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Lessons Learned From
Its Evalution And Need To
Improve Its'Adthinistration
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This report points out that although Follow
Through, an experimental program designed
to find more -ffective approaches to teaching
young n fro.- low-income families,
achieved vim ere in outcome between
Follow ..17n : and non-Follow-Through
children, pr. glems in 'its initial design and irn-
plementati n will limit reaching statisticolly
reliab onclusions as to which approaches
are successful.

The report recalls the events which led to a
reorganization of the national evaluation of
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similar happenings.
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B-164031(1)

COMPTRO R GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
INGTON. O.C. 2C13411

4D 1

To the Pre ident of the Senate and' the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

In this report we assess the Follow Through program
and its national evaluation h and suggest ways to improve its
administraition4 - The progra is administered by the Office
of Education, Department o Health, Education, and Welfare.

BecaLse
45earch and de
tried to cete
t

low-1 fa
ing comprehen
gram activiti

We made
ing 'Act, 1921
ing Act of 19

ollow Through is the largest educational re-
elbpment program ever undertaken, we have
mi.ne (1) the results of its efforts in iden-

tilapproaches to teaching children from
ilies and (2) its accomplishrqente in provj.d-
iire services and in involving parents in pro-

uf review pursuant to the Budget and Account-,
U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Audit-

0:(=31 U.S.C. 67).

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Mangement and Budget, and to the Secretary of
Health, Educatlion, and Welfare.

3

.Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

/

DIGES'i'

v

.FOLLOW THROUGH: LESSONS LEARNED-
FROM ITS EVALUATION AND NEED' TO
IMPROVE, ITS ADmINISIPATION
Office ,of Education'
Departthent of Health, Education,
aid Welfare

FOlow Through is an experimental program,
designed to find more effective approaches
to teaching young children-from low-income
fadilies.

Colleges, universities, and private educa-
tional research organizations developed
model approaches to install in classrooms,.
The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare's (HEW's) Office of Education con-
tracted for a national evaluation to assess'
effects of,the app oaches. (See pp. 1 and 4.)

\.,

GAO found problems i the initial design and
implementation of Follow Through and a need
to improve .program and project administra-
tion.

According y, GA recommends' that the Secre'=
tary of H d ect the Office of Education
to: .

--Insure t at future experimental programs
are not esigned apart from evaluation to
maximize the degree to which experimental
results will be statistically reliable.
(See p. 26.)4

. . .

--Translate problems ence6ntered during,the
Follow Through experiment into criteria
for designing and/administering fuiUre

e
experiments, in uding among other things,

.e?.."L..._ iteria to p vent collecting massiNie\,.
,dat- n progr results before goals an
'objects -s are properly defined. (See ',-s'

p. 26.)

--Establish, to the -xtent practicable, per-
formance standards r each service com-
ponent and -require Jo :1 educational agen-
cies to evaluate their p ogress tower
meeting these standards..,. See 3

Tear Sheet. Upon- removal, the report
cover date should be noted hereon.

kott'""
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--Develop and disseminate comprehensive
guidance to the agencies on a reCordkeep-
ing system ", including type of records
needed to, document performance and pro-
vide feedback on program results. (See
p. 39.)

4

-- Develop and disseminate specific guidance
to local educational agencies and consult-
ants on the information thatshobld be in-
cluded in reports to the Office of Educa-
tion and on their format and content.
(See p. 39.),

--Delekop, in the early implementation stage
of future experiments) regulations and
guidelines concerning project administra-
tion and monitoring. (Seel). 39.)

--Provide guidance to local educational
,agencies on the format of eligibility rec-

. ords and require them to periodically re-
, port actual enrollment data. (See p. 49:)

-- Document reasons for exempting local edu-
cational agencies'from program eligibil7
kty requirements. (See p. 49.)*

HEW'agreed with these recommendations./ How-
ever, GAO believes the action taken by uw
will not fully implement two of its recom-
mendations. (See, p. 40.)

Problems and areas needing improvement ip-
clude:

--Follow Through planners designed a frame-
work for large-scale experimentation and
evaluation without first defining specific
goals and objectives of the experiment.
(See p. 6.)

--Even though initial results from the re-
vised evaluation show that the approaches
achieved some differences in outcome be-
tween Follow Through- and non-Follow-.
Through children, pr-oblems in the experi-
ment's initial design and implethefitation,
will limit the Office of Education's abil-
ity to reach statistically- reliable con-
-clusions as td which appebacnes are suc-
c sful. (See pp. 16 and-19.) :

7



Tear Shett

--Although the ultimate intention is to
disseminate and encourage use of Follow'
Through approaches that prove successful,
the Office of Education has not yet devel-
oped appropriate plans to accomplish this.
(See pp. 22 and 244.

--Noninstructional services needed to be in-
;creased and made more uniform. (See
pp. 27 and 33.)

- -The Office of Educaeion has not (1) estab-
lished performance standards for each
service component, (.2) provided guidance
on the type of records needed to document
project performance, o (3) required gran-
tees to formally evalua e their projects.
(See pp. 31 and 33.)

O

--The Office of Education's monitoring re-
ports on Follow Through projects did not
specify program weaknesses with their
probable causes and corrective.actions
needed. (See pp. 35 and 36.)

--The Office of, Education did not re ade-
quate control over project compliance wiU0
eligibility requirements. (See pp. 41,
47, and 48.) /.

4
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Follow Through is a program for children in kindergarten
through the thirdrgrade designed primarily to build upon
gains made by children from low-income families previously
enrolled iti Head Start or similar p7eschool. programs.1/ Fol-
low Through was authorized in 1967 under title II of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2809),
as a service program. Ituses school, community, and family
resources in meeting the educational, physical, psychological,
and social needs of children. The program's major emphasis,
however, has been on assessing the effebtiveness of dif-
fereht approaches for educating young children from low-income
families. It is the largest educational research and devel-
opment program ever undertaken, according to OE.

This report includes information on (1) the design of
Follow Through as an experiment and OE's efforts to evaluate

. the results of the program 'and disseminate information on
successful Follow Through approaches, (2) project administra-
tion, including the delivery of noninstruct.ional services
and project compliance with funding requirements, and (3) the
eligibility characteristics of the children enrolled in the
nine projects reviewed.

'PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

In a June 1967 memorandum of understanding, revised in'
May 1969, the Director, Office of Economic Opportune y, del-
egated responsibility for administering Follow Throughto
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW). The
Secretary assigned responsibility for the program to OE,
which issued regulations on funding and developed a draft
program, manual. In March 1974 OE published proposedregula-
tions covering all.Follow Through operations. Final regula-
tions were issued on April 21, 1975, and became effective
on June 5, 1975.

OE asked State educational agencies and State economic
oppOrtunity offices to nominate communities to participate
in Follow Through- OE invited several nominatedcom-
munities to submit pi ject applications for funds and,

1/According to the Office of Education (Os), a similar pre-_
school program is one that offers the full range of com-
preheneive services that Head Startoffers; that is, in-
structional, medical, dental, psychological, nutritional,

.and'soCial services.

9
1



G.

Q.

on the bas ,'s of these ap ications selected communities- -
primarily. local education 1 agen es As)--to participate.No,The LEAs began their projects first grade f school
(eith r/kindergarten or first rade) and added a/ rieW gradef
eac year thereafter through third grade.

, .

/pE awards 1-year grants directly to L s an requi0§.441--
et to suppletelit the grants with local urids r noncasb

4 to 25 percent of e amount of t hrough grant.
ntributions. ot non-Fed alg_sha e ranges from

At the time pf cur.-Sitework, LEAs were also '"eqUired to
,supplement their grants with a portion, of e funds they
received under the ,Federal pr grail of, aid o educatiionally
deprj.ved children - -title I o -the E,ementary and Secondary
Edo-Cation Act of 1965, as amended 20 (.14.q. '241a). The
title I contribution had to beat, eas 15 percent of the
combined Follow Through and title I ft nds, except that
no LEA was required to contribut mote than 10 percent
of its'total title I allocation o 'Polldw Through.

To receive Federal funds,
the requirements in the projec
grant terms and conditions; t
and the draft program manual.
or director responsible for
acCOrdance with the above-r

LEAs are obligated to meet
Application, including the'
memorandum of understandi

_Each LEA has a coordinator
Verall project manageme
quirements.

The following tabie,/epared from OE statisticsi- 1

summarizes Follow Through operations from inceptidi throkigh

school year' 197374. /
/

7
Federal funds,

School year available

1967-68
1968-69
1969-70
1970-71
1971-72
1972-73

3-74

(millions)
/
/

39
103
_161

178
173
17Vf..

$/3.,75
11.25
32.00

/70.30
' 69'.00
63.06
50.62

Children/ enrolled
from 16w-income'

Pro ects families (note a)

2,900
15,500
.37,000
60,200
78,170
84,000
78,000

a/OE does not C011ect nformation on the number of children
e rolled fro hpn-lo -income families.

I
, 10
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FOLLOWTH-gbGH AS A SERVICE PROGRAM

Head Start, also'authorjzed by the Economic Oppor unity
Act, is a comprehensive program that provides ta prey
povert children educational, medical, dental, psych6logica
'nutr ional, and social services. In addition, each. Head'
Sta project,promotes parent and community involvement /-- pr iedea and p'ovides staff training and development. ,Becatlee

d'ir
arly. Head S, rt evaluations indicated that program benefits

were soon dissipated if riot reinforc,e in the regular school/
syStem, *e Congress created Follw Through to sustain and
expand e gains of Head Start graduates. Therefore, the
,prog rn`was designed to provide the same kinds of services

ivities as Head Start. -

The size of Follo Through: never reached the proportions
tended. An approp ation of $120 million was requested

fo the 'first year .f the program, and/ OE envisioned increas-
in ly,greater amo nts for later,years. To accomplish the

t _programr-S objective,' significant fund ng was considered
.

necessary be se, during the fiscal ear before creation of,_
) Follow Throu ead Start had served about .215,000 children

in its full -year program and 466,000 children in, its siimMer
program at an annual cost of about $316 million. o.e."'"")

,,.

The first appropriation for Follow, Though Was, $15 mil"

lion and was to cover 2 years of operation/. Because this/
amount would serve only_a fraction.df thefeligiblepreschool
children,,the programs emphasis as changed during 69401 year
1967-68 from a's r` vice prog:6 an exp,/rimental'pr9gram.

.,e''

FOLLOW THROU ---- AS AN EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM --0/ /
\.0

-

'' et
,,

-/ ,

The purpose of Follow Through asq pergnental program,
referred to by OE as,"planned variaiiial is At...develop-dad,
validate different approaches tar educ Ling young children- fr
lOW-incOme\families. To implement the change, OE initiallyi
identified 14 approaches for use by LEAs. Starting with sabool
year 1968-69, OE required LEAs entering the program to se ct
and\implement 1 of the 14 approaches. LEAs that had ent ed

/ the program 'in 1967 were encouraged, but not required, t6
select one of the approaches .

ft
, :

:_

.

duririg/school year 413,7:34-22_approaches were bWing ,

implemented in Follow Thibugh ipefojects thoughout theiNation.
They gene011y conformed-t6 orfe ig the foliowing grOps:
('1) highlit structured :projects eMphasizOg academiciSkills,
in readi g and arithmetic, (2) prbjectO pmpha izing emotional-
social evelopme t; and_encauLdRing eOloratio and discovery

,in ac emic are is stressing pvg tive-thinking
thro asking andfan044.ing questicins, problt solving, and
cre ive wri ing 7.trid141 projects/tocusi alY.pieparing

..i

,v, 1
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parents to improvethe educa-tib and eielopment , of their

--children. .

The approaches were dev
versities, and private educ
These institutions., referr
'OE and LEAs to provide c
and other assistance ne
classrooms. OE provid
In June 1968, it cont
of the approaches at

loped primarily by colleges, uri-
tional research organizations.

d to as sponsors, contracted-with
riculum materials, teacher, training,

ed to install the.approaches in the
s basic sponsor su 9rt through grants.
actedWith a firm assess-the,effects

various locations

None of the noninstructional rvices were eliminated

when the program's emphasis chan d from service-To'experimental.
Thus, Follow. Through became an xperimental.program in a service

setting. //

Until the spring of 1972, OE's plan was to widely disseMin:-

ate information- atout-successful Follow Through approaches.

