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PREFACE

LA

In the early 1960's a growing awareness of the educational disadvantages

. resulting from economic, culturgl, and linguistic deprivation triggered

the outbreak of a number of compensatory education programs at both the
State and Federal levels. The Federal Government committed billions of
dollars to education for the disadvantaged through such programs as
Hepd Start, titles I, VII, agg VIII of the Elementary and Secondary

ucation Act, Upward Bound, and Follow.Through. L
This report examines the efforts of 19 States which also initiated their
own compensatory education programs during the last decade. Fourteen
States currently operate such programs; three States had compensatory
education programs which have expired. Four States, one with an ongoing
program and another with an expired program, have compensatory education
programs which will go into effect by 1976. '

The State compensatory education programs digcussed in this report are
limited to those designed for chfldren with educational disadvantages
caused by economic, cultural, and/or linguistic problems. Programs for
mentally, physically, or emotionally handicapped children are ndt covered
in this report. The report is also limited to elementary and secondary
education programs (a few States also have higher education programs
aimed at the disadvantaged). .
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S " 1, INTRODUCTION ' ‘ i

to determine whether the impetus for such programs was ided b? the
Federal Government--through Head Start, title I of ‘the ntary “and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), and Rollow Through--or by individual
State and local educators. Several of the early State efforts in
compensatory education--including California's McAteer Act and Hawaii's
Special Motivation Program--preceded the passage of title I ESEA* by
several years. However, the bulk of the State compensatory education
programs followed title I and in many instances are modeled after the

Federal program.

2

In examining the history of compensatory education, it ig _difficult
E
b |l

This report examines the status of State-financed compensatory education
programs. Table 1 shows which States currently have such'!programs, had
or never had such programs in the pagt, or anticipate funding statewide
compensatory education efforts in the neat future. Even such broad
. clasgifications are difficult to determine. For example, Plorida is
listed ag having an ongoing 'program; the legislation remains dn the book,:
but no appropriation was made for it in fiscal year 1974 ’
The definition "of compensatory education varied among the States. MEE& ~
States considered bilingual edycation programs as.part of or as their
entire compensatory education program. In those instances in which ’
o States provided information on their bilingual program such fnformation

wags included in the text.

L]

No two State~financed compensatory education programs are exactly alike.
Seyeral State programs limit participation to very precise categories of
diaadvantaged students, such as dropouts or children from non-English-
speaking homes. Some State laws define disadvantaged children in terms.-
of economic dnd/or cultural criteria; others use a definition based on
achievement levels.‘ The appropriation levels of the State programs also
vary widelyj as do their requirements for participation and eligibilitz; .

The discusaions of State compeneatory education programs in this report .
do not follow. any standard format. There are several reasons for this:
. State guidelinee require different types of data to be gubmitted about
Jprogramg--in" gome cases, little information is available; in others, a
/hngreat deal of data is available. At "least three of the ongoing State
' compensatpry education programs did not begin operating until 1973; thus,
:little evaluative data are available on.their success or failure.

A

.

o ¥

*Title I ESEA wlill be referred to hereafter in the text simply as "title I."
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fable 1. Status of State-Financed Compensatory Education Programs

s v . Bilingual ¢
< : Never’ Education .

4 . ’
State Ongoing Expired Anticipated Existed . Program

M L]
A}

Alabama
Alagka
Arizona ,

. Arkansas ' g
. California’ X" . : X
Colorado . X ‘ . '
Connecticut X . ‘
Delaware . \ X . ’ :
District of ( '\

Columbia -~ . X . . |
Florida X \'( . ‘

PeoPd e

- Georgia
Hawaii X
" Idaho .
Illinois X X
Indiana
Iowa . s

Kansas / . 4

P

SRR

Kentucky . )
‘ Louisiana . X ' X
Maine
Maryland X
Massachusgetts X o ) X
Michigan ) X X
Minnesota
Mississippi
"Missouri .-
Montana - . L
Nebraska . ) o
Nevada . St , ot
New Hampshire - ¢ :
Neyw Jersey . . .o
New Mexico X ) o - -
New York X < X - X ' ‘
North Carolina ' ' . X
North Dakota ’ . X
Ohio X . C s
Oklahoma R S
Oregon X ) , :
. Penngylvania X SR X
* Rhode Island X ’ ' . ‘
. South Carolina ) : . X
South Dakota - . . X - '

>4
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. Tablé’l (continued), o . ‘
Bilingual , = - ., .
. , Never Education .
State Oongoing Expired Anticipated Existed Program :
Tennessee X = :
Texas , X X
Utah . X .
Vermont / ! . ) . ot x ! ~'
_ Virginia . , ) X R A ..
Washington X ot S . . s
West Virginia -, X 44 e
WisconBin ‘ X ‘ - v .
Wyoming * . . . . ) X
, . . i,
. . v
Eleven States--Alaska*, California, I1linois, Louisiana, Massachusetts,
Michigan, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Rhode Island, and Texas—-—

have legislation dealing solely with bilingual education. Six of the L
laws--those in'Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, New ‘Jersey, Rhode Island,
and Texas--make participation in the State bilingual program mandatory for
school districts with 20 or more children of limited English-speaking
ability. The size of the, programs varies considerably; in 1974-75 Rhode
Island has only $50,000 t6 implement its program, while Illinois, with

. v

the largest programy has nearly $8 million:

Threé States~-Colorado, Florida, and Oregon--are considering bilingual
education laws. A bilingual education bill was introduced in the Colorado
house in 1974, but the Senate passed a bill emphasizing reading ds a

major priority; as a compromise, the two lagislative bodies agreed to
.conduct a statewide needs assessment during the 1974-75 school year before
implementing any State-financed compenBsatory education program. Florida's
State Department of Education has developed a position paper on bilingual
education.in response to growing legislative interest in the subject during
the 1974 legislative session. A bill calling for $1 million to finance
bilingual education projects wad introduced in” the Oregon legislature in
January 1975; the bill calls for teacher training, development of bilingual
education materials, and the establishment of demonstration programs in
bilingual education.

In addition ¥b such 1egislative packages, several States have bilingual . \
education programs without specific legal mandates. Pennsylvania, °

*At press time, information on the bilingual education prgrad‘from the
<+ State of Alaska had not been received. ) ) .

-3 -




.discussed in detail later, is the best example of this, with a program
serving more than 12,000 children. The State mandated bilingual education
on the basis of a directive from the Secretary of Education; funding

comes out of local tax levies. Maine also has a small.bilingual project

in Sinclair (Arista County) financed with funds for Schools for Children

in Unorganized Territories.

An important gsource of funding for\ﬁilingual.gﬂucation is general compen-
_qatory education monies--both State and Federal. Title I has always funded
a number of bilingual education efforts. State compensatory education
funds can also be used for this purpose; in fact, four States either
stipulate bilingual education as a priority item for State compensatory
education money or include a bilingual/bicultural factor in the’ funding
formula. Connecticut and Washington are in the former category, California
(thﬁough its Educatione}ly Disadvantaged Youth Program) and Utah in the
latger. »

/ L]

Subéequent chapters examine ongoing State compensatory education programs,
expired programs, and anticipated programs in as much detail as possible.
The final chapter is a directory of persons responsible for each of the.

. programs discdssed in this report.

Table 2 summarizes data on State Compensatory Education _Programs. for fiscal
years 1974 and 1975. .

Thble 3 summarizes how program funds are allocated and whether or not all
districts participate within a State. .
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Table 3. PFund Allocation and District Participation

-

Competitive Formula- Participation

Grant Based by All Districts |
State Program Program in the State .
California ‘ . ) o
. . ‘ h -
9 Educationally Disadvantaged -
Youth Program No Yes No .
Miller-Unruh . © Yes No No
Secondary Demongtration Yes No No
Teacher Education Yes No No
Child Development _ Yes No ' No
Early Childhood Yes No No
State Preschool Yes No No
Teache¥ Employment No Yes No -
Project SEED Yes No No.
Connecticut No . Yes Yeg,
Colorado ) Yes No No
Delaware . Yes\ No No
1 B N ' 4
Florida No . Yes Yes
\ - R
Georgia - - . Yes
Hawaii
Comprehensive School ) . .
Alienation Program (CSAP) No Yes ~ Yes
Act 4 Yes No ' No
”~
Maryland - Y
Density Aid' No Yes No
Section 106 . ’ § No Yes Yes
Massachusetts : . Yes . Y No No
k] L) . . P
~ Michigan ot ,
» : ‘ - . \
. Section 48 Yes No No
\ Section 3 . . Yes * No . No
New York . ‘ - ' \ .
. Urban Education No Yes No
. Chapter w241 No Yes Yes
-8 = .
v, 15 * »




I. . . 9.\ . s -~ ;‘
. - T N Wi t
Table 3 (continued) . :
.- Competitive Formula- Part;,:_tcipértim
- Grant Based by All Diatricts
State - Program Program in the State
" Ohio ) No Yes No
. s
Oregon . No ~ ' No No - .
Pennsylvania - - ) Yes No No
[ . ’ ' [l .
-Rhode Island |, "No Yes Yes Y
Utah. . ) © No Yes Yes N
1‘ B Y, ]
Virginia | ' No Yes " Yes ;
Washington : . ' ¢ v )
- . . » N ) \ <
Urban, Rural, and | . . ,
Racial Disadvantaged N - - ’
Educational Program .= . Yes No No - A
Culturally Disadvantaged ) PR 4
“ 4 Al -
Program . No . Yes Yes L \
.Wisconsgin’ _ ) Yes No . No ‘8 :s . ':‘ {
. - i \ - — P
. ) "' “s’*z‘ K
, A I
. ' VL
. 3 n\ .
.?|""\ .
~ RER V!
‘. LT
. 4 ) - S—— (3 “t.
.‘\"" 53 :
4 » .; '
S At
% ' ’;&1%
. v
7 . VY
3 toe ' L‘\
- :&\p
. ’ ‘ o
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2. ONGOING PROGRAMS

During the,1973~74 school year, 19 States financed their own compensatorys
education programs. Twenty programs are discussed in this chapter; the
New Jersey bilingual education program is also discussed since the
legislature made an appropriation in 1974 but the program will not be

fully operative until September 1975. The extent of current State ;
compensatory education programs differs dramatically, from an annual
commitment of $600,000 in Utah to more than $154 .million for various
State-funded efforts in California. . - O y

»
[ ~

California

Portions of California's State compensatory education program preceded the
passage of title I in 1965. After pilot projects for disadvantaged

children in San Francisco, funded by the Ford Poundation in 1962 and 1963,
proved successful, the State legislature approved Senate Bill 28, the
McAteer Act of 1963. Under the act the State Department of Education
awarded funds to school districts for pilot projects in coﬁpensatpry_
education. In 1964, another McAteer act was passed, providing funds for
"enriching experiences" for disadvantaged youth in 27 Californdia school - -

9

districts, e ,

In 1965 the State legislature created a Division of Compensatory Education . « -

within the State Department of Education to administer. both- the McAteer " C
Act and title I. The division was originally_ headed by Wilson Riles, now . - T,
Superintendent of Public Instruction and Director of Education in . . ‘
California. Riles spearheaded the State's continuing’ commitment to '
compensatory education. , - ’ . v .

California's State compengatory education program now includes,seven
components, the largest of which is thé Educationally Disadvantdged Youth

(EDY) Program,, which ‘began-ing1973<74 ag an extension of the title I ‘
programs in the Staté. Table 4 indicates_ the funding Ievels for all

seven programs, plus several programs which have expired including School
Housing, Set¢ofiddry Demonstfgtion Projects in Reading-and Mathematics, the
Miller~Unruh Bilingual Reading Specialists Program, Miller-Unruh- Reading

Aides, Teacher Employment, Project SEED, Teacher Education and Professional .
Development; and Early Childhood Edacation. g ) : '

[

‘.fEducationally Digsadvantaged Youth Program - V.

. In reviewlng compensatory education in California in the fall and winter
" - of '1972, the State legislature concluded that "because of differences in
- family iricome, differing language barriers, and pupil transiency., differing
‘levels of financial aid are necessary to provide quality education for all
. studentg." Thus, the legislature, in Senate Bill 90, passed the
Educationally Disadvantaged Youth (EDY) Program. The program is similqr

'

- - 11 - -
‘2‘%?!‘

17




&

-
-y

[}

*2Tqe3 JO pue 3B S230UJ00F 29§

N
rY

e

: 0 000°€%T GZ9°6%€°ST 000°S%0°€ 000°0Q€‘T8 [TSLhL
+{000*00s*9 0SL EST 000°0ST 8T ZSE%S86°T  000°08T‘T8S | 9L-€L -
. 000°005°9 .S0S“LSS STI6YT 8T © 000°000°€ . €L-TL
.. " 000%*00s%9 ’ - -000°6S8° LT goo‘oo0‘e. - - TL-TL
000°00S°9$ LEV LL8 LT 000°000°¢€ TL-0L
906°€S8°TZ 000°000°€ - : 0L-69
: 960 YHE*ST 000°000°€ : 69-89
. $88‘89%‘L " ° ,000°000°t 89~19
,, . 986°8YE‘T$ ~ - 000°000°€s . © o 19-99
- N : e w, - 888°SES 99-59 -
. \lunwamgaam S89PpTV Burpeey &muwaw.m, : mo.“ dﬁm:uwz . AQH /1 nﬁwzom PI-TYN
ao1oea], ynaun-I2TTFR mumﬂﬁwﬁoaam mnﬂvwmm N . Hoonow . Teo8Td
. ..wﬂﬁkum 5" muowﬁo.um K :
) . .nuﬁwﬁﬂ noﬁuuuwueﬁmn ) 3 ’ )
) sauuslum.ﬁ._ﬁ. v . %umvnooww A
... SL6T~GS96T .Emuwoum no.muwosz &uou&mﬁa&ov.wumum mwﬁuowﬂﬂwo uom wnﬂvﬁﬁ ‘4 o1qex

N

O

-

IC

E

£
z
1
H
i




"

AN

‘-_..

. ®-.

-

‘98 xad ‘weaBoad uoT3eONpa %uoummnwasb.u B Jou 8F Inq §,V4AT 03 spuny mwvﬁroum\.m
R 893BWT]8Y \..M
. T ‘weadoad poatdxy \.ﬂ*

i 000°508°61 000%9y 00000761 , 000‘zyT Yrala?’
000°000°%$ odc.¢ﬁmhmm ooo.oom.me 00s‘gL9‘cT - 000052 000°SSE  Hl-€¢
€SY°8zEcS  vztesler . €Yy LTL 000°005$ €121
000°22T°s " 000'8ZTIT 62S°€YL | A TL-TL
. 1009°000°€ - TTL°668°0T$ 6T6°TYL : .TL~0L
-~ - 009°000°€ ) L 0SL°66% * . 0L-69
000¢096%T - - . . 0oo‘szes - 69789
119052 . . - 899
. sz6‘zoe‘s , . 2 : £3-99
- 652°206°T$ N . . 99-69
\..w.aoﬁmusvm . \mﬁoosommum jusudoroaall 3usudoTaaa( Jusudoaaaq \..wdmmm aeag
Ten3urTrg °3elg POOYPTTYD PIFYD TBUOFSs930o1g puw Ioefoag . tedsya
) . L1aey - UOTIBONpY 18YOBa], - -

o v o s ¢

»

o iy, =

- “n

) (ponur3uod) ¢.skqer

.

[3a ]
L]

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




-

to title I in terms of both regulations and operations, except that school
distriéts use poverty criteria to designate title I schools while EDY
.8chools are selected solely on the basis of educational needs. A district
may use both title I and EDY mopies, as well ag other State funds, to
finance its compensatory education program.

California school districts use a*single application to apply for funds
under seven programs, including EDY. The other six programs included in

the application ares .

1, Title I, ESEA

2. Title II (School Library Resources), ESEA
3. Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act ’
4. Early Childhood Education

5. Teacher Employment

6. State Preschool

Guidelines and evaluation formats for the seven -programs are also consol-
idated. Thus, the guidelines for EDY, like those for title I, include
provisions for needs assessment, comparability, performance objectives
(at the classroom, school, and district levels), and parent and community
participation, including both school and district advisory committees.
Both EDY and title I require local districts to maintain existing local
resources for meeting the needs of educationally disadvantaged students.

