schools were consistently
rated lower than those dealing with program re-
quirements. There appeared to be an increasing
sense of frustration among local adminisirators
who are overwhelmed by ihe guantity of fiscal
paperwork which absorbs time they might better
spend in program planning and development.

Many of the current problems in Title T ad-
ministratinn appcar to have resulted from the haste
with which the program was initially established.
The first vear of Title I funding was chaotic. The
Office of Education urged the state agencies to
push the local agencics to develop any sort of
program, to get the money spent as quickly as
pussible, thereby proving the need to spend it.

This seeming madness to spend permitted some
local agencies to embark on progranis later viewed
as less than desirable but difficult to abandon.

During the first four years of Title I, the
Division of Compensatory Education staff was
unable to get into the field to observe the program
in action. During this period it was apparently
assumed that every reported abuse was only the
tip of an iceberg of similar situations. As a result,
massive remedies, such as the original comparabil-
ity requirements, were developed to correct a
limited number of comparatively minor deficien-
cies. Instead of dealing specifically with a minor
or occasional abuse, there has been a tendency to
generate broad regulations applicable to offender
and nonoffender with equal stringency. This ten-
dency in federal regulations is, of course, not con-
fined to those related to Title 1.

Thne Title T administrative patterns and ac-
tivities described in this instrument were generally
rated as reasonable or slightly retarding. How-
ever, those which have become increasingly re-
strictive and demanding of additional administra-
tive paperwork were rated consistently lower. This
reverse pyramid of regulations and guidelines is
viewed as threatening to overwhelm the program
administrators with unriecessary administrative
activities.

SECTION III: Title 111

Title 11l of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 authorizes grants for sup-
plementary educational centers and services.
These are intended to stimulate and assist in the
provision of vitally needed educational services
not heretofore available in sufficient quantity or
quality, and in the development and establishment
of exemplary elementary and secondary school
educational programs, which then serve as models
for ' rgular school programs.

Title IIl has had three administrative patterns
since its authorization in April of 1965. For three
fiscal ycars—1966, 1967, and 1968—the pro-
gram was administered by the Office of Education,
which received applications from local education

68

agencics and made grants directly to them. State
agencies were assigned no mandatory duties by
law, but the Office of Education manual delincated
their role as one of providing technical assistance
to local agencies. They also were entitled to re-
view proposals submitted to the Commissioner by
their respective local agencies and to make recom-
mendations for approving or disapproving these
proposals.

The transfer of Title IIl administration to
the state agencies was one of the major amend-
ments to the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1967 (P.L. 90-247). There were strong
feelings for and against this transfer of administra-
tive authority, but the forces which argued in
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The membces of the aate conmumitices wete
asrod o oandwate they voforences of the thioe
N fatitcrm of aimmnntraten 79 pecicrrad to
harc the :tatc agency admunnter the entre pro.
gram. 2% (hane the 8¢ pervent sate- 18 potcent
fedetal paticrn, 4 fasore ¢ total federal adminntra-
o The poll became nocessary o iterpeet the
ratings oo :m A9 and any others involving the
NS peroent state-1S percent federal patiern of
adminstratn

'he three patterns of adnmunnstration have
been reduces to two, with the 1S porcent set-aside
portion of the current program mncluded with the
items that dealt with the former 100 percent
federat-local pattern, and the S percent stiste plan
portion of the current Srogram included with the
vems that dealt with the former 100 percent
federal-state-local program.

The ratings on the federal-local agency pat-
tern of administration range from 1.853 to 3.064
on the 1 10 4 scale. Those of the federal-state-local
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the wvate 3pon Vv rocommendatxons m the (e
of Fdocatsn Socison-making peoccss  Some aatc
2gEBCacr 1oapnda § o thes lack of tode dcfinstwon
thy ctcating thair can role and wuring aspcra
tinelys with the (Mhc of Educatson w that through
informal  relabonsh:pe  they  stroaghy  influcnced
docnwm  (Mhery dud oot choose 1o Lahe an wotne
part for several reasons Having been adyined oy
the Ofcr of Education o g Titdes §. 1L ol
V' opaocaty, they had hittle or no staff for Tale 111
and conudered that they would exercne Inttle o
flucnce without more than an advisory functon
They approved ail progects, in some cases withoul
cxpressing any priofities, and left the Office of
Education to climinate the large number of proy-
ccts that could not be funded.

The stundard procedure of the Office of Edu-
cation was to review all proposais with the state
agencies before recommeundations were submitted
to the National Advisory Council for Title 111
The Council, upon receiving the evaluations from
the state agencies, the Office of Education, and
reader-experts, made the final recommendations
to the Commissioner for approval or disapproval
of projects.

There were exceptions to the standard pro-
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foog prcmmeg peopen B U8 L cpvr gt of ey
cir amd D01 Tmmaogrintr  acvoedmg to Houre
Ixxument o 9% of Iccrtgr 1964 The funds
roquestnd by hwal agencees totaded $424 648 an
o mhah SIS0 KA 100 was sppeinad lor the
1M progats fumded  The K90 plannung rant
tevenved $4% 128 00, the 1 OIM opcrating oot
octy recened $127 190,900, and the 201 “mine
grants rovenad $4.371.600

ltem A %, whach Gies 3 regulatson roquinng
the Ui miassanct to notify in wnting the applscant
and the apgwope ate state ageny of his decon
on cach PRt profunal. was ated | X80 and
fanked sovond highest after tem A3 Thew
ae e ity Tmo rome m thes nart of the laws and
tregulanivas which included state agenccs in any
way  They were assigned no mandaton admunis-
tratinve cospotisibities

hree conditons for approval of applications
were rated as muldly retarding achwevement of
program objectines liem A-3-b, that the program
1s consiatent with criteria established by the Com-
missioner to ensufe an equitable distribution of
assistance  within cach state, rated 2.229; ltem
A-1-c, that the Commissioner determines that the
proposed program utilizes the best available talents
and resources to substantially increase the educa-
tional opportunities of the area, rated 2.357; and
lLiem A-3-d, that the applicant has made provisions
for participation of private school children whose
educational needs are of the type provided by the
program, rated 2.311. The discussions in the state
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1o cithet  propxt dovelopement of the apgeeaal
peacens Sanc atatntcal ol worT Jef Uit to
damn and ek ant when wppled  Parts of the
aatratne socton of the applcatson could mot e
tcalntically Sevelopad untsd 3 frogs am wa fundod
saflad. and m opcraixa

lem A-4 cites the taguitement i the reguls:
tons that all program anmd gnancual negotiatson
with the appicant kocal agencwes be conducied
ta the Commussoncr and hrs staff. and liem A6
sates that cvale won and diseminatiaon goinitcs
ate entirely the rosponsibelities of the applcant
ial apgency and the Commusoncs ftecm A-10
Jeclares thatl (he state agency has me Mami3ish
sdminntative respoasibilies for this pan of the
Tule 1) peogram  Thes thice Hems were all
rated as mikdly retarding achievement of program
objectives, and they ranked 14, 11, and 13, respec-
tively, of 16 items, indicating the feching of the
commitices that omitting the state agency from
these activities is among the least desirable aspects
of the administration of this program. In practixe,
those state agencies which assumed 2 lcadership
role. even without portfolio, did actively partici-
pate in program and financial negotiations. They
learned that this enabled them to influence project
approvals for their own states in most instances
and to ascertain that none was in conflict with state
laws and regulations.

ltem A-7 cites the law requiring that the
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han Tl "ot ¥4 HE s SUIEY L L AL AT,
cornzrehen sm od Pl clucatnm and the moody
At hwal cihodd Onttacts athowe peogesaaly thca
N ofom satc amd hoal admsnngtatows
favadrd the wwe o cwliade crypetty clscveng ot
tedueed 1he authotily o the (W of Fluacaine
S, |

Sevetal saic apcraaey had intemal agrec:
tacnt: with the (Moe of Bducatunt under whah
tey doveloped unaftiaal state plans One o the
uct functions of the unafhcral date plan was o
ttrengthen o state 2gency’s hand in encouraging
e ouse of Ditle T tunds 1o develop the suppic:
rremrary orntory ot oo Sanoet Gakad wawh -
g rclabttshupn boetucon the state agenoy and the
Mhee of Bducation wete samctimes as cffectine
M guatantcang appronal of projects accoeding to
state recaommendatrons and pootitaes as were these
mfe nal state plan arrangements e state agen-
iy ahich were unable 10 asagn responubihiny for
Tade M1 as a full-ume actinaty were not able 1o
caett as stiong ananflucnce on decisions made by
the Office of Educanon

fraace RGN e

oy weed

The 1S Percent Federal Set-Aside Beginning in
Fiscal Year 1971

Item A-9, describing the P.L. 91-230 sectuion
which authorizes the Comnussioner to make grants
directly to local agencies from 15 percent of each
state’s allotment in FY 1671 und thereafter, was
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Tute 11 tote Plon \dminirerutine

Ihe stoms an Squtacts B Sonctaln the adncne
123t Praticrne and sctrvstats undct the satc plan
wutaan of P 91 2M the mavmd texcat toynaon
o ISEA Tak 11 Tho legnlatae  combsemad
ESEA Tathe M) amt NDE A Tatbe V-4 (guadance
cowns larg, and teviaing ) N e the soctxon
was tated cither v sttoeghy wuipgnrting achacve:
ment of peogram obaoctines of 2 uronghy rctand
g thoit aches cment

liem B-7 a2 satement from he adminatrea:
tne manual that the salc agone o respunabic
to s that audits perfaemed 1o kocal agenases arce
within otals laws was rated hagheot at 1 €95 Thn
IO RASGRWRIENS e fojpamimianiy o i siaic
agency for the lawal sgonoses within b junisdsction

Iwo atems rate! s pematung reasenable
whicrement of program olyectne desenite sex-
tions of the state plan dealing weh planning  Item
B-2-h citing the regulaton that the state plan
must caplan the manncr in wioch Title 111 funds
will be used 10 mecting crnitica. cducational neads
in the state. was rated 1 833 1 em B-2-1, ciung the
regulation that the plan must dewribe the long-
range strategy for advancing eJucabion in the stare
through Tile 111, was rated | 907 These items
require the state agency tc establish program
prionties hased on protwecied plans for education
in the state. Many members of the state com-
mittces believed thexe activities focus the attention
of local agencies on developmg proposals designed
to move toward the solution of long-range, perva-

71



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. - . - 3
- o ' 3 g P :
LY oy ) LS T S S Loy FIERLITI '

pwr e e vt v ow b 'S TR R g 1 N Ty

foo- BT [ T o - . :
L U Rl NP I L EEL YRR SIS L
P S T I AR RS LI S T P USRS
ep ey tromm ow s RDOTIOWE WD Y TR (SRR 3
R o § e atue m twage st e g
T RUNRY v cem N A I L LI

T P PR S PR I G AR byor

Vit mg e gy et et R R

L Letee RO ETA O M RNTRT e T R LV
B YLNE TR TR

o ccmm: omoth atadg plan omoeemned e oh
cr dtwatacm saml T et Wi 2y et s owmg
e hapheat an! werd e3ien! 3y PETTTILIRED B Xhor
A a hscacmenl o presptatn ot 1cn
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the fan 3 Sow it o adtadcgurs Seragned e
1 aluatc 3t doant annuailh the Aoctnvonen f o
gram and proxts tundad undet Tatde 11 wan
tated 1 T1Y Lo B0 froen b ropulatam tha
the gdan munt wt forth (M ovnaom tow tatowads
drscthianatsn o snfotthatan (acoitang oKty
detcrthined through oyaluatiann 1o Be anfonaing
cacmpdaty amd o tugh Guahty wa tatedd 1 6t
ftem B 2 m oting the togulatan that the pdan
fmust w1 feeth o (o onceutaging the
adoptian and adaptaten within the 11210 ¢ peom
ming cducaliotal (Yot ey towlting froen jaosccty
whnh are mnmatne  caemplany and of tugh
quality, was ated ! 824 Inthe prces of Jeved
oping an ovaluation sirategy. many atc IFCIKD
discenered that it peovsdad an caccliont opge:
furaty o assume 3 leadenship 1ole in the proess
of cducational impeonement  The cvaluation com:
ponent of Tide 1] became not only 2 revew of
past activabies, but also an opoariumty fuor the stale
ageney stafl o pariapate . plans for futurc
programs

Another item rated as erautting reasonable
achicvement of program obgevines at | 916 was
B-1, which cites the law muandaung the state
agency o submit o the Commissionct an appros-
Jble state plan to quahty forts Tale 111 allotment
One problem with this requirement, which some
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ot tofwndtont andcs the peen ae of the 13w tast
4 har tes. an omjuetant fate i hangeg the
pataey to torma In b fcw tindamuey wheic
apgraontly atroccedatatie Jiflcrenccy have atowen
N . R e e
caey e of them uuslhy ke toguentad the OB
o 1 duatan to nictrene o the dngute The
tovall of e case war th e of some o ih
14 petecnt of funds a3t th dopaonat of the o
vy dict 1o LonLnUC 3 ¥ st dnappeoved e the
satc that had orpmalis b en appreanad and funded
ta the (e of Bdug atec

A roquitcment of tac lawm ated an ftem H-»
that 2 stale agei )y affw ant 3 slale ady sy cound
for Ditte 1 aas fatce 1 94%  As the council o
appointed by the agendy which it advisn, thete
Wi penctal acveplates of ats eanlehce Many
members of the tate conmtiaes bhebeve the adve
sory counail pertoenis a useful function as 2 butles-
ing agent Haning 3 rathe. neutral o indepemicnt
MATUs POl it Lo S£1ee as a feferee of ombaxds-
man when the stafc and hocal agences dnagres on
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memixt: wetc ofgucn! i thr w803 o8 R3veer
pecgemab toacwed by o puancl o capetts They
Inciar v ent 1RCTC Wy CRfAItngG an 1l alake apgetk y ad
3 compatatde e tha! n Mond odstutaoy
iphce odwoatxn with cogard to the ood: and
Caputelitacy of howal agreiacy and the pwacts atuliy
o popamend Seomcats Soene O thewe ofensdn man
fae the tovult d capefacia oy mhen Mofunaie wend
ditoctiy o the Comman: cact Rovaews vy vty
frogquentiy domonstfats o og e L of uhdctvtand.
g of the teabitios of ot aducstan

frem §3- 0 G requitis a tmifRRe o pREowe
Jutes mhach moy B utihisad foe spsfwogedatc ctaft
Jovrlopament of statc and fawal porsonne! who wall
v amvolved i Joveloping amd condocting pece
It was tated 2 0SS ganing !V among the
20 ey Thoe o oan crample «f 2 e of Foguite:
ment made of 1the slate agenoy whh was
laced ont the 0 ¢ o baboratan when the pro-
gtam was admng. o the Cavimssacaet

ltem B-2.¢ was sken fram the tegutatan
that the state plan must Make prossaon (of partsc-
pation of Children enrolicd v aonpeofit pen
whads i the area 10 e swervaed tn 2 proyedt and
1o the catent cnient with number amd pocds
IThe item was rated 2 IKS muldly  retanding
achicvenment of pruogram obectives Samc uem-
bers of tie committcey had cxperencad difficutey
i reaching acvond betweea pubise officials and
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T topuiatanm amd the gusdeiaes  foguite
thae golats o abewntof L ce otan ataonal ooty 4 the
21310 am) oajRae e oBacu e (fiirud and e a
satementy wned e stenldy thoee aeads It it
st Made 3 dem i o (003l cducataongl
Aoy afn A ataewn oz of the alate amd 4 the
Mo onr uned 1o dcicrmmne those Boads Soune
moemiv iy of the lalc cornmntioes cifecwend the
vicw that the Lxea foguitomon! Lo ancsatig odu
cat;onal neods ar wantich n the lam wasy bcan
ot o 23T pe o iaan e togulatens and pusic:
o, The (e oF T ducatan mas vofy tofactant
Y MRS a0 viaiC i vnCanRCTINY Aary by cven-
otcd noomattet boew rocenthh Many atate ad
Murinitatty foll that the domands f¢ noads as
worsnen! pograttie F sach sage wore Latally
dirpecputtniatc o the s of the Vatde 1T aliae-
facnhty

The diffcioniatngn Ixtavon aaic plan ddoms
rataed 2 jotmutlng fcamdiatie achaovemont and
e vhah mddh rctadd actecvoment of g
gram oboc tin ey apyearod to v made thy membets
of the atc coenfutioes ot the Dases of the degiec
teowhech they wefe ditecih selatad 1o the daevelop-
Mctil and (g ratnd of progtas and proects The
Aty whinh Relp establinh propets afnd on-
courage sinufinttatoes Ty aew wbeas were rated
compntentiy atunc thane whah wcre soon as daeng
Litle myte thae peonading detailod but not parisu-
lathh relevant infodalnen
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ciace that bhopmermg om BY 19710 Tak N Ao
NIM A o e gatad mto Tl Bl o 181N
i+ ccriam comdsiom TR comnma e mem
tacrmncd  that
T:ie v A o NI A hat been unirunxntal m
chooatapmg vlate amd haval apenosey de Sevchop
ant crpund thow frogtams. and thoy wc'c (e
corned that ecsned wohood  avstoftn
maght toduee ey wiun thoy ne dongTt ¢

Tty wathowt 3 metod e

finan talls

venent vt anvnlane

ficm H & 3 ity the sow s o the lam dlating
that pardamc amd couiwcling peogtams must be
vutsice ! to the pravcdures and ohicha Sew titad
i the adate jdan foe ail Tale B peowets Thn
toquitement cAoctne foe the fisal vear heginaing
a0 Julh 1 1970 tut nod encwn untid late Apa
o ety Ban o2 teTe wz: A b fow alale and
twal agenoaes to compdy with afiet there ™udgcty
foe the coming fisesl voat had boen planned 1
was taicd T 401

ltem B 6 b chch Gter the topulataen 1oqut
g thotl the state Nan ot foeth 3 peogtam I
torting students in the clementaty A scooandaty
s honds unae colloges amd 1ol ascal mstitutes o
hay bteon antotpeclod e roquats ol
o (e of 1ost at vae grade level foe compliance
and way fated 2 710 The ntcrpeciation that
ampliance can e nomn.! has reducad ohyoctxis
1o the regulatioa ftom strcavous 1o mikd  Some
sale commilice membcny Cypiessad coacern that
this, coupled with citcasne needs ancsment Je-
mands o heginmng o appear mode and more as
a precursx to federalhy mandated national e
menl

liem B-6-d, a requirement of the law that a

. slake
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A atg Taw
hght an the 1% ptoert s xrade foe gwoptama for
an.dict apimicting of 3
redatineds umatl L 3tg porw Y Peeptam A fcwm (v
monted that 1t lonstad the automormny o ate ammd
Ton 2! xpecroacey loavng e frendom to choune the
Ly of peogtams to wppeetod T Tuke 1N
Tamds

Ihe mcrget of BSEA Take 11 and NDEA
Tale v A may have impdxaten (e tuture cficets
1o commd datc the Catopoecal asds whch have
pedifctatad an the past docade Fach of the pro
grams afiocicd M the merget has ity oW Ssup
foticty At cxh prveramental leved Nane 1
s (¢ toimguesh any Moasare of progtam
authadily ot financal  suppet The Icgnlatwn
mandating b Me1gpct was cracicd aties the stailc
and hwal apenocs had pecpared thes tusdgots for
the fi al veat in which it woukd Pcome cflccine
wr that the avumpasn of additsoenal frac 2l cowmmat
ments (o cither *awogram was difficult The tuming
o G bognlaton maehed an ditionai hondsup al
the fodetral and state levels bovausc il was cnacted
al the limic that stalc agenoas were in the muktlc
of peeparing theur Title 11 state plans fue the net
Ihey had hittle taume and recened lattle
guadance 1n altcring the plans Lo conlorm to the
new roguicements  Ten months aftcr pasage of
the law and more than seven maonths aftet the he-
ginning of the fiscal vear, no official regulations
were avarable  The resultag confusion and dis-
tupron -of programs would appear to raisc Ques-
oty about the W ndam of the manncr in which this
attemps at reducing the number of categuexal
ands was carnad out