..One important long-range objective under. consideration was to
incorporate the Follow Through concept and design into the,
operatiOn'of programs under title I of the' Elementary and

Secondary Education Act.

PHASEOUT OF FOLLOW THROU

ay 1972, however, OE changed these plan'S'and de-'
ed to phase out the program./ To accomplish this, OE

had planned to drop one'grade/each year,, starting' with
kindergarten at the beginning of school year 1974-75 and

ending with the third grade upon the completioni of school

year 1976-77. However, the'appropriaiion for fiscal year

1975 ihaluded funds for a kindergarten class to start

during school year'1974-75 and, according to OE, the Congress

also,plans to appropriate an amouni'for,fiscal year 1976
th41 will include funds for a kindergarten class for.schoOl

year 197506. Therefore, the phaseout strategy for the pro-

\gram has ,not yet been 'resolved. \

SCOPE OF REVIEW /

Cfur review was made at &headquarters in Washington,
D.C., and at nine selected project sites, one each in Alabama,

Arkan as\, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, Montana,

Texas aid Utah. We reviewed, the legislative history of .

FolloW T rough, OE policies and procedures, project appli-
cations,1 and other related documents. We also reviewed the,,

initial sults of a national evaluation Rf ollow Through and

intervi w d_Zederal, State, and local bffic als responsible

for adm n4stering and operatigg FollowThTo gh. In addition,

we obse ved classrolm activities and intetv'ewed selected
teachert rnd parents of Follow Through enrol ees.

.

SI
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Our review at,the project. sites covered school years
-1970-71 and 1971-72. Projects reviewed included: (1) proj-

ects with at least 2 years'of operating expeience'and
(2) projects representing a.variety of Model approaches.
We also corrsidered a project's size and whether _it was urban

or rural. We believe that the probrems noted are shared;by,

many projects. Our findings,and'cohclusions should nbt,
however, be. interpreted as necessarily being'ty ical of all

Follow Through-projects.

1

13
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CHAPTER 2 - .

FOLLOW THROUGH: AN EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM
.--

P011ow Through represents a uniqde attempt to bettdr
the lives of children from low-income families through
imaginative', instructional approaches and.a comprehensivdl
program ofhealth and social services,and parent activities.

rf -ool year 1973-7'4 represents the program's seventh complete, ear of operation and the sixth year of a national evaluation
the. program. Although the evaluation was subStantially

revised duri&9 the fourth year of the'experiment, problems
in both initial design and implementation of the experiment
will; in the final analysis, limit OE's ability to reach
statistically reliable conclusions as to which sponsor'ap-

'proaches are successful for teaching young disadvantaged
children. These problems, which we believe cannot practi-
cably be overcome., include

--lack of random assignment of LEAs to sponsors and

--lack-of comparable control groups. ir
. .

These problems, plus the OE contractor's reservations
concerning design and measurement problems, raise 'questions
about the experiment's dependability to judge the model ap-
proaches. However, OE can capitalize on this experience
as lessons'learned fox future experiments. -

.
.

Nevertheless, initial results from the revised evalua-
tion show that, on the basis of eight criterion measures,-
sponsors'have achieved some differences in outcome between
Follow Through and non-Follow-Through children. After com-
pletion of the evaluation, OE wants to disseminate and en-
courage the use of approaches faUnd to be successful. How-
ever, OE has not yet developed plans to accomplish this.

, .

.

LESSONS-LEARNED FROM_FOLLOW THROUGH

During its early years the national evaluation of Follow.
Through was strongly criticized by parties both in and out-
side the Federal Government because it lacked a well-defined
plan. This criticism resulted in a substantial reorganiza-
tion of the evaluation during school year 1971-72. Although
a new evaluation strategy with specified objectives emerged
from the reorganization, its overall effectiveness will be
limited because of problems in both the initial design and
implementation of the experiment.

21.4
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-
Follow Through was, however, a unique experiment

Lpvolving the evaluation of a three-way partnership among
the school, the Sponsor, and the home. Because OE lacked ex-
perience in organizing such a program, it may not have rec-
ognized the consequences of early decisions affecting the
program's design and implementation. The purpose of this
section, therefore, is to recall the .events of the national
evaluation' which led to-its reorganization and to suggest
ways to prevent similar happenings.

History and development of
the niational evaluation

A0
In the summer of 1968 OE awarded a $900e000 contract

to Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, California, to
make a national evaluation of Follow Through. 'According to.
the contract, the Institute's main tasks were to describe
the various model approaches, collect data, and shape and
define an evaluation strategy. The primary purpose for the
evaluation, as stated in the Institute's prdposal, was to
provide guidance on program dgvelopment.

The- Institute's proposal for the second evaluation year
(school year 1969-70) was approved. on June 25*,.1969, for
abou0$2,150,000 and was basically an extension of the first
proposal in that it called for additional data collection
and further development of the evaluation plan. This pro-
posal, prepared before the data collected in school year
1968-5R had been fully analyzed, identified to some extent
the emerging evaluation strategy: This, Institute's plan was
to measure changes in pupil_growth and achievement and par nt
attitudes at successive times, using various tests and othr

2_N-_-evaluation instruments, and to compare these results with
,those obtained on*a comparable group of non-Follow-Through
children.

The maj9rity of the funds was devoted to dita collecting
and processing fot the large number of project locations OE
wanted included in the evaluation. During the 1969-70 school
year, the Institute reported on the analysis of _the data it
had collected .at 53 projects in school year 1968-69 on about
8,100 children tested in the fall and spring Id the analysis
report, dated December 1969, no findings. were
individual sponsors. Due to the developmental
modelsat the time*of data collection and to 1
tion of the pretest/DE decided to focus attent
entering classes:,Ifcgt.ldren, called cdho ts, t
the group that entered Follow. Through. in the

rovided for
nature of the
to administra-
on Off later

first being
11 of 1969.



, In May 1970 OE convened a panel of experts to review
the contract for the national evaluation. The panel rec-
ommended that policy questions and program objectives be
identified as clearly as possible. According to the panel:

"Vie major concern of this reviewing 'team'
*.* * lies in the design of the project in terms
of its actually evaluating Follow Through Projects.
While the potential of most information collected
for this purpose (evaluation) was explained, there
seems to be an absence of a definite detailed plan
d signed to serve the major objective of evaluation.
I fact, there seems to be some hesitancy to
ev luate--in either d comparative sense--that is to,
co pare project against project or to evaluate
against specific goals."

u414,

OE approved the Institute's proposal for the third
year of the evaluation on June 29, 1970, raising the total
cost of the evaluation to about $7 million. According to
this proposal, the Institute's main task was to develop in-
formation useful in judging the extent to which projects
Were producing change in the students and communities. To
accomplish this task, the Institute' planned to testApring,49'
the fall and spr,ing of school year 1970-71, about 61,400
children at 107 prOjects reprpsenting 21 sponsors. The In-
stitute.S proposal stated that comparisbns among model ap- '

proaches must be made, but not until each approach had been
operating at least 2 years in the manner the sponsor intended,

4

During school year' 1970-71, OE recognized the need for
gre ter specificity in the evaluation: As part of a previous
an separate review of OE's administration of study And
e aluation contracts, 1/ we requested ,OE to examine the In-

itute's performance under the contract. An-OE official and
consultant performed the work, end OE wrote us on Novem-

' ber 4, 1970, that:
,

"* * in the absence cf any detailed statement of
%

work * .* *, it will be impossible to determine whether
the contractor is actually doing the job which he
is-supposed to do. .Apparently several mplions.of.

1/The results of this:review are contained in our report to
the Congress entitled. ?"Need for Improving the Administra-
tion bf'Stu4nand Evalua.tion Contracts, B-164031(1),
'August 16, 197r."

G
8
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dollars of effort has been contracted for without
a spedification of the tasks and'products of that
effort."

On June 25, 1971, the Institute submitted its proposal
for: school year 1971-72. On June 29 OE approved the proposa,
with.the provision that the Institute later submit detailed
plans for the work to be performed during the school year.
The Institute submitted the plans in September, but, follow-
ing a review by a panel of experts, OE requested that the
plans be revised. The Institute submitted the revised plans
in Novembei but OE also rejected these.

According to the Institute, its prOblem in developing
detailed plans acceptable to OE occurred because the groups
within HEW which had responsibility for or direct interest
intiris evaluation contract were refor:.iulating the `program
and transmitting theSe changes to the Institute. This
situation was further complicated by OE personnel and
orgarrization.changes.. The Institute said that during'
June 1971.the..F011ow Through Director left the Government
and a new director was named. Also, in July the.pro3ect
officer for the Follow Through evaluation and the OE office
that had cognizance over the project were changed.

In December OE decided to reorganize the evaluation.
In a, December 10, 1971, memorandum to OE's Office for Program
Planning and Evaluation, the OE Official in charge of the
'evaluation said:

"While the responsibility for design was shared with
SRI [the Institute] in the past, criticisms about the
overall conceptualization from the GAG and other
sources made it clear that this 'joint venture' mode
was not'aworkable arrangement. Therefore., this .

responsibility has now been assumed by USOE. An in-
tensive study of -the overall design of Follow' Through
is now being initiated by USOE."

The memorandum also saiaNthat the Institute's latest proposals
and other evidence indicated that the contractor had limited
ability to analyze, and report'data.

To dhange, the, ev.iluation, OE, assisted by a. consulting
group, assumed full responsibility for specifying the ex-
perimental design, tests, and'the projects where testinjg
would be done._ In addition, OE selected Another contractor
to analyze the student achievement, teacher, and parent data
being collected and proceSeed by the Institute, but had the
Institute continue'to analyze and report on classroom observ-
ation data.



The evaluation strategy that emerged ftom these changes
retained the Follow Through and non-Follow-Through comparison .

concept. In addition, rules were estabished governing the
selection of projects %where testing was to be one and which
children would be tested. Projects were selected to maximize
sponsor comparisons.

According 'to, the request for proposals that OE sent out
to pcospecti'fe bidders fot the analysis, the new evaluation
was to seek answers to questions such as:

--How does Follow ThroUgh compare to the schooling
disadvantaged children typie4y receive?

- -What are he benefits of the,lcidel approaches?

- -Are the effects of the approaches consistent?

--Have t;1 approaches been implemented properly?

--Does Follow Through hasee more impact on Children,
who had preschool experience than on children °

lacking this experience?

--Do the effects on the children multiply with each
passing year?

t 7

- -Are the effects of Follow Through.and of individual
approaches constant regardless of the child's
characteristics, such as ethnic origin, six,. and
age?

.

Thus the evaluation began to address specific evalua-
tion issues. The cumulative effect of, not having specific
objectives and goals is difficult to _assess in,terms of
(1) the costs incurred during the first3-1/2 year of
evaluation for testing and other activities which *ill only
be marginally useful and (2) the 'extent to which the above
questions can be answered with confidence.

Initial definition and scope of program

ACcording to program documentation, the Follow Through
experiment was originally designed to provide information .

for use -when the program was expanded from experimental to
service Dr operational proportions. However, the specific
information that OE wanted was not specified to the con-
tractor until the national evaluation was reorganized
beginning in the. late fall of 1971.

4



Initial y, the sponso approaches also were not ully
developed as indicated i OE's request for proposa
data analysi which st ed that:

n* * * o one [sponsor] was fully prepared to move
into th= primary grades with a completely de-
veloped radically different programs However,,a
number approaches seemed to be sufficiently
well developed and to ,have enough institutional
support that includin4 them in Follow Through
was justified."

Not until a July 1972 meeting did the OE official in arge
of the evaluation request the sponsors to make their o-jec-
tives explicit and to devise evaluation plans for ose ob-
jectives not covered in the ational evaluation. OE followed
up on this request with a emorandum to the sp sois in Novem-
ber 1972.