Three factors are used to determine a district's eligibility for EDY funds.
These are: (1) an index of the !"potential impact of bilingual-bictltural , .
pupils," determined by dividing the percentage of pupils in the distdict
with Spanish and Oriental surnames plus those who are American Indians
(ag indicated by the annual ethnic survey of the Department of Education)
by the statewide average percentage for similar districts (elementary,
-gecondary, or unified); (2) ratio of the district's "index of family
poverty,"” defined as the district's title I entitlement, divided by its
a¥erage daily attendance in grades 1 through 12; this quotient is then
dfwlded by the State average index for family poverty in similar districts;
(3) ratio of the district's "index of pupil transjency," as computed by .
the relationship of the district's average aaily attendance to ‘total
annual enrollment, divided by the State average index for pupil transiency
in similar districts. -
by o . - . -
““Following are the eight data and corresponding figures for an average
.elementary school district in California receiving EDY funds:

1. Average daily attendance (ADA) ' 2,141
2. Enrollment . 3,365
3. _Number of Spanish surnamed students 551
4, Number of Oriental students 35
5. Number of American Indian students ’ 5
6. Total number of.pupils 3,696
7. Amount of latest title I grant 73,624
8. Number of children in families receiving
. ‘Aid to Pamilies with Dependent Children N
‘ (AFDC) according to title I application == 120
- 14 -
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Title I grant 73624

The poverty index is thus ADA  or 2T41 ot 1.2363
® State average 26.7337 a8
v Pla3+hes . 591 .
total pupils or 3696 or 0.8903
State average 0.1796
\ . )
- _ADA . _. 2L
The transiemty index is I -~ Enrollment or 1-3365 or 2.4594
) State average ~ 0.1479

To determine whether the district is eligible to receive EDY funds the
average of the above three factors must be 1,0 or higher 4 The sum of the
above ratios is 4.360; divided by three it is 1.5453, greater than the
minimm standard for EDY funds. L ‘

In allocafing EDY resources withfthe school district, the local educational
agengy must rank attendance areas aecording to educational need, with funds
" alldcated first to elementary schools with the greatest needs. Schools
ggiticipating in EDY programs do not necessarily have title I programs as
"well, because, after several years of compensatory education programs, the
achievement levels of students in some title I schools may be above a .
district's cytoff mark for EDY funds:. This does not mg@n EDY schools may
not receive title I geryices~~it is a matter of local priorities,

The evaluation reporting for almost all compeaaatory education programs

in California, whether State or federally funded, is consolidated in a
37-page format to be completed-by each district annually. Since 1973-74
was the first year of the EDY program, no evaluation is as yet available;
even when evaluation for the 1973-74 achool year is complete, it would be
difficult to evaluate any single compensatory education program sgince

most districts used funds from various sources@to finance their programs
for educationally disadvantaged children. g

The evaluation of California's compensatory education efforts in 1972-73,
the last year for which complete ‘data were available, indicated that

" students received more than a month's growth in reading skills for each
month of instruction. An average of 11 percent of project participants
moved out of the lowest quartile of the distribution on standardized tests
between pre- and post-testing. In mathematics, a majority of ‘the )
" compensatory education students achieyed gains equal to, or greater than,
one month's growth for each month's participation in the program.

Bilingpal Education Act

On December 20, 1972, California passed the Bilingual Education Act

of 1972, 1In addition to the seven compensatory education programs financed
by the State, the Bilingual Education program provided more than $4 million
to 69 local educational agencies in fiscal year 1974,

[A . "'15"
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The law specifies three goals for bilingual education programs: "to
: develop competence in two languages for all participating pupils, to
provide positive reinfgécement of the self-image of participating
children, and to develop intergroup and intercultural awareness among
pupils, parents, and the staff in participating school districts."

Districts may provide bilingual instruction for children of limited
English-speaking ability as well as for non-English-speaking children. |,
The Bilingual Education Act defines a non-English speaking child as one
"who communicates in his or her home language only. Such child is unable
to conduct basic conversations in English or take advantage from class-
room instruction in English." .Children of limited English-speaking
ability are those "who speak a language other than English in their home
"enviromment and who are less capable of performing school work in English

than in their primary language.”

The law defines bilingual education as "the use of two languages, one

of which is English, as a means.of instruction in any subject or course.
It 1s.a means of instruction in which concepts and information are
_introduced in the dominant language of the student and reinforced in the
second language. It recognizes that teaching of language skills is most
meaningful and effective when presented in the context of an appreciation
of cultural differences and similarities." '

California's bilingual education program is designed to encourage local
school districts to gradually assume financing of the bilingual projects.
Therefore, State guidelines include detailed phase-in requirements which
classify bilingual programs in four stageés: Program preparation, pilot
studies, expansion, and maintenance. .The State will reimburse local
school districts for 100 percent of the costs of bilingual education
during the pilot study and expansion stages. Eighty percent reimburse-
ment 1s possible during the first year of program maintenance, 40 percent
the second year, and 20 percent the third year, By the fourth year of
program maintenance, a district will receive no State funds for

bilingual educatiom. ¢ , N

+

Allotments to local school districts are also dependent on the type of
bilingual program being bffered. A district, may receive up to $550,
either in combined categorical aid or from the Bilingual Education Act’
alone, for each student participating in a full bilingualism program.
Allocations for transitional, monoliterate, or partial bilingual ’
education programs may amount to $550 per pupil if combined with other
categorical aids, but are limited to $350 per pupil if the allocations
consist solely of bilingual education fungs. .

The State encourages local districts to use other resources, eépecially
title I ESEA and the State EDY Program, to help finance bilingual
programs, In determining maximum EDY apportionments, a district uses
as one. factor an index of "potential impact.of bilingual-bicultural
pupils"; the index is determined by dividing the percentage of pupils

= 16 -
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in the district with Spanish and Oriental surnames, and Indian pupils,
by the annual ethnic survey conducted by the State Department of Education.

The State guidelines stipulate ways in which the bilingual funds may be
Used. They are: employment of bilingual teacher aides, purchase of

.bilingual teaching materials, costs of special inservice training and

’

staff ‘development’, reasonable expenses (including transportation,fchild
care, meals, and training) of parent advisory groups on bilingua
education, and purchase of special equipment for use exclusively in the

bilingual program.

Whether or not a school district develops a bilingual education program,
each district in the State is required by law to take an annual count of
the number of children of limited English-speaking ability in the district,
classifying them by their primary language. Non-English-speaking children
are counted separately. The census must be completed b§ March of each

year . | :

In bilingual education programs, every student in participating grades of

a participating school receives services. The law requires that bilingual
classes maintain an approximate balance between the number of children
whose primary language is English and children who are not proficient in
English. No more than two-thirds of the children enrolled in any bilingual
class shall be limited English-speaking children. :

o'

Other éompbnents

In addition to the EDY program, California's State compensatory education
program includes six other components., These are Secondary Demonstration
Projects in Reading and Mathematics, the Miller-Unruh Bilingual Reading
Specialists Program, Miller-Unruh Reading Aides, Teacher Education and
Professional Development, Early Childhood Education, and Child -
Development. These and several expired programs are discussed briefly

in this section; data on the appropriation levels for each program are
included in table 2. © d

Senate Bill 28 approved the spending of $35 million for building or
remodeling schools in areas with high concentrations of disadvantaged
children., This is the School Housing portion of California's compensatory
education program. The legislation was passed in 1963, but money was not
appropriated until the 1965~66 school year. An attempt is being made to
finish allocations expenditures under this program by June 30, 1975.

In ;973-74 there were 24 demonstration junior high schools in California,
receiving State compensatory education funds to develop demonstratior
programs in math and reading. The programs must be cost effective in

" meeting the needs of educationally disadvantaged secondary students.

-17 =

23




.

A single allocation covers the Miller-Unruh Reading Specialists Program
and Bilingual Reading Aides. The Reading Specialists program was
designed to serve children in grades K-3 who have reading problems, as
evidenced by the results of.a standardized reading test. The program
began in September 1966; during the 1973-74 school year, 1,659 reading
specialists served 268 school districts throughout California. The
bilingual reading aides assisted the specialists in districts where 15
percent of the children came from homes where English was not spoken

.and where 30 percent of the children were achieving in the lowest

quartile according to standardized test_results. 1In 19?3—74, 66 school
districts employed 228 Miller-Unruh aides.,

The teacher employment program, begun in 1970, was designed to reduce the
teacher :pupil ratio in selected elementary schools to 1:25:; The compen-
satory education staff in the State Department of Education designates
areas of the most concentrated poverty and/or social tension in the State
f8r participation in the program. If teachers are not available, 25
percent of a school district's teacher employment allocation may be used*
to reduce the adult:pupil ratio to 1:20. During the 1973-74 school year,
37 school districts received teacher employment funds. The program was
line-vetoed out of the budget for the 1974-75 schoel year,

Four California school districts participated in Project SEED, a program )
designed to demonstrate the ability of educationally disadvantaged
elementary school children to perform in the area of abstract mathematics.
The project operated in fiscal years 1973 and 1974.

The Teacher Education and Professional Development program funds inservice ’
training programs, designed to promote competency-based educationm,
throughout California. The program has two components: (1) recruiting
people from low socioeconomic backgrourds and from minority groups to

gerve ag teachers for disadvantaged children; and (2) retraining school
personnel to mak% their teaching of disadvantaged children more effective.
The child development program promotes innovations in the care of preschool
children. Demonstration projects, including satellite homes and centers

for improving parent effectiveness, encourage new approaches in infant

care and the care of handicapped and sick children, and also encourage
expansion of the educational component of traditional day care arrangements.

"Beginning in 1973, the State legislature targeted a portion of the State's
early childhood education funds for educationally disadvantaged children.

aF

Commecticut
zomec o

The authorizing legislation for Connecticut's State-financed compensatory
education program preceded the passage of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act by several months. In February 1965 the State legislature
passed Section 10-266, the State Act for Disadvantaged Children (SADC),

to agsist local school districts "in furnishing special educational programs

- 18 -
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or services designed to improve or accelerate the education of children
whose educational achievement has been or is being restricted by
/dcoﬁomic, social, or environmental disadvantagés -+ . . "

The statute spelled out the types of programs SADC funds were to be used
for; these included preschool programs, remedial’ educatiocn, work-study
projects, reductions in class sizes, special tutoring, and programs for
dropouts. An analysis of programs financed under SADC during the 1973-74
school year indicated that most school districts concentrated both State
and Federal compensatory education funds at the preschool and early
elementary grade levels, with instruction primarily in basic skills and

reading.

-~

. . -4

An example of the type of program funded under SADC is the Intensive
Developmental Reading and”Language Arts Progfam in New London. Using
$98,171 in SADC funds, the program individualized reading instruction
for 136 kindergarten through 4th grade studentsy Four full-time and one
part-time teachers, a speech therapist, a social ‘worker aide, and a
teacher's aide worked with participating childrén in small groéups for
about one hour daily., The program was desigmed to improve the children's
image of themselves as learners and to increase their reading skills.
Teachers used living things, including plants, flowers, and small
animals, in the classroom as a focus for observations, dis¢ussions,
writing, and reading. Children took field trips regularly, developing .
_ their own learning materials. as a result of these experiences. A varilety

of learning equipment was available to help teachers individualize

instruction, .

/

The State Act for Disadvaiaged Children'originallf{authorized funds for

school districts to help only educationaldy deprived éhildren in public

* schools. An amerdment to the act in 1967 expanded the program to cover V'

educationally deprived children attending nonpublic schools and ‘ .

specifically tied SADC to title I. Thé amendment said: "To the. extent
consistent with the number of educationally deprived.children in such

town or school district who are emnrolled in priyate elementdry and’ >_|
secondary’ schools, such town ox school district shall make provisions

for including educational services and arrangements in which such

children- can participate . . . including such services as ma¥ be provided

under P.L. 89-10 (title I; ESEA) of the eighty-ninth congress.:

. .o N
Another 1967 amendment implemented intercommunity compacts, g&hgréms for
_inner city children carried on in suburban communities; the State,..
legislature made $500,000 available annually to cover the costs of the
program. The sending district, the district legally responsible for the
education of the students, received a grant to finance program costs and,
in turn, paid tuition for participating students to attepd schools in the
raceiving district. State funds went to the receiving district to cover
half the cost of transporting the students or $8(0 per pupil, whichever

was less.

-19 2




S .

. Connecticut comﬁi;ted approximately $54 million in State funds from 1966 "

bl

to 1973 for compensatory education. In-1966, the first year of the
program, SADC funds totaled less -than $4 million; they rose to a high of
$8.5 million in fiscal years 1969 and 1970, but dropped to $7 million in

fiscal years 1972 and 1973 beciuse of a massive reduction in State

spending. SADC funds for ,the 1973~74 school year included $6.1 million
for programs for educatioﬁhlifngﬁrived children in public schools, $0.4

- million for children in private schools, and $0.5 million for inter-

community compacts. Table 5 shows a breakdown of SADC and title I ESEA
funds in Conmnecticut from 1966- to 1974, )

Table 5. - Funding and Number of Pupils Served in SADC and Title I ESEA
Programs in Connecticut: 1966-74 v .

-

Fiscal SADC - Title I ESEA
Year Pupils Dollars* Pupils . Dollars
65-66  Publfc 51,741 3,447,381 44,709 '
Nonpublic T )88 3,184,050
66-67  Public ' 42,576 6,094,955 . 46,743 * -
Nonpublic ’ T 406 7,449,810
67-68  Public 45,021 . 5,867,359 61,612 ' 701 902
Nonpublic 4,67 . 229,910  2,404" . 7791,
. « M . .
68-69 Public . 40,132 6,106,978 41,433 - g
Nonpublic 4,546 532,794 ‘3,496  \- 7,256,003
69-70  Public 38,067 7,698,639 39,075 .\ oo
Nonpublic 3,832 498,167 4,444 »278,799 .
70-71  Public 30,335 7,388,752 38,319 15 788 07
- Nonpublic 2,430 485,922 2,888 10,788,070
. o~ . ' , .
71-72°  Public 26,189 5,598,152 39,531
Nonpublic 2,238 '366,004 2,091 . 12,290,09%
72-73  Public 33,514, 6,191,450 37,603
Nonpublic 2,077 406,250  2.007 11,538,264
73-74  Public - 31,708 6,093,838 38,477 - o
- . Nonpublic 1,774 406,162 2,177 12,089,019,

v
. 1

— >
*Does not include $500,000 #nnually, beinniné\iﬁ/1967-68, for inter-
community compacts. '
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Like tﬁa'title I formula, SAﬁC grants are determined through the use of
census and AFDC data. However, the poverty indicator for SADC funds is

a $4,000 income, whereas title I funding is based on the pumber of
children in families with an annual income of $2,000 or less. All
Connecticut communities receive a portion of the annual SADC appropriation,
based- on the number of families in the school district with incomes
below $4,000, according to the 1970 Census, and the total number of
children aged 0 to 18 in families receiving AFDC payments. Bridgeport,
Hartford, and, New Haven, the largest urban areas in Connecticut, receive

the largest SADC grants.

The pu}poses bf SADC aye similar to those of title I--meeting,the serious

educational needs of disadvantaged children. In 1973-74, 70 percent of

SADC funds were used 4in programs jointly funded with title I monmey.

Application, evaluation, and financial reporting formats for the two

programs are identical, and the State Department of Education issued

joint guidelines t¢ cover title I and SADC programs, with one major

exception: Parental involvement is not mandatory under the State-

financed compensqéory education program. ‘ .
/ ’ .

The guidelines qﬁphasize four factors to be cqnsiﬁered in planning
programs for educationally deprived children:
S }

1. School year programs are more effective than summer programs.

2. A minimum of §300 per pupil (above normal local expenditures
for each student) should be»sp@ig. :

: .
3., PFirst priority should be given t&ﬁ%%eééhool programs or
programs aimed at educationally deprived children in the - ]

earliest years of schooling. ,

4, Sdéport of participating children should generally continue
for "Beveral years., = - ‘ . : - .

Both the State Act for Disadvantaged Children and title I reqtire that

local compensatory education programs be evaluated annually; since 70

percent of these programs involve both Federal and State funds, the .

evaluations dyve often inseparable, In 1972-73, the latest year for -

which data were available, 54,199 students received services provided

with $18,135,964 in State and Federal compensatory education funds,

_ excluding $500,000 for intercommynity compacts. Data from 30 programs
offering ianguage arts instructfon to 1,326 preschool and kindergarten

children revealed that 74 percent of the participants showed average

rates of growth exceeding their average chromological, age development.