The other twu items recenving lowest ratings
were  ltem B-S, which regquires that 1n FY 1971
and thereafier the stale may fecene no more
than XS& percent of its allotment to carmy Ut s

he oot e commpda with thn Wytwn
Cmbcrs vag meeu? Tiee TCIgCe N the vame

Myt st habdeen

fisw al vvar
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appeencnl 1atr plan and lem B 9 whach roquires
that 1% pwroent of cach date’y allotment b cv
pemdod on peograms for handwapped childeen
They were tatad 7 768 and 2 672 rovpectnedy
Hoeh of 1™ atems tomd to caulbd nnde admnates.
€ and peogram suthoniin fow 3 relatinely umall
Lopenal A o roduke the autanomy of the
ate agenoy, and 1o nctcase the paperaori for
3. ectnnd
It o chear (rom the rovponse of membern
of the atc commitices that admunsstraton  of
Uitde T By the state aponky under 3 date plan
o regarded as pecierable W duect federal-hocal
agenay admanntralaon of the peogram  The rating:
given the stalc Man have boen lowered by the
mcrgee o tosting, gusdance, and coumsching peo-
grams, by the cxcosnely detalled plan roquire.
mcnts. and b the sct-asade of 1S peroent for the
hamdwcapcd
An admnniratine manual amd 1 gusde to pre-
pating a statc pnan, hoth redrcine 1n tne, may
b factaes 1o cxplamn state and local atstudes unde.
the state plan Aficr 3 sate agency has compled
with 3l the faderal mandater. recommendations,
and sugpeslions, there i hittic opportunty or en-
couragement {or any mtative 1n develvmng a
Title 111 peogram 1o mect the paricular noods of
the state  The stross on intenstaie sumiformity was
much greater in Tale 111, 2 supposcdly mmnovatine
pevgram, than in ather Tatle 1 or Tutle VI of the
Elemcntan and Secondary Fducation Act
The reccommendavons of the Federal As-
ustance Strcamhiming Tash Faree (FAST) have
Bt Movade] sta ¢ agr acies with measurable rebet
fruen the stningent cntera for appeoval of Tide 111
stale plans  The intent of the FAST recommenda-
hans was (o pormit stale agencics 10 conlinue on-
gng programs upon submission of signed printed

avcurances that thes would opcrate withun the law
and regulatkns and 2 bt summary of the ac
ey 1o be funded for that Bwal vear It was
gencrally agreed that one detailed date plar wonld
hasvc to he appeonad ty the Commiunncs av the
havue Lo the ugned aswurances of sucenading yeoare
Past the halfway mark of fiscal ycas 1971, a sub.
santa! aumber of dates had ned vet swecured full
appronal of e plans submitten. for Rscal year
197N

In additron. the Diviaon of Plans and Suppic-
mentan Centers was WUl requining detasded de-
whptens of coftamm admnntraive  procedurcs
adopted by the uate agencres and submrassan of
amendments far the Communuonct’s approval
when any adaunntrative procedures were altered
Many state Titke 11 coordmatons lise i a warld
between the DPSC and ther rospective  state
boards of cducabion. tryng to reconcile the dif-
ferenoes between the plcasure of the board and
the demands of the DPSC

The difficultacs arc not as frequently obsenved
in the opcrational sections directly related 1o the
e purposes of Titke 111 and the state agency’s
management of the funding of projects as they are
in peripheri. squirements.

In sprie . 7 all the problems which are re-
ficcted 1 the low ratungs of administrative activ-
ies in Tule 111, the program has acyuired strong
supponit among lacal adminiisatons who have had
cxperence with projects and among state adminis-
tratonn who have cbserved the bencfits derived
from Tule 1l pryests  In some school districts,
these are the only funds which are not ¢com-
mitted to the suppart of existing activities. Tule
il » viewed as having conssderable potentialities
for introducing new ideas into the schools.

SECTION 1IV: Title V1

Tide V1 of the Elementary and Secondary
Educanon *ct authorizes a varicty of programs
deugned 1o mprove the education of handicapped
chidren  The Commissioner v authotized o
makc grants Lo assist the states in the initiation,
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expansion, and improvement of programs for the
education of handcapped children at the pre-
school, elementary, and secondary levels.

Tide VI also authorizes grants to establish
regional resource centens; cenlers and services for
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deaf-blind children; and research, training, and
Jdissemination activities in connection with centens
and services for the handicapped.

The compusite ratings of the 109 members of
the cight state project commiltecs ranged from
1169 to 2333 on a scale of | to 4 in the
cvaluation of the degree te which selected admin-
nirative activiics dexcribed by the items included
in the project instrument strongly support, reason-
ably pcrmit, mildly rctara, or strongly retard
achievement of program objectives of Title V1 of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
These ratings indicare that no item in this sect:nn
is rated as more than mildly retarding administra-

tion of Title V1 programs at the state and local
levels.

Centers and Services to Meet Special Needs of the
Handicapped

Tite VI of P.L. 91-230 authorizes the US.
Commissioner of Education to administer scveral
programs directly by contract with or grants to
institutions of higher education, state or local edu-
cation agencics, or other public or privatc non-
profit agencies. State and local administrators in

the cight state committees, particularly those who
have direct responsibility for the administration
of prcgrams for handicapped children, rated the
parts of Title VI administered by the Commis-
sioner a< mildly retarding the achicvement of the
stated objectives of each program.

ltem A-1 authorizes the establishment of
regional resource centers. State and local admin-
istrators capressed concern over the failure of
wome centers to assess the needs of all state and
local education agencics they are intended to scrve
as an initial step in their planning. Some partici-
pants felt that greater involvement of slate agency
personnel in making decisions about the cstablish-
ment of these centers would result in more cffec-
tive programs. Some of the resource centers arc
.o inaccessible that the intended beneficiaries feel
they would have been better served by smaller
direct grants or by the addition of these funds to
the state plan portion of Tite VL.

Item A-2, authorizing centers for deaf-blind
children, causes similar concern among state and
local schoolmen. There is some doubt that re-
gional residential centers are the only way lo serve
these children, accompanied by a strong fecling
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that come of these funds could be made available
te ~tate and local agencics to develop alternative
approaches to cducating deaf-blind children.

Item A-3 describes the Commissioner’s au-
thontity to arrange for the development and imple-
mcntaton of experimental preschoo! and carly
childhoan! cducat:on programs for handicapped
children. The commattees rated it 2.000. Grants
have been made for 42 projects to state and local
cducation and hcalth agencies, universitics, private
nonprofit groups. and community action agencics.

Item A-4 authorizes the Commissioner 1o pay
all or part of the costs of such activities as rescarch
and develepment, training of professional and
alhied peronnel, and dissemination of materials
and information The item was rated 1.962. The
traning programs for professional and allied per-
sonncl receive the greatest funding support in this
group.

I'em A-€ reauires the Commiissioner to con-
duct. cither directly or by contract with indepen-
dent orgainzations. a thorough and continuing
cvaluation of programs for which he has adminis-
trative responsibility. State and local administra-
tors fecl that the lack of opportunity for them to
pariicipate in cvaluation of these programs pre-
vents state agency personnel from making recom-
mendations which would improve the programs
and adds to their burdens because they must seek
altzrpative ways to 2ccomplish the same task.

Throughout the discussions members of the
state committecs expressed quite strong opinions
that the programs administered by the Commis-
sioner could be made more cffective if state agen-
cies were included 1n their planning and develop-
ment and were given a voice in the decisions about
awarding grants. This is consistent with the view
that programs for handicapped childre 1 should be
a responsibility of the community and lixcal public
schools rather than public or private ustitutions
and special schools. In recent years state agencices
have increased their efforts to encourage the devel-
opment of such programs. Their participation in
making decisions about programs administered by
the Commissioner would be a logical means of
assuring that the activities and programs of other
agencies are coordinated with rtheir established
priorities.
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Assistance to States for Fducation of Handicapped
Children

The section of Title V1 which provides as-
sistance to the states for cducation of handicapped
children requires that a state plan be submitted
by the state agzney far approval of the Commis-
sioncr. The state plan section of Title VI was
tated higher than the state plan or assurance
sections of ESEA Titles I and ! and the Voca-
tonal Education Act of 1968. Tite VI was be-
licved to have less difficult administrative require-
ments and fewer unnccessary restrictions.

Item B-1. providing 'hat the statec educa-
ton agency rmust be the sole agency for admin-
istration of the state plan. received the highest
ra‘ing from the participants, 1.169. hem B-3.
stating in the regulations that the program must be
administered by that division of the state agency
responsible for state educational programs for the
handicapped. was ranked 4 of the 14 items in
this scction. State and local administrators feel
that the resulting administrative pattern encour-
ages the development of programs and services
by the state and local agencies which provide
maximum opportunitics for education of handi-
capped children.

Four provisions of the state plan that rated
very high in support of achievement of program
objectives were described as follows: Item B-2.
rated 1.564, states that there must be policics and
procedures which provide satisfactory assurance
that Title VI funds will be used to supplement and
increase “he level of state, local. and private funds
expended for th: education of handicapped chil-
dren: Item B-4. rated 1.601. states that there must
be provision for local agencies to enter into agree-
ments and submit applications for jomtly operated
programs; Item B-5. rated 1.759, requires a
quantitative and qualitative description of present
programs and projecis for the education of handi-
capped children: and Item B-7, rated 1.694, is an
assurance that Title VI funds will not be used
1o provide programs in schools operated by a
staic agency or for those in other schools receiving
support for their education from a state agency.

The purposes of these items support achieve-
ment of program objectives. The development of
a description of present programs for the handi-
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capped was a burden for many state agencics the
first year they had to submit a state plan. but they
generally felt that the effort has becen beneficial to
the tate agency. A few local administrators felt
that loca! school districts which had previously
invested local money in these programs werc
penalized by having to continuc that investment
whiie similar Title VI programs were funded in
local districts not making such an effort.

Item B-6. requiring that special educational
and related services for handicapped children en-
ro'led in private schools be provided on a basis
compu able to that used in providing such services
to children enrolled in public schools, was rated
as only permitting, not supporting, achicvement
of program objectives. It ranked 12 out of the 14
items. There is still no clear interpretation of the
precise meaning of this regulation at the federal
level. In some states it has been difficult to deter-
mine accurately the numbers of handicapped chil-
dren in private schools, as well as the nature and
extent of their handicaps. It has been difficult to
determine which services can be appropriately
provided for private school children when funds
are limited and their neceds may be quite dissimilar
to those of children in public schools. Anothker
problem arises in some states when activities are
supported by a mixture of feacral, state, and local
funds if there is a state constitutional prohibition
against use of public funds to provide services to
children attending private schools.

Local Agency Administrative Responsibilities

The Title VI law and regulations make very
little specific mention of local agency administra-
tive responsibilities. In practice, the local agency
operates a project in accordance with its admin-
istration of all school programs. A Title VI
project is, in effect, an additional public school
program which provides educational services to
a specific clientele.

Two items in the rcgulations deal with the
local agency’s responsibility for coordinating the
activities of its Title VI project with those of
other ag.ncies. Item C-1 requires that . local
agency coordinate its project with other public and
private programs for the education of handicapped
children in its area. It was rated 1.859 and

ranked 7 among the 14 items. ltem C-2 requires
a local agency o coordinate its program activities
with similar programs in other local agencies
under the state plan. 1t was rated 1.962 by the
committees and ranked 8 among the 14 items.

Both of these items were rated lower by
local administrators, possibly because the burden
of coordination requircs expenditure of their ad-
ministrative time and cnergy. However. these
administrative activities are important to observe
in order to avoid duplication of effort or the devel-
opment of overlapping progr ams (o serve the same
clientele.

The ratings on all parts of Title VI may have
been influenced by a genuine desirc to improve
educational opportunities for handicapped chil-
dren. Administrators at each governmental level
appear to have worked independently and coop-
cratively to develop efficient and effective adminis-
trative patterns for the several programs. The
consistently higher ratings and more positive com-
ments appear to be the result of continuing efforts,
led by the Bureau of Education of the Handi-
capped. to expedite, simplify, and streamline the
administration of Title VL

The initial appropriation of $2.5 million for
fiscal year 1967 became available in June, the
last montk of that fiscal year. The funds were so
limited and were released to the state agencies so
late that wise expenditures for program activities
would have been impossible. Therefore, an ad-
ministrative decision was made to permit the state
agencies to us. their allotment for planning pur-
poses. The Rureau accepted state plans which
“promised to plan” in order to release the funds
so that the real work could be started. As a result,
the state agencies had from June of 1967 into
February of 1968 to prepare for the administra-
tion of this program. During this eighi-month
period a state agency had ample time to develop
internal organization plans and to begin hiring
staff members to administer its projects and to
provide technical assistance to the local agencies.
They conducted surveys to determine the status
and needs of education of the handicapped. They
worked with local agencies to stimulate interest
and assisted them in the development of applica-
tions for projects.

79

78



Although there is no requirement in Title Vi
for a state advisory council, many state agencies
cstablished them as one mcans of attempting to
coordinate scrvices for the handicapped. These
councils varied widely in their composition: some
were composed of staff members who had admin-
istrative responsibility for onc or more programs
for the handicapped; some included representa-
tives of local education agencies and public and
private agencies surporting programs; some in-
cluded parents of handicapped children. All of
them broadcned the information base and im-
proved the planning capabilities of the state
agency.

At the end of this period of grace, when funds
for local projects became available, most state
agencies were better prepared to administer Title
VI than they had been for any other federally
funded program to date.

The provision that 5 percent or $100,000,
whichever is greater, of the state ullocation may
be used for adusinistration of the state plan
cnabled some stot» -gencies for the first timc to
employ a full-t". .. director of special education
and specialists 1o work in the field. It enabled
others to add specialists who could improve ser-
vices to local agencies. For many state ageiicies
thesc funds provided the impetus to their assumisig
a leadership role in the development of education
programs for the handicapped. The Bureau of
Education of the Handicapped required a compre-
hensive state plan for the release of fiscal year
1968 funds. A state agency was required to pro-
vide: a complete report on all existing services
for the handicapped; a statement of major prob-
lems in education of the handicapped; a list of the
long-range goals of the state agency in terms of
services to the handicapped; a description of the
ways in which the state intcnded to use Title VY
funds for fiscal year 1968 to move toward achiev-
ing their goals; and a description of programs
operating in the same year funded by other federal,
state, and local sources. Although the document
was long and detailed, state agencies had eight
months to gather the information, plan the pro-
grams, and prepare the report. It became a work-
ing document for most state agencies.
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For operating purposes, the state plan form
now has been supplanted by two simpler docu-
ments. The first is a set of preprinted assurances
recommended by the Federal Assistance Stream-
lining Task Force (FAST). The second is a
Description of Projected Activities Form. These
documents require no major narrative writing of
the state, and most of the information requested
is of the nature a state agency would require and
collect for its own purposes. They are simple
enough to be both manageable and comprehensive.

The Bureau also has attempt2d to stream-
line the reporting procedures. After a local project
is approved and funded by the state agency, a
cop, of the application is forwarded to the Bureau.
The information formerly transcribed by the state
agency into its report and then retranscribed by
the Bureau into its annual report is now recorded
and stored in a computer. At any time the Bureau
can retrieve current information by state, by type
of project, or by any other category desired. To
gain relief from the tedious, time-consuming com -
pilation of reports by hand, the state agencies have
been willing to use a uniform project application
form.

Although the state agencies have been en-
couraged to use state plan funds for demonstration
activities, there are no mandates regarding types
of programs to be funded or clientele served. In
some instances state agencies have more discre-
tionary authority in the use of these funds than
they F.ave in the use of state funds for the handi-
capped. The state agency is able to determine its
own priorities without legislative or administrative
interference.

The timing of this programn of assistance
to the states enabled state agencies to make an
effective response to the increasing demands from
parents of handicapped children that their needs
be met within the community rather than in
residential centers.

The initial planning period, the realistic and
simplified state plan requirements, the freedom
from restrictions on how funds are to be used,
and the cimeliness of the program all contribute
to the widelv recognized success of the adminis-
tration of Part B of Title VL.

ERIC
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SECTION V: Vocational Education Act of 1968

U alic the FSEA programs consdered in the
Mree peecadng wctiens, federally supported voca-
+vmal edu atmn 1 moge than a century old at the
. ¥xpe Yove! and has bheen an integral part of
sratiin e otz education sinee 1917, The items
rata! 1 the rescarch instrument have been drawn
;esmopalty from the Act of 196K and its patterns
of admensatratwn, hut they have developed out of
» continun of capenience in vocational education
Jurmg war and peace. cconomic boom and de-
fecaam, and tapsd development of technology.
since 1961 vxantional cducation has been affected
2 numbcr of cinergency federal programs of
cJucatwn, mastly remedial in character, in addi-
a0 to the ncreased scope of vocational educa-
tson cntrustad 10 the schools.

The important vocational education law of
196} truadened the ficld and maintained its
«stepowal character wfficiently to overload the
admunsaranve ro-ources of many local, state, and
federal agencics  The 1968 law states admirable
podsces about local operation and state respon-
wbdits . but the federal regulations hav. 2. mpted
10 asmsume increased fedsral responsibility wrough
specification of mosr rather than fewer complex
and detailed requirements.  Vocational education
has added more than its share to the organizational
overioad on state and local education agencies
unce 1963 This has resulted in an inability to
mcet fully the federal requirements and a state and
iacal tendency merely 10 promise to try to com-
ply  There is rcason to believe that perhaps one-
half of all the paperwork in vocational education
and the staff time it requires could be eliminated
.thout oss in vocational education results.

ABocstion of Administrative Responsibilities to
the U.S. Commissioner of Education

ltem A-1 lists the legal requirement that the
Commissioner promulgate state atlotment ratios
for cach fiscal year. This does not provide the
dallar amounts to be allotted, but it shows what
percentages will go to cach state when an appro-
priation becomes available. As such information
help> somewhat in state and local planning, the
itlem was rated 1.596 and ranked next to highest

among the 43 items on vocational education.

Iteni;A-2 cites the law that before approving
a -tate plan, the Commissioner must make specific
findings that he is satisfied the procedures in the
plan ensure that it will be carried out. This was
rated 2.128 and ranked 26 among the 43 items,
principally because the required specific findings
usually are based on a few mechanical procedures
to assess the promise of state plans rather than on
thorough program reviews upon which specific
findings could be based. Whatever may be done
is not of great concern to the state committees,
and they recognize the impossibility of doing a
tho-~ugh job with current federal staffing. Ironi-
cally, if more federal staff consumed the amount
of time a thorough job would require before each
state plan is approved, the resulting delays might
well bring a lower rating from the committees for
impeding administration of thei, programs.

Item A-3 cites the law that the Commissioner
may not approve a research and training program
application until it has been approved by a panel
of experts who are not employees of the federal
government. Rated 2.425 and ranked 38 among
the 43 items, the low rating of the work of the
panel is said to reflect cumbersome procedures,
selection of experts by the federal vocational edu-
cation staff, bias, elements of grantsmanship, little
knowledge of the projects, and absence of evalua-
tion reports when decisions must be made.

Item A-4 cites the law that the Commissioner
may not make any grant or contract for an ex-
emplary program or project uniess the state board
of vocational education has failed to disapprove it
within 60 days after it has been submitted to the
board. Rated 2.000 and ranked 20 among 43
items, the state committees had no strong opinions
in either direction. The state board will have had
a chance to disapprove the grants, but a new
delaying factor may have been created.

Item A-S refers to long dormant obligation:
of the Secretary of Labor to make studies and
projections of manpower needs for purposes of
vocational education planning. This service func-
tion was mandated through riders on the 1970 and
1971 appropriations laws after the Department of
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Vocational Education
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Labor and the vocational education officials in the
Office of Education had failed to agree for several
years over the details of the data.