Although the evaluation objectives an I goals were'not
precise, Follow Through planners designed a framework for
larige-scale experimentation and evaluation. From mid-
December 1967 to June 1968, OE identified and selected
14 sponsors and 64 additional projects to Participate, in
Follow Through and awarded a contract foratengive/data--
collection. At the start of the second r of Follow.
Through, which was also the first year of the experiment,
there were 103 projects and 14 sponsors serving approximately
15,500 low-income children in 2 grades.,

According to the,minutes of a March 1 8 meeting which
OE held to develop plans and procedures a national evalua-
tion, OE envisioned Follow Through arla its evaluation as hav-
ing two stages - -a formative stage in which to develop the
model approaches and a summative stage in which to aqsess
and compare their effects. Some participants at the Meeting
suggested that projects still in the formative stage be
ekcl-u-ded from ttid,,national evaluation, a strategy not closely
followed in the graluation that evolved. Although OE and
the Institute avoided making sponsor comparisons and the
Institute collected formative information on the projects'
progress in implementing the model approaches, much summative
data on pupil achievement was also collected which, as
previously discussed, will not be used for evaluation pur-
poses or will be only marginally useful.

OE required the 64 LEAs that implemented Follow ThWugh
projects in 1968 and encouraged the 39 that implemented
Projects in 1967 to. Select any 1 of the original 14 approaches.
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As a resu sponsors were unevenly
and regions f the country. Some spon
with many pro cts while others worked w
and,s6the spone6rs had their approaches imp
regionally. Beginning in 19 OE took ste
the geographical distribu on of sponsors b
ect choices to a list from two to four spon

Impact of initial design
decisions on national evaluation

,vxc

/
stributed among projects

rs b came associated
h 11-1, a few,

ented only'
to, improve
imiting proj-

Because test samples used before
reorganized were not designed to asse
sponsors, interim findings on the
prog m in the fall of 1969 and give
fo, ation about differences a ponsor
ttive of the reorganized al '6n.

atio <1 evaluat n involves three
dret, coh rts. In general,

the children are to =wed s, they enter sc ool (either kinder- k
garten or first de at some intermed ate paint and when
they leave the ogria at the end of the third.§rade. The
chart below s ws the'progression of chi dren involved in
the evaluation through the grades by coh rt and schoollyear.

The Follow Through
entering classes of c

evaluation
ferences amN
who entered the

very little in-.
--a primary ob-

- School" ear ( ote a)

Cohort 1
. 1

Cohort K

2

3

1 2 .

1 .2

Cohort 3' K
14

a/Each cohort includes two groups of c
entered kindergarten and one which e
grade. .

-According to 0E, the data c
of the evaluation design (coho
but because the data is not a
prehensive, as the data for
model.effectivenee have
effectivedess wial =be d
has fostered/the devel
for teaching young d

3

1

2

ien---one which
red the first

lected before the revision
s one and two) will be used,

stable, nor as large or com-
ohort three, 'conclusions about

en delayed. The program's ultimate
epiined by the degree to which it
Ent of successful sponsor approaches

vantage ildren,
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According to an OE offiCial, it takeS about 1-1/2 years
to analyze and report the results,of_the Follow Through

ev luation data. An assessment of program effects should,
th refore, be available for each cohort either after 4-1/.2

or 5-1/2 years, depending n when the children entered
Fo low Through; that is, a kindergarten or first grade.

Data' on the children who entered FolloW Through in the
fa 1 of"I969 (cohoit 'one) has been completely.analyied
According to OE, sponsor Omparisons have been made, even
thOugh-in_many cases ther J',were too few sponsors with com-
paiable4iojects where stifificient testing had been done'
to permit adequate compaO'sons.

1 A

Data on the children who entered the program in the
fall of 1970 (.cohort two) has not beers analyzed, but OE 7-,
plans to use it to compake the efectiveness of various'
sponsor approaches at the end of the third grade. Actording

.
to.OE's September 1974 request for proposals to analyze,
selective Follow Through_data collected throlOh the spring
of 1974, data on both the children who entered the program
in 1969 and those who entered in 1970 (cohorts ode and two),
is considered developmental and doeb-not represent a strong
analytic data set because of limited testing at intermediate
points.

For judging model effectiveness-, 0E-has, the efore,
decided- o rely most heavily .on cohort three;' at:is, the
children w entered Follow Through in the f 1 of 1971.
Because the da collected on the children en erin in 1971

is ore reliable t that collected in 1969 and 1970, ist

is to be used to answer-m t of the evaluation issues under
-study. ..SE hopes that, the of observed from the earlier
test samples will provide some indi at.ion of the consistency
of sponsor effects. _

Our analysis, however, as shown in the following table,
indicatesthat OE's ability to determine the extent that
cohort one results confirm those from cohort three_will be
limited. Based on the 10 sponsors included in the first
evaluation report on cohort three and their projects-that
are scheduled for exit level testing at the nd of the
third grade, cohort continuity, is as follow

2i
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Total

Number of projects across cohorts

Sponsor

Cohorts
one
and

three

Cohorts
two
and
three

Cohorts (

one two,
,

and three
(note a)

I 1 5 4 1

. 2 - 3 -

3 3 4 3

4 2 3 2

5 3 6 3

6 1 3 . 1

7 ' 1 -3 1

8. -
\_

- -

9 1 3 1

10 1 3 1

13 33^:. , 13
. ,, 1

a/The projects included in this column were also included
in the count for the other two columns on cohort continuity.

With regard to cohorts one and two results confirming
those from cohort three, nine sponsors have more than two
projects in cohorts two and, three, but, in cohorts one and
three, only two have more than two projects. Also for the
three cohorts involved in the evaluation, only two sponsors
have more than two projects with which to determine the con-
sistency, of sponsor effects across all three evaluatioh
cohorts. The remaining projecti scheduled-for exit level
testing in cohort one (five) and cohort,two (nine) may still
be useful, according to OE, to provide some indication of the
consistency of spondor effects. At the completion of the
evaluation, however, OE's ability to determine the extent
that cohort one results confirm those fKom cohort three"wili
still be limited,cAs will its ability to determine the ex-
tent that the evaLiation results repeat themselves across
the three cohorts.

In summary, cohort one data combined with the data
collected on the children who entered Follow Through in
school year 1968-69 will make a considerable amount of
evaluation data only mrginally useful because it was col-
lected before specific' evaluation objectives were specified.
The former F011ow Through Dir!ctor'said in an article on
the accomplidhments and lessons learned from Follow Through
that, during. future experiments, program impact data should
not be collected until the program's projects are solidly
established.

14'



at Further, as discussed later in this report, the're are
also design and measurement-problems connected with the
experimdnt which 'affect the reliability of the Follow

,Through results, including those for the children who
entered in the fall of 1971 (cohort three).

OE also plans to assess sponsor consistency across'
cohorts in another way. It will look at the degree to
which a sponsor achieves the same patterns Of effects over .

cohorts. For example, a model may have different effects
on children who have had preschool and those who have not,
Or in large urban areas as opposed to rural areas. If such
patterns occur, they will be verified'om more than one
cohort to determine if they are true patterns. 'II such true
patterns are identified, this, could be another way of assess-
ing sponsor consistency. However, the validity of this
apoach remains to be seen.

.

As of July 1974 the contracted cost of the national
evaluation was about $23.1 million. This amount represents
the cost of the contracts with the Stanford Research In-
stitute, the consulting firm assisting OE, and the contractor
performing the data Analysis. However, the total Federal
cost of evaluation is even greater because (1) LEAs have been
paying with grant funds the salaries of assistant testers and
test aides since.the spring of 1970, (2) OE has.made grants
to sponsors to make separate evaluations of their models to
supplement the national evaluation results, and (3) OE has
awarded numerous smaller research and evaluation contracts
for various purposes.

Impact of change from service
to experimental program

Another lesson from Follow Through involvesthe rela-
tionship between Follow Through as a service and, as an ex-
perimental program. The former Follow Through Direotor said
in his article that, because this relationship was nevet fully
established, progfess in the experiment was impeded. Also,
a Follow Through review panel reported in March 1973 that:

7
* * by congressional authorization Follow

Through is a'community action and social service
program, while by executive direction it is a
-a ned variation experiment. This ambiguity
er the purpose of Follow Through has continued

to exist in many people's minds, both in and outside
the government, since its earliest beginnings and
is a key reason Why many of the evaluation issues
have never been resolved successfully."

23 /
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The rmer Director's statement and the views of the panel
impll,that experimental programs should be clearly author-
tze4aS such before they are Undertaken.

EX? IMENTAL PROGRAM RESULTS

To determine the results of the Fo ow Through experi-
men We reviewed the two available Fol ow Through evalua-
tio studies which include information on eduationallgains
as Measured by achievement tests. According to the ,OE of-
fi ial in charge of the experiment, those two'studies plus
one in draft form and three based on classroom observations
are the most important studies on the experiment.

The OE official said that the first two classroom,

'observation studies are considered developmental, but the
third one reports some significant findings regarding class-

,

room instructional practices. The results, which are based
on systematic observations of the Follow Through classrooms
in action, indicate that highly controlled classroom environ(m-
ments contribute to higher ,scores in math and readiftg and
that flexible classroom environments contribute to desired
child behavior such as independence, lower absence rates,
and higher scores on a test of nonverbal reasoning;

-
This section addresses the two studies b sed Sin .eve=

ment tests because such tests serve as the-primary easuring
device in Follow Through and most federally fun* expert .
mental education programs. The focus is on the more recent
study because it deals with cohort three--the best one for
determining model effectiveness.

The initial results on cohort 3 covered 10 sponsors
and were reported-on March 1, 1974. 'These results represent
the first from the revised evaluation strategy and reflect
the first year progress of kindergarten children who dntere
Follow,Through.in the all of 1971. -OE, ,in a Jurie 1974
s mmary of that report concluded that there is reliable
e idence that systems c differences' among the 10 span rs'
a proaches have been a eyed. OE concluded also"th most
f the sponsors are showing evidence of developin he
hildren's motivation and that.six are having s e effect,
pon the children's sense of Personal respon ility. OE.
ased its conclusions solely on educationa y significant

differences between FolloW:Through and -Follow-Through..-
students on eight criterion measures. Four of the eight
measures tested academic skills an our tested nonacademic
attribtites.

24
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ur,conclusions on the March 1974 report differ from
because, before applying the OE educational signifi=-

ce test, we first determined whether edifference between
e gains of Follow Through and non -Follow-Through children
as statistically significant. A-test for statistical sig-

/
/

nificance is essential to provide confidence that the differ-
s erived are not due to chance and that the result's can

be gen ralized"to a larger population of rhttrest
children from low-income families previously enrolled in
Head tart or similar preschool programs). OE officials
sai4/ hey did not report on tests of significance in t0
Jane 1974 summary because the assumptions required fbr this
tees', to be valid re not met; that is, the L'EAs in Follow
Th ough w re neith randomly selected from the population
o inter st nor wer they randomly assign ftO a sponsor'
appro ./

Sponsor effects w e ffieasured in standard deviations;
that is, a statistica measurement which measures .he varia-
tion of individual values from an average value. OE con-
sidered a difference,equal to or greater than/0:25 standard
deviation units of,the item being measured as educationally
significant and,,tharefore, a positive effeCt for Follow,
Through. The OE summary of the March 1974 results and our
analysis of those results are shoWn iythe table on page 18.
Both analyses show the results the_,l0 sponsors achieved in
4 categories: Cl) academic achievtment, (2) achievement
motivation, (3).personal responsibility, and (4) attendance.

J

Mien a statistical significance test is applied before
determining educational significance, the extent of system-

, arc difference among sponsors is not nearly as great. For
two categories--personal responsibility and attendance--,
the'most per'asive result -is that there is no significant
difference in the outcome of Follow Through and non-Follow-

,
Through children.

Because projects, classrooms, teachers, and children
were selected judgmentally, the March 1974 evalbation re-
sults analyzed by us do not have the statistical reliability.
that is desired for generalizing from the results of an ex-
periment such as Follow Through. Nevertheless, our analysis
does show that relying on educational significance alone
could lead to generalizations that overstate the positive.
effects of Follow Through. OE officials told us that they
are working with the data analysis contractor to develop
methods of analyzing the data *so that generalizations will
be possible.