Pre- and post-test information from 70 math programs serying 2,796

students in grades 1 through 11 indicated that in 64 percent of the

programs pupils on the average achieved at a raté exceeding a year's

growth for each year of instruction. In 65 percent of the 239 reading

pfograms evaluated, students exceeded a year's growth in a year's time.

:_21«___ ) y
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Florida

Of all the State~financed compensatory education programs, Florida's

has perhaps the most direct relationship to title I; the programs began
in 1973 as a direct result of uncertainty over title I funding, and the
State appropriation appears to be linked to Florida's title I allotment.

During fiscal year 1973 Florida, like most other States, did not receive
its full title I entitlement, in this case $26,968,254, Of this sum
more than $2 million was impounded by the Federal Government; this was.
money that school districts in Florida had already obligated to cover
the costs of their title I programs. Compensatory education had made a
significant impact on Florida schools and, to alleviate WOrry over
continued Federal funding and to help stabilize local school districts'
commitment to compensatory education, the State legislature passed a law
obligating State funds to compensatory education. The statute read:

' /A supplement to the base student cost shall be added to all full~
' time ‘equivalent .students in basic programs qualifying for compen~
satory education in accordance with criteria, including low
achievement test scores, socioeconomic level, and low standard
English comprehengsion level, established by regulatioms of the
state board. . Such regulations shall be designed to maintdin
consistency with applicable federal law and regulations . . . .
For the 1973-74 fiscal year a supplement of five hundredths (.05)
multiplied by the base student cost for one full~time-equivalent
student shall be earned for each qualifying student in grades
kindergarten through twelve,

.

Thus, the State law, in the phrase "to maintain consistency with
applicable federal law and regulations," tied the State compensatory
education program directly to Federal efforts. Regulations developed
by the State Department of Education to govern the State program made
the relationship to title I even more dimect; State allocations were : .
to be based on a count of students eligible for title I services and

each school district.was ordered to use State and Federal'compensatory

education funds to finance a single program. Therefore, planning,

application, operation, and evaluation of the State compensatory

education and title I programs were to be done jointly.

Under the formula outlined in the State law, the State would provide

$29,07 in compensatory education funds for each qualifying student.

In fiscal year 1973, Florida had 239,999 children in families with

incomes below $4,000 (the poverty indicator for title I ESEA programs :
although, in practice, enough money is available only to cover services

to children in families with incomes below $2,000); at $29.07 per child,
full funding of the State compensatory education program would have
required an appropriation of $6,976,767. However, the appropriation

bill passed by the State legislature provided only $5,916,192 for -
compensatory education. Therefore, the State Department of Education
proportionally reduced the funds for each school district.

- 22 -
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Florida's compensatory education program was funded for enly one year.
Although the statute remains on the books, no appropriation was made to
finance the program.in 1974. State legislators believed Florida school »

" districts would receive increased title I funding as a result of a new

title L dppropriation formula contained in House Resolution 69; their

State repregentatives and senators in Washington assured them the formula

was likely to be adopted. Therefore, the State legislature ordered the

State Department of Education to study the status of .compensatory

education in Florida during the 1974~75 school year in order to determine

what .needs, if ‘any,.were not being met. The law authorizing the State
‘compensatory education program could then be amended and funds appropriated

to cover such needs. . "

Hawaii

Hawaii's compensatory education program, as coordinated by the Compensatory
Education Section of the Department of Education's Office of Instructiopnal
Services, incorporates both State and federally financed programs, .
including but not limited to title I ESEA, Follow Through, Model Cities,

the Comprehensive School Alienation Program, and Act 4. The last two are
State funded programs; they deal with very well-defined target populations--—
dropouts or potential dropouts and natiye Hawalians, respectively.

—

Comprehensive School Aliknation Program

The Comprehensive School Alienation ProLram (CSAP) had several fore-
Yunners and is actually a conglomerate of three programs aimed at dropouts

and potential dropouts.

The first move toward compensatory education in Hawailil occurred in 1961,
with the passage of Act 125, the Special Motivation Program, which provided
school districts with funds aimed at. preventing dropouts.by increasing :

. guidance, tutorial, and academic services to alienated youths. The program

was expanded in February 1969, using title I funds. However, the State
reassumed full financial responsiblity for the dropout program the
following September and reorganiZed it as part of the Statewide Dropout
Program in September 1970. The Statewide Dropout Program, in addition to
the Special Motivation Program, included two federally funded projects, the

, Neighborhood Youth Corps and Vocational-~Technical Work Study program; the

combined programs were retitled the Comprehensive School Alienafion
Program in 1971.

Youths aged 9 through 19 identified as dropouts or potential dropouts are
the target population of CSAP. The State defines dropout as "a pupil who
leaves school for any reason except death before graduation or, completion
of a program and without transferring to another school . . . Such an
individual is considered a dropout whether his dropping out occurs before
or after he has passed compulsory school attendance age and, where
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.applicable, whether or not he has completed a minimum required amount of
school work." The State's working definition of a potential dropout
includes such factors as poor attendance, recurring referrals for

behavior problems, failure in one or more grades, poor academic performance,
and, in some cases, serious financial difficulties. The Department of
Education has developed a quick screening instrument, known as form 419-C,

to identify potential dropouts; when completed, it includes data on family
background, school attendance, academic performance, and extracurricular
"activities. Weights varying from -3 to +3 are appliéd to answers; a
score of +10 or higher identifies a student as a potential dropout.

-
a

v

The CSAP includes, six components:

1. Identification and reportin§ system to identify potential
dropouts and maintain records of program participation,
behavior patterns, etc. 3

2. Counseling and guidance by intraschool teams composed of
school adminigtrators, counselors, aides, parents, and
other school and. community personnel.

N - - - . - . . . .
3 . . N o o PN B .

3. Tutorial-remedial gservices to provide instruction to"
participants through modified curricula and a variety .of
activities. Particularly important are off-campus classes.

’ . ¢ v - " Iy

4. Supportive services organized by part-time advisors who . ~ -
plan and supervise cultural and motivational activities i
during off-school hours. -

5. Work experiences which give students an opportunity to,
test their vocational choices and earn money. This

. portion of CSAP is financed with Pederal funds.

6. Inservice training to increase the'effectiveness of
" program personnel in working with alienated youths,

A good example of a CSAP project is the Continuing Education Class in

the Windward Oahu District. Begun in September 1970, the class offers 5
hours of instruction each week to an average of 25 girls forced to drop
out of school temporarily because of pregnancy. The class includes
instruction in language arts, social studies, personal development, math,
arts and cratfs, family foods, plant science, family clothing, and
foreign language. Students,remain registered in their regular school, ;
and continuing education teachers keep counselorg at the schools up to
date on’ each student's prog;ese. All credits are transferable.

CSAP resources are allocated to seven Hawail school districts based on
the dropout count and the proportion of students in the grades to be
served., For the 1973-74 school year the seven districts received a total
of $2,141,665 to finance 87 CSAP projects. The more than $2 million
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‘allocation included $1,089,030 in State funds authorized for the State~-
bide Dropout Program, $991 230, in Neighborhood Youth Corps funds, and
@61 405 for the Vocational-'.l“echx?ic\a:l Work Study program. Table 6 shows
-the funding levels of CSAP from 1965, when it was still limited to the
Sﬁsa}al.ﬂbtivation Program.

Tabia'6 Funding of Comprehensive School Alienation Program‘(CSAfj and
g, Act 4 in Hawaii: 1965775

L]

i1

Fiscal year. csap* _ Act &

( 65-66 f;' . 687,970 ) 235,513 -
66-67 ':' | . 415,040 ' 250,708
67-68 . 374,718 226,741
68-69 o 614,910 :' 271,951
69-70 o 918,156 ‘ 422,034
70-71 B {~m_ 1,569,250 375,Q67
71-72 1,711,687 341,750
72-73 o 312709,044 . 371,750
7374 ' é%?¢4,590 3414750
T-T5%% 2,274,590 o 50 -

*Includes Neighborhood Youth Corps funds, and beginning in 1968,
Vocational-Technical Wbrk Study Program funds.

« »

**Projected figures.s‘

\

The guidelines for CSAP and title I are substantially different because
CSAP serves a much more limited target pOpulatiOn, however, both programs
mandate parental participation and require specific evaluations. Staffing
and funding difficulties hindered a comprehensive evaluation of CSAP in
Hawaii, but data collected mantally indicated the program was successful.
Mbore significantly, of the 487 actual dropouts served by the program
during the 1971-72 school year, the last year. for which evaluative data
were available, 49.9 percent returned to school in September 1972. The
percentage in the numbers of suspensions and dropouts throughout the

State also decreased. . -
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Act 4 ' )

The second part of Hawaii's State-financed compensatory education program
is known as Act 4. Established in 1965, Act 4 is an amendment to the
Hawaiian Homes Commission Act of 1920; it provides that funds be allotted
to finance educational improvement projects for the children of Hawaiian

‘home lands lessees. . . ’

Studies conducted by Hawaii's Legislative Reference Bureau and other

égencies indicated that Hawaiian home lands'children had difficulty
adjusting to socially competitive situations, entered kindergarten with’
educational . deficiencies, had difficulty rquing, and had low educational
attainments, ' Act 4 projects,. concentrating on preschool and early
elementary grade children, are designed to alleviate these educational
disadvantages. Any public or private ageficy working with the target
ckildren may -apply for an Act 4 grant. An Act 4 Advisory Committee,
including representatives from the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands, the
University of Hawaii, the State Department of Education, Kamehha Schools,
the Liliubkalani Trust, Hawaii Homestead areas, and the general community
review project proposals and recommend grants to the Superintendent of

Educat¥®on.

‘Dyring the 1973-74 school year, 15 Act 4 projects served 2,651 children
with $341,750 in State funds; fund requests for the year actually totaled
$501,082, but appropriation limitations prevented any new projects from
being funded and required some modifications in existing projects.

Table 6 indicates the .funding levels for Act 4 from 1965 to 1975. Five
of the 15 funded projects were preschool programs. Others aimed at basic
skills improvement, especially in reading and oral language, or

- increased motivation for learning.

[

Like title I, Act 4 guidelines include provisions for parental involvement,

needs assessment, performance objectives, and evaluations. An interim _
evaluation of Act 4 projects completed in January 1974 indicated that, in
general, there was. noticeable improvement in participants' oral/reading
gkills; their attitudes toward themselves and school improved; and
teachers introduced a variety of new teaching activities. Pre- and post-
tests documented gains of each project. i

“ Act 299 ¢

In anticipation of Hawaii's inclusion in the Federal Demonstration Cities
and Metropolitan Development Act, the State legislature in 1967 passed
Act 299, the Progressive Neighborhoods Act. The act was designed to
coordinate rehabilitation efforts and to demonstrate feasible programs
for rebuilding blighted areas of the State. Although the act is not
limited ‘to education and is not, strictly speaking, a compensatory
education program, it does include provisions for a model schools program.

—
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The model schools program was initiated to develop exemplary school
demonstration programs aimed at making more effective use of educational
resources in multiproblem neighborhoods. Originally a model school was
-egtablished in Nanakuli; it included a multipurpose library for school

and community use., When the provisions of the Progressive Neighborhoods
Act were amended to include Kalihi-Palama, Palolo, Waimanalo, and other
areas of the State, more educational projects were developed. These
included special guidance, counseling, and tutorial services at Farrington
High Schgol and gimilar activities at Walanae and Nankuli high schools.

-~

" Illinois

I1linois provides financial support for bilingual education with State
revenueS. State funds committed to bilingual education increased o
dramatically from $200,000 in 1971 to nearly $8 million in fiscal year
1975. State funds now provide bilingual instruction for approximately
23,000 children--nearly two-thirds of them in the Chicago area. Although
90 percent of the State money is used in projects for Spanish-gpeaking
students, bilingual programs have also been implemented in nine other
languages--Chinese, French, Greek, Italian, Japanese, Cerbo-Croation,
Filipino, Korean, and Arabic.

\

The big thrust for bilingual education in Illinois came'with the passage
of House Bill 1223, which was signed into law on September 10, 1973.
The law included five separate legislative intentions:

< 1. To provide greater gtatutory authority for the provision of
bilingual education programs,

2. To establish the concept that all basic subject matter
' courses should be taught in a language the student
understands until he is capable of functioning in
English (probably after 3 years).

3. To mandate by 1976 bilingual education in any attendance
center with 20 or more children of limited Engligh-
speaking ability from the same language background.

2

4. To liberalize certification requirements for bilingual
education teachers.*

:5. To change the method of school reimbursement.*
Section 14C-1 of the law summarizes its purpose:
The General Aésembly finds that there are large numbers of

children in this State who come from environments where the
primary language is other than English. Experience has

.KThese provisions are being studied for possible amendment.
- 27 - ‘\{
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shown that public school classes in which instruction is

given only in English are often inadequate for the education
of children whose native tongue is another language. The :
General Assembly, therefore, believes that a program of
transitional bilingual education can meet the needs of these
children and facilitate their integration into the regular
public school curriculum.

The law defines children of limited English-speaking ability as

/"(1) children who were not born in the United States whose native tongue
is a language other than English and who are incapable of performing
ordinary classwork in English; and (2) children who were born in the
United States of parents possessing no or limited English~speakidg” =
ability and who are incapable of performing ordinary classwork in English,"

According to the law, a program in transitional bilingual education is
"a full-time program of instruction:

!

"1, 1in all those courses of subjects which a child is required
by law to receive and which are required by the child's
school district which shall be given in the native language
of the children of limited English-speaking ability who are
enrolled in the program and also in English;

2, in the reading and writing of the native language of the
¢ children of limited English-speaking ability who' are 1
enrolled in the program and in the oral comprehension,
v speaking, reading, and writing of English; and

3. in the history and culture of the country, territory, or
geographic area which is the native land of the parents oﬁ%“.’R
children of limited English-speaking ability who are
enrolled in the program and in the history and culture of Y,
the United States;

or a part-time program of instruction based on the educational nééas of
those children of limited English-speaking ability who do not need a
full-time program of instruction."

After July 1, 1976, every attendance center in Illinoig with 20 or more

children of limited English-speaking ability in the same language ‘ -
classification must have a transitional bilingual education program.

Such programs are optiomal during the 1974-75 and 1975-76 school years,

allowing school districts to close the gap between voluntary programs

involving a minority of the needy students and required programs involving
_most. . ’

5 « ) [ ]

The law requires each district in Illinois to take count by March 1lst each .
_year of the mumber of children of limited English-speaking ability in the
“district, classifying them according to their primary language; grade
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level, age, or achievement level. Parents must be notified in writing
of a child's enrollment in a bilingual education program. Parents may
withdraw a child from the program at the close of any semester or at
the time of the original notification of enrollment..

In developing the bilingual education program, school administrators

must be careful not to segregate children of limited English-speaking
ability. State guidelines require a district to show how integration

with the regular curriculum and.gtudent body will occur. The law
specifies that !'in those courses or subjects in which verbalization is

not essential to ap understanding of the subject matter, including but

not necessarily limited to 'art, music, and physical education, children of
limited English-speaking ability shall participate’ fully wifh their . -«
English-gpeaking contemporaries." <

State guidelines specify_a studént :teacher ratio of not mpre than 23:1

in bilingual programs. The State will reimhurse school districts for
full-day self-contained programs where the bilingual classroom contains

a proportionate representation of children of English-speaking background ;
where 75 percent or more of the school's student body is of non-English-
speaking background; and where the only students enrolled in the program
are those who speak virtually no English and, consequently, would not
profit from academic instruction in the regular school program.
"The law also includes specific provisions for teacher certification. -

It says preference should be given for employment to teachers "who have
the relevant foreign cultural background established through residency
abroad or by being raised .in a'non-English-speaking environment,"
According to the law, teachers of. transitional bilingual education must
(1) possess an adequate speaking and reading ability in a ldnguage ;other
than English add communicative gkills in English; (2) have a valid
teaching certificate; or (3) be within 1 year of having had a certificate
from a foreign country. -

. ] -
The evaluation requirements for Illinois' bilingual program include a
narrative self-assessment prepared by the local school district, an’
asgessment to be conducted by a team of specialists from outside the
district, a gself-evaluation where the only outsider is the team leader
and all other team members are from the district and a statewide testing
program. The State has 700 ‘control students for comparison purposes in
evaluating the bilingual program. .