The Department of Labor has federal au-
thority to administer the Manpower Training and
Development Act and other emergency vocational
education in cooperation with the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity. It has also collaborated in
fields of mutual concern in vocational education
with the Office of Education. Throughout a long
history of cooperation Wwith state and local voca-
tional education agencies, however, the Office of
Education has sought to coordinate school and
college programs in the federal education agency.
The congressional mandate places the Department
of Labor in a service relationship not entirely
welcomed when the data are those needed and
specified by the Office of Education. The state
committees, educators all, ranked this item 18
among 43 items and rated it at 1.963, partly be-
cause the long jurisdictional competition has left
some feeling about the feasibility of receiving the
needed data from the Department of Labor.

Item A-6 refers to a regulation leaving the
auditing function at the state level to the Depart-
ment of Heaith, Education, and Welfare, an
arrangement considered less desirable than having
the auditors work out of the Office of Education.
Ranked 7 among the 43 items, the high rating
of 1.715 would be higher if the HEW auditors
were sufficiently informed about vocational educa-
tion to make more than superficial audits,

Itemn A-7 refers to a regulation that evidences
the strong bond between Office of Education voca-
tional education administrators and state educa-
tion agencies. It lists the only instance mandated
by federal regulations in any intergovernmental
education program that federa! wuditors desiring
to approach local education agencies must, in
effect, first give the state an opportunity to cor-
rect any local fiscal irregularities. Federal audi-
tors, where available information at the state level
is deemed inadequate, may arrange through the
state board for audits in local education agencies.
A rating of 1.632 and the fifth highest ranking
ameng the 43 items reflects the view that auditing
the records of local education programs is nor-
mally a state function and responsibility; but it is

also recognized that the authority of federal audi-
tors extends to the local level of government.

Allocation of Administrative Responsibilities to
State Agencies

Item B-1 lists the requirement of the Act of
1968 that the state must designate the state board
of vocational education as the sole agency respon-
sible for administration of the state plan and super-
vision of the administration of local education
agencies under the state plan. Ranking this item
highest among all 43 items, the state committees,
composed of both state and local administrators of
a large variety of federal educational programs,
left no doubt of their belief that vocational edu-
cation reaches its program objectives best when
administered as a state educational responsibility
with federal support and local program operation.

Item B-2 lists the requirement of a regulation
that a state plan must contain detailed descriptions
of the state programs, services, and activities,
along with its policies and operating procedures.
This was not objected to generally by the com-
mittees, and it was rated 1.816, relatively high,
and ranked 10 among the 43 items. Nevertheless,
much required detail in state plans and guidelines
is regarded as unnecessary. Federal-state negotia-
tions currently are proceeding which would reduce
the paperwork to a contractual agreement to ob-
serve federal laws and regulations, with the state
plan filed in the state office for state use and avail-
able on request by national and regional federal
offices for vocational education. Given this ar-
rangement, elimination of federal requirements
having little or no relationship to the attainment
of state and local program objectives would be
more readily attainable.

Item B-3 lists the requirement of the law
for a long-range state program plan of three to
five years, which by regulation has been made five
years without the alternative in the law. The
state committees rated this 1.907, ranking it 15
among the 43 items. They believed that although
long-range planning is generally desirable, it can
quite easily become stale and routine in annual
updating of the first five-year plan.

Item B-4 cites the law requiring an annual
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state program plan, including a description of the
extent to which consideration was given to the
state advisory council’s most recent evaluation
report in devcloping the plan. Questions about
the amount of detail required and the intrusion
of the vague requirenient about consideration of
evaluation reports, which many state councils had
not yet made available, lowered this rating to
2.277 and a ranking of 35 among the 43 items.

Item B-5 refers to the requirement in the
law that the state plan must set forth the policies
and procedures to be followed in distribution of
funds to state agencies and the uses of funds by
local agencies as prescribed in the law. It re-
ceived a rating of 1.816 and was ranked 10 by
the state committees, strongly supporting program
objectives with comparatively minor reservations.

Item B-6 summarizes a regulation that re-
quires spelling out in the state plan certain pre-
scribed purposes of home economics programs and
calling for procedures and policies to be followed
in achieving them. The rating by the state agency
representatives was 1.890, ranking it at 16 among
the 43 items. The local representatives rated it
2.132 and ranked it at 23, apparently having more
doubts about the necessity of spelling out local
program purposes in the state plan if the purposes
were made clear enough by the law itself and by
guidelines.

Item B-7 cites a regulation requiring that the
statc plan give assurance that one-third of the
funds for consumer and homemaking education
will be used for programs in economically de-
pressed areas or dreas of high unemployment.
Funds set aside in this manner were rated low
because the mandated minimum does not fit the
needs of all local education agencies. This item
was rated 2.220, ranking it 32 among the 43 items.

Item B-8 cites the requirement of the law
that cooperative vocational programs must be
planned and supervised so that both the school
and the public or private employer of the student
will contribute to the student’s education. The
state committees rated this at 1.768, ranking it
8 among the 43 items. The provision provides
a mild deterrent to the exploitation of students
as a source of cheap labor to participating em-
ployers.
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Item B-9 cites thc law requiring the state
plan to set forth principles for determining the
priority to be given to applications for work-study
programs from local agencies having substantial
numbers of dropouts or unemployed youth. This
is an excellent program which emphasizes student
need. It parallels the Neighborhood Youth Corps
program conducted by the U.S. Department of
Labor. The state commiittees rated it 1.962, rank-
ing it 16 among the 43 items.

Item B-10 is from a regulation that requires
the state board to assure that state and local pro-
grams, services, and activities are evaluated often
and extensively enough to enable the state board
to carry out its state plan. The members of the
committees from state agencies rated this a high
1.636, ranking it 5 among the 43 items; but the
local members rated it 1.944, which ranked it 14.
Overall, the rating was 1.788, and the ranking was
9 among the 43 items.

Item B-11 refers to another regulation that
permits state advisory council evaluations to be
adopted as those of the state board, but also
approves additional state or local evaluations.
Although the federal policy seems to consider the
more cvaluations the better, many state committee
members do not favor the administrative function
of evaluation being given to state advisory coun-
cils. There is confusion, duplication, and over-
lapping here, with conflicts between the respon-
sible administrative agencies and the so-called
advisory councils that create dual systems of ad-
ministration in the evaluation of programs. The
state representatives rated the item 1.890, rank-
ing it 16 among the 43 items; the local representa-
tives rated it 1.888, with an overall ranking of 14.

Item B-12 cites a regulation permitting state
or local vocational agencies to contract for any
portion of a program of instruction provided the
contract is legal and involves a reasonable and
prudent use of funds. The state agency members
rated it 1.452, ranking it at 3 among the 43 items;
the local representatives rated it 1.796, and 8 in
ranking. The state committees emphasized that
contracted programs are entirely optional and
helpful in some situations. Although proprietary
institutions have not been used to any great
extent, their participation appareutly will increase
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as cost effectivencss factors arc agreed upon by
private training institutions and public vocational
education authorities.

Item B-13 has four parts involving the sug-
gestions of a preamble to a state plan guide for
vocational education phrased in mandatory tcrms
by the Office of Education. The state cducation
agency is called upon to give priority in funding
programs, services, and activitics for (a) disad-
vantaged persons, (b) the physical or mentally
handicapped, (c) those preparing for occupations
requiring postsecondary education, and (d) stu-
dents enrolled in nonpublic scheols. The state
committees ranked (a) at 19, (b) at 23, (c) at
26, and (d) at 41 among the 43 items, and rated
them at 1.972, 2.073, 2.126, and 2.614, respec-
tively.

There has been considerable difficulty in de-
fining “disadvantaged” and “handicapped” per-
sons for the purposes of these priorities. Many
persons normally so defined long have been and
currently are enrolled in regular vocational pro-
grams. The references in the 1968 law to disad-
vantaged persons “who cannot succeed in regular
programs” compound difficulties of student ad-
missions, especially in regard to overlapping and
part-time programs in relation to a long list of
federal priorities. Who can know which person
“cannot succeed” in regular vocational programs
that are often composed of “clusters of occupa-
tions” to be adapted to the individual needs of
each student? Most states exceed the federal re-
quirements for serving the postsecondary needs
of vocational students.

Item B-13-d refers to still another adminis-
tratively required priority in favoring enroliment
of students in nonpublic schools. The rapidly
growing vocational-technical schools serve some
students from both public and nonpublic schools
on a shared-time basis. The public and private
part-time students have equal standing in deter-
mining which shall be assigned instructional space
in the schools. The federal administrative man-
date of a priority for nonpublic over public school
students adds administrative confusion and diffi-
culty, including that involving the question of dis-
crimination against public school students. The
state committees rated this item 2.614, which
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remains within the rating scale definition of per-
mitting reasonable achicvement of program obec-
tives. The ranking was 41 among the 43 items,
howcver, indicating administrative  diffcultics
rarcly excceded clsewhere in vocational education.
Perhaps cnforcement of laws prohibiting discrim-
ination would be a more certain remedy than a
federal administrative priority if and when cquality
is denied nonpublic schovl pupils involved in the
vocational education for which they are eligible.

Item B-14 cites a regulation requiring the
state plan tc set forth principles for determining
priorities among applications by local agencies for
cooperative vocational education programs, with
preference to those from areas of high concen-
tration of youth unemployment or dropouts. This
was rated 2.036 and ranked at 22 among the 43
items. It involves difficult interpretations of prior-
ities and what many committec members regard
as unnecessary writing of details into state plans
that have little if any later effect on achievement
of program objectives.

Item B-15 summarizes a regulation author-
izing grants or contracts for exemplary programs
or projects only if the state board determines that
their planning, development, and operation are
coordinated with other public and private pro-
grams having similar purposes. This is another
detailed requirement, including definition of in-
tended procedural principles of coordination in
situations where coordination may be next to im-
possible to achieve. The state committees rated it
2.074 and ranked it 24 among the 43 items.

Ttem B-16 cites the law requiring the state
board to encourage exemplary projects and pro-
grams to broaden occupational opportunities for
youth, especially for those with academic, socio-
economic, or other handicaps. This is a desirable
and theoretically attractive program with minor
financial support. The state committees rated it
1.833 and ranked it 12 among the 43 items. Most
members regard it as a desirable beginning to im-
prove vocational programs.

Items B-17, B-18, B-19, B-20, B-21, and
B-26 were ranked 42, 33, 36, 34, 43, and 31,
respectively, among the 43 items and were rated
from a high of 2.196 to a low of 3.092. They
are grouped for consideration here because all of
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them require cxcessine detail in state plans o
wlemn promiscs of what the state board will do
Al exeopt one arc regulations that appear to have
hitle if any cffect on the achievement of program
objectives.

Item B-17 refers to the requirement that the
state board set forth minimum qualifications for
all vocational cducation personnel regardless of
whether there is federal participation in  their
aalaries. This is the only one of these items re-
quircd by law rather than by regulation. It ranked
next to last among the 43 items and was rated
2.752 by the state committees. The rcquirement
is unnccessary because all the states have set up
standards and procedures for teachers of voca-
tional education, as they have ior teachers in other
subjects.

Items B-18, B-19, and B-20 arc essentially
guidelines, but they are made mandatory regula-
tions to which the state board “must give due
consideration™ or “must give particular considera-
tion.” The state must promise to give all these
special parts of programs special attention. The
state committees ranked item B-21 at 43 and
rated it 3.092, lowest of all items on vocational
education, for requiring the state plan to describe
in detail the essential characteristics of the local
tax systems. Item B-26 refers to a requirement
that the state plan must describe the policies and
procedures to be followed by local agencies in
maxing applications for research and training
grants, together with voluminous requirements for
local applications.

Item B-22 cites a regulation requiring a
written agreement describing a cooperative per-
sonne! training program and the policies and pro-
cedures the state board and the training agency
agree to use in evaluating the program. It was
ranked 26 among the 43 items and rated at 2.128.
It seeks through the cooperative agreements to
provide contractual details that are of some pro-
tection against poor training. In view of the fact
that different program agreements can be made
with more than one institution, and that there is
no requirement that the states must spell out the
several protections and purposes of the coopera-
tive agreements in their state plans, it could easily
have been rated higher for its flexibility.
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ftem B-23 refers to a regulation reguining
the «atc board and the sate employment scrvice
to develop a cooperatis + agreement for vacational
guidance. counschng. and testing services. Such
agreements have little eflect because they do not
appear to affect the orograms or their results.
The state committees rated the item at 2.509 and
ranked it 40 among the 43 items.

ltem B-24 refers to a regulation mandating
that state plan programs must be designed to
include. to the cxtent consistent with the number
cnrolled in private. nonprofit schools in tne attend-
ance arca. vocational education services which
meet the needs of such students. For the reasons
expressed under Item B-13-d, the state committees
rated this at 2.407, which ranked it 37 among the
43 items.

Item B-2S cites a regulation requiring a pro-
vision for a state research’ coordination unit along
with descriptions of its staff, organization, and its
functions as thesz may affect research, personnel
training, developnizatal programs, and dissemina-
tion activities. The state committees rated this
2.180, rankirg it 30 among the 43 items. Coop-
eration with the state board and its local programs
appears to account for the success of many coor-
dinating units. When located in universities, pro-
gram-related research and coordination is much
less successful than when located within the state
agency. This practice in a considerable number
of states lowered the rating on this item.

Allocation of Administrative Responsibilities to
Local Education Agencies

This section illustrates the reach of federai
law and regulations directly to local education
agencies, even when the state agency under its
state plan agrees to make the same requirements
of the local agencies.

Items C-1 and C-2 are routine in regard
to the scope of the local application. They were
rated high and ranked 3 and 6, respectively,
among the 43 vocational education items. Item
C-4 is also routine and was rated 1.768, ranking
it 8 among the 43 items. It seemed almost trite
to require programs to ‘“‘make substantial progress
toward preparing the persons to be served for a
career.”



Item C-3 cites a regulation requiring focal
agencics to develop  their applications in con-
wultation with the cducational and training re-
«ources available in the arca to be served. The
state committces rated this 2.102. ranking it 25
among the 43 items. The number and diversity
of ceducational and training resources in the arca
may be difficult to ascertain. and the *“consulta-
tion" required is not defined.

Item C-S refers to a regulation requiring an
updated five-year plan as part of the loca! applica-
tion for meeting the vocational education needs
of potential students in the area to be served.
The state committees rated this at 2 504, ranking
it 39 among the 43 items, with some believing five
years impracticable and burdensome for many
school districts. A similar requiremer.t in the law
for the state agencies to set forth a three-to-five-
year program was ranked at 15 (see Ttem B-3).

Item C-6 deals with the applications for
exemplary programs or projects and was rated
1.962, rarking it 16 among the 43 items. It re-
quires local applications to meet requirements
similar tc those the state plan must prescribe
for local applications to the state board for re-
search and training grants and proj:cts, as de-
scribed in Item B-26, which was rated 2.196 and
ranked 31 by the state committers. The lower
ranking under B-26 was presumadly caused by
the requirement that policies and procedures must
be written into the state plan.

Item C-7 refers to a requitement in the law
that establishes a three-year limit on local ex-
emplary projects or programs. The state com-
mittees rated this 2.158, ranking it 29 among the
43 items. The rule makes it impossible to have
exemplary projects follow classes of students
throu_h more than a three-year period, but it
prevents exemplary projects from becoming
routine and permits other enterprising innovators
to take their turns in operating such projects.

This section is incomplete without considera-
tion of Item 5 and Items 15-24 in Section VI,
Special Funding Provisions, which deal with voca-
tional education and some of its most difficult
administrative problems. The reader is also re-
ferred to Section VII, Public Participation, in
which Items A-12 thrcugh A-14 and B-11 through

B-17 directly concern vocational cducation. All
these items were originally dealt with in this sec-
tion on vocational education. but i~ the final in-
strumen: were grouped in Sections VI and VII
for purposcs of direct comparison with simular fed-
cral. statc. and local requirements in special fund-
ing ind public participation found in the scctions
on ESEA Titles I, II1. VI, and clscwhcre.

Observations

Vocational education is committed to pro-
viding occupational and continuing education pro-
grams to youth and adults in preparation for
employment and responsible citizenship. Its prac-
titioners are experienced in providing occupational
training programs within the long established
structures of public education, where it is basically
integral to the practical develcpment and maturity
of American youth. The more recent emergency
programs for dropouts, out of school youths, and
underemployed and unemployed adults are basi-
cally remedial and are administered more often
through noneducational agencies.

One of the strengths of vocational education
lies in its well-balanced federal, state, and local
administrative system. It has been expanded
greatly in recent years, serving people of all ages,
ability levels, and socioeconomic backgrounds.
Increasingly, federal regulations have accelerated
the scope of its services by mandating a series of
priorities to ensure that disadvantaged groups shall
be the principal beneficiaries of the emergency
programs. Vocational education has assumed this
load willingly, insofar as it could be assumed
within the scope of present facilities and financial
resources.

Following the Vocational Education Act of
1963, the state agencies were organized to respond
to a number of specific needs: (1) to expand
programs beyond the high school level to public
and private postsecondary and adult training in-
stitutions; and (2) to provide improved services in
guidance, research, evaluation, youth services,
program planning, public information, teacher
education, curriculum development, and concen-
tration on programs for the disadvantaged and
handicapped. In addition, state and local voca-
tional educators have been urged to meet em-
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plovment needs by cstablishing improved com-
munications  with business and industry.  The
law recognized that these mandates can best be
achieved a2t the state and local levels. where
cducation is closer to the people and to the homes
of the persons to be served.

The Vocational Education Act of 1968 con-
firmed the value of the organizational and adminis-
trative structure of the vocational education sys-
tem. The states arc regarded as keystones of the
administration of vocational and technical educa-
tion programs within the federal-state-local struc-
ture. The Act reaffirms that the state board for
vocational cducation shall be the sole agency for
its administration. The state board is the principal
administration and communication link with the
local school boards and the federal administrative
agency.

Vocational education has both encouraged
and exemplified strong administrative excellence
at the state and local levels. Half a century ago,
vocational educators decided to develop program
leadership within the state and local levels. Their
youth clubs, practical projects in agriculture and
home economics, and their competitions in voca-
tional activities made them pioneers in almost
complete accord with their times, working with
broad segments of their communities. They allied
themselves with county agricultural agents, as well
as with the land grant colleges and universities
that trained them. They promoted agriculture
and homemaking research, and they distributed
the findings of that research at the high school
level and among adults in the community. They
constantly promoted technology and the practical
applications of technology in agriculture, busi-
ness, trades, industries, and personal living. Per-

SECTION VI:

In early drafts of the research instrument, the
items of this section were isolated among the
sections on ESEA Titles I, III, VI, and Vocational
Education. After several tryout seminars with
state committees, Y1owever, it became clear that
these items were more relevant when considered
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haps as much as any group of cducators, they have
helped to make the United States a world model
of productiveness.

Certain anomalies were observed in this
study. therec appears to be something of a con-
test among federal, srate, and local vocational
administrators. The local program leaders, and to
a large cxtent vocational cducators at the state
level, seem to be trying to maintain strong ele-
ments of state and especially local control over
vocational programs. At the same time, some
federal administrators seem to be pressing specific
mandatory federal regulations upon them, quite
often with unnecessary or irrelevant requirements.
These assignments consume such large amounts
of time and attention that paperwork may be
displacing work on operating programs of voca-
tional education. The state and local responses
have sometimes amounted to no more than com-
pliance pro forma. There is so little federal follow-
up in terms of service, so little program benefit
in the paperwork performed, that an almost
subterranean independence with substantial disre-
gard of such mandates may be increasing.

The Vocational Education Act of 1968 seems
nearly ideal in theory, but its federal administra-
tion may have managed to submerge the stimulat-
ing, cooperative results that might have emerged
from such a well-intentioned statute. Of all the
areas studied, vocational education could well be
the last to need nationally prescribed details of
local and state programs. Its background of state
and local autonomy but full federal cooperation
still influences vocational educators. They feel
the lack of cooperative services, and their capacity
to shrug off restrictive influences is being tested.