2
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/ Number of sponsors
(TriTarysis / GAO analysis Criterion measures used

----

Academic achievement--4 measures: 0
3 1 FT better than NFT on all 4 tests

1 FT better than NFT on 3 tests
1 1 FT better than NFT on 2 tests
2 \ 1 FT better than NFT on 1 test
1 FT better than NFT on 1 test and

NFT bettet t3 FT on l'test
1 NFT better th Ii FT on 1 test
1 NFT better t an FT on 2 tests
1 NFT better than FT on 3 testa

No difference between 'FT and NFT I4

10 10

8 /r----6
Achievement motivation:'.

FT better than NFT
1, 1 _. NFTbettetlthan FT
1 3 - -- No difference between FT and NFT

-----
10 ,--7:---- 10

Sense of personal, Vesponsibility--
2 measures:

1 FT better than NFT on both tests
5 1 FT' better than NFT on 1 test
2 NFT better than OT on 1 test
2 ' '9 No, difference between FT and NFT

10

3 1

7 9

10 10

FT:, , Follow Throuip4
NFT:i NonFollowThrsough.

Attendance:
FT better than NFT
po difference between FT and NFT

Some interim results on earlier cohorts of the experiment
were reported in February 1973 and cover. 9 of the 10 sponsors
analyzed in the March 1974' report. Those results generally
did not shalW the degree of sponsor diversity indicated in
the March 1974 report. Although, some small degree of diversity
was apparent, none pf the sponsors had the wideipread success
or failure shown in the March report. Moreover, three sponsors
that showed strong gains or' losses in the Marbh.1974 report
showed completely*opposite results in the earlier one. Con-
se'guently., it is diffiO'ult to 'sathat sponsor trends h'ave
been established.
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and
only interim results are available for cohorts

1 and 2 and ecause those for cohort 3 represent achievement
at the end of only 1 year of participation,fit is too early
to draw firm conclusions about th4 stability of the results
of the 10 sponyr approaches analyzed. Some sponsors may
not be able to maintain the gains shown to date, whereas
others may not produce gains until the later years' of the
experiment. Further, any significant effects from the
pproaches may, not be immediately apparent'but rather may
occur in the firsts, second, or third grades or even later.

OE has no formal plans to evaluate the progress of.
iidren after they graduate from Follow Through. In

'M rch 1973 a Follow Through review panel recommended such
an evaluation, bUt a decision to follow up on Follow Through
children has not been made. OE is, however, considering the
feasibility, of testing former Folloy Through and non-Follow-
Through children entering the fourth grade in school year
1975-76.

Reliability of'experimental results

-*
En though OE reorganized the amaluation design for

Follow Through during the fourth year of the riment,
problems in both the initial design and impleigation of '

the ex.periment limit attempts for overall conclusions that
.are statistically reliable for evaluating alternative ap-
proaches to early childhood education. These problems include.'

"--no random assignment of LEAs to sponsors and 4,
.-

s-- differences in initial achievement levels and socio-
economic characteristics between the experimental
and control groups,

/

In dditipn, the data.analysis contractor listed in the
March 1974 report seyeral reservations concerning design and
measurement problems which also affect the reliability of
results. Two such reservations were (1) methpdological
limitations stemming from the lack-of available knowledge
in mpdern education research to measureall the Bellow Throdgh
variathes an& (2) inability to identify the "best'', sponsor e

to qualitative differences in-materials and:procedures.use
and in.functions and skills emphasized. The reservations
combined with the problems, which iae believe cannot practi -.
cably be overcome, raise-question& about the dependability of
thd evaluation to.judge the approaches. .

27.
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Because LEAs were not randomly assiglied to an approach
and because most were not restricted in their choices of
approaches, the children in Follow Through and their com-
parison counterparts are not representative of any definable.. :

larger populations and the overall distribution of ptojects
among sponsors is irregular. The significanCe'of this is
that generalizations cannot be made beyond the-character-
istics of the group's of children, parents, teachers, or .

institutions analyzed. According to the data analysis con-
'tractor, ethnicity, integration, city size', and geographical'
region are' all associated with student effects in some way
or other, but none are uniformly distributed among sponsors.
Also, because LEAs were, for the most,part,,permitted to
select sponsOrs, the contractor could not estimate whether,
the outcome of One sponsor's program would be similar.to
another. sponsor's or whether other projects would respond
similarly to a particular sponsor.

Another result of most LEAs not b ing restricted in
their choice of approaches is that some sponsors were
associated with only a-few projects. Th evaluat(ion design

.
for cohort three--the one OE plans-to re ymost heavily on
to determine model effectiveness--requires that a sponsor be

working with at Ieast.five projects where adequate testing`
had been done to be compared with other spontors.

Only 7 of the 22 sponsors merthat requirethent#--, In

addition, the March l974' report includes .three others, two
with three-prcjacts'and a-third one wiXh.ftur projects.
According to the OE official in charge'cifithe-evaluation,
five protects are needed per spbrisor.to-provideoa confidence
level which insures that Follow Through effects are attribut-'
able to sponsor intervention rather than other factors which
an affect educational achievement.

Differences.in initial achievement levels, and Soda- %.

economic characteristics also affect the reliability of the
evaluation results.

were not
Through and nori-Follow-*

Through children were- not randomly selected for participa-
.
,tiqn,in the :"experiment, the experimental and control groups
were pot-comparable in terms of initial achievement and
socioeconomic characteristics. In an effort to adjust for
the initial differences, the aata analysis contractor used
a statistical technique known as the analysis of-tovariance.

. however, the contra for reported that the Follow Through, ,.
.data eata failed tmeet'some requirements believed necessary
for this technique to be an effective adjustment device.

.

f2 8
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,
Further, no krio*n statistical"technique can fully

corwensie for initial differences on such items as "pretest, ..

scores and,socioeconomiccharacteristics. Accordingly, as

OE ,states in its June 1.974 summary, n* * *the basis for,

determining the effectS of variob*Pollw.,Through models is

not peiect." Our review of4the March 1914 report indicated

that, for at least four sponsors, the adiustments.were

rather extensive. Included among the four is the only sponsor

that produced significant differences on all four academic
measures and the only two sponsbrs that produced any academic

results significantly below their rian7Follow-Through counter-

parts. ,

,
,...,

:According to OE, while it is proper 1-O observe that the

lack of rapdom,assignbeht of.treatments and the lack, in-

.
.several cases, f.comparable Control groups will make it
difficult to draw conclusions about the effects of-FolloW
Through approaches, .sudh conditions typify social program .

evaluations and educational evaluatiOns in particular. We

,recognize that these prdbletds are not peculiar to the

Follow Throdgh,program, but believe that when the decision

was made to conduct' the program as an.experimenti.§reater
care could have .been' exercised to minimize the effects of

. ; hot following theideal experimental procedures

_ .

Beceuse there is no known method as yet to fully corn-.

pensate for initial differences between experimental and
Control grOups and because many previous eduCatianalexperi
ments have tended to indicate relatively small gains, the
morethe ideal procedures can be implemened,'the less
susceptible final results will be tb serious mismatches ih

the two groups. .

'

.

*Combined with the shortcomings in, the experiment's
design:and implementation, the lack of complete data in the

data c011ection process also affects the.represeht,afivene'ss
of the evaluation results. .Our review.of,the contractor's
date in the March 1974 repqrt plus source documents desdr.ib-'

:^ing the national eValuation indicated-that) fQrthe 10 ap-
proaches covered in the March'report,,,only 48 of the 93 proj-

ects that-2.Make up those approaches were included. The
projects not me tided were, for the most part, those that,

lacked sufficient Seline data, Thus,. it is Uestioriable

whether the projects ported dn are representatj.ve overall
of t pproaches..

For the 10 sponqors, the, data -analysis :contractor

indicated further limitatibns in ,that 'the results analyzed
were for thbse children for whom data on all thb impOttant

1.
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measures could be obtained. Forexample, of the 6,000 Follow.
Through children tested for cohort 3 in,the spring of 1972,
2,000 were not reported on in the March 1974 report. About
40 percent of the 2,000,children.not reported on were lost
to the program through 'attrition.

OE estimates that abo ut 50 percent of ,ple kindergarten
children'for.cohorC three will be lost thrCugh a tr 'tion
by the end o r e three. The consequence ition
on the Follow hrbu h experiment is that the- remaining
children may Ot representative of all of the effects of
the program. a result, there is no assurance that a
.representatici number of students has been included in the
analysis.

PROGRAM REPLICATION

During hearings on OE's fiscal year 1974 appropriation,
OE officials to'd the Congress about the planned termination,
of Follow Thfough and about their ultimate intention to dis--,
.seminate successful Follow Through models to LEAs throughout'
the Nation, if the final results of the national evaluation
warranted dissemination. BecauSe OE still plans such dis--
,semination and has developed tentative success criteria to
judge the models, this section will address the need to de-
velop'adVance plans to accomplish' this.

The itplementation proCess is Importiat-bacAuse it
must provide reasonable assurance that the result's achieyed
by thd experiment will be replicated (repeated) in the new
communities.' Thus, the process 08 selects should be tested
before it is used for widespread disseRination of Ballow
Thiou0 models,"

08,has-not,yet developed appropriate plans for repli-
cating FolioW Through approaches.' During the fall of 1971-
brhad started a 16ng-range plan to expand the-number of
Follow Throbgh projects, in each State but terminated; it.
about 6 mont6i-later. As of April 1974, OE' Office of
Planning, Budgeting, and Avaluation._,was implementing a new
concept known as "Prbject Information Packages" for replicat-
ing successful compensatory.education projects, but OE of-
ficials cannot agree on whether-Follow Thrbugh models shopld
hi replicated under,this concept.-

-Ion*.range plan,
. . .

Ok's,goal'for-this plan had beed to .develop within each .

State over a 5-year period thp capability to bring Follo4
Trough to as'many childrbn from low-iricome.families *as

0 .
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possible. Besides anticipated increases in the Follow
Through appropriations for the additional projects, title
I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and State
and local funds were to be used.

OE planned to select existing exemplary projects and
turn them into resource centers for new project staffs to
contact or visit for information. In addition, OE planned
to retain the sponsors to work with and help the new proj-
ects impletent successful. approaches..

4

In short, the long-range plan wduid have involved (1)
'd gradual phase in of the Follow Thtough experiment, (2) 4an
increase inn the number of communities working with Follow,
Through models, (3) the conversion of Follow Through from
a research and development to a preddminantly service-

lkoriented program, and (4) the merger of the Follow Through
concept into the operation of the title I-program. Greater
support for Follow Through fiom title I was planned because,
according to OE, "components of a typical Follow Through
are [the] same as an effective title I project."

In October 1972 an OE official toldthe Follow Through .

program Officethat its 5-year replication program had been
replaced by a new incentive grant program being developed
for title I. Later, 0E,announced its paans-to terminate
Follow Through. An'OE planning official told us that the
decision, to replace the'long-range plan had been made in
the spring of 1972 and had been based on a planning philoso-
phy that research and development programs, such as ,Follow
Through, should not have service objectives. He said that
Follow Through models should notbe replicated until all
the results are in and they have proven successful.. Accord-
ing to the official, the incentive grant program was envi-
sioned primarily as a program for replicating successful ,

reading IN mathematics projects but the Offibe Managment
and 'Budget did not approve it.

Project Information packages

The project information package concept involves col-
lecting and assembling information needed to install an
'educational approach in the classroom." -A package will con-
tain descriptive literature, schedules, budgets,'procedural
guides, filmstrips and audiocassettes, self-instructional
training programs for teachers, listsof teaching aids and
equipment, and other materials needed to install and admih-

. istet an approach. OE hopes that the- packages will be
'sufficiently self-explanatory to enable school administrators

. ,

1 .-
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install an approach and achieve successful results
without much assistance from the sponsor.

To determine.whether the concept will work, OE has
identified six successful compensatory education approaches
,(none of which were Follow Through) and collected the
necessary Information to package them. Each packaged approach
is now being field tested at several LEAs.

According to officials in OE's Office of Planning, t

Budgeting, and Evaluation, Follow Through approaches are
candidates for replication under the packaging concept.
However, because the" paCkaging concept does not necessarily
provide for the input of the sponsor at the replication site,
the Follow Through Director believes that Follow Through ap-
proaches cannot be successfully implemented under this con-
cept.. She favors a pfogram more like.that provided'for
under the Jong-range plan. However, she said that OE has
not yet developed appropriate plans for repl.cating_Follow
Through approaches.