C

Louisiana

¢ |
Louisiana's State-financed bilingual education, pfogram began in 1968 with
the passage of a State law to require French instruction in the elementary
grades. However, the program was not implemented immediately because of
a lack of funds and an insufficient number of certified French teachers.
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. 'The bilingual program actually got underway in 1972 with the cooperation
of the State Legislature, the StatesDepartment of Education, the Council
for the Development of Fremch ir Louwigiana (CODOFIL), and the government
of France. The legislature authorizéd’ $250,000 for the first year of
the program, with the State Department,of Education providing another
$250,000. CODOFIL undertook the search for qualified French teachers and
agreed to extend its cultural affairs program by allowing experienced
teachers to teach in Louisiana in lieu of military gervice.

The statewide pilot program in 1972-73 involved 100 teachers and seven
consultants from France, serving 16,500 children in grades 1 to 3 from
95 schools in 20 Louisiana patrishes (counties). Participation was’
voluntary. The State appropriated $1,300,000 for the program in 1974-75;

- the money provided salaries for 225 schools in 36 of Louisiana's 66 parishes.
The recruitment effort has been expanded to include Belgium and Quebec;
approximately 170 of the teachers are from France, 4 from Belgium, and 51

from Quebec.

. The foreign teachers are supplementary staff members; they assist the
regular classroom teachers but in no way replace them. 'Each associate
teacher teaches eight class sections of 30 to 40 minutes for a maximum of
5 1/2 hours per day. Instruction is concentrated on French language arts
with reinforcement activities in reading and math.

Louisiana's bilingual education program has five objectives:

<. 1. Develop in participating children progressive skills in the
French language, including listening-comprehension, speaking, c
reading, and writing. .

2. Demonstrate that a continuing program of second language
learning is feasible, educationally sound, and can fit
within the existing educational program of the local
gchool system. e ¢ )

3. Show that a program.of second language skills will assist
the child in developing communication in his first -or
nativé language, regardless of socioeconomic status, racial
origin, cultural background, or regional differences.

4. Train existing elementary classroom teachers within the 36
- parisheg so they can eventually assume the French instructional

, program themselves.

! 5. Provide night classes in French for parents and interested
community members.

The teacher training component of the program takes place at six
universities in Louisiana. Planned cooperatively by the State Department
of Education, the French Cultural Services, and the universities, the
program trains 231 teachers with seminar classes during the spring and
fall semesters and a 4-week intensive summer course.

*
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The Stat fprogram requires an outside evalugtion and use of an independent

bducatio?al auditor. These are the findings of the 1972-73 evaluation,
the last/year for which the evaluation 1s complete: p

1./ There was no significant difference between experimental
and control group students' achievement in reading and math,
/ despite the fear of some parents and educators that use of
regular classroom time for French instruction'would lower,

. achievement levels. -
4

2 Standardized test results indicated children in different
) areas of the State achieved comparably.

-

3. Chil&fen participating in the program made significant gains
in their listening~comprehension and global understanding
of- French.

4, Mastery of the linguistic contents of the program by
participating children surpassed minimal expectations.

5. Local superintendents were generally satisfied with the,
program, ) : } "

6. More than 96 percent of the parents strongly supported the
program, . .

Maryland - .
Maryland ) -_

Begnning in 1972, the Maryland legislature authorized the Density Aid
Program: additional per pupil grants of $50 per pupil for localities
with very high population densities (more thaa 8,000 persons per square
mile). Baltimore City was the only school system in. the State which
qualified; it received $10.8 million in fiscal year 1973 and $9.1
million in 1974 to "provide compensatory programs for students with
special educational needs resulting frop ed ationally or economically
disadvantaged environments." The addit pery pupil grant was
increased to $75 in 1974, and Baltimore City.schools received $13,490,000
in Density Aid for the 1974-75 school year.

In the first year of the program, Baltimore schools used the Density Aid
funds to reduce class size, improve pupil personnel services, and

introduce early childhood education programs., For the 1973-74 and 1974-75
school years, funds had to be used for one of three priorities~~improvement
of reading, math improvement, and improvement of human relations. Title I.
ESEA programs in Maryland must concentrate on only the first two priorities.

Baltimore City has 210 public schools; 118 of them are eligible to receive
title I services, although only 71 elementary schools actually do. All
title'i eligible schools participate in the Density Aid program. Thus,

71 of the 118 schools participating in the program are also title I schools,-
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Guidelines for the title I and Density Aid programs differ in several
respects., Title I projects may setve only preschool through 4th _grade
students and must concentrate on reading or math; Density Aid projects
may serve both elementary and secondary school studentq and may deal
with human relations, as we¥l as reading or math. - \
' ) 1
No evaluation is required for the Density Aid prograth.

Magsachusetts {’ \

Like Hawaii's Special Motivation Program, which was directed at drop-
outs and potential dropouts, Masschusetts' State-financed compensatory
éducation program has a limited target population, Passed on November 4,
1971, the Transitional Bilingual Education law is designed to provide
compensatory education to children of limited English-speaking ability.

The law defines children of limited Englishispeaking abiiiti in two ways:
/ . ’ ' '
1. Children who were not born in the United State whose native

tongue is a language other than English and who are incapable
of performing ordinary classwork if English.

2, Children who were born in the United States of non-English-
! speaking parents and who are incapable of performing
ordinary classwork in English. !
% ~ .

To identify eligible children each school district must, conduct a census,
to be céompleted no later than March 1 of each year, to determine the ’
number of children in the district with limited English-speaking ability;
both children attending school and children who are not in school are
counted. Persons taking the census must be able to communicate in the
home language, of the children being qpunted.

Any Massachusetts school district with 20 _or more children of limited
English-speaking ability in any single lafiguage classification, including
Spanish, Portuguese, Chinese, French,.Italian, or Greek, who are not
attending a private school must establish a transitional bilingual
‘education program. Children of limited English-speaking ability from
different primary language backgrounds may be involved in the same
trangitional bilingual edyecation program only with the approval of the
Bureau of Transitional Bilingual Education in the State Department of
Education.

The law requires the school district to notify the parents or legal
guardians of each participant of his involvement in the program; the
notification must be by mail and must contain a "simple, non-technical
description of the purposes, methodg, and content of the program."

.
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. Regulations governing the operation of transitional bilingual education
programs are Very exact. The program of instruction must include three,
. gcomponents: . )

S 1. Instruction'in all courses which a child is required by law
' to take, with sucl instruction given in both English and
the native lanzqaée of participating children.
4 2. Imstruction in the reading and writing of the chijldren's
native language and in the aural comprehensioh, reading, *° ¢
N writing, and speaking of English, :

3. Imstruction in the history and culture of the counfry or
* . geogfaphic area which is the natizg/ﬂand of the parents, of
. * participating children. . .

- . ’ ]

For courses in which verbalization is not essential to an understanding
of the subject matter, such as physical education, art, or music, ™~ .
children of limited English-speaking ability shoyld participate jointly
with their English-speaking peers. R .

Other regulations require that the student:teacher ratio in transitional
bilingual education classes be 15:1 or, when a bilingual aide is present,

* .-3021;'that the age span ih the classes, from the oldest to the youngest
child, pe_no more than 3 years; and that continual liaison with parents
of participating students,be maintained, . )

The laws on Transitional Bilingual Education also specify a new
certification category for teachers of transitional bilingual education.
A teacher must meet three criteria: ‘ :
1. He must be able to speak and read in a language other than
English at S-4 and R-4 levels of Foreign Service Institutes'
A native or bilingual proficiency rating. -

2. He must score at S-3 and R-3 levels of the institutes' rating
for communicative gkills in Englisk, This fequires an ability
to carry on' formal and informal conversations on most topics

\ and the ability to read standard newspaper-items, routine

correspondence, and technical information'in his special field,
3. He must understand the history and culture of the country
whose language he speaks. This requires meeting the
Statement of Qualification for Teachers of Modern Foreign
Langugges: ""An understanding of the cultural and linguis-
tically -different people and their culture such as is’
» achieved through travel and residence abroad, through study
v of gystematic descriptions of the other cultures, geography, °
history, art, social customs, and contemporary civilizatjon,"
(0f the country where the native language is gpoken.)
. ~ /
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The State reimhurses local school digtricts for the costs of the
transitional bilingual education prégram in the amount by which
expenditures exceed the average per pupil expenditure in the district.

The State comsiders an extra cost of $250 to $500 as reasonable to

cover the costs of the program. Transportation and teacher training
costs.are also partially reimbursable. ° ’ ' « L0

The funding level for the transitional bilingual education program

was fixed at $1.5 million in fiscal year 1972 .and $2.5 million in both
1973 and 1974. An appropriation of $4.0 million is fixed for 1975 and
subsequent years. Priority in funding is given to programs for younger

children.

Title I .funds are sometimes used to supplement the State expenditures; *
in its regulations the State specifically recommends the use of title I
funds whenever possible to cover the costs of teacher aides in transi-
tional bilingual education programs. When title I and Stafh compensatory
education funds are used jointly, the local school district must correlate
the two programs. Children participating in the transitional bilingual
education program may also be teceiving other services financed under -

title I. . . : v

2

Like title I, the Transitional Bilingual Educat165 Program requires
parental involvement. Each school district with a program must have an
advisory council with a.minimum membership of five parents; no council
can represent more than 300 students. The council must meet at_least
once a year. .

Each school district with a Transitional Bilingual Education  Program must
establish a committee with a minimum of three members to evaluate the -
program-annually. The committee must include a representative from the
school administration, the program itself, and the parent advisory
committee. '

Michigan ‘ : o .

Michigan has funded a State compensatory education program since 1964~653%
however, projects funded during the first 5 years of the program were
largely unseccessful. Drastic changes in program eligibility requirenments”®
and program emphasis occurred each year from 1965 through 1970, ‘preventing
any continuity of effort and causing much confusion at the 1l6cal level;
longitudinal studies and meaningful evaluations were impossible.

The bulk of the current State compensatory education program, known 28
Section 3, was first implemented in 1971; 67 school districts receive

a total of $22.5 million annually to serve more than 112,000 children’ who
are educationally deprived. A smaller 9omponent'bf the Michigan compen-
satory education program is Section 48, Nonresidential Alternative -
Juvenile Rehabilitation Program, begun during the 1973-74 school year ~
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[ to -provide remedial academic th_aoc;al rehabilitation .services to
delinquents or prospective delinduents.

Section 48
The Nonfesidential Alternative Juvenile Rehabilitation Program was part
of Michigan's State School Aid Act of 1973-74% it was approved by the
State Board of Education on October 3, 1973. In the first year of the
program, 3 intermediate school districts and 16 local districts received
grants totaling $500,000 to provide rehabilitation services to more than
%,000 youths. An estimated $750,000 will be available for similar
pYograms in 1974-75, * . :
Program participants must be referred by the courts or recommended by a
screening committee composed, of representative of the juvenile courts J
and the schools. Programs may be designed as full-time alternatives to_,
the regular school curriculum, part-time alternatives, or as supportive
se¥vices of the regular school program.

Section 3 ~ .
Section 3 differed from previous State~finarnced compensatory education
efforts in Michigan in mdny ways. The State's financial commitment,
which had* increased gradually since 1965, reached $22.5 million, up from
¥4516.3 million the year before Section' 3 was implemented. A school
district's eligibility for the program was no longer based on socio-
economic- criteria, such as race, family income, or gepgraphic location;
but on academic deficiencies of students in the appl#cant district. -,
And, under the original legislation, districts receiying funds under
Section 3 were guaranteed 3 years of program participation; a provision
of the State School Aid Act of 1973-74 extended the length of guaranteed
participation through the 1974-75 school year. ‘ N

—— - -
The Sectfon 3 program is‘hctﬁally a performance contract between the
State and the 67 participating school districts. (It was designed to
implement the six steps of the Michigan Accountability Model:

1., Identification of common goals fbr cdmpggsatory education.

2, Adoption of student performance‘expectations.

N 3. Identification of student's needs against expectations.

4,, Analysis of delivery of compenshtory education services. .

5. Evaluation and teeting;of such services once delivered.

6. Recommendation for improvement of compensatory education
‘ programs.
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Under this performance-based compensatory ‘education program, each partic-
ipating school district establishes performantce objectives in reading

and mathematics, with the minimm performance objective (izebrdgng to
rules developed by the State Department of Education) an crease in
achievement equivalent to 1 year's growth' for .each year of program
participation. In order for a school district to receive the full $200
per pupil grant allotted under the program, each student must achieve at
least 75 percent of the specified objectives. A district receives a pro-
rated amount of the $200 per pupil allocation for each student who masters
at least some of the objectives. :

district is considered eligible for a Section 3 grant if at least 15
iﬁrcent of its total enrollment in grades K-6 and not less than 30

students in grades K-6 are found to be in need, of substantial improvement
in their 5asic.coggitive skills. The number of pupils having such needs

determined for the first year of the program; 1971-72, by using the
following four steps: : -

»

1. A étatewide percentile ranking of the scores of students‘
in grades 4and 7 on the State ‘assessment battery
administered in January 1971 was computed.

2. The percentage of 4th grade'studehfs in-each district who*
- scored at the 15 percentile of below was multiplied by the
aggregate enrollment of the district in grades K-4 on the

fourth Friday following Labor Day of the previous school
year’, .

3. - The percentage of 7th grade student$ who scored at or
below the 15 percentile was multiplied by .the aggregate
enrollment of the district in grades 5 and 6 on the fourth
Friday following Labor Day of the previous school yedr.

4, Add thé products of #2 and #3. This was the.number of

+ . 8tudents considered to be in nqed of improvement in their
basic cognitive gkills.

Using this formula, 138 of Michigan's 530 school districts were eligible
to receive Section 3 grants. Since available funds were distributed in
,decreasing order of the concentrations of students in need of help,

only 67 districts actually received grants.. The same districts continued
recelving grants at least through figcal year 1975,

Section 3 specified some of the ways in which a school district may use
State compensatory education funds. These included, but were not limited
to, employment of additional personnel, purchase of instructional devices
and teaching materials, leasing of portable classrooms, inservice '
training of teachers and other staff members, and nutrition and health
care for eligible students. An analysis of Section 3 expenditures for
the 1972-73 school yedy, the last year for which complete evaluative data
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were available, showed that of the total reported expenditutres ($21,204,701
in the regular school year and $920,305 in summer), 73.6 percent were for
instructional salaries and inservice training, 16.6 percent for educational
materials, 4.6 percent for facilities, and 5.2 percent for administrative
services. Unlike previous State compensatory education programs in
Michigan, there are few State regulations controlling the ¢ontent of local
Section 3 projects; local school district personnel, in conjunction with
parents and community members, plan the projects in accordance with local

needs. . . )

The evaluation of the 1972-73 Section 3 programs indicated that more than
52 percent of the 112,500 children receiving services achieved 75 percent
or more of the prespecified objectives set by local school districts.

Thus, the 67 districts received the full $200 per student allotment for
the 1973-74 school year for these 58,762 students; this amounted to
$17,700,000 or 78.7 percent of the $22.5 million appropriation for 1973-74.
Districts received partial payments for students who achieved at less than
the 75 percent level of accomplishment., No allocation was given for 9,118
students who achieved at the zero level of accomplishment or for 3,217
students for whom data were either unreported or incomplete., Thus,
$4,318,788 of the $22.5 million appropriation for fiscal year 1974 were
unearned., Under an amendment to Section 3, the State Deparment of
Education used this money for reallocation to participating school districts,,
based on the condition that the district provide a different educationgl
delivery system that would assure students of attaining the necessary
achievement level. Thus, districts get,a second chance to earn the
$4,318,788 that was unearned in 1972-73., .

Like title I, Section 3 requires parental involvement and comparability;
to insure that a school district continues to support children receivin
services under Section 3 at the same level that it supports other.
children, a provision of Section 3 requires participating school district
to use title I comparability reporting requirements for Section 3 as well.
About 30 percent of the children being served by Section 3 programs in
Michigan also receive help under title I.

¢

‘;Bilingnal Education Program .