Special Funding Provisions

together. The 27 items were accordingly clustered
in this section on special funding provisions. When
the rating scale was applied, the items related to
each other in a more stimulating context. The
final tabulations show that the evidence of this
section strongly reinforces important conclusions
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Special Funding Provis: .ns

STATE LOCAL COMBINED
Rank Rank Rank
Item Average Among Aversge Among Avsrage Among
Number Ratings Rating ltems Ratings Rating Items Ratings Rating Items
(Research 1/12|13]4 l 1 213 1|4 1/1213] 4
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in the problem centered Chapter 1, which deals Continuing Resolutions

with cc-rdination of program authorizations and
appropriations.

Congress has made several efforts to improve
coordination of federal program authorizations
and their funding. These include continuing re-
solutions (Item 1), advance funding (Item 2), a
requirement that funds will remain available for
obligation and expenditure to the end of the
fiscal year (Item 3), carry-over of funds to the
end of a second fiscal year (Items 4, 6), and
carry-over of funds until expended (Item 5).

Item 1 on continuing resolutions was rated
low, at 2.697, by the 109 members of the eight
state project committees, with only 3 of the 27
jtems in this section rated lower. Although such
resolutions have been praised because they allow
programs to continue when they might otherwise
lapse, there is persuasive evidence that this legisla-
tive crutch may be mor: damaging than helpful.
It is the easiest of the palliatives, bui it defers the
remedies that are at hand.
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A continuing resolution freezes the pro-
gram of the past ycar into one or more temporiz-
ing periods of the current year. Planning, innova-
tions, and program improvements languish under
the restrictions and uncertainties of the morato-
rium on changes. State and local administrators
have learned that one continuing resolution leads
to others, and that lack of urgency in Congress
continues as the crisis deepens in terms of ad-
ministering effective programs in the schools. The
continuing resolution has seemed almost an an-
nual guarantor of congressional deferral in solving
the problem of coordination of program au-
thorizations and funding.

In recent years Congress has passed sev-
eral measures that could, if implemented and
liberally construed, lessen its dependence on con-
tinuing resolutions. Except for the more funda-
mental change of the federal fiscal year, which
is treated in Chapter 1, Items 2-6 are among the
most important factors in eliminating numerous
difficulties caused by lack of coordination. They
could serve as insurance against the breakdown
of any new svstem of coordination that may be
tried. All these measures were rated high by
the eight state committees as supporting the edu-
cational objectives of the federal laws.

Advance Funding

Item 2 deals with the 1967 law authorizing
funding of educational programs for a year in
advance. It has been used only for ESEA Title
I for fiscal year 1970. From the viewpoint of
education it was successful, and at 1.376 only 4
of the 27 items were rated higher by the state
committees, but thus far no further advance fund-
ing for any program has been provided. Advance
program authorizations must precede advance
funding, and the collection of formula data and
preparation of estimates necessary for funding in
advance may need to be scheduled and completed
earlier than at present. The provisions in the
following Items 3, 4, and 5, however, could make
the timing of the formula data and estimates less
critical by allowing estimates and adjustments to
be made more flexibly over a longer period free
of arbitrary deadlines.
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Availability of Funds Throughout the Fiscal
Year

Item 3 refers to an amendment of ESEA
attached to the Vocational Education Act of 1968,
but it is applied to all programs administered by
the U.S. Commissioner of Education. It man-
dates him to keep funds appropriated for a fiscal
year available for obligation throughout the fiscal
year. It was rated 1.431 and ranked 7 among
27 items, permitting reasonable achievement of
program objectives.

The Office of Education requires that funds
allotted to continuing programs operating through
state agencies revert to the federal government
if they are not obligated within the fiscal year
for which they were allotted. Federal admin-
istrators have occasionally sought to reclaim fed-
eral funds regarded as unnecessary to complete
programs for a fiscal year before local admin-
istrators could obligate and retain those funds.
The state committees agreed that the federal
law prohibiting early recall of federal funds is
desirable.

Carry-Over Provisions Affecting Federal Funds

Item 4 authorizes carry-over through a sec-
ond fiscal year of funds not obligated or expended
during the year for which they were appropriated.
Limited by short-term prczram authorizations, it
applies only to programs ending before July 1,
1973. The law has been liberally construed to
affect all programs for which the U.S. Commis-
sioner of Education has administrative respon-
sibility.

This item was ranked first among the 27
items of this section and rated 1.247. It could
eliminate the waste involved in obligating all
allotted federal funds before the end of the fiscal
year. It could make the mandate of Item 3
unnecessary, insofar as premature reversion of
funds under federal administrative orders are
caused by improvident obligation of funds late
in the fiscal year to prevent reversion. It can
do much to establish equitable and reasonable
administration of federal funds for education at
all levels.
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Item S illustrates the willingness of Congress
to enact very liberal carry-over provisions for
selected programs of which it highly approves.
The law makes funds for the relatively small and
specialized exemplary programs in vocational edu-
cation available until expended. Item 5 was
ranked 2 and rated 1.256 by the state commit-
tees in terms of desirability, second only to Item
4, which is less liberal on carry-over of funds
but much broader in application.

Item 6 cites a law authorizing obligations
and payments to local agencies throughout the
fiscal year next following the first fiscal year
in which obligations were made and payments
authorized. It is applicable only to P.L. 81-874,
the federal “impact” law. In spite of its limited
application, the state committees ranked it 4
among the 27 items in helpfulness to educational
programs and rated it 1.357.

Tt appears doubtful that this law was really
needed when made or would be needed today.
The reader is referred to Chapter 1 for the ad-
ministrative development of customs and regula-
tions that led to application of the restrictions
of the fiscal year only to programs regularly ad-
ministered through the states on a continuous
basis.

These restrictions have been relaxed some-
what when circumstances have clearly required
it. ESEA Titles I and VI now operate on an
“award year,” covering the period from Septem-
ber 1 of the current fiscal year through August
31 of the following fiscal year, during which
time programs or projects may be approved or
initiated. The traditional fiscal year remains,
with personal services, travel, rental, and other
items charged to the award year in which the
services have been performed or the equipment
or facilities used. New complications, with two
fiscal years and two award years overlapping
each other at all times, arise because the limita-
tions of a fiscal year no longer serviceable are
being preserved.

Item 7 concerns the choices of methods state
agencies may exercise in paying federal funds to
local education agencies. These choices include
both advance funding and exclusive use of reim-
bursement after local expenditures have been
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made. The state committees rated these alterna-
tives 1.385 and 1.592 and ranked them 6 and 9,
respectively, among the 27 items in Section VI,
both relatively high, with advauce funding favored.
State use of either advance or teimbursement
methods, or a combination of these methods, was
rated higher, at 1.348, ranking 3 among the 27
items as best supporting program objectives. This
is because the state committees believe the states
should be entirely free to use whatever methods
they prefer. Some ci.cumstances call for advance
funding, some for reimbursement, and still others
for a variety of methods among and even within
individual programs. Many participants intimated
in the seminars that modernization of the methods
used in the funding operations of several of the
states would be helpful to all concerned. The
“letter of credit” system has facilitated tramsac-
tions greatly in recent years, although new dead-
lines and restrictions in regard to its administra-
tion have lessened its helpfulness.

Special Incentive Grants for Fiscal Effort

Item 8 defines the financial effort that quali-
fies a state to receive incentive grants under ESEA
Title I and was rated 2.220. Item 9 requires state
agencies to distribute such incentive funds to local
agencies with the greatest need for additional
Title I funds and was rated 2.183. The relatively
low state committee rankings of these items (17
and 16, respectively, among 27 items) spring
from a widespread belief that other incentive
grants thus far usually have made the rich richer
and the poor poorer.

The U.S. Commissioner must approve the
policies and procedures established by the states
for Jdistribution of the grants to local agencies, to
be used as criteria for decisions of the states in
redirecting the incentive grant funds to districts
most in need of additional Title I funds.

Provisions Affecting Interest Earned on Federal
Funds

Items 10 and 11 are derived from a federal
statute, P.L. 90-577, Title II, Sec. 203, enacted
on October 16, 1968, and reported at 42 U.S.C.
4213. Ttem 10 cites the statute that federal
agencies must schedule funds to the states in
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ways (o reduce interest earned before the states
disburse the funds. Item 11 cites the portion of
the statute holding that interest earned on federal
funds while a state has possession of them belongs
absolutely to the state for its own uses. The
state project committees rated the two items 1.607
and 1.647 and ranked them 11 and 12 of 27,
respectively. The rating on Item 11 undoubtedly
would have been considerably higher had the
statute restricted the use of interest funds by
the states to local or state educational programs
for which the principal federal funds were in-
tended. The only probable limitation on the use
of these funds is that they must be expended for
purposes within the scope of the educational au-
thority of the state agency if the funds are con-
trolled by it; if the general treasury of the state
receives them, they could presumably be appro-
priated as general funds of the state.

Federal Funds for State Administration

During the early years of the Elementary
and Secordary Education Act of 1965, perhaps
the most bitter complaint of the state educa-
tional agencies was the shortage of funds to em-
ploy professional personnel for their suddenly
increased administrative responsibilities. For two
years or longer, many chief state school officers
pressed both their states and the Congress for
increased assistance. Items 12, 13, and 14 pre-
sent the provisions in 1970 for ESEA Titles I,
I, and VI, respectively, each with its own for-
mula for computing specific sums from its federal
allotment to be used for state administration. No
such formula can fit all states equally well, even
with alternative provisions to take into account
some of the varying needs of the states. The rzsult
of the ratings by the eight state committees on
Items 12, 13, and 14 was 1.594, 1.672, and
1.650 and rankings of 10, 14, and 13, respectively,
surprisingly low among the 27 items.

Comments in the state committees indicated
that the inadequacy of the funds to meet the ad-
ministrative costs in their particular operating
situations seemed to account for the lower rat-
ings. There was no mention in any seminar of
fears of federal dominance of the state agencies,
fears expressed since 1965 by opponents of fed-
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eral funding of administrative costs at the state
level. The absence of such fears may be ex-
plained principally by the fact that the state
agencies assume responsibility for personnel ad-
ministration of all their employees, regardless of
the original sources of funds for their support.

Federal Financing of National and State Advisory
Councils

Items 15 ana 16 authorize federal fands for
the operation of national and state advisory coun-
cils on vocational education. The national coun-
cil has a line item in the federal appropriations
law. The state boards for vocational education
serve as fiscal agents to pay ezrmarked federal
funds to the state advisory councils, which also
have a line item in the federal appropriations law.
The state project committees rated Items 15 and
16 at 2.566 and 2.611, respectively, ranking them
21 and 22 among the 27 jtems in Section VI.
The committee members from the eight state
agencies rated both items lower than did their
colleagues from local agencies.

The relatively low ratings can be accounted
for by feelings about the suspected establish-
ment of a federally supported federal-state-local
track of advisory and administrative influence
operating independently from the state agencies
primarily responsible for administration of voca-
tional education. Federai statutes have mandated
that state advisory councils shall evaluate all local
vocational programs, thus adding an important
administrative responsibility that parallels the
state agency’s official responsibility for program
evaluation.

In states where the state boards are elected
by the people or by a state legislature, the state
agency usually ensures substantial cooperation
because the state board appoints the state coun-
cil. In most states the governor appoints the
state auvisory conacil. In these the officially re-
sponsible state program agency can be sub-
ordinated to an independent, federally financed
state agency that reports to an independent na-
tional council, an arrangem ! many administra-
tors believe can easily becoii.e unworkable.



“ate ABotments Set Aside for Federal-Local
A demémintration

ftems 17 and 18 deal with 50 percent set-
xwadcs n vocational education, the first for grants
and contracts for research and training, and the
wxond for grants and contracts for exemplary
feograms and projects.

The state committees rated Item 17 at 2.844,
acut to the least desirable of the 27 items. One
tcason for this rating was that such divided ad-
minntrabon of small categorical aids with meager
funds lcads to confusion and excessive admin-
nirative costs. Another was that various nonprofit
msistutions  of higher education and vocational
wammng institutions were included as eligible
grantces along with state boards and local edu-
catson agencics, the latter with the consent of
(be state boards. This spread the funds too thin
for cflective and economical administration.

The state project committees rated Item 18
st 2 137. ranking it 15 among the 27 items. A
majority of the committees ordinarily would pre-
fer no such fcderal set-aside, but they believed
the development of exemplary programs and
peogects in vocational education under the U.S.
Commissioner had worked reasonably well.

Federal Set-Asides for the Benefit of Selected
Growps of Persoms

The next three items deal with set-asides of
federal funds for state administered programs
aimed at persons with academic, socioeconomic,
or other handicaps (Item 19), for dropouts or
high school graduates nceding specific training to
prepare themsclves for jobs (Item 20), and for
handicapped persons who need special assistance
or madified programs (Item 21). Percentages of
the state's vocational education allotment are ear-
marked: at least 15 percent under Item 19, at
lcast 1S percent under Item 20, and at least 10
percent under Item 21. Thus at least 40 percent
of a state’s allocation is channeled into three
catcgorical programs according to prospective
clicntele. The state project committees rated
these items 2.678, 2.370, and 2.564, ranking
tbem 23. 19, and 20, respectively, among the 27
items.
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Excassive paperwork and expensive admin-
istrative acuvities result from this earmarking.
The local education agencies in most states have
no consistent 15-15-10 proportion of the three
classes of students, which creates difficult prob-
lems in funding and financial reporting. The
committees believe these programs are paid for
dearly in terms of complicated management seek-
ing to conform with locally unrealistic federal
mandates that have the force of law in terms of
minimum percentages of students and funds.

Further Federal Requirements in Vocational
Education

Items 22, 23, and 24 refer to regulations
requiring further definitive requirements in voca-
tional education that can seldom be met fully in
practice.

Item 22 requires that every school, clac_,
program, or activity involving any use of state and
local matching funds must meet all federal re-
quirements even if no federal funds are involved.
The state committees rated this item 2.814, rank-
ing it 25 among the 27 items, principally because
the federal requirements are believed too restric-
tive and complicated to apply to programs sup-
ported without federal funds.

Item 23 refers to a regulation requiring de-
tailed matching prescriptions that brought it the
lowest rating (2.933) and the lowest ranking
among the 27 items. Discussions with the state
committees revealed opinions that the multiplicity
of requirements are substantially irrelevant to
the quality of the programs, often leading to
shortcuts in management and administrative re-
porting primarily to show compliance.

Item 24 describes a modest concession in the
direction of relieving the overload of financial
paperwork. It permits statewide matching, but
for each of several categorical programs rather
than for vocational education as a whole. It was
rated 2.317 and ranked 18.

The splintering of such highly structured pro-
grams at the local level for funding and reporting
purposes is often uneconomical and administra-
tively burdensome. In one seminar there was
apparent consensus that elimination of at least 50
percent of the federal administrative requirements
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in vocational education, far from being missed,
would improve the programs in terms of program
objectives.

This section supplies verification in the eight
state study of the conclusions reached in Chapter
1 concerning the lack of coordination of program

SECTION VIL:

In recent years, many federal statutes au-
thorizing aid to education have mandated or
encouraged federal, state, and local education
agencies to involve advisory groups and selected
individuals in activities related to intergovern-
mental programs of education. The purposes of
such involvement are twofold: to provide channels
for advice from the community to the official
agencies, and to develop broader community un-
derstanding of the programs.

Public participation ranges frort being a
member of a Presidential advisory council to
serving as a community representative in planning
a Title I project for a single school. At all levels
there has been zn increasing tendency for the
statutes to assign some administrative responsibili-
ties to advisory groups. This raises some questions
about the propriety of establishing by law a sec-
ond administrative track outside the legally re-
sponsible federal, state, and local education agen-
cies. It should be borne in mind that the ratings
on the items describing the responsibilities and
activities of advisory groups reflect the concern of
state and local administrators about using such
groups to establish a second administrative track
among the three governmental levels.

Adpvisory Councils at the Federal Level

The genera. role, function, and structure of
advisory councils at the federal level have most
recently been defined in P.L.. 91-230, enacted in
April of 1970. Prior to that time each advisory
group was organized according to the specific au-
thorizing legislation. The development of general
legislation has made the operation of these coun-
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authorizations and funding. The study preceded
the use of traditional research methods in Chap-
ter 1. The program centered approach of the
study and the problem centered approach of
Chapter 1 have produced two sets of conclusions
mutually supportive.

Public Participation

cils more uniform but not necessarily more effec-
tive.

National Advisory Councils

Item A-1 states that national advisory coun-
cils are established to review the effectiveness of
the several titles or Acts in achieving the stated
objectives of their respective programs. The eight
state committees rated this at 2.082, ranking it
25 out of 40 items. There appeared to be a
belief among committee members that the size
and scope of most current federal aid programs
put them beyond the effective grasp of groups
which are not fully involved in their manage-
ment. The occasional visitor on the scene has
insufficient knowledge to review the complex ad-
ministrative patterns or educational results of
large programs effectively.

Item A-2, citing the law that the U.S. Com-
missioner may not serve as a member of any
advisory council, was rated 1.740 as supporting
achievement of program objectives. There was
consensus that if a council is to perform its ad-
visory function, the person who is administra-
tively responsible for the program ought not to
sit on the council. He should be the recipient
of their collective opinion rather than an influence
on their deliberations.

Item A-3 requires that each national advisory
council submit an annual report of its activities,
findings, and recommendations to Congress as
part of the Commissioner’s report. It was rated
1.935 by the state committees. The rating does
not reflect the belief expressed by many that
while a council should be expected to report on
its activities, such a report rarely affects future
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Public Participation

STATE LOCAL COMBINED
Rank Rank Rank
Item Average Among Average Among Average Among
Number Ratings Rating Items Ratings Rating ltems Ratings Rating ltems
(Research 1 23| 4 1123 |4 1121124
Instruments)
Al 1824|110} 3| 1963 24 12123 |15 | 4| 2.203 24 3047|125 7 |2.082 25
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legislation or program administration.

A Presidential advisory council is authorized
as described in Item A-4 to obtain, without re-
gard to the civil service laws, the services of
professional, technical, and clerical personnel to
enable it to carry out its functions. The .com-
mittees rated it 1.934. Both this and the pre-
ceding item reflect a consensus that if there are
to be advisory councils, they must have the neces-
sary staff to perfom their duties and be required
to account for their activities.

Item A-5, stating that the Commissioner
must engage personnel and technical assistance
required by Secretarial and Commissioner’s ad-
visory councils to carry out their functions, was
rated 1.926 and ranked 14 among 40 items.

Nonstatutory Advisory Groups
Item A-6 cites authorization for the Com-
missioner to create councils to advise him with
respect to certain matters:
a. the organization of the Office of Educa-
tion and the administration of applicable
programs, rated 1.798;

b. recommendations for legislation regard-
ing educational programs, and the means
by which the educational needs of the
nation may be met, rated 1.688; and

c. special problems and areas of special
interest in education, rated 1.752.

The committees believed that the Commissioner
ought to have the privilege of calling upon repre-
sentative persons from outside the federal es-
tablishment to advise him if he so desires.

An advisory council as described above must
terminate in one year, unless the Commissioner
determines that its existence for no more than
one additional year is necessary to complete its
work. This limitation, described in Item A-7,
was rated 1.898, ranking it 13 among 40 items.
The time limitation was considered reasonable
by committee members who felt that such a dead-
line encouraged these councils to complete their
studies and to issue reports.

Item A-8 refers to the requirement that the
Commissioner appoint advisory councils to ad-
vise and make recommendations with respect to
applications for grants or contracts as required by
statute. It was rated 2.296 and ranked 32 among
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40 items. These councils tend to operate slowly
and delay action on applications.