In planning for replication, OE should c 44* er, among
other things, the necessary cost. According t ; 1973 cost -
study done under contract for OE, the average Federal per

. pupil cost of Follow Through in school year 1931-72 was
$747. This cost is in addition to the LEAs' normal per
ipupil expenditure. The 41 projects studied were believed
to be representative of the 178 in operation ding school
year 1971-72. The $347, in addition to Follow Through
funds, includes title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act and other Federal funds, such as model cities
and manpower training.,

Durihg OE's fiscal year 1974 appropriation hearings,
OE officiari7-told the Congress that in school year 1972-73
Follow Through's'average per pupil cost had dropped to
$617 and tnat its_goal was to lower the cost to $600. In
:Comparison, the title I program, similar in services to
Follow Through, cost only about $220 per pLipil for school
yeat 1971-72, the most recent for which OE statistics were
available.

CONCLUSIONS

School year 1973-74- represents Follow Through's seventh_
year of existence and its sixth year of experiments ion with
approaches to educating disadvantaged children in;t e early
grades of school. Though June 1974 an = timated $ 00 milli
lion,had peen fade availabl for the or. , and ac ording

22 .
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to OE about 71,000 children had completed it. Problems,

however, in both the initial design and implementation of

the experiment will limit OE'S ability to reach - statistically
reliable overall conclusions on the success or lack of

success of the approachds for teaching young disadvantaged

children.
0 A

The problems cannot practicably be overcome, and, when
combined with the OE contractor's reservations about design

and measurement problems, raise questions about the experi-
ment's dependability to judge the appproaches. Incomplete

data in the data collection process also limits the

representativeness of the evaluation results. The problem

of data reliability Could have been minimized if OE had,

when Follow Through's emphasis changed from service to
experimental, developed detailed specifications for the

evaluation.

.On the basis of 10 sponsor approaches, initialipults
from the revised evaluation indicate that there are fer-

ential effects among the approaches. It is too early, how-
ever, to draw conclusions about their relative merits. Be-

cause the evaluation data collected during the first 3 years

of the experiment is of questionable usefulness for judging
model effectiveness, OE has to rely most heavily on data
from the last group of children participating. In addition,

OE will have only limited opportunities to determine the

extent that the evaluation result§ repeat themselves across
Certain cohorts.

The questionable benefit of the Follow Through experi-
ment affects OE's plans to disseminate information on

successful approaches. Because limitations in the data
affect OE's ability to draw reliable conclusions about the

success of the approaches, such limitations also affect
OE's plans for replicating approaches.

In the future, experiments generally should be designed

on a small scale and .have a limited number of projects t9/
define implementation procedures and program objectives and

cgoals. After development, the prograth can be expanded to

more projects, if necessary, to assess its effects.c,Further,
any evaluation done during development should be, on a small

scale, as an aid to developing the programrathfir than as-
sessing its effects, as happened in Folldw Through: In

future large-Scale experiments, the frameWork for'th ex-
peiiment should be designed at the same time-the evaluation
objectives are established so that one w11-1 not limit the
effectiveness of the other, as happened in'Follow ThroiSgh.
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OE should use the Follow Through exper intent as a case
study to plan and carryout future experimental programs.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO.THE
SECRETARY-OF-HEW /

We recommend that the Secretary direct OE to:

--Develop 4..uApr safeguards to insure that future
'experimental programs are not designed apart from
evaluation to maximize the degree to which experi-
mental results will be statistically reliable.

--Translate.the problems encountered during the
_Tallow Through experiment into criteria for design-
ing and administering future experiments, i,,ncluding,
among other-,things, criteria to'prevent collecting
massive data on program results before, program goals,
and objectives are properly defined.

AGENCY COMMENTS

HEW commented on matters discussed in is report by
a July 28, 1975, letter. '(See app. I. concurred with
our recommendations and said it will ry to insure that
legislation and. regulations for futu' e experimental pro-
grams are consonant with strong evaluation designs by
requiring random assignment of projects to LEAs, schools,
classrooms, etc., and requiring LEAs to establish'and
maintain comparable control groups or schools'. OE will
formally advise ail program offices of the importance of
,Making evaluation an integral part of experimental pro-
grams. .

Hpi said the 'experience of Follow Through reemphasizes
the need for planning before implementation of new program
designs.or major changes in basic program thrust. OE now
has a'centralized,evaluation staff responsible for develop-
ing evaluation designs based uponsprogram objectives -so as
to prevent unnecessary'data collection., HEW said this staff
is cognizant of the problems encountered in Follow Thrbugh.
apd will, to the extent possible; incorporate our recom-
mendations in time overall evaluatibn designs.
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CHAPTER 3

NEED''TO IMPROVE PROJECT ADMINISTRATIO

AND OROGRAMMONITORING

Follow Through offers.various noninstructional services
and activities aimed at lessening the effects of poverty and
enhancing children's chances to lead normal, productive

lives. These components consist primarily of parent..involve-

ment; community involvement; and supportive Services, such as
medical and dental examinations for the children.

In general, the LEAs had provided for each required
service and activity but needed improvement in their admin-

\ istration. Rroject achievements in tht noninstructional area

\varied from one LEA to the next and a need existed to in-

\crease the end results. In addition, LEAs' needed to improve

\their recordkeeping for evaluation purposes and, 4n some, in-:

stances, to comply more closely with fundirig requirements.

\

The reasons for these weaknesses and the uneven results

among LEA in delivering services seemed to be that(1) OE
had not fu nished adequate guidance to implement the non-
instructio,a1 components and (2) OE's monitoring'of project
results had been ineffective. During our review OE improved
its monitoring system, but additional changes are still
needed.
.

PROjECT.ADMINIgT ON OF SERVICE
COMPONENTS AND7RR9IfRAM REQUIREMENTS
.NEEDED IMPROVEMENT

, 1

We examined the LEAs' performance in various areas, in-
cluding the delivery of medical, dental, nutritional-, guid-

ance-, and psychological services to eligible children and'
the delivery of social Services to both eligible children,

and their families. In addition, we eyalti$terlthe extent

,and ways in which,parents and'other individuals and agenciei
from the community were involved in-proect affairs, inClud-
ihg coordinatioe`with loOal Head,St$rt projects.

Although each project differed 'in many ways, such 'as

geographical: location and project,size, all needed to in-1r-

prove,project administration to some extent.pe SerVices could

have been,iqcreased, recordkeeping needed improvement to en-

hance evaluation', and. funding requirements were not always

complied with. an addition, the-LEAs varied in the level of

. services provided. Highlights from selected areas are
cussed- in the following Sections.

35, .
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Variation in and need to increase services

The draft program manual, which was in effect at the
time of our sitework, contained guidance to LEAs on the
requirements for each program component. It provided that
each project have a policy advisory committee, made. up of
parents and other community members mto must play a sub-
stntial role in planning and managing project affairs.,

Of the'nine projects, seven had a'policy advisory commit-
tee, one had a parent, board, and one had two pirent boards.
The two projects with parent bOards kremparenCimplemented

.

in that the parents, through the board, ade the program's
operati*g.decisions. Most committees and boards were orga-
nized along the lines suggested in the program manual and met
regularly, usually once a month.

To determine the extent of committee and board involve-
ment, we reviewed the minutes of their meetings; observed
meetings; and interviewed project officials, committee and
board members, and parents' of 'Follow Through children. In
our opinion, one committee and one board were actively in-
volved in planning and managing project operations, four iad
a voice in ,,project decitI onmaking but a need for greater' in-
vblvement existed, and three had little involvement in-project
affairs.

The active committee and board made numerous important
decisions and actions. For example, they both established
project staff selection driteria, orgklized parent activi-
ties, and helped develop the project's annual budget. In
'addition, thegloarent board hired and dismissed 'stiff, mejnbers
and considered educational matters, such as a decision to
release teachers from their normal duties to visit =parents
periodically.

Four committees-made a few such decisions but, could
have improved their performance. The major empha is of three
of these four committees appeared to be on their ;n .opera-
tions, including sele? Ang officers, forming subco' ittees,
selecting representaWres to attend conferences, and r anning
social gatherings, ratheo,than on program matters, suc as
developing plans and criteria for obtaining parent ,and
munity involvement. The effectiveness of the fourth commit-
tee was questionable because 13 of 21 Follow Through parents
we interviewed said they were not even aware the committee
existed. .

The minutes of the three committees which had little
involvement in project affairs showed little evidence .0-E
accomplishments. Project.officials and committee members

. 30
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acknowledged the passive role that theiritommittees 'had

played in project operations. They gave us the folloWitig

reasons --ferelack of committee involvement.

-Lack of interest, experience, and education of low-
income parents.

1.

- -Substantial turnover of committee members and offil-

cers. At one project the parent coord riator told,us
that the leadership ability of the committee had been
affected because of lack of continui in committee

members,

-- Reluctance of members to expreSS,themselves in the
presence of the project directi3r,Who attended 'commit-
tee meetings. This occurred Ot..pply one project.
The apparent reason for, the membb.es.not speaking out
was that more than one-third ierealso project staff.N"
The committee president believeoUthat the employer-
empl relationship detracted frOm,tember objectiv-
ity. This ommittee was being reorganized at the
time of our sitework.

The projects were taking actions to increase committee in.:

.volvement when we completed our sitework.

Parent participation in the
ollow Through classroom

The draft program manual alsoprov,ided that parents be

used in the classroom, in the Follow Through office, or in
other capacities working-as volunteers. To assess project
performance in this area,Jwe examined project records and
interviewed parents and project personnel.

The records, although not always complete, showed wide
variation in parent participation among the projects. For

example,,one project which served 256 families recorded in
school year 1970-71about 14 days spent by parents in, the
classroom or on other project. activities. In-contrast, an-
other project which served about 900 families recorded about

600 days, s nt by, pare s in the classroom. Its officials

felt tha ev more p ents should have participated, but
r said that some 'd t have transportation.

In addition- to the first project cited above, three
other projects appeared to haVe little parent involvement in

the classroom.

29
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13 teachers"Ineerliewed at one *project, 4 said that
parents.were not involved in classroorvactivitils and
9 said that parents participated but only to a limited

4 extent.
/

4./.-The program coordinator at.another project said pri
cipals at the Follow Through schools prohibited-un
trained persons froth working in'the Classroom.' This

.projecep records for school year 1970-71 showectithato
only one parent worked as a classroom volunteer.

-At the'remaining project,- which consisted of 15 Follow,"
Through classroom's, a consulta t reported that the
teachers at the School'where 12 of the'classrooms
were 10Cated gave visitors the pression they were
not'weiCOme. Later, the -project distributed a ques-
tionnwe' to parents of children ho attended this
-school: Forty percent, or 32 of t e 81 parents re&-
spOndirig, iOicated-that .they felt nwelcome in the
-School or that the school treated t em as intruders. ,

Health- care
,

.

.. Each project child from a.low-inc e family is eligible
to receive a medicarand dental examination with related tests
Once every 2 years while in Follow, Through. To measure the
extent to which this requirement was met, we selected about
1,300 children, from the 9 pr jects reviewed'and determined
the number eligible for examinations and of those eligible,
the number who received' examinations and needed.tteatment.

, Health. records showed that 53 percent of the approxi-
thately 880 children in our Sample who were eligible for medi-
cal examinations and about 80 percent of the approx4mately
900 children eligible for dental exarwinations received them.

Of the eligible children examined, 30 percent needed medical
attention and 70 percent needed dental treatment. About
75 percent 6f the children .so referred were treated.S

For the following reasons, not all eligible children
were examined:

--;Some project nurses did not_understand'the prOgram
,guidelines in that they thought that only oneemedical
and ope,dental-examination were required while a child
was in Follow Through.

--Some parents:refused or delayed signi parental. per-
,: Mission slips'wh'ch were.required befo e children

could' receive hea th Services.,

--Staff was not alw4ys adeguate.