.Michigan's bilingual educatich law was passed during the 1974 session of

the Michigan legislature. The law requires that, beginning with the 1974~75
school year, school districts with 20 or more children of limited English-
speaking ability must have a bilingual education program. The program

will be optional in other districts. The law defines bilingual instruction
as "the use of two languages, one of which.is English, as media of A
instruction for speaking, reading, writing, or comprehension." Guidelines
for implementation of the program are being developed.
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New Jersey

The New Jersey bilingual education program will become fully operative

in September 1975. Approximately 22,000 ehildren in 40 school districts .
are expected to be served. .

The law requires New Jersey school districts with 20 or more children

with limited English-speaking ability to establish a bilingual education
program within a 1-year grace period. S

In 1974 the State legislature appropriated $250,000 to expand New Jersey's.
one-man Bureau of Bilingual Education, establish a bilingual educational <
resources center, and begin three pilot programs. The pilot programs,

located in urban, rural, and suburban areas, got underway in January 1975,

2

;New Mexico

New Mexico has had three State laws pertaining to bilingual education.

In 1969 Senate Bill 270 indicated the importance .of bilingual education
by including a provision that "if within its financial ability, any school
district may establish in‘any 1gve& of instruction a bilingual and
bicultural program of study involving a culture in which a language other
than English is predominantly spoken in the home environment of any number
of students within.the school district." The bill did not provide any
State funds for bilingual education or mandate the development of such a
program at the local level. R
Senate Bill ‘155, passed in 1971 ‘and entitled the Bilingual Instruction
Act, included a $100,000 appropriation for State bilingual programs,
The purpose of the act was: . .

. N

To provide for the meeting of the special educational needs of
childrexn in grades one, two, and three who have limited Engligh-
speaking ability because they come from environments where the
dominant language is other than English. The purpose of this
act is to help these children in these grades to develop greater
competence in English, to become more proficient in the use of
two languages, and to profit from increased educational
opportunity. '

-

Local programs receiving funds under the Bilingual Instruction .Act had

to uge two languages as media of instruction and .employ teachers who had ,
specialized in elementary education and received special training in

bilingual education. An integral part.of the instructional.program was

the history and culture associated with the students' mother tongue.

The State‘iegialature did not pfovide funds- for the Bilingual Instruction
program in 1972-73; however, the program continued with $300,000 from the
educatiop budget designated for "special projects.™ .

'
4 -
.
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In 1973 the State legislature passed the Bilingual Hulti-Cultural .
Education Act to "insure equal educational opportunity for studemts in
New Mexico." The statute superseded Senate Bills 270 and 155. The law
included five provisions with which local digtricts must comply to be
eligible for State financial support. They are: )

-

1. Provide for the educational needs of linguistfeally and
' "culturally different students, incluging native American
children, and other studénts who may wish to participate, .
in grades K to 6, with priority to be given to programs.
in grades K through 3. K ) : -
2. Fund programs for culturally and 1inguistica11y different
students in the State in grades K through 37for which there
is an identifiable need to improve the language capabilities
of these students before funding programs at higher grade

levels. ~

3. Use two 1anguages as media of instruction for any part or
.all of the curriculum. /

4. Use teachers who have specialized in elementary education
) and have received special training in bilingual educatiom, -

ey
5. .Emphasize the history and culture associated with?the ‘ ,f‘“-—-’ 2
etudents' mother tongue. a

The . law defined as culturally and linguistically different "those pérsons
who are of a different cultural background than the majority culture of
the State and whose native tongue is of a language other than the language )
of the majotrity culture within the State." < ) o

A .survey of New Mexico's public school population revealed that 49 Z
. percent of the students were Anglo~American, 40.7 percent were Spanish-
surnamed, 7.7 percent were native Americans, 2. 2 percent were biacks and

0.2 percent were Oriental.

The Bilingual Multi-Cultural Education Act did not include’ any specific - o .
funding provisions. However, House Bill 300, the General Appropriations :
Bi11, included $700,000 to implement the program in 1973-74 and $1

million for 1974-75.. Sixty-six of New Mexico's 88 districts had State

bilingual programs in 1974~75. They served 14,724 children, including .
5,526 first graders, 4,824 second grader9y<4 284 third graders, and 90 T
fourth gradefs. L .

»
i

A school district receives $308 25 for each full-time equivalent (FTE)
gstudent participating in the bilingual program. However, ‘the FIE figure‘
is based on the proportion of the approximately 360-minute sehool day
dur#ng which a student receives foreign language instruction.- Thus, 1f a )

.
. .
- - ‘ ) . ,
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school district had 25 children' receiving 60 minutes of bilingual
instruction a day, the FTE rate would be 4.18 (60 2 360 = .167;
.167 X 25" = 4,18). - - : . !
The objectives of programs financed under the Bilingual Multi-Cultural
Education Act are: . ' 4

1. Use of the cultural background of the students in

- implementiqg the progtanm.,

-

' 2, Inclusioq'ﬁf components to ‘ensure affective déveldpment

of the ‘children's self-image,

. 3.'ASpecific instruction to expand the language proficiency-
* . of the children in two languages.

Any school district may.participate in the State program. All applications
are reviewed by the State Department of Education.

.

New York ©  -° " . L
Neé York's Stételzdupafion Department established an Officéyof Bilingual
‘Education in 1969 for "the-purpose .of meeting the educational needs of

children who have Engliéh language difficdlty." However, it was not until .-
1973 that State, funds became available to finance bilingudl education.

The purpose of Chapter 720 of the Laws of 1973 was "to provide special
State aid for locally administered programs for pupils of limited English-
speaking ability because they come from environments where the dominant
language is Sther than English." The law defined students of limited
English-speaking abflity as "students who have special educational needs
because .their dominant language is not English." - -, .

. -t . ]
Under” Chapter 720 local school distrigts must apply for bilingual

“education grants by July 1 of each year. The application must include
the following information: K .

¢

1. The number of'bupils of limited English-speaking ability
who ‘will benefit from the program. . ’ ,

2. The nature of participants' gpecial eduqa?ional needs,

3: The specific goals of the programs.in régard to 'a child's o
total development. . -

4, The qualifications of the professiénal and auxiliary staff .
involved in the ‘program. N . '

5. Indication that sufficient materials and ‘equipment will

’ be provided. . ‘ ’ )
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6. Description of how the program will be administeréd, supervised,
and staffed, including long-range planning for the continuous
progress of the children, inservice education, and parental
involvement,-. . .

7. Provisions for continuing. evaluation. //

8. Proposed.buéget, including all funds to be used for.‘the program,
whether provided by Federal, State, or local government, other
agencies, or private persons,

9. Description of the measures taken to ensure the involvement
of the community in the development and operation of .the
program and to ensure the coordination of the program with
other efforts to assist children of limited English-speaking
ability. .

10. Any other information required by the State Education Department.
. 4 ) - .
Bach school district receiving funds under Chapter 720 must establish a
bilingual education ddvisory committee consisting primarily of ‘'persons
living within the community, having particular knowledge or experience
relating to the educational needs of pupils of limited English-speaking
ability." . .

In 1974-75 20 school districts received bi1ingua1 education funds, )
under’ Chapter 720. A total of $1.5 million was-made available specifically
for bilingual education in each of school years 1973-74 and 1974~75. 1In
addition, gchool districts often earmarked a porfion of their Urban
Education funds (until June 1974) or Chapter 241 funds for bilingual
éducation of instruction in English as a Secopd Language (BSL). A study

of bilingual and ESL programs in New York in 1973-74 revealed that
$3,749,974 in Urban Education funds were used for instruction in bilingual
education, ESL, and related services.,

In addition to the State funding, a number of school districts set, asidé
portions of the general tax levy used for schools for bilingual éducation. .
As a result of litigation by ASPIRA, the Board of Education of -the City
of New York implemented a far-reaching bilingual education thrust in
1974~75. The elements of the basic program, to be fully implemented in
September 1975, will be intensive instruction in English, instruction in
Spanish in subject areas such as math, science, and social studies, and
reinforcement of pupils' use of Spanish and their reading comprehension
of Spanish. Pilot programs will get underway in February 1975. The
program will be financed with $8 million from the general tax levy to be
distributed to community school districts in proportion to the number of

- pupils whose dominant language is other than English.

4
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Ohio : ' ‘ ?3

Ohio's State-financed compensatory education gregram, known as the
Disadvantaged Pupil Program Fund (DPPF), began in 1967 with the passage
of Senate Bill 350. It was designed "to improve the educational and

, cultural status of disadvantaged pupils.," / .

DPPF, from its inception, was tied more closely to title T than most

' other State compensatory education programs. Like part of the ticle I
eligibility formula, eligibility for DPPF is. Based on the number of

¢hildren age&mﬁ‘to 17 in families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC)j’ initially the State requimed a school district to have :
100 A¥DC children in order to receive DPPF funds, but an amendment to

DPPF in 1971 reduced thifs figure to 50. Under the old formula, 131 school
districts were eligible to receive DPPF grants? the number of eligible
.districts neatly doubled after the 1971 amendment. By fiscal year 1975,
Increased by the mobility of lower income families into rural and suburban
areas, the number of eligible districts had risen to 405.
Guidelines developed by the State Department of Education for,DPPF require
that State compensatory education programs be conducted only in title I

. schools. Within the schools any c¢hild, whether or not his family is on'
AFDC or if he is receiving title I services may participate in a DPPF
program. However, the State requires that children with the greatest
academic, emotional and health needs be given first consideration. The
number of students receiving help under DPPF grew from 291,036 in the,
second semester of 1968, when DPPF first started, to 1,492,744 during the
1973-74 school year. Many of thege children also received title T Or.
other types of compensatory services. Table 7 gives the number of
children served and other data about DPPF from 1968 to 1974.

, - , )
State ‘law gradually raised the maximum per pupil allocation under DPPF.
For fiscal year 1974 the maximum was $200; however, only $142 per pupil
was actually allotted because the more than $33 million appropriation was
not enough td\g;ovide full funding for all eligible students. The DPPF
appropriation expected to jump to $53 million in fiscal year 1975.

v

DPPF money can be used for a variety of purposes. As spelled out,in the ° ' .

law, these include academic achievement and remedial programs, adaptation
of curriculum or instructional methods, ,cultural enrichment expefiences,
dropout prevention, home-school and aduf education programs, improvement
of communication skills, improvement of health and related services, s
improvement of library services, motivatjional and self-imagery development,
and safety and building security. Activities needed to implement such
programs may include use of counselors; use of paraprofessionals; ‘teacher
and sfaff preservice and inservice training; learning kits; improvement of
the pupillsteacher ratio; special tutoring, camp, farm, or environmental.
education; special classes for disruptive plpils; executive teacher plans'

and ude Jof security guards. \ R

.
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Some examples of DPPF programs illustrate the different ways in which

funds are used. Five inner city schools in Cincinnati participate in
Project Outreach; teacher aides visit hOmes and, working with mothers,
gather groups of 4 and 5-year-olds to "play." Learning materials include
picture books, play dough, blocks, plastic farm animals, and so on. When
the children are ready, they're invited to school for half a day. In Dayton
DPPF funded differentiated staffing at the largest inner city school in the
State; a master teacher worked with three to six teachers, a teacher intern,
a team aide, a clerical aide, and volunteers to individualize instruction.
Each team served 150 to 200 children in grades 1 through 4.

Like title I ESEA, DPPF guidelines require the use of coordinated planning,
needs assessment, measurable goals, and 'parental involvement. The State
Department of Education urges that "everyone directly affected by the

school system--superintendents, central staff, boards of education, building
principals, teachers and other professionals, paraprofessionals, students,
parents, and residents of the commuaity--be involved in assessment of needs,
establishing of goals, and program planning.' DPPF goals must be specific
and measurable; both short and long-term goals must be developed for each
program. '

Evaluation requirements for DPPF programs are also very precise. Program
evaluations must be submitted within 30 days following the close of the
program. Fiscal reports are due no later than November 15 following the
close of the fiscal year June 30, State Department of Education personnel
continuously conduct on-site evaluations of DPPF projects. In fiscal year
1975 a title III ESEA grant funded an indepth study of the effects of DPPF
on compensatory education in’' Ohio.

In addition to DPPF, a property tax relief program in Ohio, commonly'
referred to as the municipal overburden, returns approximately $23 million
in State tax revenues annually to nine large cities; a legislative study
indicated the cities paid more in taxes than was returned to them under
the traditional formula. Eighteen smaller cities were added to the
municipal overburden program in fiscal year 1975. .The municipalities may
use the extra revenue for a number of purposes, including education.

Oregon

In practice Oregon 8 State compensatory education program applies only to
Portland. State statutes, passed in 1965, require that a school district
have an average daily membership of 50, 000 to qualify for disadvantaged
fundg; thus, Portland is the only eligible diatrict.

ey _The State appropriates $2 million for each fiscal biennium to enable

“Portland schools to provide additional services to disadvantaged children.
State law defines disadvantaged children as ''children who in their back-
grounds are socially or culturally deprived to such a degree that without
supplemental facilities and services they cannot profit in regular school
programs. to the same extent as children with normal backgrounds.'

- 44 -
V S0




3 “’\
Portland uses the State disadvantaged funds in combination with Federal
and local compensatory education funds to finance its Disadvantaged Child"
. Project. The school district commits about $500,000 annually to compen-
satory education; this 1s used in conjunction with the $1 million in
State caqmpensatory education money and $900,000\of the district's
apﬁroximately $2 million title I allocation. ?

The Disadvantaged Child Project genérally follows title I guidelines,
However, the project is more limited-—it operdtes in only 10 of Portland's

27 title'I schools. The ten participating schools are the most disadvanéaged
of these schools.

The Disadvantaged Child Project has established reading\laboraCOries in
.several schools, equipped classrooms with a multiplicity/bf_filmstrips, .
slides, transparencies, and tapes, instituted closed circuit television
programs aimed at disadvantaged children, and expanded children's learning
experiences through field trips and more diversified instruction. A variety
 of team teaching and staff differentiation techniques are used to _
effectively teach children; the 10 target schools employ 70 teacher aides
,and also utilize teacher interns and volunteers, :

Four alternative programs are part of Portland's Disadvantaged Child g&
Project. The Albina Youth Opportunity School gives dropouts a second
chance. Emphasizing skill training as well as the fraditional high school
courses,.the gchool has placed 200 students in work-study programs since
1968. Early Childhood Education Centers help preschool children from
disadvantaged families develop learning skills; 450 3~ and 4~year-olds
attend nine centers 3 hours a day, 5 days a week. The Follow Through
program serves children in kindergarten through third grade; approximately
500 graduates of Portland's early childhood education centers and 400 other
» children attend two Follow Through centers in the city. The fourth
alternative program, the Administrative Transfer Program, is a voluntary
busing program designed to glve digadvantaged children an opportunity to
attend school outside their neighborhood; nearly 1,700 students are bused .
to 42 Portland schools and four suburban districts,

The results of standardized- tests in reading and mathematics indicate that
students in the 10 target schools still achigve at a lower level than
their peers; however, the difference in achievement levels has decreased
since initiation of the Disadvantaged Child Project. 1If nothing else,

the project sgtopped the downward trend of achievementﬂlevelf.

A

Pennsylvania

Unlike most other State compensatory educajiﬁﬁ’irgirams, Pennsylvania's
program has no relationship to title I. Begun in 1965, it was designed
to provide a portion of a local school district's matching funds for
Federal programs aimed at helping the disadvantaged,
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Many of the-Federal programs-—-such as Head Start, Neighborhood Yauth Corps,
ééplt Basic Education, Fallow Through, National Teacher Corps, Counselor
aining, and Media Services--required that local school districts assume
20 percent of a project's total cost. Some Pennsylvania school districts
found it impossible to raise the required funds for new programs. Thus, E%
the State legislature has appropriated $1 million annually (except in 1967
" when the appropriation was $500,000) to provide one-half of the matching

requirement.,

In 1973-74, 23 Pennsylyaﬁia school districts received portions of the §$1
million appropriation. Table 8 indicates how the money was used to support
various Federal programs. State funds could be used to provide a maximum

. of 10 percent of a project's total cost.