National Advisory Councils for Specific Programs
Item A-9 requires that the National Advisory
Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Chil-
dren report specifically on which of the com-
pensatory education programs hold the highest
promise for raising the educational attainment of
such children. The committees, rating this 2.222
and ranking it 29 among 40 items, believed that
this type of report was not likely to be effective in
improving educational programs for disadvantaged
children for several reasons. The time and money
limitation on such a group make it impossible
for them to evaluate or even observe enough pro-
grams to make valid selections of those which
hold highest promise. Moreover, these reports
tend to emphasize programs which are experi-
mental, have very high per-pupil expenditures, are
well publicized by the local school systems, and
usually are in urban areas. Programs described
in recent annual reports of the Council would
be most difficult for the majority of small school
systems to replicate; nor would they necessarily
meet pupil needs in many communities any more
effectively than what is currently being done.
Therefore, the report tends to serve only as a
showcase for a few selected programs in local
agencies with large funds and excellent personnel
which may not be the best prototypes for local
systems in which dissimilar conditions prevail.

Item A-10 states that the National Advisory
Council on Supplementary Centers and Services
(ESEA Title III) must review, evaluate, and
transmiit to Congress and the President reports
from the respective state advisory councils. This
was rated 2.185 and ranked 27. Many com-
mittee members believe that such lines of com-
munication tend to establish separate administra-
tive tracks which may eventually abrogate au-
thority that is properly vested in the federal and
state education agencies responsible for their ad-
ministration.

The requirement that the National Advisory
Council for Supplementary Centers and Services
evaluate programs and projects carried out under
Title III and disseminate the results thereof is
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described in Item A-11. It was rated at 2.268,
ranking 30 among 40 items. The committees
felt that it is not possible for a national council
to perform such evaluations effectively. Further-
more, program evaluation is a function of the
responsible administrative agency rather than an
advisory group.

Item A-12 describes the requirement that
the National Advisory Council on Vocational
Education have at least one-third of its member-
ship representative of the general public, includ-
ing parents and children, but with no profession’ !
connection with vocational education or school
administration. This item ranked 36 among 40,
with a rating of 2.355. The consensus among the
committee members appeared to be that such a
proportion of nonprofessionals on an advisory
council tended to reduce its effectiveness. It was
believed that better advice and recommendations
could be provided by persons with a professional
background in the field.

Item A-13 requires that the National Ad-
visory Council on Vocational Education conduct
independent evaluations of programs carried out
under the law and publish and distribute the re-
sults thereof. This item’s rating of 2.268 and
rank of 30 are identical with those for Item A-11,
which describes the evaluation requirement for
the Title III council. The same objections also
were presented.

Item A-14 states that the National Advisory
Council on Vocational Education must review
the possible duplication of vocational education
programs at the postsecondary and adult levels
within geographic areas, and that it make annual
reports of its findings and recommendations to
the Secretary. It was rated 2.320, ranking 34
among the 4. items. Committee members be-
lieved that this is an inappropriate task for an
advisory council. Studies of this type are more
appropriately undertaken by administrative agen-
cies which are more likely to have the necessary
background knowiedge and understanding on
which to base the recommendations.

Advisory Councils at the State Level

Two of the four federal programs included
in this study require the establishment of advisory

councils at the state level: Title III of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, and the
Vocational Education Act of 1968. The appoint-
ment of members, the prescribed relationship be-
tween the council and thée state agency, and the
method of funding council activities are very
different for these two councils. These differences
are reflected in the ratings of the committees.

State Advisory Council for Title 111

The state advisory council for Title III is
appointed by the state education agency. This
method of appointment, described in Item B-1,
was rated 1.611 and ranked first among the 40
items describing public participation. Committee
members believed that a state agency should have
the responsibility to appoint a council which will
serve that agency in an advisory capacity.

Also rated 1.611 and ranking first was Item
B-2, which cites the requirement of the law that a
Title III state advisory council include persons
representative of elementary and secondary
schools, institutions of higher education, and areas
of competence in the educntion of the handi-
capped. It is believed by committee members
that such persons can advise the state agency
effectively about Title III because of their pro-
fessional experience and understanding of the
purposes and objectives of the program.

Item B-3 describes the requirement that the
Title III state council include a person representa-
tive of low income groups. It is rated 2.009, rank-
ing 21. This requirement, first established in the
administrative guidelines written in early 1968,
was one of the then-Commissioner’s responses
to the demands for greater participation of the
poor who camped on the Mall. The requirement
has been incorporated into the draft copy of the
proposed regulations governing the administration
of P.L. 91-230, passed in April 1970. Local ad-
ministrators rated the requirement lower than did
state administrators on the committees. The most
frequent reason for this was the belief that it is
not proper for a federal agency to mandate repre-
sentation of one economic segment of the public
on such a council when the program is not limited
by iaw to serving their interests.
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The law requi.rqs, as cited in Item B-4, that
the Title III state advisory council hold at least
one public meeting a year to give the public an
opportunity to express views concerning the ad-
ministration and operation of Title III. It was
rated 2.046 with a rank of 23 among the 40
items. The experience of committee members
has been that public meetings tend to generate
little interest except for the occasional malcon-
tent or militant. Therefore, the efforts are non-
productive of general response and tend to reflect
only extreme views.

Item B-5, describing the requirement that
the state advisory council for Title III prepare
and submit through the state agency reports of its
activities, recommendations, and evaluations to
the Commissioner and to the national advisory
council, was rated 2.028 with a rank of 22 among
40 items.

In implementing the changes made in Title
III by the passage of P.L.. 90-247 late in 1967,
there was much emphasis on the statutory lan-
guage that the state shall establish within its state
agency a state advisory council. The result was
that the state agency ordinarily furnished the ad-
visory council with offices and staff, and that the
evaluation reports of the state agency and the
advisory council were reduced to a single report
for submission to the Commissioner and the na-
tional advisory council for Title III. Amendments
under P.L. 91-230 of 1970, however, mandated
that state advisory councils not only shall be au-
thorized to employ professional, technical, and
clerical personnel, but also may contract for
performance of their evaluation functions.

In Item B-6 the state agency’s right to make
recommendations and comments on state advisory
council reports before it sends the reports to the
Commissioner and national council is cited from
the regulations. The committees rated the item
1.726, ranking it 6 among 40. Committee mem-
bers believed that the state agency’s right to pre-
sent its point of view in instances where it differs
from that of the council was very important. It
recognizes the state agency’s ultimate authority
as the responsible administrative agency.

Item B-7 requires the state agency to con-
sult with the Title III council on the preparation
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of the state plan, including policy matters arising
in its administration and development of criteria
for approval of applications under the plan. This
item was rated 2.084 and ranked 26. The law,
regulations, and guidelines are very explicit in
detailing components of the state plan, including
criteria for project approval, so that there is little
opportunity to make meaningful choices or de-
cisions. As a result, the required consultations
become pro forma activities.

The state agency is rcquired by law, as cited
in Item B-8, to submit to the Title III advisory
council for review and recommendations each
application for a grant under the state plan. This
was rated 2.433 and ranked 38 among 40 items.
Committee members expressed several reasons for
believing that this requirement retards achieve-
ment of program objectives. It is difficult to bring
members of such a group together for a suf-
ficient length of time to orient them to the review
process, to permit them to read and study all of
the applications, to familiarize them with peculiar
local conditions which should be considered, and
to make unhurried decisions. The diversity of
background and experience of members of most
councils means that their familiarity with good
educational practices varies so widely that the
validity of their recommendations may be doubt-
ful. As a result this process also becomes a for-
mality and tends to make little po-itive contribu-
tion to the program.

Item B-9 cites the requirement that the Title
II state advisory council evaluate at least an-
nually all projects funded under the state plan.
It ranked 28 with a rating of 2.205. The com-
mittees viewed evaluation of projects as an ad-
ministrative activity, not an advisory function,
and felt strongly that it was the responsibility of
state agencies. The problems generated by lack of
time and professional experience were also cited
as reasons why advisory councils do not have a
valid role in the evaluative process. Many state
coordinators for Title III, expressing a somewhat
different opinion, felt that including members of
the advisory council in evaluation provides both
state and local agencies with an outside viewpoint
when there are differences between them.
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Title VI

Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act does not require the state agency
to establish an advisory council. If a state uses
advisory committees with respect to any aspects
of its Title VI state plan, the plan must describe
the membership, method of establishment, and
duties of such advisory committees. This require-
ment, described in Item B-10, was rated 1.981,
ranking 19, by the committees. The state ad-
ministrators on the committees believed that the
freedom to use or not use advisory groups per-
mitted them to form ad hoc committees as the
need arises. Many stated that the informal, non-
institutionalized nature of such groups enables
them to perform the specific tasks assigned to
them very effectively.

State Advisory Councils on Vocatioral Education

The state advisory council on vocational edu-
cation is appointed by the governor or by the
state board when members of that board are
elected by the people or by the state legislature.
Ttem B-11 describes this procedure, which was
rated 2.324, ranking 35 among 40. Committee
members from states with an elected state board
considered it less likely to create difficult situa-
tions than those members from states where the
governor had the appointment authority. Even
though the relationships might at the moment
be cordial, the future possibility of difficulties
was a consideration in their ratings. Also, the
majority of committee members believed that a
state board should have the authority to appoint
its own advisors in all instances.

Item B-12, stating that the advisory council
on vocational education is to be separate and in-
dependent from the state board, was rated 2.648
and ranked 39 of 40 items. This mandated
separation and independence provides every
opportunity for the establishment of a dual
track of administrative and reporting authority
despite the fact that there is only one fully
responsible legal agency with administrative au-
thority at the state level. It also creates a situation
in which some state agency staff members re-

sponsiole for vocational education programs have
two bodies to which they report and frcm which
they receive recommendations and directives.

In Ttem B-13 the professional, technical,
and clerical staff on the state advisory council
is subject only to the supervision of the state
advisory council. This was rated 2.657, ranking
last of the items in this section. The establish-
ment of a totally independent staff for the advisory
council is regarded as a duplication of personnel
which can only lead to overlapping and conflicting
efforts.

The state advisory council on vocational
education must include, among others, at least one
person having special experience or qualifications
with respect to vocational education who is not
involved in the administration of state or local
vocational education programs. This requirement,
in Ttem B-14-a, was rated 1.861 and ranked 10
by the committees. Item B-14-b, requiring that
at least one person representative of and knowl-
edgeable about the poor and disadvantaged be on
the advisory council, was rated 1.943 and ranked
17. The local administrators on the committees
rated both of these items lower than the state
administrators.

Item B-15 states that the advisory council
must prepare and submit through the state board
an annual budget covering the proposed expendi-
tures of the council and its staff. The state board
has no authority to adjust, approve, or disapprove
the budget; it serves only as a fiscal agent for the
council. This item was rated 1.990 and ranked
20 among the 40 items. Committee members €X-
pressed concern that the state board was required
tc act as fiscal agent for a budget which it had
no authority to approve or means Of enforcing.

Ttem B-16 requires that the state vocational
education board give reasonable notice and Op-
portunity for a public hearing on its state plan
before submitting it to the Commissioner for ap-
proval. It was rated 1.962, ranking 18.

Item B-17 cites a requirement that the state
board ensure that copies of the state plan and
related materials concerning its administration are
reasonably available to the public. It ranked 5
with a rating of 1.716. The requirements described
in Items B-16 and B-17 support contemporary
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views about public access to information evident
in recent legislation in many states.

Public Participation at the Local Level

Public participation in the planning and de-
velopment of federally funded programs at the
local level is, for the most part, confined to parents
and educators of children who will be involved
in the program. It is of a less formal nature,
without specified representation, required terms
of office, or clea.ly defined responsibilities.

Title I

Item C-1 states that each local agency must
provide for maximum practical involvement of
parents of educationally deprived children in the
planning, development, operation, and appraisal
of Title I projects. It was rated 2.109 by state
administrators, 2,722 by local administrators, and
2.412 by the total committees. The intent of this
requirement was to use Title I as a vekhicle for
establishing communication with parents who in
the past have had little or no contact with the
schools or whose contacts have tended to be
negative. ILocal administrators who have made
sincere efforts to fulfill this regulation find that
the time consumed has been great while the
amount of real parent involvement has been
small. Too often parents approach the school
system with negative attitudes and complaints
without making any positive recommendations or
contributions.

Item C-2, describing the option of the local
agency to establish a local advisory committee to
assist in the planning, operation, and appraisal of
Title I projects, was rated 1.697 and ranked 4
among the 40 items. Local administrators ex-
pressed the view that making the establishment
of advisory committees optional permitted them
the necessary discretion of operating in the most
effective way for their particular communities.
The high rating is primarily attributable to the
optional nature of such committees.

If a local agency establishes an advisory
committee for a local Title I program, the parents
of educationally deprived children must be repre-
sented, as stated in Item C-3. This requirement
was rated 1.862 by the committees. I.ocal ad-

ministrators rated this item lower than did state
agency staff members. Some people from local
agencies believed that advisory committees made
up of teachers, curriculum specialists, and com-
munity leaders were more effective than those in
which parents who knew little about curriculum
and the problems of schools were included. Others
believe it helpful for parents of educationally
disadvantaged children to be represented so that
their particular problems may be given specific
attention.

Item C-4 cites the regulation requiring tha.
a local agency must consuit with persons knowl-
edgeable of the needs of educationally deprived
children who reside in the project area and attend
private schools to determine their needs and the
extent of their participation in the Title I pro-
gram. It was rated 2.064, ranking 24 among 40
items. Theoretically, such consultation is fine,
but in practice it can delay the development of
the agency’s Title I application in instances when
the nonpublic schools make aggressive, unrealistic
demands which must be resolved. An underly-
ing factor in the ratings is the view that since
Title I funding is inadequate to meet the needs
of the educationally deprived children in public
schooals, it should not be further diluted by spread-
ing services to nonpublic school children.

Item C-5 requires that a local agency con-
sult with other agencies which administer pro-
grams serving tne needs of educationally deprived
children to avoid duplication of effort and to
assure the most effective use of Title I funds. It
v'1s rated 1.861, ranking 10. The only problem
that appears to result from this regulation is an
occasional attempt by another agency to dictuie
program components to the school system. In-
creased experience of school people with Title I
has discouraged these attempts in recent years.

Title 111

In an application for a Title III project, a
local agency must provide documentation that
teachers, students, and others, including those
of low income, who are broadly representative of
cultural and educational resources and of the
public are involved in the planning, implementa-
tion, and appraisal of project activities. Item C-
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6, describing this regulation, was rated 2.314,
ranking 33 among the 40 items. To most local
administrators it is another incursion on their
limited time which produces very little assistance
in project development. For some types of proj-
ects, the requirement is meaningless because the
input from such a broad representation of the
community is of little or no value.

Commentary

Some comments by members of the state
committees on certain aspects of public participa-
tion were applicable to more than the particular
item under discussion at the time. These com-
ments and observations dealt with the broader
considerations of the purposes behind the require-
ments for certain aspects of .participation and the
results of these activities in terms of the effect
on good educational planning and program de-
velopment.

The most serious concern, expressed in a
variety of ways, was the allocation of administra-
tive responsibilties to advisory councils. Although
specific requirements vary with the laws, these
councils are expected to participate in making
program policy, selecting activities for funding,
evaluating programs, and other administrative
functions.

Almost every federal program which funds
projects or programs to be carried out by local
agencies includes a requirement that an evalua-
tion strategy be built into the project at the time
it is submitted for approval Evaluation, properly
conceived and constructed, is a continuing process
which is the responsibility .f the administrative
agency operating a program. Review of the
evaluation process is a comtinuing function of the
responsible agency. In summary, evaluation is
an administrative function at each successive level
of government. When separated from other pro-
gram functions and assigned to an advisory coun-
cil, the efforts of federal, state, and local agencies
toc make the evaluation process one that con-
tributes to the continuing improvement of pro-
grams are adversely affected.

To be most effective, advisory councils ought
to report their recommendations to the respon-
sible agency at the level at which they are e€s-
tablished. They are not effective as advisory
groups in influencing the operations of an agency
at one level if they report directly to the next
higher governmental level on their views of the
agency’s operations. This does not foster that
atmosphere of trust and cooperation which is
essential for effective working relationships. It
degenerates into snooping and spying and creates
an understandable reluctance on the part of an
agency to be open and cooperative with the
council.

The fiscal independence of some national
and state advisory councils has done nothing to
foster good relationships. Some councils have
used it to establish staffs which have no clearly
defined responsibilities or which attempt to as-
sume administrative authority that is not right-
fully theirs.

It is the consensus of state committee mem-
bers that if advisory councils are to become a
permanent part of federal aid to education, their
roles and responsibilities must be clearly de-
fined and delimited so that they function as ad-
visory, not administrative, agencies.

Local administrators who viewed the public
participation recommendations and requirements
of Titles I and III as an opportunity to establish
communication with members of the community
to be served have had many disappointments,
especially the apathy with which their efforts have
been received. As a result of their sincere efforts
to involve the public in programs, some adminis-
trators have acquired fairly sophisticated standard
procedures for dealing with the militants and
malcontents they know will appear to disrupt
their meetings.

There appeared to be almost universal agree-
ment that the public ought to be involved in
and concerned about education at every level, but
there was equally strong consensus that the man-
ner and degree of involvement mandated by fed-
eral laws and regulations are not entirely satis-
factory and need to be reviewed and revised.
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Allocations of Administrative Responsibility

Federal laws authorizing funds for intergovernmental education have their own
administrative features, usually combined with characteristic patterns common in such
legislation. Their basic purpose is to allocate administrative responsibilities among
educational agencies at Federal, State, and local levels. The items that follow have
been selected from important intergovernmental programs or areas of education. They
refer to specific legislation, regulations, and administrative decisions out of which
emerge the administrative patterns and activities that characterize various programs of
education,

The items in Section I apply generally to many federally initiated intergovernmental
programs. Sections II, III, IV, and V apply to Titles I, III, and VI of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act and to the Vocational Education Act of 1968. Sections
VI and VII apply to special funding provisions and public participation more generally.

Please consider each numbered item in terms of whether it supports or retards
workable management and administrat’ . arrangements under the circumstances existing
at the governmental level at which you function.

Based upon your knowledge of Federal programs, please indicate the number
which nearly expresses your considered opinion on each item as described by the rating
scale below. Please mark all items.

1. Strongly supports achievement of program objectives.
2. Permits reasonable achievement of program objectives.
3. Mildly retards achievement of program objectives.

4. Strongly retards achievement of program objectives.

Section I— General

A. The following administrative responsibilities are among those ailocated to the
U.S. Commissioner:

1. The Commissioner must establish basic criteria, based on law and regu-
lations, by which the State educational agencies must be governed when they are
authorized to approve local applications for programs or projects.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The Commissioner must afford a State educational agency an oppertunity
for a hearing before its application for funds authorized under any title or Act is finally
disapproved.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The Commissioner may reallot fund- .0t being used by a State during the
period of availability of the allotment among other States in proportion to their original
allotments for that year, or otherwise as provided by statute.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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4. The Commissioner has general authority to make enforceable administraiive

rules that elaborate on and define policies and procedures covered by the law and the
regulations.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

5. The Commissioner may withhold funds under a title or Act if ke determines
that there is substantial failure to comply with any requirement of the title or Act, unless
he has been prohibited from doing so by statute.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. In any program administered under a State plan, Federal funds must be
expended in accordance with applicable State and local laws, rules, regulations, and
standards governing expenditures by the states and their political subdivisions.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

B. The following administrative responsibilities are among those allocated to the
State educational agency:

1. The State educational agency must insure that a project application from
a local educational agency meets the basic criteria established by the Commissioner before
funds for the project may be released by the State.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The State agency must provide a local agency with opportunity for a hearing
before it finally disapproves any application, in whole or in part.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The State agency must assure that Federal funds are used to supplement,
and not supplant, funds from State and local sources.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. Befcre making payments to a local agency, the State agency must find
that the combined fiscal effort of the local agency and the State agency has not been
less for the preceding year than for the second preceding year.