.
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' The projects which achieved the beet examination results

were those.. that obtaihed parental permission early in the

school, year and atone time for all health services contem-

plated. Also, as followup,one- project had established the
r.

pr cedure -of :showing on the individual health re.eordsaddi-

t'onal tervioes-,that each child.needed.to receive.

ect records needed-improvement'

'The draft program manual did not Specify' what records

.
projects should keep to document their performahce. We be-

,. lieve that guidance is needed because some recordkeeping
improvements were needed at all of the projects reviewed.

Documentation tdpporting the eligibility of the-children

enrolled in the program wat incomplete at all but, one proj-

ect. This matter, discussed separately'and more fully in

chapter 4, isintroduced here because projects needed com-

plete eligibility records to adequately administer the non--

instructional services paid for with Follow Through 'fund

Because only, children. from low-income families are entit red

to thete services, records were needed to identify the

income of each child enrolled in the program.

Most projectS also needed to improve their recordkeeping

in the health arear'because many.records'were incomplete.,
Oneproject,had kept no 'health records before school year

1970-71. At another project, of 100 children we selected at

random to determine whether they had received a-dental'Axami-

nation, 9$ had incomplete or unavailable records.. At a third

project4 where we also selected at random 100 childr n, im-

munization,records were inadequate for 40.

Two projects 'kept health information in more tha one

place. At one of these projects, for example, children's
health folders at two of the three schools were kept in the

classrooms by.the teachers instead of by the nurse. Aore-

over,the folders did not show all the services provided be-

cause some data was maintained separately in the principal's

office or in the social worker's files.,

give projects neededAa improve theiT.recordkeeping of

home visits. At one proie'ct, records were not current. At

another,. records of some home visits were not kept, and those

on filet did not -clearly show the reasons,for the visits; An-

other project recorded each home visit in a log book. The'log

shoWed the number of home visits that had been made overallA,

but information about individual families, such as how often

were they visited; Why were they visited, and what additional

visits .needed to be made, was not readily,available.
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In our opinion; good records are essential to evaluatiOn =
which is essential to good managem#nt; accountability; and, , .

in Shlexperitenfal -prOgram, the interpretation of results.
Without adequate records, areas warranting improvement may
not be identified and the ability to compare project results
is limited.

Administering funding requirements

All the projects reviewed to some extent, either did
not meet or could not proVethet they had met program re-
quirements pertaining to the source, use,-and Control.of,
funds.

'None of the .LEAs could pro've tha they had contributed
the non-Federal share 1/ required by their approved project
applications.' In school year.1970- these LEAs claimed to
have made contributions totaling out $525,000, of.which
at least $230',00 was either ina equately documented or not
documented at all. About half,of the $230,000, which was
claimed'as in-kind contribUtions by one LEA, was based on an

.....)overtime account which did not show specific dates, times,
duties, or signatures of persons receiving payments., In addi-
tion, some of the documented contributions , were questionable.
For example, one project claimed as an in-kind contribution
'$2,590, representing the yalue of admission to a, final dress
rehearsal of a circus,thet was free to anyone in the community
who wanted to attend.

Four LEAs had not. contributed the required amount of
title I funds.to their projects in-school"year 1970-71.. For
example, one project's, budget indicated that title I funds
would be used to procure services, equipment, and materials
valued at about $90,000 fo/r the project. Although documenta-
tion. was generally_lacking, the LEA's title I director said
about $49,000 of the planned contribution to.Follow Through
had not been made. Another project did not know how much of
the required, title I contributions had been made to Follow
Through.,, At ourrequest, the project edmputed the amount
,actually,contributed and found it to be "$10,880 less than
the amount proposed in the project application.

1/To supplement Federal funding, OE requifee each grantee.to
, ,provide annually, depending on the number of grades served,

14 to 25 percent ot.the.grant award, consisting of either `
cash or-in-kind coritributioris which are(services, materials,
and property owned by or donated or.loaned without charge
to the project. Grantees are required to show that con-

. tributions chimed have actually 'been made.
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Although Follow,Through funds for health services can

be. spent only. for children from lOw-income amilies, at seven

projec s some chil.dren,from -low ncome fathiliea'feceived

.

e'r.vices at- program e pens, At'most projectd this
k

,

occurred becau"ptoject-st fs,p idsd. health serviles

.
without making eligibility dettrmihations. One project', icr = '

example, spent abont $1,480 in ,school year 1970-71 for zedi- A

Cal and dental Services for 51. df the project's 53 children
who were ineligifte.fo' healtb,services. We broUght this
situation to the attention of the project director who tool:

action to correct this practice:

,(7*
Significance of weaknesses in administration

. on program, effectiventds

In our opinion, the,variation in services and :other

needed improvements decreased program effectiVeness in do
ways. , From a service -viewpoint; some Of.the:potential dr
helping eligible children an4,their families overcome the
effects of poverty was, not maiimimed. From an experimental
viewpoint, the Follow Through program had been. designed to
include the services a4activities becauge. of-the belief.,

..that they would help a child Occeed in.school. Becpuse the
national evaluation did not include measuring the impact of
the services, they should have among projects
to the extent feasible so that, differences in' educational

,attainment Could not be due in part to differences in the

level of services.
.4

NEE) FOR MORE PROGRAM GUIDANCE s.

'Before the final Follow Through resulations,were issued

on April 21, 1975, OE'a.project guidance was contained pei-

. the required program components, su as parent particiRa--
mixily in the draft program,manda-1-1e spandal set forth

tion, and described in general terms; services, and activi-
ties desired,under: eish component.,- .. .

- The 'thenudt coi?tained.little criteria, defining the de4'
. .

sired level of protect performance in each component. In .,.

addition, the manual provided no guidance on recordkeepihg to
document project performance and did notrequi4 projects to
formally evaluate their.activities. The manual stated that:

.

"Although there are no fixed'requiretents for Rica'
evaluation, applicants may devise proceduresto
study,questions of particular local interest in
their' projects and to receive program feedback."

The final Follow Through regulations.,-which became effec-
tive dune 5, 1975, quit specifically define program component
objectives, but do not contain specific performanae.standards.
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They do provide that refunding Of a project be
.

based 1 rgely
on ,how well 'the LEA .provided the, required services a ctivi-
tietr . .

,

_

Ialeup-opinio 4t would be difficult to hold LEA offi-
(clan'aaoufuttib .for'thei'performante un1A-64--the,eX t nt of

. required servicekand activities is specified. Therefore,_
OE should, to the extent' practicable, define the performance
standards which projects must meet to obtain refunding. Per-

p/fOrmance standards are needed to-identify areas needing im-
rovement and to establish a higher and more uniform level

of perforiance thioughout the program.

The final regulations stipulate that LEAs must comply
with all evaluation prodedures which OE may establish and must
participate,,if requested by OE, in any periodic evaluations
of the Follow Through progam..'The.regulations do not provide
for self-evaluation which,' in our opinion, is an essential
part of project management and which could help eliminate =pro-
gram weaknesses of the type` noted in our review.

On January 1, 15(73, HEW's Office 'of Child Development
issued performande standards to be used in administering and
carrying o t the, Head Start program, which provides the same
kinds of svices and activities as Follow Through. In gen-
eral the performance standards,_issued'as part of the "Head
Start Policy Manual," pertain to the methods and processes
used by Head Start grantees to meet the needs of children.
The standards, recognize that programs and approaches should

, and do vary from community-to.community. However, Head Start
policy requires that, no matter what approach is followed in
a local program, the standards constitute the minimum require-
ments that must be met by the grantee' as a condition of Fed-
eral funding. On January 31, 1975, HEW gave notice in the
Federal Register that it proposed to issue t44 Head Start
Performance standards as regulations. These regulations,he- '.

came effectiVe on July 1,-1975,

/ On February 1, 1975, the Office of Childtevelopment also
issued, as dart of the "Head Start Policy Manual," a self-
assessmentivalidation instrument for grantee use in conduct-
dng an annual assessment of their activities to insure that
the performance standards are being met. The instruitient will.
also be used by'the Office of Child Development to validate
grantee evaluations.

OE CHANGU AND OUR SUGGESTIONS
.FORNORVEFFECTIVE MONITORING

ifn effective monitoring system is one in which program
vac.tivities are systematically reviewed to determine whether

let
.

N

34
S.



they are being conducted as planded.. If deficiencies occur;
the system should provide for identifying causes and recom-
mending solutions, something that, at the time of our site-

work, OE's monitoring system,didnot effectively do: A need

existed to increase project performance and improve project

recordkeeping. In addition, all-projects reviewed, to some

extent, either did not meet or cou of prove thht they had

met kogram'rgaMremintsopertafni g to thl source, use, and

control of funds.
.

.4

Later, OE did improve its Follow Through monitoring

. system but additional improvements in the feedback of moni-
toring information still can be made.

OE's monitoring system
;

5

OE's program for monitoring Follow Through projects was

not well defined. However, OE officials said nearly all moni-

toring of noninstractional services and activities was done

by DE project officers and with the occasional assietanceof
a consulting firm contracted by OE to provide technical as-
sistance to.projects.

. .

Before November 1971 0E.had assigned a project officer

to each project. Each officer was respondible for rawly proj-

ects because the number of projects exceeded the number of
officers by more than 20 to 1. 'The project officers' duties
included approving projedt applications, providing techniCal

assistance, monitoring projebt Performance, and mdnitoring
the activities of program sponsors and the, consulting firm

personnel (general Oonsultants). Although project'officers
tried to visit each assigned project annually; it was not,

always done. Outing their visits; the_ officers met with

project personnel, and parents to discuss project operations.

To assist its project officers in their monitoring ef-
forts, OE assigned to each project a general consultant whose
primary function was to visit projects each month'to provide
technical assistance to pelP the project assess its strength

and weaknesses. The.resultsof their visits were reported to
the 0$ project officer, the project's sponsor, and the local

Follow Through staff. Our review.Qf the consultants' reports,
for the projects we reviewed showed an average: of 3.1 visits

to the projects n calendar year 1971 and 4.4 visits in 1972.

OE'S monitoring changes

From November 1971 to March 1972, OE changed its moni--
taring system by, reorganizing project officer assignments
and by providing for a desk audit_and,a team -review at the

project site. The project officers were organized into five
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..
area teams, consisting of one,or two senior and junior

-officers and a secretary, with a senior officer as' team
leader., Each team wastresponeible:for from 29 to 43 proj-
ects, depending on the size oits geographical regioh, ,

The teams are to perfort an annual desk aUditof each.
project consisting of answering questions .in a standard re-
view form concerning the various components of the project's

4_ Follow Through Program. inforTation is to be obtaineA,p
marily from the project's most recent appliCation'-Or. undi.

addition, OE makes 3- to 4-day onsite team reviews of
prbjects,' The review group usu lly consists of a representa-
,tive from. the OE area team, a ge ral consultant, and an HEW
regional program specialist. 1/ he group uses a standard
review form like the depk audit review form. Information is
to be obtained from observations of project. activities,' in-
terview, with Follow Through staff and' parents, and project

'

reports and records. According to an OE official, between
one-third and one-half of all Follow Through projects are
reviewed each year. He said that in school year 1971-72,
OE reviewed about 80 of the 178 existing projects.

We believe that these monitoring changes, especially the
use of standard review forms, should help improve project
monitoring. The desk audits .give OE assurance that projects
have adequate plans'for each component', and the onsite re-
'views provide feedback data.on how well the plans are working.

Progress and general consultant' reports
could be made more useful-

OE's monitoring system could be further strengthened.
Periodically LEAs are required to submit.reports toOE on ,

their Progress and,'as previously mentioned, the general con-
sultants must report the results of their project.visits. We
examined a number of these repOrts submitted to OE on the
projects reviewed and.hoted that they were neither-uniform,
nor developed with a view toward improving program operations.

1/A regiohal program specialist provides various field" serv-
ices to State educational agencies and LEAs. He devotes
his- time to programs administered under title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act 'and to Follom Through,
and 'isavailable to.provide'field support to them and.tot .

'- - help -0E headqUArters officials, fulfill their management.
.resPonifbili40
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LEA reports

The grant terms and conditions require LEAS to submit an
interim and a final progress report to OE covering the gCant

period. However,,OE..gave no written .instructions to LEAs On

the format and content for these reports until October 1973:

The progre reports we review d were narrative descrip-

tions supported y some statistics of what the projects did
during the grant\period to deliver required services. The

reports, which yarded in form and ntent, did not cover all
areas of pf'oject performance and g nerally. did not identify
project goals or,-as an alternative, present comparative'
statistics from the preceding year to give OE management some
indication of the adequacy of project accomplishments. They
also contained no conclusions concerning any necessity fbr
program improvements or corrective action.