\ ' .
\ Table -8. Pennsylvania's Matching Funds for Eederal Programs for the
| Disadvantaged: Fiscal Year 1973 ’ ’

\ ‘ Number of State Federal
?rogram Projects Funds Funds
ﬁead Start | 21 | $673,014  §7,723,706
Adult Basic Educdtion ‘ ‘13 i 93,519 841,203
N%ighborﬁood Youth Corps : 3 54,077 45i,440 .
Fgllow Through ’ o2 66,310 " 472,750
}T;npomrgpevgiopment Training Act 2 ; 42 ,995 386,954 &
Ngtiqna{ Teacher Corps, 2 50,279 419?589
q%uqselé; Training | 1 . 12,620 113,580
Mgdia Services 1 7,186 64,681

. $16,533,903 ‘

TOTALS 45 ~$1,000,000 .

L4 AN

\
Il égg%;ion to the. compensatory education program providing matching funds,
Pennsylvania has a program authorizing poverty payments of $140 per child
to distticts with high concentrations of children from low income families.
The program began in 1966-67, with per child payments’'of $90 and was
b#dgeted at $92 million in fiscal year 1973. 1In practice the poverty
pgymenﬁs cannot be classified as a compensatory education program;
although the allotment of funds is based on criteria similar to those in
the title I formula, the program is not categorical. School districts may
use the grants for any purpose, not just for compensatory education.

\ ’ .
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Pennsyivania has no specific legislation for bilingual education or State
funds set aside &pecifically for that purpose. Nevertheless, the State
has an extensive bilingual education program based on a mandate from the .
State Secretary of Education, issueé/in March 1972, which has the strength
of law. ' - Co

Curriculum regulations of the State Board of Education require school”
districts with non-English-speaking chMdren to implement bilingual .or "y
English as a Second Language (ESL) programs using the per pupil funds ..
allocated to each district from State tax levies. Districts are urged: to
supplement the bilingual programs with Federal funds available under

titles I, III, and VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. N

Of the 505 school districts in Pennsylvania, 110 reported non-English-
ﬁominan; children during the 1973-74 school year; however, 10 districts

had only one such child and 20 had only two children each. Twenty districts
had between 30 and 700 nonsEnglish;dominant children, and one district had
more than 8,000. State guidelines define the target population of bilingual-
and/or ESL programs as "those children whose dominant language is not
English." A student in any one of thé following six categories, based.on
his competency in English and in his native language, 1s to be includgd

in bilingual or ESL programs: \
/

‘

1. A student who‘understands, speaks, reads, and writes his
- native language fluently but who does.not understand, read, - .
write, or speak any English. R ‘
2. A student who has limited understanding of spoken English
but does npot speak it. y

3. A student who understands and speaks his native language
but has limited or.no ability to read and write it and who
does not understand, speak, read, or write any English.' .

b, A étudg&: who understarids, and speaks English on.a limited ' <
basis but is unable to read or write English. .

5. A student who understands and speaks English fluently but - ®
who 1s unable to read or write English,

6. A student who apparently understands and speaks English
) but who encounters difficulty in comprehending the
specialized language and concepts contained in the diffexent
subject matter areas. y

‘More than 12,000 children with 52 1anguage§ and dialects participated, in
bilingual and ESL programs in Pennsylvania during 1973-74. More than
10,000 of the children spoke Spanish; the most widely spoken foreign
languages after that were Italian, Greek, Korean, Portuguese, and Chinese
in that order., ) : \
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‘language, history, and culture of their non-English-dominant peers,'

The purpose of Pennsylvania 8 bilingual education program is two-folds
"to provide for students whose dominant language is not English sound
educational programs commensurate with their abilities, interests, and
aspirations"; and "to provide for students whoge dominant language is
English programs that will permit them to. become acquainted with the

State guidelines also include 8pec¢ific behavorial objegtives for English
and non-English-dominant children in grades K through 12. Long-term
objectives for non-English-dominant students are an annual increase in
the Jjpercentage of the target population who will complete high school,
continue into postsecondary education, be admitted into vocational-
téchnical programs, and/or be gainfully employed in diversified fields.

Because it is not unusual for a school district to have as few as 40 non-
English-dominant children representing as many as 12 languages, the
Revised Guidelines for Educational Programs in the Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania for Children Whose Dominant Language Is Not English gave .

local school districts the option of providing bilingual or ESL programs.
However, the State encourages the development of bilingual programs.
While these guideljnes offer an option of ESL, it is the . x
feeling of the Pennsylvania Department of pducation that the ‘
bilingual approach is not only preferable, but alsdymore . . .
closely in line with the rationale of  the program and the Co
,department 8 commitment to the multicultural and multilingual

American, , . . ;

Ao . : ‘

State guidelines also require the establishmerit of a program advisory

committee, with parents of participating children comprising at least 50
percent of the members; indtvidual student assessment; and annual program

evaluation. - . _ .

»

Rhode Island ' .. ' . ¢

The State Compensatory Eddcation Act Chapter 160, Section IV of the

Public Laws of 1968--commonly referred to as Section 4--was enacted during
the 1968.legislative session. (It provides financial assistance in the
amount of $2 million annuall to school districts to initiate new
compensatory education programs or to expand, or supplement exipting programs
The State Board of Regents requested a $4dmillion appropriat ofr for
compensaébry education in fiscal year l976.

Section 4 is closely|tied to title I both administratively and operationally
The same State personnel (in the Office of Compensatory Education) and’
usually, local school officials administer both programs.. The State allots
Section 4 mone¥y to local school districts ‘based on a district's percentage <
of the total State title T appropriation. Thus, if a {district received 8
percent of theavailable Section 4' funds. ’ - ‘
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For the purposes of Section 4, each school district must rank its public
schools according to title I criteria. First priority must be given to

. schools already operating title I programs; State compensatory education

" funds may be used in these schools to supplement the title I project, to
provide new services for disadvantaged ildren, or to continue a title I
proJect if title I funds are transferred to another use. ' If a school  °
district chooses, it may use Section 4 grants in schools eligible for
title I which are not actually participating in the district's title I
program; Section 4-projects in such schools should supplement existing,
locally funded projects or initfate new services, However, if any new
services#re offered in guch schools, the 8gfie services must be. offered ,
to eligible children in title I’Qbhools.//$§ct;pn 4~funds may be ,used in
non-title I schools only after.the,gggds of all children in title I
eligible ,schools have been met.—"" ‘ N .

The types of programs,funded{ﬁnder Section 4 are similar to those funded ,
under -title I, They include/such instructionkl activitﬁss ag art, cultural
enrichment, reading, English as a second lan ge, 'speech, health and q
recreation, home economics, industrial arts, h, science, and preschool
programs. Supportive gervices which must be funded: are attendance, clothing,
' food, -guidance and counseling, dental or medical care, library, psychological
services, and transportation. .In 1972-73, only 10.2 percent of-Rhode :
Island's total title I expenditures were used for supportive bervig;sf/;;.z
percent of the Jection 4 expenditures were used for supportive sefvices,
More than 42 percent of the title I funds went for reading instruc%ion; 23
percan of‘?edﬁiog 4 money was used for' the same purpésg;
L ol ‘

There were 86 compensatory education proj®cts in Rho'de Island during the
1972-73 school year. Of these, 40 used only title I money, 26 used only
Section 4 ‘money, and 20 were funded jbintly. 1In the case of joint funding,
State guidelines encourage local school districts to- use Section 4 funds
_53¥ supportive gervices. Nearly 4,700 chtldren received help from both
ititle I and Section 4; 12,881 from only Section 43 and 15,083 from only
title I, , ' { . .
. . ) o :
" Applicationg and evaluation formats for both'title I and Section 4 are
" identical. Guidelines are also simildr, although Section 4 does not -
require parental involvement, . ' ;

s

i
-~ . . -

. Bilingual Education Program,

4

»

In May 1974 the Rhode Island legislature passed the State Transitional
Bilingual Education Act as an amendment to the.State's general laws on
‘education. The act, which resembles Illinois' ilingual education
legislation in purpose and definition, provides for the establishment of
bilingual programs in public schools and reimbursement to school districts
for the "extra costs" of siich programs., ‘

. “ o - .-

" The law requires school districts to take an annual census of the number
of childrgn of Iimited English-speaking ability: Such children are
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‘/‘
defined as those "whose native tongue is a language other than English
and who have difficulty performing ordimary classwork in English," .
However, the Rhode Island law provides that if a parent disagrees with a
school district's classification of the child, "the parent's judgment
shall be conclusive." Establishment of a bilingual education program is
mandatory for districts with 20 or more children of limited English~
speaking ability in a single language clasgification. . .

4

-

’ .
Actual implementation oflt:? State Transitional Bilingual Education Act
was hampered by an amendmewt to the original bill which stipulated that

the act would take effect "only when funds of the Federal gov ent are J
made available and accepted by the State Department of Educatlon to carry

out the purposes of this act on.a continuing basis." The interpretation

of that clause has ed a number of questions. Do the funds available

under title VII ESEA constitute a sufficient Federal commitment? Will ¢

the State appropriate any funds for bilingual education?

The law required the creation of a Division of Bilingual Education within

the State Department of Education. The division has $50,000 for the

1974-75 school year to provide inservice training for bilingual education i
teachers. The State Department will request $1 million for bilingual

education in fiscal year 1976.

Many of the provisions of the Rhode Island law are simiiar to those in
other States, such as notification of parents of their children's
participation, establighment of a parent advisory council, contents of

the bilingual program, and criteria for teachers of bilingual education.
Unlike other States, Rhode Isiand requires school districts implementing

a bilingual education program to hire teacher aides, “provided that at
least ‘half the teachers' aides assigned to each program shall be native

- speakers of the language and share the culture of the children of limited
English-speaking ability enrolled in the program." Each such school
district must also hire a community coordinator. The, community coordi-
nators, according to the law, 'shall seek to promote communication,
understanding, and cooperation between the public schools and the community
and- shall visit the homes of children who are or could be enrolled in a ° .
bilingual program in order to convey informdtion about the program,”" The ‘

law also indicates that children may participate in the program <€or up to

6 years, rather than\the 3—yea{ figure favored by most States. )

B * . L’ -
Texas . . .

Texas has had-a statewide design for bilingual education sdnce the late
1960's, but State legislatioh making bilingual education mandatory in -
school districts with a minimum number of children of limited English-
speaking .ability was not passed until June 1973. The law required '
districts with 20 or more children of limited English-speaking ability

in one language classification at any grade level to implement a bilingual

. ) . "'50"' ?
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education progrem/ét the 1st grade level in September 1974, adding one
grade level each succeeding year until a bilingual progrém covers
grades 1 through 6. The law also permits school districts to implement
bilingual education~programs at any grade level and in any language.

The State legislature appropriated $2.7 million for bilingual education
during the 1973-75 blennium. The 1973-74 school year was used for ~
planning, training teachers, selecting materials, and establishing
guidelines, Monolingual teachers assigned to teach in bilingyal education
programs ih 1974-75 took 5 weeks of intensive foreign language instruction
in Spanish. Monolingual and bilingual teachers participated in a l-week
ingervice training session, concentrating on the methods and materials

of bilingual instruction and the cultures of children of limited English-
-speaking ability.

é

A statewlde survey of bilingual education needs conducted by the Texas
Education Agency in October 1973 showed there were 25,136 kindergarten
and 27,702\&2;/§rade students of limited English-speaking ability in the
State, most them Spanish-speaking. There were 1,004 bilingual teachers
and 786 monolingual teachers who needed training to implement the State~
required bilingual education program for 25,000 children in 1974-15.

h
State guidelinee for bilingual education programs, Revisions in Adminis-
trative Procedures for the Implementation of Bilinguad Education Programs,
call for the inclusion of six instructional components:

-1, The basié concepts initiating the child into the school
envirpnoment are taught in his home language.

2.‘ Language developﬁent is provided in the child's dominant .
language. . .

3. Language development is provided in the child's second
language.

4, Subject matter and concepts are taught in the child's
dominant' language.

5. Subject matter and concepts are taughe in the child's
second language. :

: <
6. Specific attention is given to develop in the child a
positive identity with his cultural heritage, self-

assurance, and confidence.

State law emphasizes the importance of English, while acknowledging the
need for inetruttion in another language: '"It is the policy of this
State to insure the mastery of English by all pupils in the schools;
provided that bilingual instruction may be offered in those situations
when such instruction is necessary to insure their reasonable efficiency
in the English language so as not to he educationally disadvantaged.”
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The‘law provides for-a special per pupil allowance to local school
districts for meeting the extra costs of bilingual education; such costs
include "pupil evaluation, books, instructiongl media, and other supplies
required for quality instruction.” _ Transportation costs are also

reimbursable, o . . . ‘.

w»

" The 1973 State legislature passed the Utah Compensatory "Education Program
as part of the general.School Finance Program; it allotted $600,000 ’
‘annually to provide programs for disadvantaged students., All sthool |

The State Board of Education defines disadvantaged pupils as those who
"achieve Ear below the level of the average for their age and grade when
such failyre to achieve is due to economic, social, cultural, linguistic,

or other similar factors." The number of disadvantaged students in a
digtrict ds determined by adding the number of pupils in the following
categorigs: ) . .

-
i '

1/ Spanish-American sti“lents who have bilingual characteristiés, -

i.e., they have a Spanish surname or a mother whose maiden
// name was Spanish and live in.a home where Spanish is spoken.

LY

/ 2. American Indian students who have bilingual characteristics'
‘ i.e., they live in a home where dn Indian tongue or dialect
is spoken. ) .

3. Other pupils who have bilingual characteristics, +e., who
live in homes where Japanese German, etc., is spoken.

4,::Pupils’ who come from low income families 3s determined by
the free lunch cournt taken in May of each fiscal year
preceding the fiscal year in which the compensatory
education program is conducted. . .

-

5. Pupils living in foster homes, as determined by the Division
’ of Family Services during the fiscal year preceding”the .
funding -year.

‘6. Pupils in families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent
. Childrenr as determined by the Division of. Family Services,
for the’ fiscal year preceding ‘the funding year.

7. Néglected and de1inquent childrenliving in institutions‘
within the school district, as recorded on the title I
ESEA survey for each fiscal year preceding the funding
year., .

S T s
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- Bach district in the State receives a proportionate share of the $600 000
available annually, based on the ;otal number ,of children the district haﬁ
in the above geven categories. ~'. .
During the first year of the program, a school distriet receiving State
-compensatory education funds was required to use those, funds’ for compen-

' sgatory education. A 1974 amendment permitted school districts to combine
State funds granted for teacher leadérshif, extetided year, instructional
media, career development, experimental commynity schodl, elementary “
guidance, and compensatory education programs. Use of the .combined, funds
is now digcretionmary; a achool district mdy use all the funds for a single’
~program or openate projects An all categories. R _

' ,?‘

J'

M

" Any school ‘district plann;ng a State-ﬁunded compensatory education program .

must identify all disadvantaged‘children in the,district by name, set
' measurable objectives to be achieved by, these - pupils, apd evgluate the
effectiveness,af the program. No. evaluation of ﬂhe State oompensatory
- education program is yet available; L ;o

“n v
fe L, . - . ¥
+ .

Waghington - o
- .

Washington has two compensatory education progrims—-the Culturally

. Disadvantaged Program and Urban, Rural, and Racial Disadvantaged (URRD)
educational progtam. The Culturally Disadvantaged Program, begun in 1965,
is a formula-based program increasing ‘a school district's annual school
apportionment from the State accprding to the number of disadvantaged.

.. children; in each district. The URRD program ig-a competitive érant .
process begun in'1969. . } L

L3
"(
“ ~

URRD

I3 ] "
[oufidwitmesty
. .

TURRD was a 1egislative response to the growing educational problems evident
in Washington 8 three major urban areas~—Seattle, Spokane, and Tacoma )
It was ‘designed to alleviate the following problems.‘

v, ) .

-1, High dropbut and abSenteeism rates.

"

<

2. Low, cqmmunity support for schools. .
. . LY g A
3, Low level of vital cdmmunications between paants and schools,
" community -and schools, students and . school administration, and
teachers and school administratiop.