(Circle only one) - 1 2 3 4

5. The State agency may establish its own regulations and guidelines for
programs and projects within the State, insofar as these do not conflict with Federal
laws, regulations, or enforceable administrative rules.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. The State agency must provide State and local fiscal controls and accounting
procedures to assure proper disbursement of Federal funds under a State pi ..
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

7. The State agency must provide that the expenditures made under a State

plan will be audited by an appropriate state audit agency or other qualified public
accountant.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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8. The Statc agency may appeal the action of the Commissioner on a State
plan n the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals when dissatisfied, and thereafter appeal
further to the U.S. Supreme Court.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

C. The following administrative responsibilities are among those allocated to the
l. cal educational agency:

1. A local agency must meet the legal requirements of the applicable Federal
and State laws, regulations, and enforceable administrative rules in its project applica-
uons, its administration of approved projects or educational programs, and its program
of financial accounting and reporting involving intergovernmental funds.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. A local agency must credit to the Federal Government all proceeds, but not
less than the fair market value, received from the sale of property inventoried to a
Federally funded project.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. A project to be carried out in public facilities, involving joint participation
of children from both public and private schools, must make reasonable efforts to avoid
classes which arc scparated by school enrollment or religious affiliation of the children.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. A local agency must maintain administrative control and direction over
services provided by public school personnel in other than public school facilities.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

Section II —ESEA, Title I

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act authorizes financial assis-
tance o local educational agencies serving areas with concentrations of children from
low-income familics to e¢xpand and improve their educational programs which con-
tribute particularly 1o mecting the special educational needs of educationally deprived
children.

Bus! upon your knowledge of Federal programs, please consider each numbered
item in terms of whether it supports or retards workable management and administrative
arrangements under the circumstances existing at the governmental level at which you
function. Pilcasc indicate the number which most nearly expresses your consicered
opinion on cach item as described by the rating scale below. Please mark all items.

Strongly supports achicvement of program objectives.
Permits reasonable achievement of program objectives.
Mildly retards achicvement of program objectives.
Strongly retards achicvement of program objectives.

b=
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A. The law allocates to the U.S. Commissioner of Education responsibilities for the
administration of Title I, such as the following:

1. The Commissioner must approve an application submitted by the State
educational agency, to qualify a State for participation in the grant program under
Title 1. (90-247 Sec. 106(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The Commissioner determines the maximum grant which each county in a
State is eligible to receive under the formula in the law. (Regs. 116.3(a))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The Commissioner must approve applications for educational programs
to be administered by a State educational agency for the children of migratory agricul-
tural workers. (90-247 Sec. 105(c) (1))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. When the Commissioner determines that a State is unable or unwilling to
conduct such programs, he may make grants to other public or private nonprofit agencies
to provide programs for migratory children. (90-247 Sec. 105(c)(2))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

5. The Commissioner has urged local agencies to assume full financial support
of services initiated under Title I as they are extended to children residing in non-
project areas, in order to release Title I funds to provide new activities for eligible
children. (Program Guides 44 & 45-A)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

B. The State educational agency has been allocated, among others, the following
responsibilities in the administration of Title I:

1. The State agency must allocate county aggregate maximum grants to the
local educational agencies within each county on the basis of statutory criteria. (Reg.
116.4)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The State agency must redistribute funds not used by one local agency on
the basis of its determination of actual needs in other local agencies. (Regs. 116.9(b))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The State agency must assure that State and local evalu.tion reports are
made to the Commissioner on a periodic basis. (Regs. 116.31(f))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. State and local evaluation reports must include the results of objective

measurements of progress toward meeting the special educational needs of Title 1
children. (Regs. 116.31(f))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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5. The State agency must make available for public inspection the terms and
provisions of each approved project. (Regs. 116.34(d))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. All Federal Title I materials, such as forms, guidelines, and reports, are
transmitted to the State agency for distribution to local educational agencies. (Memo
to CSSO, August 26, 1965)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

C. The Title I law allocates to the local educational agency administrative re-
sponsibilities, such as the following:

1. The local agency is required to take a census of children from low-income
families as defined in Title I. (Program Guide $27)
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The local agency must determine the school attendance areas to be designated
as project areas according to the definitions in the regulations. (Regs. 116.17(c))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The local agency must develop its Title I program specifically to meet
the special educational needs of those educationally deprived children who have the
greatest need of assistance. (Regs. 116.17(f))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. The local agency may include in the Title I program children who reside
outside the project area only if their participation will not dilute the effectiveness of the
program with respect to children residing in the project area. (Regs. 116.17(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

5. The local agency must design a program to meet one or more of the special
educational needs of educationally deprived children, rather than to meet the needs of a
student body or a specified grade in a school. (Regs. 116.17(g))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. The local agency must provide for appropriate participation of educationally
deprived children residing in its district who are enrolled in private schools. (Regs.
116.19(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

7. The project application of a local agency must describe the procedures and
techniques to be utilized in evaluating the effectiveness of its Title I program. (Regs.
116.22(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

D. Special Fiscal Requirements in Title 1

This is a special application of the rating scale to an important area of Title I
administration as it developed during the 1965-1970 period. The items trace the Federal
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administrative steps from the original statutory prohibition against substituting Title I
funds for State funds in computing State aid to local educational agencies and the require-
ment that combined State and local fiscal efforts in the local agency must be maintained
at or above the level of the preceding year.

Federal administrative decisions became increasingly specific and mandatory, until
in 1969 Federal funds were made dependent on fiscal comparability, as defined by the
U.S. Office of Education, between Title I project areas and other attendance areas within
each local agency. Congress then passed legislation that modified the timing of mandated
local comparability surveys, placed a two-year moratorium on Federal mandates to
withhold funds for noncompliance, and ordered the Commissioner to survey the entire
situation and report back to Congress.

1. The original Title I law required that Federal funds must not be paid for
Title I purposes if:

a. A State included Title I funds in its computation of State aid to local
educational agencies. (89-10 Sec. 207(c) (1))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. The combined State and local fiscal effort with respect to the provision of
public education by the local agency was reduced in the preceding year to an amount
less than in the second preceding year. (89-10 Sec. 207(c)(2))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The Regulations of September 1965 provided that:

a. A local agency must assure that Title I funds would supplement, and not
supplant, State and local funds for use in the project area.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. A local agency must assure that its Title I funds would not result in a
decrease of State and local funds in the project «rea.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The Regulations of 1968 provided that:

a. The expenditure of State and local funds in project areas must be main-
tained at a level comparable to those in non-project areas within the same local
agency.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. The State agency must enforce this requirement as part of its pioject
approval procedures.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. Program Guide No. 57, issued on February 26, 1970, mandated that the
State agency require each local agency to (a) demonstrate affirmatively in its
project application that services and expenditures provided by State and local funds in
project and non-project areas within the district are comparable, or (b) submit a plan

to achieve such comparability by the time schools opened in the Fall of 1970.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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5. The State agency was required to submit to the Commissioner by April 1,
1970, the criteria by which local agencies would demonstrate their adherence to the
requirements of comparability prescribed by the Commissioner, including relative distri-
bution of instructional personnel, pupil services, and per pupil expenditures in project
and non-project areas.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. Projects submitted for the 1970-71 year were to be approved by the State
agency only when the local agency demonstrated current or forthcoming comparability.
(Circie only one) 1 2 3 4

7. At this point, comparability became a legislative issue. Congress reaffirmed
the principles of the 1965 regulations, as subsequently elaborated by the 1968 regulations
and by the administrative rules in Program Guide No. 57. The first explicit law on com-
parability within local school districts, effective on April 13, 1970, included the following
conditions:

a. State and local funds must be used to provide services in project areas
which, taken as a whole, are at least comparable to services provided in non-Title I
areas of the local agency. (91-230 Sec. 109(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. Any finding of noncompliance shall not affect payment of Federal funds
to local agencies until after July 1, 1972. (91-230 Sec. 109(a))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

c. Each local agency must report to the State agency on its compliance with
comparability requirements on or before July 1, 1971, and on or before July 1 each
year thereafter. (91-230 Sec. 109(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

d. Not later than March 31, 1972, the Commissioner must submit to the
Congress a report of a study making special reference to Title I fund distributions
among counties, and “ . . . the means by which such funds may be concentrated
in school attendance areas with the highest concentrations of children from low-
income families . . . . (91-230 Sec. 102(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

Section III — ESEA, Title III

Title 111 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 authorizes grants
for supplementary educational centers and services, to stimulate and assist in the pro-
vision of vitally needed educational services not available in sufficient quantity or quality,
and to stimulate and assist in the development and establishment of exemplary elementary
and secondary school educational programs to serve as models for regular school
programs.

Since passage of P.L. 89-10 in 1965, Title III has operated under several adminis-
trative patterns. The first law and regulations, in force through the fiscal year 1968,
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provided for a direct Federal-local relationship. Project applications were made by the
local educational agency to the U.S. Commissioner for approval and funding. The State
educational agency had no authority except to comment on local applications in an
advisory capacity only.

On January 2, 1968, P.L. 90-247 was enacted. This law and subsequent regulations
transferred the administrative responsibility for Title III to the State educational agency
under a State plan approved by the U.S. Commissioner. For FY 1969, the State agency
approved local applications for 75% of the program funds and the Commissioner ap-
proved them for 25%. In FY 1970, the State agency approved local applications for
100% of the program funds.

On April 13, 1970, P.L. 91-230 agoin altered the Title IiI administrative arrange-
ments. For FY 1971 and succeeding years, the State agency approves local project
applications for and administers 85% of the program funds uader its State plan. The
U.S. Commissioner approves locai project applications for and administers 15% of the
funds under Federal regulations.

Patterns of administrative responsibility for Title ITT are identified by the allocations
of authority to approve Title III projects as described below. Please mark the one your
knowledge and experience lead you to believe best to provide workable management and

administrative arrangements under the circumstances existing at the governmental level
at which you function.

[] The U.S. Commissioner approves local applications for 100% of the program
funds.

[] The State educational agency approves local applications for 100% of the
program funds.

[] The U.S. Commissioner approves local applications for 15% of the funds and
the State educational agency approves local applications for 85% of the funds.

Please conside,; each numbered item in terms of whether it supports or retards

workable management and administrative arrangements under the circumstances existing
at the level of government at which you function. Indicate the mumber which most

nearly expresses your considered opinion on each item as described by the rating scale
below. Please mark all items.

Strongly supports achievement of program objectives.
Permits reasonable achievement of program objectives.
Mildly retards achievement of program objectives.
Strongly retards achievement of program objectives.

ralb ol

A. Title III Administration by the U.S. Commissioner

1. Al applications by local agencies for programs or projects must be directed
to the Commissioner for approval.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The applications are made on forms supplied by the Commissioner and

submitted to him at such times, in such manner, and containing such information as he
deems necessary.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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3. The Commissioner is authorized to approve such applications only if:

a. Certain statutory requirements are met, including: involvement in plan-
ning and administration of persons representative of the cultural and educational
resources of the area to be served; satisfactory statements of a program and pro-
visions for its administration; pcovisions for fiscal control, fund accounting proce-
dures, and maintenance of the level of State and local funds; and an annual report
and other reports as the Commissioner may reasonably require.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. The program is consistent with criteria established by the Commissioner
to insure an equitable distribution of assistance within each State.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

¢. The Commissioner determines that the proposed program utilizes the best
available talents and resources to substantially increase the educational opportunities
of the area.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

d. The local agency has made provision for the participation <f children
enrolled in nonprofit private schools in the area to be served whose educational needs
are of the type provided by the program or project.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

€. A copy of the local application has been submitted to the State agency for
review and recommendations to the Commissioner.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. The Commissioner was mandated to establish an Advisory Council on * 1p-
plementary Educational Centers and Services, consisting of the Commissioner, serving as
Chairman, and eight members appointed by the Commissioner with the approval of the
Secretary.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

a. The Advisory Council was required to advise the Commissioner on action
to be taken on each local application.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. The Advisory Council was required to advise the Commissioner on prepa-
ration of general regulations and administrative policy matters, including criteria
for approval of local applications.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

5. All program and financial negotiations with the applicant local agencies are
conducted by the Commissioner and his staff.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. Evaluation and dissemination activities are entirely the responsibility of the
applicant local agency and the Commissioner.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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7. The Commissioner must have each project proposal reviewed by a panel
of experts who will advise him on its relevance of innovative, exemplary, and
new and improved approaches to education. (Regs. 118.53)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

8. The Commissioner must notify in writing the applicant and the appropriate
State agency on his decision on each project proposal. (Regs. 118.54)
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

9. The Commissioner is authorized to make grants directly to local educa-
tional agencies from 15% of each State’s allotment for programs or projects which
hold promise of making a substantial contribution to the solution of critical educational
problems common to all or several States. (91-230 Sec. 306(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

10. The State agency has no mandatory administrative responsibilities for this
part of the Title 1II program.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

B. Title 11l Administration by the States

1. The State educational agency must submit to the Commissioner an ap-
provable State plan, at such time and in such detail as the Commissioner may deem
necessary, to qualify for its Title IIT allotment. (90-247 Sec. 305(a) (1) (C))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The State plan for Title III must:

a. Set forth the number, types, function, and qualifications of all staff
members required for the administration of the State plan. (Regs. 118.6(a))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. Provide for the selection of a panel of experts which shall review all
project applications. (Regs. 118.6(b))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

c. Set forth the policy for determining the qualifications required of members
of the panel of experts and the approximate number to be used. (Regs. 118.6(b))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

d. Describe procedures which may be utilized for appropriate staff develop-
ment of State and local administrative, instructional, and service personnel who will be

involved in developing and conducting programs or projects. (Regs. 118.6(c))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

e. Make provision for the participation of children enrolled in nonprofit
private schools in the area to be served by a project, to the extent consistent with their
number and needs. (Regs. 118.7(k))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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f. Identify the educational needs of the State and explain the objestive
criteria and measurements used to identify those needs. (Regs. 118.8(a))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

g. Describe the critical educational needs in the various areas of the State
and describe the process used to determine those respective needs. (Regs. 118.8(b))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

h. Explain the manner in which Title III funds will be used in meeting the
critical educational needs. (Regs. 118.8(c))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

i. Describe the long-range strategy for advancing education in the State
through Title TII. (Regs. 118.8(d))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

j- List the major criteria which will be applied to review project applications
from local agencies. (Regs. 118.8(e))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

k. Describe strategies designed to evaluate, at least annually, the effective-
ness of programs and projects funded under Title III. (Regs. 118.8(n))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

1. Set forth provisions for statewide dissemination of information concerning
projects determined through evaluation to be innovative. exemplary, and of high quality.
(Regs. 118.8(0))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

m. Set forth provisions for encouraging the adoption and adaptation
within the State of promising educational practices resulting from projects which are
innovative, exemplary, and of high quality. (Regs. 118.8(p))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The Commissioner must approve a State plan that meets the requirements
of his criteria, before he pays a State the funds necessary to carry out its plan. (91-230
Sec. 307(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. The Commissioner may contract for programs with competent nonprofit
institutions or organizations for chiidren enrolled in private schools in the area served
by a program when no State agency is auth« “ized by law to provide, or there is substantial
failure to provide for their participation. (%1-230 Sec. 307(£)(1))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

5. In FY 1971, and thcreafter, the State may receive not to exceed 85%
of its allotment to carry out its approved State plan. (91-230 Sec. 305(d))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. Beginning in FY 1971, legislation incorporated Title V-A of the National
Defense Education Act into Title III of ESEA under certain conditions. (91-230

Sec. 305(b) (B))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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a. Guidance and counseling programs must be subject to the procedures
described in the State plan for all Title II1 projects.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. The State plan must set forth a program for testing students in the
elementary and secondary schools, the junior colleges, and the technical institutes of

the State, including descriptions of the means of testing, the types of tests, and the
grade levels of the children tested.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

c. Except as specifically limited by law, Federal 1 .ds may be used for the

same purposes and types of programs as those previously authorized by Title 111 and
NDEA, Title V-A.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

d. The State must assure that it will expend an amount at least equal to
the Federal funds expended prior to June 30, 1970, for testing programs and programs
designed to improve guidance and counseling services. (91-230 Sec. 309(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

7. The State agency is responsible to see that audits performed for local edu-
cational agencies are within State laws. (Administrative Manual, p. 37)
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

8. Each State educational agency is required to appoint a State advisory
council.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

9. Fifteen percent of each State’s allotment is required to be expended on
programs for handicapped children.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

10. A local agency may file with the U.S. Court of Appeals (with right of
appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court) a petition for review of the action of the State
educational agency, with respect to the approval of an application, if the local agency
is dissatisfied with the final action of the State agency. (90-2<7 Sec. 305(f))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

Section IV-—ESEA, Title VI

Title 71 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act authorizes grants to assist
the States in the initiation, expansion, and improvement of programs and projects for

the education of handicapped children at the preschool, elementary and secondary school
levels.

A. Part A of the law allocates to the U.S. Commissioner of Education responsibili-
ties for the direct administration of Title VI, such as the following:
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1. The Commissioner is authorized to make grants or contracts to pay all or
part of the cost of the establishment and operation of regional centers to develop and

apply the best methods of appraising the special educational needs of handicapped
children. (91-230 Sec. 621(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The Commissioner is authorized to make grants or contracts to pay all or
part of the cost of the establishment and operation of centers for deaf-blind children.
(91230 Sec. 622(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The Commissioner i- authorized to arrange by contract, grant, or other-
wise for the development and carrying out of experimental preschcol and early educa-
tion programs which he determines show promise of promoting a comprehensive and
strengthened approach to the special problems of handicapped children. (91-230
Sec. 623(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. The Commissioner is authorized to pay all or part of the cost of such
activities as research to meet the full range of special needs of handicapped children;
development or demonstration of new methods which wouid contribute to their adjust-
ment and education; training of professional aad allied personnel to engage in programs
specifically designed for the handicapped; and dissemination of materials and information
about effective practices. (91-230 Sec. 624(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

5. The Commissioner must conduct, either directly or by contract with inde-
pendent organizations, a thorough and continuing evaluation of the effectiveness of
each program to assist handicapped children for which he has the administrative re-
sponsibility. (91-230 Sec. 625)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

B. Part B of the law allocates to the State educational agency the following
responsibilities in the administration of its Title VI State plan:

1. The State agency must be the sole agency for administering or supervising
the administration of the State plan. (91-230 Sec. 613(a)(5))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The State educational agency, in its State plan, must set forth policies and
procedures which provide satisfactory assurance that funds will be used to supplement
and, to the extent practical, increase the level of State, local, and private funds expended
for the education of handicapped children. (91-230 Sec. 613(a) (4))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The State plan must inciude a statement of policies and procedures designed
to insure that all education programs for the handicapped will be properly coordinated
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by the persons in the State educational agency in charge of special education programs
for handicapped children. (91-230 Sec. 613(a)(11))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. The State plan must indicate the extent to which two or more local educa-
tional agencies may enter into agreements and submit applications carrying out jointly
operated programs and projects under Title VL (Regs. 121.3(f))

(Circle only one; 1 2 3 4

5. The State plan must include a quantitative and qualitative description of

present programs and projects for the education of handicapped children. (Regs.
121.5)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. The State plan must provide that special educational and related services
for handicapped children enrolled in private schools will be provided on a basis com-
parable to that used in providing such services to children enrolled in public schools.
(Regs. 121.7)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

7. The State plan must assure that funds from Title VI will not be used to
provide programs in schools operated by a State agency directly responsible for pro-
viding free public education for handicapped children and for those who are in other

schools which receive support for their education from such a state agency. (Regs.
121.25)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

C. The law allocates to the local educational agency administrative responsibilities,
such as the following:

1. A local educational agency must coordinate its program or project with other
public and private programs for the education of handicapped children in its area.
(Regs. 121.10(b) (1))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. A local educational agency must coordinate its program activities with similar
programs in other local educational agencies under the State plan. (Regs. 121.10(b) (2))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