On September,19, 1973, HEW published revised regulations

on grants administration which apply to,all HEW grant pro-
grams. They require grantees to submit periodid performance
reports,4which will include, to the extent appropriate, a'com-
parisOn of'actual accomplishments with goals established for
the period and, if applicable, the reasons goals were not

0 met. However, the regulations, do not require grantees to re-
port their conclusions concerning the., necessity for -program
improvements or corrective action.

Consultant reports

The general consultant reports, according to the con-
sultants" manual, are to include information on problems,
prdgram development, areas in which consultation was and
should be given, and recommendations made to projects.

The consultant reports we reviewed, Pike the progress
reports, varied in form and. content. Although they contained
the general information described in the consultants' manual,
they usually did not identify specific weaknesses and probable

causes. Such information should be included in the cOnsult-
ants' reports.

The reports did not normally indicate whether project
directors concurred in consultant recommendations, what proj-

.
ect staffs planned to do to implement recommendations, tr
whether consultants followed-ip on recommendations cited in
earlier reports to determine whether they had been imple-

mented. This type of informaon would help insure that
needed project improvement6-re being made.
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''CONCLUSIONS

.-%

The' Follow Through projects reviewed generally had- ,
provided for the noninstructuralsservices and activities de-

- scribed in the program guidelines, such as organizing activi-
ties fOr and 'employing parents;, providing for policy advisory
committees, making-home contacts, giving medical and dental
examinations, providing free lunches to needy children, and
soliciting and using community resources. 'However, admnis-
tration of these services and activities needed' improvement.

A need to increase services and act ies and to obtain
closer complianc4,1cith-program require nts was evident to
o -degree at all projects. -A higher level of services amongJA-Ple

projects wal. needed to maximize the potential for alleviating' the effects of poverty, and a more uniform level was neededto provide greater'assurance that ,differences among projects
in educational attainment were not due in part to differences
in the level of services.

Project administration needed to be improved. OE should(1) define, to the extent practicable, the level of perform-
ance grantees should strive to.achieve in each service com-
ponent, (2) provide guidance on the type of records needed to
document performance, and (3) require grantees to formally
evaluate their projects. The regulations do not contain'per-
formance standards or, require self - evaluation.- Rather, they
increase the need for performance standards because they maike
project refunding dependent on the extent to which projects
provide required services and activities.

Although OE strengthened its project monitoring during
our review, the feedback of information to OE still could be
improved. If projects and consultants were required to in-
clude in their reports the information disdussed in this chap-ter and to achieve greater uniformity in the form'and contentof their reports, OE,could better monitor projects. Projectofficers could use the additional information to furnish
technical assistance to projects., If the reports were more
tiniform,;.0E. could periodically summarize the results to deter --mine weaknesses common to many projects as well as examples
of exemplary performance.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

We recommend thae-the Secretary direct_OE to:

--Establish, to the extent practicable, performance
standards for each,setvice component and require LEAs
to evaluate their. progress toward meeting these stand-
ards. .
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--Develop and disseminate comprehensive guidance to

LEAs on a recordkeeping systeM, including the type of

records needed to document perforMance and ptOvide
feedbackon program results.

-- Develop and disseminate'specific guidance to LEAs and
consultants on the information that should be included
in their reports to DE and on the format and content
of these reports.

Develop, in the early implementation stage of future
experiments, regulations and guidelines concerning
project administration and monitoring.

.(

AGENCY. COMMENTS

HEW concurred in our recommendations and said it had
taken or planned to take the following actions:

--OE has developed a Comprehensive Health Service Plan
survey which includes all the noninstructional Follow
Through components. The survey is a two-part effort

in questionnaire form. Part one, which has been ap-
proved by the Office of Management and Budget, is A
planning questionnaire and, will be disseminated before
the beginning of the school year. It solicits plan-
ning information concert inch services to be provided
to Follow Through funded children in the school year.
It can also be used by the projects for purposes of
technical ,assistance by suggesting resources and ac-
tivities useful in delivering comprehensive health
services.

Part two, which is currently awaiting Office of Man-
agement, and Budget approval, is an end-of-year report.
All Follow Through projects will, be required to com-
plete this report which summarizes the services ac-'

tually provided to the children. The survey will be
a definite means of assuring self-evaluation by the
projects in ,terms of the service components offered
in the program.

--The Comprehensive Health Services Plan survey will,

to some extent, provide guidance to LEAs on a record-
`keeping_system. In addition, OE staff members, during
their various monitoring visits, will provide technical
assistance to LEAs, on the types of records needed to
document program perf6rmance.



--OE ,has developed a reporting form for use by Follow
Through consultants which provides for additional
information and uniformity ,in the presentation and
content of the repott. Also, the Office of Manage-.
ment and Budget recently approved a form which Follow
Through grantees must use in indicating.performance:
progress. The format, and content of the report are
specific and sh ld assist the program in obtaining
information on a onsistent bathis. The form has. been
mailed to all P ow Through grantees.

--HEW will de in the early implementation stage
'of future pe ental programs, regulation an
guideline6 etning project administration and
monitoring.

We reviewed the Comprehensive -Health Services Planning
Questionn e an0 believe it will provide OE with excellent

ning nfirmation concerning what services will be or have
en .rov' ded to Poll T ough children.,.HoWever, it 'does
t c.. itu e perfor nce standards, because there are no

reclui ements placed on the grantees to provide the services
enumerated. We believe hould use the information ob-
,tained from e questiOnnair o establish, to the extent
practicable, .-rformance Standards which projects must meet
to obtain' refu,ding and which also could be used for self-
evaluation.

We also revi wed the consultant and grantee perfOimance
reporting forms and believe that the consultant-report does
not fully implement our recommendation. The report, does not
soliOit information on whether project directors concurred in
consultant recommendations, what preject,staffs planned to, do
to implement recommendations, or whether consultants followed
up on recommendations cited in eatlier reports to determine
whether they, had been implemented. We believe this type of
information should be included, to help OE better monitor
projects.

4
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CHAPTER 4

NEED FOR BETTER-ADMINIST4TION.

OF ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

The LGrib-laic Opportunity Act, which, established Follow

Through, states-that the program is to` focus prim'arily upon
children previously enrolled in Head Start or a similar pro-

gram. In general, the projects reviewed served enough chil-,

dren from low-income families,but not enough children with

the required-preschool experience.

Inadequate project records prevented us'from determin-

ing the exact enrollment characteristics of each project

reviewed. In addition, OE did not have data on the'actdal

enrollment at Follow Through projects and lacked adequate con-
trol-over project compliance with eligibility requirements
because it:

--Furnished criteria to LEAs concerning the dumber and

type of children to be enrolled, which differed from
the criteria in the May 1969' memorandum of understand-

ing between the Office of Economic Opportunity and

HEW.

n-Did notfurnish LEAs formal guidance on the type of

data to be kept to demonstrate compliance with eligi-

.
bility requirements or require LEAs- to report periodi-

cally actual enrollment data.

--Exempted LEAs from the preschool eligibility require-

ment without documenting its reasons.
) ,

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA DIFFERENCES

The,May 1069 memorandum of understanding requiresthat,
with rare exceptions, at least 50 percent of the children
participating in each Follow Through grade have preschool
experience, preferably a full year, and come from families

whose incomes meet Head Start income eligibility criteria

at the time of enrollment in Head Start. However, OE's

draft prograM manual, dated Februaiy 1969, provided that,
with rare exceptions, at least one-half, of the 'children

4 9
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from coke families 1/ in each Follow Through projedt
have a 11 year of Head Start or comparable preschool/
experience. According to OE offidials, the projects re--,
ceived the manual criteria but not the memorandurti criteria.

,The differences_between the two criteria are that
*$ (1) the memorandum specifies a minimum percentage Of chil-

dren froth low-income families.:thdt' projects must serve,
whereaS the manual contained no specification and (2) the
memorandum provides for more children with.preschool expe-rience at each project than did fhe manual, except when all

-the children enrolled in a project-7are from low-income fami-lies.

To illustrate the-differences, one project we reviewed
enrol ed 306 children in.schoblifyear 1171-72. On the basis,of th memorandum, at leb.pt 5p percent, or 153, of the 306child en'should haye been licim low-inodm faffilies and havehad so preschool' experience, preferably a full year. On,the basis of the, program manual criteria, the number of
children required to have had preschool experience would bebased solely on the low`- income enrollment. For example,if 240 of the 306 children were frOm low-income families,at least 50 percent, or 120, of them must have had a fullyear of qualifying preschool experience.

Because the criteria were inconsistent, We asked OE
program officials, at the- time of our project reviews,
which criteria were appropriate. The officials said that,
although they had' not previously recognized the conflictin the criteria, OE has,required, except in rare instances,that 50 percent of a project's enrollment consist of chil-dren from low7income families who have had a full year of
qualifying preschool experience. They said that OE wanted
as deny children as possible'from full-year Head Start
projects enrolled in Follow Through because program fundingwas limited but permitted some projects to count summer
preschool.experiehce in meeting this requirement.

The memorandum of understanding criterion is suppOrtedin the final'regulations developed for the program and

1/According to the program, manual, a family was considered- -low-income if., (1) it was on Welfare or 42) its income inrelation to family size was,belowAthe Office of Economic
Opportunity poverty guidelines at the time a child from the
family entered presdhoo4 or Follow 'Through, For example, in..December 1971 a family of four would have been considered
low-income for-Follow Through if its annual.income was under .$3,800.

5 0
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published in-the Federal Register on April 21, 1975.
These regulations state that:

"At least 50 percent of the 'children in each
entering class shall be children who have pre-
viously participated in a full-year Head Start
or similar quality preschool program and who
were low-income children at the time of, enroll-
ment in such preschool program; elcept that the
CommisAioner,may reduce this percentage require-
ment in special cases where he deterEnines that
its enforcement would prevent the most effec- ,

'tive use of Follow Through funds. * * *."

Did project enrollments meet the criteria?
.

nro determ'ne the 'eli' ib yycharacteristiea- of
enrollees, we selected at random two. groups of Children at
each project for comparisoi-G The.-first'group'rqpresented
children enrolled during school year 1970-71, and the second
group represented the 1971-72 enrollment., We selected at
least 100 children for each group, butt, at 2 projects we
reviewed the entire enrollment for both school years.

For,each child sampled, we attempted to determine from
available records (1) thp type and 'length of the child'S
preschool experience, (2) annual, family income and the pe-
riod during-which this income was earned, (3) family size,

_ and (4) family_weligap status. -Our examination included
nonproiedt records, such -as attendance rolls of odal Head
Start cente=rs and' applications for free lunches under the
Department of Agriculture's"National,School Lunch Program.

Our sample result& from eight of the nine projects are
shown in the following three charts. Theodd-numbered sam-
ples are-for ,school,yeaY 1970 -71, and the even for 1971-72.
One project was not included-because we could not reconcile
our statistics with those claimed by the project.

The .charts Show that 7 of,the 8 projeCts served, enough
children from low-income families (chart 1) but that the
.preschool characteristics of their enrollments were

--below that intended by.the memorandum of understand-
ihg-as interpreted by OE in all but 1 of the 15 sam-
ples for which, records were available (chart 2) and

- -below the manual-criteria in 5 of the 15 samples for ,
.'which records were available (chart 3).
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Because of inadequate records, wet could not determine.

the income status of about 13, percent ofthe chlldren sam-.

pled apd the preschool statua,of. about 8 percept.

.%

.
Regarding the-low proportion of children from low-income

families who h'ad a'full year of preschool experience, OE

program officials told us that the following factors influ-

enced the number of full-year preschool children who _Could

attend Follow ThrOugh:

1. Many Head Start projects in the glith, Where 10 of

our 16 samples were taken;, were summer projects:and

.were in areas not having the highest concentrations

of low-income families, 'whereas Follow Through-tried'

to establish its projects in the most poverty-stricken-

areas.'