4. High rate'of vandalism and violence.

5. High rate of academic underachievement . o . .h
s ' ! . ..
6. School districts' inability to accurately identify and o
remedy the underlying causes of the above problems. L o
' : 8
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: D&tiﬁg*the‘first year. of URRD,"with an initial appropriation of $6,054,000
" for the 1969-71"blenniuln, projects for the disadvantaged were concentrated
. in urpan areas of the State. "By 1971 URRD had expanded idto rural areas.
The program's définition of disadvaptaged childﬁén is those "who have
'ﬁph gically dropped out of the classroom before graduating or those who are
? psychological dropouts because of special personal needs resulting from )
boverty,'neglegt, delinquency, negative self-concept, and cultural, '

geographiic, ethnic, .or linguistic isolation.," . - . .

t

URRD projects fall into ohe of five major categories--séhool.reEntry and _,
motivdtion programs, preschool education, Indian educatien, "academic oy
achievement pregrams, and bilingual/bicultural education. There are also
séveral gsubcategories. To be funded each’ project must have as its goal,
with a target date of Jume 30, 1977, to increase by 20 percent the number

" of disadvantaged children in Washington.who are attending and/or graduating
from school with performance consistent with.their pptential. Baseling
data ysed to establish a statewide needs assessment, for the URRD program
were tabulated in extensive 'demographic and socioeconomic profiles of
Wdshington's congressional districts, based on 1970 Census data; the
data .are available in Population Profiles. < .

In gddition to the statewide URRD goal, the Superintenient of Public ,
Instruetion specified categorical objectives for the 1973-75 biennium.
‘These were: . - .

I

‘1. 'Dropout programs--Alternative education projects for the .,
"retrievalland retention of students who are ynable to |, -
L' succeed in the traditional schoqi,setting will gffegt,a
.. 10-to 15 percent reduction in the number of school-age
- children who are neither working nor‘attending school.

2. Early childhood education--Projects designed to devefsp

- positive self-concepts and to ‘provide -learning experiences
to preschool and primary grade children will result in a °
10 to 15 percent increase in‘their academic and . social
achievement, - I :

-
”

’ 3., Indian education-~Projects .degigned to meet the educational .
" needs of”both regervation and npnreseryation’ Indian children .
. will effect a 5 to 'l2 percent increase in their academic

< .. and social achievement,.

or '

4. Community involverent--An 8 té lZIEeréent increase in parent/ '

W" ' community involvedent ih school activities (as evidenced
. © ‘thrpugh active participation) will ‘result from projects
degigned to increase parent and commmunity involvement in'

.

k the -educational process, - : .
T o SRR . , .
e . 5. ‘Tutoring--Projects designed to provide scholastic assjistance
L . before ‘and after dropping out, occurs will effect an 8 i|to 15
7 percent increase.in the academic achievements of pargﬁcipating
Pz

* “students.

[}

[ > A ¢\
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6. Summer education-—A 5 to 10 percent increase in both summer
and regular school’academic achievement will result from
projects designed to provide educational summer experiences.

7. Bilingual education--Projects designed to meet the bilingual
educational needs of children will increase by 8 to 15
percent the academic achievement and occupational awareness
of children who participate.
v v i
In addition to supporting the basic URRD goal and one of the seven
categorical objectives outlined above, each URRD project must establish
ad advisory committee, provide inservice training for staff members,
" present objectives in measurable terms, relate objectives to needs, and
present evidence that the project treats high priority educational needs
of the target population.

In 1972-73, the last year for which complete data were available, Washington

approved 36 URRD projects using $4,568,372 in URRD funds, $1,192,484 in

district and in-kind funds, and $2,004,206 in other local, State, and

Federal funds. Table 9 indicates the.types of projects funded, the number

of participating children, and funding levels, With an appropriation of

89,247,800 for the 1973-75 biennium, the State funded 46 URRD projects,

32 of them continuing projects which were renewed after operating for 2 or

more consecutive years. o

A statewide evalyation of the 1972-73 URRD projects indicated the projects
used a total of 403 performance objectives; by the end of the school year,
102 (25.3 percent) of these objectives had been exceeded, 211 (52.4 percent)
had been met, and 78 (19.3 percent) partially met.

A more extensive evaluation of the 32 1973-74 continuation projects was
conducted by the Audit and Evaluation Section of the Northwest Regional
Education Laboratory (NWREL), under contract to the Superintendent of
Public Instruction. The evaluation concentrated on four issues affecting
each project—needs justification, community involvement, project
objectives, and verification of the 1972-73 evaluation report. The NWREL's
findings were: ‘

1. Needs justification--All projects attempted to address between
2 and 11 needs. .In two projects evaluators could not detect
any direct evidence substantiating the stated needs; in six
. projects, needs were identified solely on the basis of staff
judgments. Only seven projects relied totally on empirical
data in substantiating needs; eight other projects relied
substantially on empirical studies. .
2. Community involvement--Although community involvement is a
high priority of the URRD program and districts are required
, to form community advisory committees, evaluators found that
in nine projects there was no evidence of such a committee
or that the committee met infrequently. Eleven projects
involved the community fntensively. : ,
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* each distriet, “to provide programs for "culturally disadvantaged".

3. Project objectives-~A11 projects had some objectives
directly related to URRD's geven categorical objectives
stated previously; however, a third of the projects also
included objectives not related to URRD priorities.
Health care, which was formerly a URRD objeetive, was
still ineluded in ‘the objectives of six proje ts. .

) Nineteen projects.had objectives which were not. defined: N
i ' 4in-ways to make them measurable. At least four: projects :
‘had no measurable objectives. . S

. . . s .
4, Verification of 1972-73 evaluation--Evaluators.found data
) were gvaflable at’the majority of gites to substantiate tok
claims made in the project 8 l972‘73 evaluation report. z

. - . ’ X - { "o, .

. R » Cuiturally Disadvantaged Prognan ' :
Washington 8 Culturally Disadvantaged Program began in 1965 with an
expenditure-of $658,512: It was designed to provide local school
districts with extra funds, .above the usual per pupil amount allotted to -

-

children. Initially the amount available to each district was computed
by multiplying the ,number of children eligible for title I by 0.25, then
by 0.1, and mnltiplying that product by the State's per pupil allocation,
in other words, an extra 2,5 percent of the usual per pupil expenditure
was_ avatlable for each identified disadvantaged child. In 1973 the State
1egislature amended the. school apportionmment formula, making the weighting /
factot 10 percent (rather than 0.25),and making thé number of children
eligible for .the, free and reduced~pfice lunch program the determining
_factor in’ computing the nnter of disadvantaged children in each school
district't In 1974~75 districts which applied for funds tinder the
Culturally Disadvantaged Program,recefved $39.40 (10 percent of the
.. guaranteed $394 per pupil. allotment) for, each child eligible for the free .
and reduced-price Lunch program. . .\ . .

PA #
Program fundg must be used exclusively for projects designed to meet the °
educational neéds of disadvantaged children.’ State guidelines specifically
_prohibit the use of program funds for noneducational costs such as student
activity expenses and hot-luach fees. Projects may operate in title I or
non-title T schools so long as disadvantaged children are served.

“ ."‘ !

Wigsconsgin
wigconsin

. Wisconsin's Special Educational Needs (SEN) program is the newest of

existing State compensatory education programg. ~ It was started during the

second semester of the 1973-74 school year, with a small initial

appropriation of $600 000 When the legislature created the program in

1973, it -authorized an appropriation of $6 million for the 1973-75 biennium. i
However, legislative and administrative reservations resulted in the release

. of only $3.5 million: $600 000 in 1973 and $2.9 million in 1974
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Legislators agreed to limit the funding to establish experimental prbgrams
rather than spend money to reach the largest number of pupils}immediatelyf ,

SEN wag designed to encourage both public school Yistricts and nonprofit,
nonsectarian agencies to ‘develop programs to meet special educational
needs of children from preschool (age 3) through secondary school.
According to 'the law, pupils are eligible if they have or are likely to
have low levels of academic achievement, especially if related to social
and/or economic, factors.” The law specified that priority be given to
preschool and primary grade children. '

According to the State Department of Public Instruction, the major goal

of each local SEN program should be "to provide a learning situation that

1s inherently stimulating and self-perpetuating and that is individually

relevant to each child participating in the program.” The State urged

school districts to make three activity commitments in planning SEN,projects:

" 1. Know what motivates the child and capture his curiosity in
order to effecg}vely stimulate a child to learn.

2. Develop vital and personal relevant educational programs
based on the needs of individual children.

3. Select educational materials and methods which recdgnize '

individual learning variations. ; ) *

In order to receive funds for an SEN program, a school district must

establish a local advisory program council- to assist in the identification

of children's needs. and the development of the project and prove that it

has an adequate accounting and‘manégemént”capacity. In FYeviewing an SEN

project application, the State Department of Public Instruction congiders

the following factors: ‘ ‘

1., A local advisory program council must bé,invol&ed in the
planning and development of the project. ‘

2. °‘The project must concerq‘;tself with the diagnosed causes
of underachievement and not the superficial manifestations -

’ of an achievement reldted problem.

3. The project must deal with a problem related to academic
achievement--the affective, -cognitive, and psychomotor
; ‘ domains., , : :

Programs must rélate to the social and economic factors
affecting participants,

Jbv

5. Project evaluation must address itself to stated goals
and objectives. .

6. No conflict of interest may exist between other State and
" Federal programs. ’ '
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. 7. The budget must reflect the stated goals and objectives of :
the program, . '

8.. The budget mus't be' efficient and reasonable. .

© 9. The school district's budgeting and fiscal procedures must
ensure accurate and curr&ht accounting records. '

10. A licensed auditor must audit school and agency accounts.
11, The SEN project must supplement and not supplaﬁt an existiﬁg
program.
Many SEN programs are funded jointly by the State and Federal programs,
including title I ESEA, Head Start, and the Emergency School Aid Act.
The State established specific guidelines for the joint ugse of SEN and

title I funds. They are: , ) ¢>

1. SEN funds may be used for pupils in progrdms- which are
gimilar Qr dissimilar to title I programs in any selected
gchool 1f the grade span differs from the grade span -

, covered in the title I schools, .

2. SEN funds may be used to pick up additional title I .
eligible pupils who are not currently served under title I;
however, such students must attend title I target schools,

3. »SEN funds may be used exclusively for title I students in
target schools to supplement needed services.

-

&, 1If SEN funds are to be used in any school other than a
title I target school in similar grade spans, the school
district must also offer the same SEN program, which must

> differ from.the title I program, tp title I pupils who

meet SEN eligiblity requirements. ;

In identifying SEN eligible étudents, the primary criterion is low
academic achievement. In addition, 75 percent of the participants must-
be identified by both economic &hd social factors; 25 percent may be
identified by either social or economic critéria, ]

In addition to the Special Educational Needs program, Wisconsin has ////y )
provided direct aid to Milwaukee schools to meet critical educational

fieeds in inner city schools. The legislature authorized $4,750,000 for

the direct aids; it funded two projects in Milwuakeer-lnterrelated

Language Skills Centers and the Teacher Aide Program.

The Interrelated Language Skills Centers began operation in September 1968

as a joint effort of a community group, staff members of the Milwaukeé

Public Schools, university personnel, and the Milwaukee Teacher Education
Association. The centers are designed to meet the learping needs of .
academically retarded children in grades-4 to 8 at title I schools. .

65
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The Teacher Aide Program ensbled 46 Milwaukee schools to hire aides to
assist in three basic functions--activities directly related to the
learning process, activities which relieve the teacher of noninstructional
tasks, and activities which provide a link between home and community,

(3
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'3, EXPIRED PROGRAMS

Three States—-Colorado, Delaware, and New York--had State-financed %
compensatory education programs which lapsed during the early or mid-1970's.
This chapter examines the history of the expired programs and the reasons
for their expiration. . .

‘ R ) .‘ /.
Colorado

Colorado 8 State compensatory education program, Jknown as the Educational
Achieverlent Act of Colorado (EAAC), was enacted in.the spring of 1969.

It ceased operation on June 30, 1973, for lack of appropriation.

In 1969 the State legislature saw 4 need to improvc reading instruction
for all underachieving students 'In Colorado; it was estimated that between
10 and 20 percent of the State's 540,000 students had reading difficulties.
However, the 1egislature was unwillling to finance a total educatiémnal
program, and the initial legislation included the term “pilot projects.”

The law was designed to "assist certain local school districts to carty
out programg for educational achievement of those students in grades 1
through 6 who are below their assigned grade in reading" by.the following

marging: \ -

-~ 0.3 in first grade | :
— Q,B'in second grade /
-= 0.9 in third grade
-~ 1,2 in fourth grade ’f“ : [

- 1.5 in fifth grade ‘ .

-+ 1.8 in sixth grade

+

-~ 2.0 or more in grades 7 to 12 )

EAAC™grants were awarded to local school districts on a competitive basis; +
the total amount of funds available for each ‘year was '$2 million in 1969-70,
41, 547 000 in 1970-71, $1 million in 1971-72, and $1 million in 1972-73.

Within the constraints that program emphasis must be on reading and that ,
participants must exhibit the achievement deficits listed above, local
districts had substantial freedom to devise their own projects. Total

cost of the program was not to exceed $250 per pupil; a study of the 21
EAAC projects funded during the last year of the program, 1972-73,

indicated that per pupil costs ranged from $25.95 (for a program which
concentrated on inservice training of teachers) to $227.48.
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The experimental 'nature of EAAC was at least hinted éf in the. program
guidelines. Thege indicated that each district receiving an EAAC grant
must report on the condition of the project for a period of 2 years after
.+ State funds were withdrawn; thus, the State funds were apparently meant
as seed money, ﬁot as a continuing source of revenue for reading projects.
A bill was prepared in 1973 to correct. some of the deficiencies of the
EAAC program; it simplified the eligibility requirements for participants,
required long-range planning by districts, and required that local districts
assume at least 25 percent of a project's cost. The bill passed the State
Senate but was never reported out of the House Education Committee. .Since
the bill neyer reached the floor of the house, no action was taken on .
eithér the/EAAC amendments or an appropriation. The program dfed.
The” success of EAAC projects was impossible tp document during the first -
3 years o;,the program; the variety of test instruments used, the lack
. of a common time intdrval fox testing, and a lack of control over program
costs made statewide conclusions impossible., Many individual projects
exhibited signs of success. More precise evaluation requirements,
including' common pre- and ~tests and approximately the same testing
dates for all projects, yitlded some valid data for the 1972-73 school
year. ' An analysig of the test results indicated that during the 6 to 7
months between the prej and post-test; students gained from 7 to 12 months
inr ing achievement. This was a significant increase because, at the
timg of the pretesting, the students had been averaging 6 to 8 months Lo
gain per year. . .

s The leglislation creafing Delaware's State-financed compensatory education
program in 1969 made it obvious that the program was experimental in
y nature and would be funded for only 3 yedrs. Senate Bill-171 prowided
a supplementary appropriation of $1.5 milljon (for a 3-year period) "for
/ an experimental program in certain public schools where a significant
‘ portion of the student population hayé been found to be two or more years
below national grade achievement levels." . ' :

The law stipulated that Wilmington, Delawave’s largest city, receive

$300,000 of the $500,000- available -annually; the remaining money was to
 be allocated to other districts. Six other ‘districts--Appoquinimink,

De La Warr, Indian River, Milford, Smyrna, and Capital--received grants.

Each digtrict had to establish an experimental program for underachieving
children in grades 3 through 9 and provide control groups to fgcilitate
evaluation at. the end of 3 years. B *

The Appoquinimink program had two purposes--to see if the achievement level M
of educationally disadvantaged students could be significantly raised by '

(1) the use of a full-time mathematics specialist working with both

students and teachers and (2) the use of additional full-time classroom .
teachers prima¥ily concerned with the teaching. of reading. After 3 years,
: - 62 - ' . .
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. 'evaluators found that no statistically signifieant difference existed

* . between the math achievement level of the approximately 100 students who
had the services of the math specialist and the 75'control students.
It was also found that no statistically significant difference in reading
achievement existed between the 60 pupils in small classes compared with
the 58 gtudent34glfégu1ar sized ‘tlasses. .

7
we

The De La'Warr,experimental project tested the use of a full-time class-
.room aide, a'-half-time corrective teacher,.or both a full-time aide and
a half-time cogrective teacher on the achievemegt levels of students.
The evaluation indicated that the reduction in the pupil:adult ratio in
the clagsroont had fo differeritial bemefit in reading, spelling, or math
achieviment. The Smyrpa project also tested'reductions in pupil:adult
ratios with similar results. . o ' '

“The evaluaﬁiqpvqf Indian River's Oral ﬁanguage Project indicated that the
use of classfﬁgﬁgﬁides did not signifficantly improve participants' reading
achievement, buf it did improve their oral language facility. All 11
experimental groups showed higher total language/scores than the

" corresponding control groups. ‘

Milford's experimental project tested the effect of regular counséling
of students and parents on student achievement levels. Test results
;Ehgwed no sign{}icant difference :between experimental and control groups.