Sectivn V— Vocational Education Act
The Vocational Education Act of 1968 is intended to assist the States to maintain,
extend, and improve existing programs of vocational education, to develop new pro-

gramas of vocational education, and to imsure that persons of all ages in all communities
sh~1l have ready access to vocational education according to their needs.
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2. A State must submit a Statc plan which includes a detailed description of
the State’s programs, services, and activities under the Act, and states the policies and
operating procedures which the State board will implement. (Regs. 102.31(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The State plan must set forth a long-range (3 to 5 years) program plan.
(90-576 Sec. 123(a)(4))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. The State plan must set forih an annual program plan, including a descrip-
tion of the extent to which consideration vas given to the State advisory council’'s most
recent evaluation report in developing the plz :. (90-576 Sec. 123(a)(5)(6))

(Circle only one) | 2 3 4

5. The State plan must set forth the policies and procedures to be followed
in distribution of funds and use of such funds by local agencies as prescribed in the law.
(90-576 Sec. 123(a)(6))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. The State plan mr:t ucscnbe the policies and procedures to be folic »ad in
cstablishing and operating proyrams which (a) encourage home economics to give
greater consideration to : -l ¢ adwral conditions and needs, especially in eco-
nomically depressed ar:as, (o) - irage preparation for professional leadership. (¢)
prepare youths and adutis for b sole of Ffomemaker, or contribute to their employ-
ability in the dual role of homemaker and wage earner, and (d) include consumer
cducation programs. (Regs. 102 91)

(Circle only ore) 1 2 3 4

7. The State - . i.ust include an assurance that at least one-third of the
funds for consumer ar. . .omemaking programs will be used for programs in eco-
nomically depressed arcas or arcas with high rates of unemployment. (Regs. 102.91)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

8. The State plan must give assurance that funds for cooperative vocational
education programs will be used only for developing and operating programs which are
planned and supervised by the schools and public or private employers so that cach
contributes 1o the student’s education. (90-576 Sec. 175)

Circlc only one) 1 2 3 4

9 The State plan must set forth principles for determining the priority to be
given 1o applications for work-study pre_rams from .ocal agencies having substantial
numbers of youths who have dropped out of s kool ard or are unemployed. (90-576
Sec 182(a)(3))

(Circle only one) i 2 3

10 The State board must 1ssure thot Sive and local programs, services, and
activities will be evaluated periodic ¥ w.th sufficicrt sxtensive. *ss and frequency to

-nable the board to carry out its Staiv plin  (k-~gs Lz.su’a))
(Circle onl. one) 1 P
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11. The State board may utilize evaluations made by the State advisory council
and such additional evaluations conducted or arranged by the State board and each
local agency as may be required. (Regs. 102.36(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

12. The State board (or a local educational ageiicy) may contract for any
portion of a program of instruction if the contract is in accordance with 5tate (or local)
law and the instruction provided will constitute a reasonable and prudent use of funds
available under the State plan. (Regs. 102.5(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

13. The Preamble to the State Plan Guide for Vocational Education states
that the State educational agency must give priority to funding programs, services, and
activities for:

a. Disadvantaged persons
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. The physically or mentally handicapped
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

c. Those preparing for occupations requiring postsecondary education
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

d. Students enrolled in non-public schools (State Plan Guide Preamble, p. ii)
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

14. The State plan must set forth principles for determining the priority to be
accorded applications from local agencies for cooperative vocational education pro-
grams, with preferencc given to applications submitted by local agencies serving areas of
high concentrations of youth unemployment or school dropouts. (Regs. 102.97(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

15. The State board may fund grants or contracts for exemplary programs or
projects only if it determines that effective procedures will be followed to assure that
the planning, development, and operation of such programs and prejects are coordinated
with other publicly and privately operated programs having the same or similar purposes.
(Regs. 102.78)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

16. The State board mast encourage the development of exemplary programs
and projects designed to broaden occupational aspirations anc opportunities for youths,
with special emphasis given to youths who have acadeniic, socioeconomic, or other handi-
caps. (90-576 Sec. 143(a)(2))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

17. The State plan must set forth minimum qualifications for teachers, teacher
trainers, supervisors, directors, and all other personnel (including teacher aides) having
responsibilities for vocational education and consumer and homemaking education in
the state, regardless of whether there is Federal financial participation in their salaries.
(90-576 Sec. 123(a) (7))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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18. The State board, in allocating funds among local agencies, must give due
consideration to the relative vocational education needs of persons in high schools,
persons who have completed or left high school and who are available for study in
preparation for entering the labor market, persons who have already entered the labor
market and who need training or retraining to ach.eve stability or advancem:at in

employment, disadvantaged persons. and handicapped persons. (Regs. 102.51(a))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

19. The State board must give particular consideration to additional financial
burdens which may be placed upon local agencies in providing students, particularly
disadvantaged or handicapped students, with special education programs and services,
such as compensatory or bilingual education, in weighing the relative vocational educa-
tion needs of the State’s various population groups. (Regs. 102.54(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

20. In allocating funds among local agencies, the State board must give due
consideration to the costs of vocational education in excess of the normal costs of
education in such local agencies, such as differences in the cost of materials salaries
of teachers, or o.er economic conditions existing in the areas served. (Regs. 102.56(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

21. The State plan must describe in detail how each of the factors used in
computing local tax effort are measured; how often the data are updated; the levei of
tax effort which the State board shall consider reasonable (which is at least equal to
the average local tax effort in the State); and whether reasonableness of local tax effort
is to be determined by comparing it with the average local tax effort in the State or
with the average tax effort of the legal classification of local education agencies in the
State. (Regs. 102.¢7(b)-(d))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

22. When a personnel training program is provided by a cooperative effort,
there must be a written agreement which shall describe the program and the policies
and procedures which the State board and the agency or institution agree to utilize in

evaluating the effectiveness of the program so described. (Regs. 102.9(b)(2))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

23 The Staie board must develop a cooperative agreement with the State

employment service tor the provision for adequate vocational guidance and counseling
services. (Regs. 102.40(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

24. Programs funded under the State plan must be designed to include, to
the extent consistent with the number enrolled in private, non-profit schools in the

geographic area to be served, vocational education services which meet the needs of
such students. (Regs. 102.7)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

25. The State plan must provide for the establishment or designation of a
State research coordination unit and describe its staff, organization, and functions with
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respect to vocational education research and personnel training programs, developmental,
experimental or pilot programs, and dissemination activities. (Regs. 102.71(a))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

26. The State plan must describe the policies and proccaures for submitting
to the State _oard applications for research and training grants and contracts which will
assure that such applications describe the nature. duration, purpose, and plan of the
project; the use to be made of the results in regular vocational education programs; the
qualifications of the project staff; a justification of the amount requested; the applicant’s
share of the cost; and such other information as the board may require. (Regs. 102.72)

(Circle only one) | 2 3 4

C. The Vocational Education Act of 1968 allocates administrative responsibilities,
such as the following, to the local educationa: agency:

1. An application from a local agency must include a description of the pro-
posed programs, services, and activities, including evaluation activities. (Regs. 102.60
(a)(1))

(Circle only one) | 2 3 1

2. An application from a local agency must include a justification of the
amount of Federal and State funds requested and information on the amounts and
sources of other funds available for the programs, services, and activities. (Regs.
162.60(a)(2))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. The local agency must provide information indicating that its application
has been developed in consultation with the educational and training resources available
in the area to be served. (Regs. 102.60(a) (3))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. The application of the local agency must indicate that the proposed pro-
grams, services, and activities will make substantial progress toward preparing the
persons to be served for a carcer. (Regs. 102.60(a)(4))

(Circle only one) | 2 3 4

5. The application of the local agency must include a plan, extending five
years from date of application, for meeting the vocational educational needs of poten-
tial students in the arca to be served. (Regs. 102.60(a)(5))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. In an application for an exemplary program or project, the local agency
must describe the nature, duration, purpose, and plan of the project; the use to be
made of the results in regular vocational education programs; the qualifications of the
project personnel; a justification of the amount of funds requested; the applicant’s portion
of the cost, if nay; and other information the State board may requirc. (Regs. 102.77
(a)(1))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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7. A local agency may rececive funds for an exemplary program or project
for not more than three years. (90-576 Sec. 145)
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

Section VI— Special Funding Provisions

Federal laws include special funding provisions for a variety of educational purposes,
including the following:

1. Provisions to faciliiate coordination of authorized educational programs
with authorizations of funds, including the timely availability of funds to plai, establish,
and operate effective programs of education. (1llustrated by Nos. 1-11)

2. Provisions to assist in the financial support of Siate administration of Federal
programs. (Illustrated by Nos. 12-14)

3. Provisions to finance national and state advirory councils. (Ilustrated by
Nos. 15-16)

4. Provisions to set aside various percentages from State allotments to be
administered by Federal agencies for purposes substantially similar to those for which
the State allotments are administered by the State agencies. (lustrated by Nos. 17-18)

5. Provisions for Federal funds committed to educational programs to achieve

certain purposes or to benefit certain groups as specified by law. (lllustrated by Mos.
i9-21)

6. Provisions for State or local matching of Federal funds. (lllustrated by
Nos. 22-24)

Please rate *he special funding provisions in the following items in terms of their
administrative effectiveness in achieving program objectives as stated in the applicable
laws.

Strongly supports achicvement of program objectives.
Permits reasonable achievement of program ob ectives.
Mildly retards achiecvement of program objectives.
Strongly retards achievement of program objectives.

bW

1. To avoid disruption of an authorized program when the fiscal year begins
before an appropriation bill is enacted. Congress regularly passes continuing resolutions
to permit spending for continuing activities during the new fiscal year, usually at or near
the level of the previous fiscal year.

(Circle only onc) 1 2 3 4

2. Congress has authorized advance funding for all programs administered
by the US. Commissioner of Education, so hat appropriations may be made in the
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fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which they will be available for obligation.
(90-247, Title 1V, Sec. 403)
(Circle only one) i 2 3 4

3. Federal funds appropriated for all programs administered by the U.S. Com-
missioner of Education in any fiscal year must remain available for obligation until the
end of that fiscal year. (90-576, Title III, Sec. 301(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. Any funds to carry out any programs ending prior to July 1, 1973, for
which the U.S. Commissioner has responsibility for administration, which are not
obligated and cxpended before the end of any fiscal year shall remain available for
obligation and expenditure during ti.e succeeding fiscal year. (91-230, Title IV, Sec.
401(a)(8))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

5. Federal funds available to the U.S. Commissioner for exemplary programs
and projects in vocational education shall remain available until expended. (90-576,
Title I, Sec. 143(b)(4))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. Sums appropriated for any year to provide current operating funds to
Federally impacted arcas (P.L. 81-874) remain available for obligation and payment
to local agencies until the close of the following fiscal year. (O.E. Comp. Laws May
1970, Sec. 5(b), p. 8)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

7. A State agency may determine its own method of payment of funds received
from the Federal government for the use of local agencies.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

a. A State agency may advance funds to a local agency with provision for
the return of any overpayment or reimbursement of additional allowable expenditures.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

b. A State agency may reimburse local agencies for expenditures when
claims are supported by proof of payment.
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

c. A State agency may use either the advance or the reimbursement method
or a combination of these methods for making payments to local agencies. (Regs. 121.29)
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

8. Under ESEA, Title I, special incentive grants may be made to any State
which has a financial effort index exceeding the national index for the second preceding
fiscal yeur.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

9. The State agency must distribute special incentive grant funds to qualified
local agencies which have the gieatest need for additional Title I funds on the basis of
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policies and procedures approved by the Commissioner. (91-230. Title 1, Part B, Sec.
121(a))
(Circle only one) i 2 3 4

10. Heads of Federal departments and agencies responsible for administering
grant-in-aid programs must schedule the transfer of funds so as to minimize the time
clapsing between the transfer of such funds and the disbursement thereof by a State.
(P.L. 90-577, Title II. Sec. 203, enacted on October 16, 1968, 42 U.S.C. 4213)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

11. Whether a State disburses the funds before or after the Federol transfer
of funds to the State, a State shall not be held accountable for interest earned on
grant-in-aid funds, pending their disbursement for program purposes. {(T.L. 90-577,
Title 11, Sec. 203, ~nacted on October 16, 1968, 42 US.C. 4213)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

12. A Stat- agency may reserve from its allotment one percent or $150,000,
whichever is greater, for the administrative expenses incurred by the Staie agency in
the administration of ESEA, Title I. (90-247, Title I, Sec. 107(b))

(Circie only one) 1 2 3 4

13. A State agenty may receive an amount equal to 7%z percent of its allot-
ment or $150,000, whichever is greater, for administration of Title III, of wkich five
percent of its allotment or $100,000, whichever is greater, may be used for administra-
tion of its State plan and the balance for its State advisory council’s staff activities,
and for evaluation and dissemination functions. (90-247 Sec. 307(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

14. A State agency may spend up to five percent of the amount allotted to it
or $100,000, whichever is greater, for administration of its Title VI State plan. (91-230
Sec. 613(a)(1))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

15. The National Advisory Council on Vocational Education has an inde-
pendent appropriation to engage technical assistance to carry out its functions. (The
amount appropriated f FY 1971 was $330,000.) (90-576, Title 1, Sec. 104(a)(4))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

16. A State Advisory Council on Vocational Education is entitled to an amount
equal to one percent of the State’s allotment, not exceeding $150,000 nor less than
$50,000.

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

17. The U.S. Commissioner retains control over the disbursement of 50
percent of the funds allotted to each State for grants and contracts in research and
training in vocational education. (90-576, Title I, Sec. 131(2))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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18. The U.S. Commissioner retains control over the disbursement of 50 percent
of the funds allotted to each State for the development of exemplary programs and
projects in vocational education. (90-576, Title I, Sec. 142(c))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

19. At least 15 percent of each State’s vocational education allotment must be
spent for programs for persons who have academic, socioeconomic, or other handicaps
that prevent them from succeeding in the regular vocational education program. (90-
576, Title I, Sec. 122(c) (1))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

20. At least 15 percent of each State’s vocational education allotment must
be speri for programs for perso.s who have completed or left high school and who
are available for study in preparation for entering the labor market. (90-576, Title 1,
Sec. 122(c)(2))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

21. At least ten percent of each State’s vocational education allotment must
be spent for programs for handicapped persons who cannot succeed in the regular
vocational education program -wwithout special educational assistance or who require a
modified vocational education program. (90-576, Title I, Sec. 122(c)(3))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

22. In vocational education, every school, class, program, or activity sup-
ported in whole or in part by State and local matching funds must meet the same
conditions and requirements as those supported by Federal funds. (Regs. 102.133(c))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

23. The [Federal share for eleven categories of expenditures made under the
State plan for vocational educaticn varies from 100% (4 programs and State advisory
council); 90% (2 programs); 80% () program); 75% (1 program); to 5S0% (2
programs). (Regs. 102.132)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

24. The State and local matching funds in vocationa! education may be com-
puted on a statewide basis for each allotment for each of the separate programs affected
by the various rates of matching. (Regs. 102.133(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

Section VII—Public Participation

Federal statut' s mandate or encourage Federal, State, and local educational agencies
to involve advisory groups and selected individuals in activities related to intergovern-
mental programs of education. This provides channels for advice from the community
to the official agencies and develops broader understanding of the programs.
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Based upon your knowledge of Federal programs, please evaluate these patterns
and activities. Circle the number in the rating scale which most nearly expresses your
viewpoint on each of the items.

Strongly supports achievement of program objectives.
Permits reasonable achievement of program objectives.
. Mildly retards achievement of program objectives.
Strongly retards achievement of program objectives.

pwe

A. At v.  National Level

1. National advisory councils have been established to review the effective-
ress of the several titles or Acts in achieving the stated objectives of their respective
programs. (91-230 Sec. 431)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

2. The Commissioner may not serve as a member of any national advisory
council. (91-230 Sec. 433)
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

3. Each national advisory council must submit an annual report of its activities,
findings, and recommendations to the Congress not later than March 31 of each
calendar year, as a part of the Commissioner’s report. (91-230 Sec. 433)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. A Presidential advisory council is authorized to obtain, without regard to
the civil service laws, the services of professional, technical, and clerical personnel to
enable it to carry out its functions. (91-230 Sec. 435(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

5. The Commissioner must engage personnel and technical assistance required
by Secretarial and Commissioner’s advisory councils to carry out their functions. (91-
230 Sec. 435(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. The Commissioner is authorized to create advisory councils 10 advise him
with respect to:

a. The organization of the Office of Education and the administration of
applicable programs. (91-230 Sec. 432(a))
(Circle oniy one) 1 2 3 4

b. Recommendations for legislation regarding educational programs, and
the means by which the educational needs of the Nation may be met. (91-230 Sec.
432(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

c. Special problems and areas of special interest in education. (91-230
Sec. 432(a))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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7. An advisory council so appointed by the Commissioner must terminate in
one year unless the Commissioner determines that its existence for no more than one
additional year is necessary to complete its work. (91-230 Sec. 432(b))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

8. The Commissioner must appoint advicory councils to advise and make
recommendaiions with respect to the approval of applications for grants or comntracts
as required by statute. (91-230 Sec. 431(3)(B))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

9. The National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Chi!-
dren must report specifically on which of the compensatory education programs funded
under Title I, and of other public and private educational programs for educationally
deprived children, hold the highest promisc for raising the educational attainment of
such children. (91-230 Sec. 134(c))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

10. The National Advisory Council on Supplementary Centers and Services
must review, evaluate, and transmit to the Congress and the President reports from
the respective State advisory councils. (91-230 Sec. 309(a)(2))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

11. The National Advisory Council on Suppiementary Centers and Services
must evaluate programs and projects carried out under Title III and disseminate the
results thereof. (91-230 Sec. 309(a) (3))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

12. The National Advisory Council on Vocationai Education must have at
least one-third of its membership representative of the general public, including parents
and children, but with no professional connection with vocational education or schodl
administration. (90-576 Sec. 104(a) (1) (G))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

13. The National Advisory Council on Vocational Education must conduct
independent evaluations of programs carried out under the law and publish and dis-
tribute the results thereof. (90-576 Sec. 104(a) (2)(C))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

14. The National Advisory Council on Vaocational Education must review
the possible duplication of vocational education programs at the postsecondary and adult
levels within geographic areas, and make an.aual reports of its findings and recom-
mendations to the Secretary. (90-576 Sec. 104(c)(5))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

B. At the State Level -
1. The State advisory counw.: :or Title IIT is appointed by the State educational

agency. (91-230 Sec. 305(a)(2))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4
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2. The State advisory council for Title III must include persons representative
of elementaty and secondary schools, institutions of higher education, and areas of
professional competence in the education of the handicapped. (91-230 Sec. 305(a)
(2){A))

(Circle only orz) 1 2 3 4

3. The State advisory council for Title III must include a person representative
of low-income groups. (Administrative Guidelines)
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

4. The State advisory council for Title III must hold at least one public
meeting a year to give the public an opportunity to express views concerning the
administration and operation of Title III. (91-230 Sec. 305(a)(4))

{Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

5. The State advisory council for Title III must prepare and submit through
the State educational agency reports of its activities, recommencdations, and evaluations
to the Commissioner nd to the Mational Advisory Council. (Regs. 118.2(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. The State educational agency may make recommendations and comments
on State advisory council reports, as it deems appropriate, before it sends the reports
to the Commissioner and to the National Advisory Council. (Regs. 118.2(a))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

7. The State agency must consult with the State Title III advisory council on
preparation of the State plan, including policy matters arising in its administration, and
develcpment of criteria for approval of applications under the plan. (90-247 Sec.
305(a)(2) (B)) '

(Circle ouly one) 1 2 3 4

8. The State agency must submit to the Title IIT State advisory council for
review and recommendations each application for a grant under the State plan. (90-247
Sec. 305(a) (2)(C))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

9. The State advisory council for Title III must evaluate, at least annually, all
projects funded under the State plan. (Regs. 118.2(b))
(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

10. If a State uses advisory committees with respect to one °r more aspects
of its Title VI State plan, the State plan must describe the membership, method of
establishment, and duties of suchk advisory committees. (Regs. 121.3(e))

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

11. The State advisory council on vocational education is appointed by the
Governor, or by the State board when members of that board are elected by the people
or by the State legislature. (90-576 Sec. 104(b) (1))

(Circle only ~nz) 1 2 3 4
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12. The State advisory council on -+ cattonal cducation is ro be separare
and independent from the State board. (Regs. 102 210

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

13, The professional. technical. and clerical stafl of the State council
on vocational education iv subject only o the supervision and direction. the Srate
advisory council. (Regs. 102.25)

(Circle only one) ! 2 3 4

14, The State advisory council on vocational cducation must include. among
others, at lecast one person.

a. Having special expenience or quabfications with respect to vocational
sducation who is nor involved in the administration of State or local vocational education
programs (90-576 Scc. 103y (LY (A)Y (1))

(Circle only onc) 1 2 3 4

b Representative of and knowledgeable about the poor and disadvantaged
(DO-STh See 103y A)Y X))
(Carcle only one) 1 2 3 4

1< The State advisery counal on vocational cducatin st prepare and
submit throwush the State boaard cacting as fiscal agent for the State advisory counail)
N edes? S el TR evs carever Phin ene sov vy v b imenmen bt ieas W b, R Lo
e wrrenzgix! muidper Sutoring the propemcd cyponditune of z :

(Regs 102 230601
(Chircle onty one ) t 2 A 4

T P T T PN |

1o The State vewational couceion haard must give reasonable notwe and
opportumity for o public hcanng on it State plan before submutting st to the Com-
masonces for appraoval (90 876 Sce 123 (aacd)

(Circle oy one ) i 2 R} 4

17 The State vovatonal education board must insure that copies of ity State
plan for vavational cducation and statemcents of policies and procedures concetmng 1ts
adannnsiration will e made reasonably avalable to the public (90-5376 Sco 123ca

(Cucle only onen ! 2 3 3

C At the Lawal Level

I FPach kwal agency must provide tor the manmum practcal imvolvement of
parenl of aducatienally deprined chaldten in the planming, Jdevclopment, opetation, and
appramsal 1 latle | projevts (Regs 110 18t

«Cudle only one i 2 3 4

2 The kna! agendy has the option of oxtablishing a hocal adyisory commatice

e asantan the planaung, operatron, and appranal of lide | projects (Regs 116 18¢t))
Chrdde onhy one) 1 2 3 4
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3. If a local agency establishes an advisory committee fcr a local Title 1
program. the parents of cducationally deprived children must be represented. (Regs.
116.18(f))

(Tircle only once) 1 2 3 4

4. A local agency must consult with persons knowledgeable of the needs of
cducationally deprived children who reside in the project arca and are enrolled in
private schools, to determine their needs and the cxtent of their participatio! the
Title 1 program. (Regs. 116.19(b))

(Circie only one) 1 2 3 4

5. A local agency must consult with other agencies which administer programs
serving the needs of educationally deprived children to avoid duplication of effort and
to assure the most effective use of Title 1 funds. (Regs. 116.24)

(Circle only one) 1 2 3 4

6. In an application for a Title 111 project. a local agency must provide docu-
mentation that tcachers, students. and others, including those of low income. broadly
representative of the cultwmal and cducational resources and of the public. are involved
in the planning. implementation. and appraisal of project activities. (Regs. 118.8(¢))

(Circle only onc) 1 2 3 4
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Supplements for
Early Implementation

The Project Policy Committee emphasized that any project findings
suitable for prompt implementation might be made available for that
purpose at any time during the project. This was to take advantage of
project results without delaying implementation until after the project report
had been published. Two such opportunities have occurred and are ex-
plained in the two supplements that follow.

Supplement 1 summarizes a Pennsylvania state agency study of local
projects under Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
in that state. Space did not permit full publication of this predominantly
statistical study, but statewide local comments on some aspects of state-local
administration are included. In general. these comments reinforce the find-
ings of this project.

Supplement 11 illustrates an aspect of activity to support a proposal of
the Committee for Economic Development for changing the federal fiscal
year to coincide with the calendar year. Although this proposal has been
discussed since 19685, it has not been acted upon. lt is easily the best single
solution of the major problem of intergovernmental coordination dealt with
in this report.

Supplement 1
Pennsylvania Survey of ESEA Title I Administration

The Pennsylvania Department of Education was motivated by its
participation in the State Intergovernmental Education Project to conduct

a svrvey of Title 1 administration in the local educational agencies of the
state.
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The Bureau of Educational Research within the department designed
the questionnaire and analyzed the data. Foliowing is a brief interpretation
of the statistical data derived from the survey. The items discussed have
been inserted preceding each comment.

The Title I survey was conducted to determine perceptions of the
local educational agencies concerning 34 present and emerging Title I
practices and requirements. An analysis of the data indicated that in almost
all instances the respondents differed from the ideal response to a degrec
that typically far exceeded the chi square vaiue for chance occurrence.

A review of the data analysis tables was conducted to identify those
items which appeared to have the greatest percentage of responses deviating
from the ideal response. These items could be interpreted to be those things
which were of greatesi concern and need restudy and redevelopment.

It should be noted that. in general, the responses concerning present
practices indicate a relatively high degree of compliance with most require-
ments while these same items seem to indicate a high degree of concern
for restudy and changes in requirements. While outright disapproval of
each requirement or practice was not often expressed, there appears to be
a typically small portion of the population which is quite dissatisfied with
the current status of affairs.

The following items have been identified as those requiring the most
concern for future policy and procedure development and technical assist-
ance for local agencies. The comments on each item are based on interpre-
tation of the data received.

Item 1: A formula is used by the federal government to determine
the amount of money for which the local agency is eligible. This
formula takes into account: low-income, neglected children; children
living in foster homes; and other factors. '

Comment: This formula used by the state agency in determining the
amount of money for each local agency is somewhat unsatisfactory
to nearly half of the respondents and a majority suggests careful review,
taking local conditions into consideration.

ltem 2: (a) Federal appropriations have historically been delayed
and programs have operated under “continuing resolutions.”

(b) Federal regulations have established a final date of
June 30 for submitting Title 1 proposals. However, the state agency
has required that all proposals be submitted by May 20 to be con-
sidered for approval.
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Comment: Funding delays and deadline dates for project submission
appear to rate a rather high priority for consideration. A significant
percent of respondents disapprove and suggest restudy and redevelop-
ment of procedures.

ITEM 3: (a) The local agency should provide the following infor-
mation:

-—per pupil expenditure

~—number of children in district

—number of children from low-income families

——concentration of children from low-income families

—school term covered by project

—schools where activities are conducted

—number of children participating

—proposed budget

—number and type of staff

—number of participants by grade level and ethnic group

—estimated cost of each activity

—statement of planning participation by nonpublic
schools

—assurance of compliance with state and federal regula-
tions

—statement of planning participation by community
action agency

—inventory of equipment costing over $100 purchased
with Title I funds

—a list and justification for each item proposed for
purchase

(b) The local agency must keep those program and f{iscal
records which are required by the state agency and the Office of Edu-
cation and will submit those reports required by state and/or federal
agencies.

(¢) Each local agency will have its fiscal records audited
by the state agency or other auditing agency and will make the results
available to state and federal agencies.

Comment: Information required for project application, program zand
fiscal records. and audits of these records appear {0 be relatively ac-
ceptable. There does not seem to be any great need for complete
redevelopment.
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ItTem 4: (a) Equipment expenditures should be limited.

(b) The total cost for all direction and managemeant activi-

ties should not exceed eight percent of the total allocations. 'f excep-
tion is to be made to this requirement, a complete management pro-
posal must be submitted to justify such an exception.
Comment: Limitation of equipment expenditures appears to require
some restudy and redevelopment according to a majority of respond-
ents, although the practice was found to be acceptabie for nearly all.
Limitation of administrative expenses appears to be less acceptable,
and yet less than half suggest restudy or redevelopment.

ITEM 5: (a) A planning grant (part of the funds under the existing
allocation) may be applied for up to ong percent of the maximum
grant or $2,000, whichever is greater, for planning activities during

the current fiscal year for programs to be carried out during the coming
year.

(b) Planning grants may be approved by the state agency
providing they specify objectives (in measurable performance terms),
acfivities and techniques to be undertaken in teaching objectives, and
an appropriate evaluation design.

Comment: Use of project funds for planning is received quite posi-
tively by most of the respondents, and some form of restudy and
redevelopment is suggested by over half of them. The criteria for

approving planning grants appear less acceptable, and a majority sug-
gests change.

ITEM 6: (a) All community agencies aiwd representatives must be
involved in planning the Title 1 grant. This includes parents, teachers,
nonpublic schools, community action agencies, and others.

(b) The functions of a local advisory committee are:
(1) To supply information about parental concerns
(2) To recommend general plans for concentration of
funds and programs
(3) To suggest objectives to meet student needs
(4) To suggest methods of improvement
(5) To assist in evaluation of programs

(c) The state agency requires documentaiy evidence of
coordination among the local agency, county superintendent, com-
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munity action agency, and nonpublic school authorities. Technical
assistance in piogram development may be provided by Ediucational
Development Center personnel and state agency staff.

Comment: Community involvement in the planning process, the role
and function of advisory groups, and documentation of involvement
appear to require far more restudy and redevelopment and are less
acceptable practices than any others except delayed funding.

ITem 7: (a) Title I program decisions should consider relative needs
of children of all ages. But decisions must be made to meet only a
limited number of high priority needs for a limited number of children
—mneeds which cannot be met or are not being met through the regular
school program or other existing programs.

(b) Title I programs proposed must clearly distinguish be-
tween documented high priority needs of disadvantaged children and
high priority needs of school district children in general.

(c) Federal and state regulations have been established to
ensure compliance with the intent of ESEA Title I, which specifies
that all programs be designed as categorical aid for disadvantaged
children.

Comment: Designing categorical programs to meet the specific needs
of a limited number of disadvantaged children and not those of the
total school population is a rather widely accepted practice, but nearly
half of the respondents suggest restudy and redevelopment.

ITEM 8: Existing programs or services provided by the applicant or
other agencies may deter cr block cocmpensatory programs proposed
for educationally deprived children. To meet documented compensa-
tory needs and to make Title I and other programs ccmpatible, existing
programs may have to be modified.

Comment: Modification of local basic programs to accommodate
compensatory programs appears tc occur less frequently than other
practices, and over half suggest modification of the idea.

ITEM 9: Each program should include a complete evaluation design
to be used in determining the project accomplishments.

Comment: The need for a complete evaluation design to determine
cffectiveness of the project appears to be acceptable to most, but over
half suggest restudy and redevelopment.
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ITEM 10: (a) Services provided with state and local funds in the
project area shall be comparable to—and on an equal basis with—
those provided in nonproject areas. The local agency bears the burden
of providing that Title I funds are not being used to supplant state
and/or local funds.

(b) Project activities should provide compensatory Ppro-
grams for the educationally disadvantaged. Programs designed for the
general student population must be avoided. Programs should not
tend to segregate. Title I funds should not be used to provide services
and materials which are available in nonproject areas through local
funds. Title I funds must be used tc supplement local funds.

Comment: The concepts of comparable basic services for all and Title
I as supplemental aid appear to be quite acceptable, and less than
half of the respondents suggest any need for modification.

The interpretation of the data seems to indicate that while some of
the more unacceptable requirements and practices are necessitated by federal
regulations and procedures, there is an apparent need for the state agency
to provide inservice training for many Title T administrators in the areas
of community involvement and project planning, and evaluation design
techniques. 'I

There also appears to be a need to involve the local agencies in re-
viewing current state agency requirements and procedures and in suggesting
ways to modify these activities.

While complete or nearly complete compliance with and approval of
practices is indicated, exceptions noted cannot be passed over lightly. If
even small numbers report noncompliance with or disapproval of current
requirements and practices, such responscs suggest some need for careful
analysis of individual local needs when designing state agency practices or
determining state agency policy.
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Supplement 1T

State Intergovernmental Education Project
8555 — 16th St., Silver Spring, Md. 20910
Area Code 301-587-1026

January 8, 1971

EDGAR JULLER
Project Director

Dr. Robert F. Steadman, Director

Committee for Improvement of Management
in Government

Committee for Economic Development

1000 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20038

Dear Dr. Steadman:

This is a reply in my personal capacity to your inquiry
whether our State Intergovernmenial Education Project has dealt
with the problem of coordinating the Federal fiscal year with the
fiscal year requirements of schools and other educational instituticns
receiving Federal funds for education. For more than a year w=
have studied this situation, and it is clear that none is more pervasive
or damaging in terms of educational results. I am glad to give ihe
reasons why I support the recommendation of the Committee ior
Economic Development that the beginning of each Federal fiscal
year be moved back to January 1 from July 1. It would very greatly
reduce and perhaps eliminate the most costly impediment to effective
management of Federally supported educational programs at the
Federal, State, and local levels of government. I shall explain why
Federal funds for intergovernmental educaticn could be improved
20% or 25% in their cost effectiveness.

After Congressional educational authorizations and appropriations
have become law, the QOffice of Educarion requires several weeks to
prepare regulations and administrative forms, to arply formulas for
distribution of funds, to receive and to approve the siate plans, state
assurances, and other requirements to be met by the states, and to
allocate funds to the states. The state educational agencies then
require additional time to receive local »rojects and perform many
administrative functions as required by Federal and State laws before
Federal prograrm funds can be made available to the local school agencies.
Finally, the local educational agency that uses the fundsg for local

A Project Under ESEA Title V with Pennsylvania sz Graniee
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Dr. Robert F. Steadman pége 2

programs of education must have specific Federal and State information,

authority, and funds in time to employ teachers, to plan and organize

the programs of instruction, and to get approvals of programs and -
budgets from local boards of education. The beginning of school cannot k
be postponed until all these requirements have been met, and they seldom
have been met until weeks or months after the local schools have been

in full operation. Programs organized after teachers have been assigned,
facilities occupied, and prospective pupils committed to other programs
limp into existence, operate at less than ordinary effectiveness, and almost
always roll up higher costs and poorer educational results for the

pupils served.

Precise measurement of these losses is impossible in either
financial or educational terms. They vary from year to year in many
respects. Some programs suffer more than others. Clearly the most
important factor is the degree of coordination of program authorizations
and appropriations in Congress. Under present practices the lack of
reasonable Federal timing and coordination makes timely and adequate
administration of intergovernmental programs impossible in Federal,
State, and local educatioual agencies.

Many educational administrators believe the necessary intergovern-
mental processes require a full year from the time the Federal appropria-
tion is approved to the time the programs are inaugurated at the local level.
Their reasons are based on their experience. Some provisions already
have been authorized by Congress for a number of programs, among Which
is advance funding, but this has been provided only for one program for one
year, and thereafter abandoned. The situation remains wasteful and
educationally difficult year after year.

Table I shows that the CED plan could substantially solve the
problem. It shows the number of days of delay of Federal appropriations
beyond the beginning of the fiscal year on July 1 for five complete fiscal
years of administration of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965. Had the plan proposed by CED been in effect, the Federal, State,
and local educational agencies would have had six months for planning and
administration each year before July 1st. Moreover, there would not have
been the average loss of 131 days of additional time beyond July 1 for these
functions, as shown in Table I.
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M atuwald e emphasired thal to altaln the dcsired results under
e ¢ 111 plan, Two sssumpliane mus! be made: {3 that Congress will
actie ile wn deadlitee of 1heccinber 31 for ecnactment of apPropria-
ema, (71 1hatl the educational flacal year shall begin an the July }
tullowing The beginning of the Federal flacal yoar on cach January 1.
No change 1n the educ stiunal fisca’ year wwild be necessary or desirable.

! apprrodlate the opportunlty (o comment an th 8 most important
matter, and if | car he of any turther assistance (0 You {n Yyour program
plcase let e Wnow.

Sincerely,

e

r Fuller - Project Director
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Members of

State Project
Development
Commuittees
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Arkansas
AW Foarp cooperating chicf state school otheer
State Progect Development Commutiee
Jor 1. Hupson, Awodciate Commissioner, Finance. State Department of

Education ( Project Coordinator)

). Marion Abams, Associate Commussioner. Voacational, Technical and
Adult Educauon, State Department of Education

Roserr C. ExReN. Superintendent of Schools. Paris
Geratn H. Fiser. Superintendent of Schools. Hot Springs
Cart.TON R. HasteYy, Superintendent of Schools. Magnolia

Tosm J. Hicks. Director of Special Education, State Department of Educa-
tion

FLoyp W. ParsoNns, Superintendent of Schools, Little Rock

RuTH PowelL. Director. scheol Lunch and Milk Programs. State Depart-
ment of Education

FRANK M. SaNDERS. Superintendent of Schools, Marked Tree

DARREL "VAY., Administrator., Vocational Finance. State Department of
Education

B. G. WiLL1aAMS, Associate Commissioner, Federal Programs, State Depart-
ment of Education

EARL WILLIS, Director. Planning and Evaluation Unit, State Department
of Education

HucH WiLLIs, Superintendent of Schools. Crossett

Kansas
C. TAYLOR WHITTIER—<cooperating chief state school officer
State Project Development Committee

U. H. Bubb, Coordinator of Federal Programs, State Department of Educa-
tion (Project Coordinator)

WARREN BELL, Director, ESEA Title Il, State Department of Education
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Jous R Borios, Supenintendent. Unitied Schoo! District 273, Belot

G ORGE CH L AND, Assistant Commissioner for Instructional Services, State
Department of Educaton

Gany Cosxpry, Director. ESEA Title 115, Unified School District 497,
Lawrcence

AW, Dirks. Director. Local, State. and Federal Programs, Wichita Schools

ResskTH A, GENTRy, Director. FSEA Title L. State Department of Educa-
tion

GrorGE B. HiGHFIL 1, Superintendent. Unified School District 350. St. John

Harry McLtob, Coordinator of Federal Programs, Uniiicd School District
305. Salina

Grexs F. MITCHELL . Superintendent, Unified School District 252. Hartford
Henry T. NoRrris. Superintendent of Schools, Parsons

GeorGE REIDA. Director. School Facilities Section. State Department of
Education

RuBY ScHovz. Director, School Lunch Section. State Department of Edu-
cation

H. D. SHOTWELL. Supervisor, Business Occupations Section, State Depart-
ment of Education

Maryland
JAMES A. SENSENBAUGH—cooOperating chief state school officer
State Project Deveiopment Committee
QuENTIN L. EARHART. Deputy Superintendent, State Department of Edu-

cation (Project Coordinator)

RiCHARD C. AHLBERG, Associate Superintendent, Bureau of Administrative
Services, State Department of Education

FrepERICK J. BROWN, JR., Associate Superiatendent, Bureau of Educa-
tional Programs, State Department of Educaiion

Joun BRuck, Principal, Cecil Vocationa! Technical Center, North East

SAMUEL GEISSENHAINER, Supervisor of Industrial and Vocational Educa-
tion, Prirce George’s County Board of Education
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Hrren Kouor, Assistant Director of Federal Programs, Montgomery
County Board of I ducation

Jack B. Kussmauvr, Supenntendent of Schools. Somerset County

QueNniNn R Lawson, Director, Projeci KAPS Balumore City Department
of Education

FRANCES S. MEGINNiS, Assistant Dircector, ESEA Title 111, Statc Depart-
ment of Education

Jasmes L. Riuip, Assistant Superintendent. Vocational and Technical Edu-
cation, State Department of Education

PERCY V. WILLIAMS, Assistant Superintendent, Division of Compensatory,
Urban. and Supplementary Prograris, State Department of Education

Michigan
JoHN W. PORTER——cooperating chicf state school officer
State Project Development Committee

WitriaM F. PIERCE, Deputy Superirtendent, State Department of Educa-
tion {Project Coordinato:)

RicHARD D. ANDERLE, Corsultant, ESEA Title 11I. Compensatory Edu-
cational Services, Statz Department of Education

JAMEs K. AusTiN. Director. Federal Programs, Muskegon Public Schools
RuTH BAcoN, Director, Federal Programs, Capac Community Schools
IvaN BARE. Director of Grant Programs, Ann Arbor Public Schools

Murray O. BATTEN, Consultant, ESEA Title VI, Special Educational
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