A visiting nurs%{pa/ﬁrovide supportive gervices and a classroom aide to
. provide iggtruc onal gervices made no difference in the achievement levels
of student -Bpfiicipating in Capital's experimental program.

The Wilmington experimental program included three components~—elementary
school counseling services, the use of teacher aides to reduce pupil:

adult ratios in the classroom, and a concentrated emphasis on study skills
in grades 4 through 6‘~ Although evaluation of the couriseling program

after the first year indicated po significant differences in the
“achievement lévels of participating students, testing at the end of the
3-year period revealed the experimental group improved substantially in
reading, language, arithmetic, and total achievement, compared with the
control group. Results of the teacher aide and study skills componhents
were less positive., Evaluation of the teacher aide program over the 3-year
period yieldéd inconsistent results; in. some instances differences favored
the experimental group, in others the control group. The study skills
program was not significantly effective as measured by results of the
California Achievement Test. .

Thus, Delaware's experimental compensatory education program had few
positive results in terms of standardized test data. A

- .
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NeWw York -

New York's Urban Education, Program, which.expired June 30, 1974, was one
of the largest State-financed compensatory education programs, with an
annual appropriation of $47 million or more. The program, which began in
1968, was designed to assist urban school districts "having a heavy
concentration of pupils with specdal educational needs associated with

poverty

Urban Education was a formula grant program. To qualify for funding, a
district had to have a weighted average daily attendance of at least,

4,500, and at least 5 percent of the district's school-age children hdﬁ

to come from families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children.

In addition, the product of a distrfet's weighted average daily attendance
multiplied by the number of 6th grade students in the district scoring at
or below the 24th percentile 'on New York State's reading- test had to be
1,100 or more. Thus, only urban areas with large poverty pockets qualified
for funding, .

The appropriation for the first 3 years of the program was $52 million.
For the next three fiscal years, 1972, 1973, and 1974, the appropriation
wag $47 million. New York City districts received more than 50, percent
of the total amount available.

State guidelines required that school districts concentrate on pupils'
needs in reading, mathematics, and bilingual education in plannint .their
urban education program. Students in grades 1 toh6 were to receive first
. priority for participation.

Other guidelines for the Urban Education Program resembled title I
regulations,. except there was no provision for the involvement of children

attending nonpublic schools

~

The Urban Education Program was replaced in fiscal year 1975 by an additional
operating aid granted to school districts on the basis of children with
special educational needs. The new program is{not limited to urban areas

and does not use poverty criteria for determinfing eligible districts or
children; it 1is discussed in detail in the next chapter.

-




.' 4. ANTICIPATED PROGRAMS
L . (3 ’ . b . .

" . Four States passed laws in late 1973 or early 1974 authorizing new )
- compensatory education programs. ' They were Georgia, Maryland, New York,.
and Virginia, R .

’
. . .

_ Georgia ) SN ; ) . '
Early in 1974, the Georgia State legislature passed a comprehensive
educational act which included an Adequate Program for Education in Georgia
(APEG) to take effect July I, 1975. Section 6 of APEG, if funded in 1975,
will provide compensatory educational services for disadvantaged children
beginning in September 1975. N

°

Maryland o ' .
The Marylanﬁ Jdegislature passed legislation authorizing a statewide
compensatory education program in 1973. The new State program will extend
to the State's 23 counties the financial support for compensatory education
which Baltimore City currently receives undet the Density Aid program

discussed in chapter’ 2; the statewide program will also supplement Baltimore's
+ Density Aid program. ;

L]

Although the-legislation was passed in 1973, the legislature did not budget
any money for the program. The State Department of Education in a study of
compensatory education in Maryland found that more than 245,000 children
between the ages of 3 and 17 were disadvantaged; 140,000 disadvantaged
children did not participate in any compensatory education program.

The State Department of Education estimated that, using a per pupil
expenditure of $300 to $400, it would cost approximately $42 to $56 million
to provide services to all thg disadvantaged children not currently gerved.
Such an appropriation would be unrealistic; the State Department therefore
requested $10 million to fund "the State program for fiscal year 1976. )

The State legislature defined a disadvantaged youth as one 'who, because of

environmental conditiops, is not achieving scholastically commensurate with

his abilities and who must compensate for inability to profit from the =«

normal educational program." The State requires local school districts to
wflesign programs for students between the ages 'of 3 and 18 who are subject

to language, cultural, and/or economic disadvantages but who are capable

of completing the regular schdol program. - ’

s

The legislation, Sections 106 A - C of Article 77, authorized the State
Board of Education to egtablish three types of State compensatory
edication programs. They are:

[




1. New or modified teacher training curricula designed to o
enable teachers effectively to identify and teach :
disadvantaged children. '

’

2. Research and consultative projects to assist State and e
local public agencies in creating compensatory education
s projects.,’ . Co .
3. Evaluation, dissemination,,and demonstration of é
compensatory education findinga.

— o 2 -

4

Local projects financed under Artic;e 77 must meety the following goals:
‘ 1. Teach disadvantaged children to read. .- T .
% r

%
f. Stipulate children's interest in learning.
3; Give children a sense of success in school.

4, Help children view their school experiences positively as a ' ’
means of deterring droupouts, ‘

State guidelines’ require each local school district to develop a i
" comprehensive compensatory education program, based on a needs assessment
and utilizing both State and Pederal funds. Thus,, Article 77 and title I.
ESEA projects must be closely coordinated. State guidelines are expected
to resemble title I guidelines in many ways. . ' ’

, New York

On March 5, 1974, the New York State legislature eliminated the State's
categorical Urban Education Program (discussed in the previous chapter),
replacing it with inqreased funding for ,special categories of .students.,
Under the new law, school districts willk=receive additional allotments for
students with special educational needs, handicapped students, summer
session pupils, and evening session pupils., The allotments for students
with special educational needs constitutes New York's State-financed
compensatory education program.- . o N

To determine the number* of students with special educational needs a v —
district must determine the number-of 6th gradé pupils who scored below

the 24th percentile on the reading and math- tests 'of New York's Pupil - . .
Evaluation tests for the 1971-72 and 1972~73 school years. Thiy number

is divided by the number of 6th grade students who took the tests; the ,
resulting percentage is multiplied by the district's total publicyschool

enrollment to determine the number pf studentst with special educational

needs, '




.ot . . . v .
The money must be used to help educationally disadvantaged students.
Although the allocation was based’on 6th grade achieVement levels, all
students 2 or mdre years below grade level in math or reading (or, in
the lower grades, students whose readiness levels,indicate they will fall
.that far behind without. gpecial help) may receive gervices.
s 4

Guidelines for the new program are similar to those used for the deftinct
. Urban Education Ptogram. Districts are expected to concentrate on reading,
math, and bilingual instruction, priority is to be given to children in-,
grades 1 through 6. No funds may be used for preschool or adult education
programs. ) . .

*, , : . ¢ .

Virginia Lo, S

Virginia's compensatory education program ig a pilot effort deSigned to *
provide supplemental skills instruction in math and reading to under-
achieving 5th and 6th grade students , » .

School districts participating in the program will receive $300 for each
4th grader who scored at or below the 12th percentile on the SRA (Science
Research Agsociates) reading tests at the end of the 1972-73 school year:
For the *1974-75 school year only those 5th graders who, as 4th graders, '
scored below ;he 50th percentile on the SRA tests may participate in the
’demonstration projects. - o

‘

. o

Project participants must be Selected according to the following guidelines°

1. Forty,percent of the participants must: be 5th graders who,
as 4th graders, scored at or below the 12th percentile on

s ]

' the SRA test in reading :
2. Thirty percent of the participants must be 5th graders who, L
’ as 4th graders, scored between the 13th and 25th percentile wlf
on the SRA test. ) . X . R

3. Thirty percent of ‘the participants-must be 5th graders who, f
as 4th gradeys, scored between the 26th and 49th percentile
on the SRA test

4. Students will be gelected on the-basis of disparity between

- the Short Test.of Educational Ability (STEA) scdre and the
SRA score in reading; students with the greatest disparity
in acores will be given priorify for participation

[

. 5. Students in,'the math demonstration projects must be below
the 49th percentile on the SRA math test. Participants ) a
« will be ‘chosen baged on the disparity between STEA and i
g * SRA math scores.

]

LY
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The legislature approiriate& $5 163, 000 to serve a maximum of 17,210
underachieving 5th graders doring the 1974-75 school year. An additional
allocation of $9,293,400 was authorized to provide services for a maximum
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DIRECTORY

Below ig a directory of the persons responsible for the administration
of the State-financed compensatory education programs discussed in this
report.

Ongoing Programs

California: ~ (Title I, ESEA prdgram)
> " Manuel V. Ceja .
- Agsistant Superintendent of Public
< Instruction for Compensatory Education
- State Department of Education )
721 Capitol Mall )
Sacramento, Calif. 95814 . .
(916) 445-2590 : .

(Bilingual pregram) .
Gilbert T, Martinez '
Manager, Bilingual-Bicultural Task Force
. R State Education Building . I
’ 721 Capitol Mall, Room 423 . - ‘ ,

. Sacramento, Calif. 95814
e . (916) 445-2872 | ‘
. Connecticut: Dr. Wallace Roby ‘
- State Act for Disadvantaged Children Coordinator

Bureau of Evaluation and Educational Services
State Department of Education

Box 2219

Hartford, Conn. 06115 . .
(203) 566-3826" . '

Florida: (Title I, ESEA program) v . » N
. Halley B, Lewis, . Jr. ,
‘7 Administrator, Compensatory.Education . d
) . . State Department of Education
L, Tallahassee, Fla. 32304 )
e (904) 488-3575

(Bilingual program)
Mrs,. Kittie Mae Taylor
Language Arts Consultant
 Florida Department of Education
Tallahassee, Fla. 32304 .
(904) 488-1707 te .

I .
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Hawaii:

Il1linois:

Louisiana:

Maryland:

G

Magsachusetts:

o

¢ Educational Consultant

Ms. Rose Yamada Lo . o
Administrator, Cbmpensatory Education R

State Department: of Education o .
P.0. Box-2360 . .’ . C\J ' .-

A

Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 . =~ - . - ‘

‘

8—415-556-0220 (Ask operato; for Honolulu number 548-2211)

?

H. Ned Seelye
Department of Transitional Bilingual Education -
Office of the Superintepdent of Public Instruction
‘188 W. Randolph
Chicago, Ill.

;60601 o
(312) 793-3850 ° :

4

Homer Dyess ) ’
Loordinator, Foreign Languages and Bilingual Education
Foreign Languages Section .

‘State Department ‘of Education . .

Baton Rouge, La.' 70804 . . .
(504) 389-6486 A J oo -
George’ Lizby ’ ‘ ’ Y

Division of Compensatory and Urban Pr grams
P.0. Bok 8717 §\ t..
Baltimore-Washington International Airport
Baltimore, Md. 21240 - A
(301) 796-8300 ext, 796  , .. - .
£rnest J. Mazzone % ) ’
Bureau of Transitional Bilingual Education
Depattment .of Education o7y
182 Tremont Street N O
Boston, Mass. 02111 . L 2

(615) 727-8300 o, L A

N -~
¢ ¢

Clarence Wills Lo B ~‘Q

“Coordindtor, Section 3 Program-

Conpensatory Education Services - AN
Michigan Department of Education

P.0.%Box 420 ] ' o, e .
Lansing, Mi¢h., 48902 ., - I e
(517) 373-3921 P , .o o o

- / .
. " . 4
. -

,&ichael T. York

Section 48 Program
Michigan Department of Education

P.0. Box 420 R .

Lansing, Mich. 48902

(517)°3}3—3921
’* ’ 4 - ) Y "
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wa Jeraey Dr. Jetome B. Jones . T A -, _ |

',”f. : - * Gooxdinator: of Title I, BSEA : -~ =~ ", . . col
- Cas e, e Staternepartment of ucation g . -
a0 " - 225¢West ‘State Stree?gp o ‘
® w0 7 Trenton, New Jersey 8625 .

A (609) 292-5830 S A _

New.Mexicb: , Henry W' Pascual. ‘ s
: * Director, Cross=Cultural Eduéatibn
State Department of Education .
Education Building . .o
. Capitol Complex .
- . .- Santa Fe, N. Mex. 87501 ol ‘ .
, ' | (505) 827:5391 ) ) : B o

New York: - Carlos Perez ey . ‘2
Supervisor Bildngual Education Unit :
State; Department of Education - . .
Room 761
‘ .- Albany, New York 12223 ‘
e *, . (518) 474-8223

'ﬂOhio:n‘ S Robert 0. Greer
T o _Asgistant Superintendent for Urban Education *
-~ . ' ~ State Department of Education
‘. .. 'Columbusy Ohio 43215 . ‘ ”
) (614) 466-5834 ‘ *

, Oregon: - . Maurice Caba." P : .
A Intergovernmental Specialist ‘ X
Portland Public Schoolsg: ) o ’
" ", ¢ 631 Northeast Clackamas Street ) o '
e [Portland, Oreg. 197208 . b
o (503) 234-3392 ’

(Title I, ESEA program) - - A . :
Kenneth ' Schmelzlen . -
Division of Compensatory. Programs / . '
‘State Department of Education R ., L ’ !

" Box 9% ' / C ‘

Harrisburg, Pa., 12126 o , *

(717) 787-7135 , S ) . !

' - ' % ) : . ‘
 (Bilingual program) ‘
Fannetta N. Gordon * : ’ s

Senior Program Advisory, Languages . ‘ ’
Division of Arts’and Hamanities g © ’

Bureau of Curriculum Services , .
Department of Education , o
Box 911 . ’

Harrisburg, Pa. 17125
(717) 787-7098
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Utaﬁ:

{

4

Washington:

Wisconsin:

Rhode Island:

- (401) 277-2691°

" (512) 475-3651 ‘ | '

" Utah State Board of Education

-,136 East South Temple

. Grants Management Section’

. Director of Equal Educational Opportunity

Edward Costa .
State Department ‘of Education
Roger Williams Building
Hayes Street

Providencey R.I, 02908,

Ernesto Zamora

Consultant , .

Office of Intetnational and Bilingual Education
.Texas Education Agency

201 East 11th St.

Austin, Tex. 78701

Dr. Artur6.Luis Gutierrez
Director of Special Programs
Texas Education Agency

201 East 11lth St.

Austin, Tex. 78701

G: Morris Rowley .
Adminigtrator, Division of General Education

1400 University Club Building

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
(801) 328-5061

Walter E. ‘Barbee
Supervisor, URRD Program

Superintendent of Public Instruction
01d Capitol Building

Olympia, Wash. 98504

-(206) 753-3220

Warren H. Burton -

Superintendent of Public Instruction
01d Capitol Building

Olympia, Wash. 98504

(206) 753-2560 -

-John P, Lawrence
Adminigtrator, SEN Programs
Division of Instructional Services

State Department of Public Instruction !
Wisconsin Hall X ' . C
126 Langdon Street ’
Madison, Wis., 53702 .
(608) 266-2699
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ggnired'Programs

Colorado:

i 3

Delaware:*

New York:

Robert, Cheuvront

Consultant, .Compensatory Education Services Unit
Colorado Department of Education

State Office Building

. 201 E. Colfax

Denver, Colo, 80203
(303) 892-2212 |

Donald H. Wachter

Director of Imstruction
Department of Public Instruction
The Townsend Building .

Dover, Del. 19901

(302) 678-4667

'John L. House

Division of Urban Education
State Education Department
Albany, N.Y. 12224

(518) 474-1321

Anticipated Programs

Georgila:

- Maryland:

New York:

., ¥

Virginia:

Robert Beemon

Director of Compensatory Education
State Department of Education
Atlantd, Ga. 30334

(404) 656-2336

Larry Chamblin .
Specialist Federal Reports.
Box 8717 .
Baldimore—thhington International Alrport
Baltimore, Md. 21240
(301) 796-8300 ext. 244

! -
John L. House '
Division of Urban Education
StaQe Education Department 5\\
Albany, N.Y. 12224 )
(513) 474-1321 ~

Bernard R. Taylor ’
Dirgctor, Division of Elementary Education
State Department of Education

Richmond, Va. 23216

(804) 770-2676
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