'2. Head Start consolidated projects in many parts of-the

Nation,. causing a reduction in Head Start enrollments

in some Follow Throggh project areas.

-3.' Many Southern school systems were implementing deseg-

tegation plans, causing aspersion of eligiblechil-

dren.

4. Follow Through lost some students through attrit--

The .officials explained that-support was not withdrawn

from prOjects-affeCted by these factors' because such action

would havedisrupted the Follow Through experiment.

ADEQUACY OF,PROJECT ELIGIBILITY RECORDS -/

AND FEEDBACK OF ELIGIBILITY DATA TO OE

OE did'not require projects to keep enrollment records

or furnigtObem formal guidance on recordkeeping procedures.

.0E.also did not reqUire periodic reports of actual enrollbent-

. data. In.addition,'some children's family income status had

been improperly determined. For example, the project with

.the highest incidence of impropek determinations had classi-

fied 153 children .in school year 1970 -71 and 221. children

'
the following school year as coming from low-income faMilies.

From a, review of*the enrollment data for all children in the

project, we dete&ined, and the project director concurred,

that 37 and70 children, 'respectively, ,had.been erroneously

classified as-from low-income families and,29 and 12 children,

jest as erroneously, had been classified_as non-low-income.

The number of improper classifications varied among the prbj-

ects from none to many. One project made no attempt to clas-

sify children by family income status and anothgr did not -

classify its children until the Mirth year of.,,b4e program.

4/
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Most of the observed.'proce dural,weaknesses were due' to
-either the enrollment or other eligibility forms nbt being
completely filled out Ar their design not provlding all 'the
intbrtation needed to dOermihe whether a child was,from
the target population.. The'-poorly designed forms generally
lacked informatitn.on length and type of preschool experience
and family welfare, status. A family on welfare automatically'
quafified'for the full range of'Follow Through services.'ti

OF program officials told us in September 1973 that they ,

cannot prescribe Uniform procedures for collecting enrollment
data because the -collection of personal information is highly
sensitive and generates strong concerns about invasion of pri-
vacy. They said, however, that they plan to disseminate guid-
ance to projects on the format for recording enrollment data.

DE officials glso said they plan to,.develop a procedure
to collect actual enrollment data from the projects. As of
April 1974, almost all OE's informatibn on the number and
type of children enrolled in Follow Through wag based_ on ,

- estimates included in the project applications for funds.
In October 1972 OE did make a one-time request of projects
for actual enrollment data. Our analysis of the information
submitted to OE showed that 82 percent of the children en-
rolled in Follow,Through were from low - income families. OE
did not request information on how many children attended
full-year preschool programs.

In our opinion, OE's plans to provide guidance to proj-
ects and to collect actual enrollment data are needed to in--
sure that the program's target population is served. ,.

WAIVER OF PRESCHOOL REQUIREMENT

According to OE program' officials, waivers were made in
bhe,form of theit recommendation to .an HEW contracting officer
that a project be funded. Thust in those instances where a
waiver was granted, the program' requirements were waivedin
falior of the provisions in the application. dE,exempted sev-

. eral LEAs from meeting the Follow Through preschool reqUire-
. went but did not document the reasons.

. Of the 18 approved applications we reviewed for school
years 1970 -71 and 1971-72, 5 shbwed that, the'planned enroll-.
.ment of Children from low-income familieg with' any preschobl
experience at all'yas below 50' percent of the total enroll-
ment, as required. At our request, an. OE program offfcial
identified 19 projects in school year 1972-73 with picrjectede---
,Head Start enrollments below 50 percent,of the projected
total enrollments.
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We could mot determinle'whether the reasons for the
waivers of the preschool requirement were. valid because they

were not dO6umented. OE Progrim officials agteed thgt such,
documentation should have been required; that in the-early
years FollowThrough's staff devoted its efforts to resolv-
ing complex issues involved in starting an innovative-pra-
gram,and that recordkeeping was not given high priority.
The officials felt that although a written record was not
made, each application was reviewed in depth and waivers
of program requirements were thoroughly discussed in face-
to-fade negotiatiOns'with project staff.

.CONCLUSIONS
4

OE's administration of'project compliance with eligi-
bility requirements could be improved to-insure,that the
intended target population is served. The actual number
of eligibleachildren in Follow. Through could not be accurately
determined because,Of the poor quality of project eligibility
records and the lack of a procedure requiring periodic elig'i'-
bility reports ftom the' projects.

On the baiiS of our .sample results andOE.data, the
projects enrolled enough children from low=income families
to meet the'Program criteriar but many fell short of the
,goal of serving children from full-year Head Start projects,
partially:because QE waived this requirement. OE's reasons
may have been wall documeneatibn was nat available to
showhe alternat.ves, any, to granting waivers.

lot.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE S ITARY OF HEW

We recommend that. the Secretary direct0E to:

--ProVide,guidance to LEAs on the format of eligibility
records and require them td periodically report actual
enrollment data ',' as planned.

--Document reasons for exempting LEAs from program eli-
. gibilityreqUirements.

AGENCY COMMENTS

HEW concurred in our recommendations and said:

will begin developing a format which LEAs could"
use to'document.the eligibility Of children and will
attempt to .obtain Office of ._Management and Budget

= approval 'for.a periodic repOrt.of actual enrollment.

-
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--OE will take steps to assure documentation inIthose
'instances, where, 'for, justifiable reasons, Follow
"Iihrough ptogram regulation requirements are waived.
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/ APPENDIX I

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201

JUL 2 6 1376

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart

-cto Manpower and

Welfare 'ivision
U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Ahart:

APPENDIX I

4

The Secretary asked that I respond to your request for our comments

on your draft report to the Congress entitled, "Follow Through:

Lessons Learned From its Evaluation and Opportunities to Improve its

Administration". They are enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft report before

its publication.

--Sincerely yours,

Enclosure

D. Y g

stant Secretary, Comptroller



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

,Comments of the Department of Health, Education, and_Welfare on the
omptroller General's Report to the Congress Entitled, "Follow Through:
essons L rned From its Evaluation and 0 orturiitievto Im rove its
dministration

GAO Recommendation

Develop greater safeguards to insure that future experimental programs
are not designed apart from evaluation to maximize the degree to
which experimental results will be statistically reliable.

Department Comment

We concur with the recommendation and will try to insure that
legislation and regulations for future experimental programs
are consonant with strong evaluation designs by requiring
random assignment of projects to school districts, schools,
classrooms, etc., and requiring school districts to establish
and maintain comparable control groups or schools. The Office
of Education will formally advise all program offices of the
importance of the making evaluation an integral part of
experimental programs.

GAO Recommendation

Translate the problems encountered during the Follow Through
experiment into criteria for designing and administering
future experiments, including, among other tfiings, criteria
to prevent massive data collection on program results before

- the program's goals and objectives are properly defined.

Department Comment

We agree. The. xperience of Follow Through.re-emphasizes the
need for planning prior to implementation of new program designs
or major change in-basic program thrust. ATthpugh OE does not
frequently undertake experiments like Follow Through,'we recognize
that some of the Follow Through experience is pertinent to other
prOgram evaluations. We now have a-centralized OE evaluition staff
responsible for developing evaluation designs based upon program
objectives so as to prevent unnecessary data collection. This
'staff is cognizant of the problems encountered and will to,the
-extent possible incorporate this recommendation in the overall
evaluation desigpi.

=60
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GAO Recommendation

Establish, to the extent practicable, performance standards
for 'each service component and require LEAs to evaluate
their progress toward meeting these standards.

Department Comment

We agree with this recommendation, and to some extent, this
recommendatiOn has been implemented. OE has developed a handbook
entitled, "Handbook on Performance Objectives, Title I, Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965" and Follow Through is included as one
of the programs for which this handbook would be useful. .Also, OE

has developed a Comprehensive Health Service Plan, survey which
includes all Follow Through components except the instructional related
component. This survey is a two part effort and is in the form of a
questionnaire. Part one, "Follow Through Comprehensive Health Services
Planning Questionnaire" has been approved by OMB and will be disseminated
prior to the beginning of the school year. It solicits planning infor-
mation concerning services to be provided to Follow Through funded children
in the school year. In addition to summarizing plans for delivery ot services
the questionnaire can be used by the projects for purposes'of technical
assistance by suggesting resources or activities which could be useful in
the delivery of Comprehensive Health Services. Part two,of the survey is an
end-of-year report, "Follow Through Comprehensive Health Services End -of -Year

Report". It is currently awaiting OMB approval, and is a means of noting
project accomplishments for a recently completed school year. All Follow
Through projects will be required to complete this report which summarizes.
the actual services provided for the Follow Through children. This survey
will be a definite means of assuring self-evaluation by the projects in
terms of the service components offered in the program.

GAO Recommendation'

Develop and disseminate to LEAs comprehensive guidance on a
recordkeepini system, including the type of records needed to
document performance and provide feedback on program results.

Department Comment

We agree with this recommendation. OE has to some extent accomplished
the implementation of this recommendation with the "Comprehensive
Health Services Planning Questionnaire", OE Form 4535, and the draft

. "Follow Through Comprehensive Services End-of-Year Report". To the
extent possible, OE Staff members during their various monitoring
Visits will provide technical assistance to LEAs in the types of
records needed to document program performance.
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GAO RecoMmendition

Develop-and disseminate specific guidance to LEAs and consultants
on the- information-that should be 4tncluded in their reports to -OE
and on the format and content of these reports.

Department Comment.

This recommendation has been impleMented. OE has developeda
reporting form for use by the Follow Through consUltants which
provides for additional information and unifOrmity"in the
presentation and content of the reports as simested by GAO.
Also OMB has recently. approved a form which grantees must use in
indicating progress in performance of the Follow Through. grants.
The format-and content of the report are specific and should
assist the program 4 obtaining information-on a consistent basis.
This form has been mailed to=a11--Follow Through-grantees.

GAO Recommendation

Develop in the earl implementation stage of future experiments,
requlatiOns and guidelines Concernigg-project administration and
monitoring.

Department Comment

We agree with the recommendation and it will be implemented in
future experimental programs.

GAO Recommendation

Provide guidance to LEAs on the'fOrmat of eligibility records
and require them to,periodically report actual enrollment data.

Department Comment

We agree with the recommendation. OE will begin developing a
format which local project grantees could use to documen$ the
eligibility of children and will again attempt to obtain approval
front OMB for the report of-actual enrollment periodically.

GAO Recommendation

Document reasons for exempting LEAs from program eligibility
requirements.

'DepartMent,Commeni

We agree with this recommendation. OE will take steps to assure
documentation in thote instances where for justifiable reasons
.Follow Through program regulations requirements are being waived.
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GAO note., The material on the remaining"two pages was deleted
because.it relates to general matters which were
considered or incorporated into the final report.
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II

1.

PRINCIPAT, HEW OFFICIALS

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure _of office
<From To

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE:

David Mathews Aug. 1975 Present
Caspar W. Weinberger . Feb. 1973
Frank C. Carlucci (acting) Jan. 1973
Elliot L. Richardson 'June 1970

Aug. 1975
Feb. 1973
Jan. 1973

Robert H. Finch Jan. 1969 June=1970
Wilbur J. Cohen Mar.. 1968 Jan.s1969 .

John W. Gardner Aug. 1965 Mar. 1968

ASSISTANT SECRETARY (EDUCATION):
Virginia Y. Tr6tter June 1974 resent
'Charles B. Saunders, Jr. (acting) Nov- 1973 June 1974
Sidney P. Marland, Jr. Nov. 1972 Nov. 1973

COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION:
Terrel H. Bell,
John R. Ottiha
John R. Ottina (acting)
Sidney"P. Marland, Jr.
Terrel H. Bell (acting)
James E. Allen, Jr.
Peter P. Muirhead (acting)
Harold Howe II

5.

641 ;6.

June 1974
Aug. 1973
Nov. 1972
Dec. 1970
June 1970
May '1969
Jan. 1969
Jan. 1966

Present
June 1974
Aug. 19:73

Nov. 1972'
Dec. 1970
June 1970
May 1969
Jan. 19.65



Copies of dA0 reports are available to the general public at
a cost of $1.00 a copy. There is no charge for reports furnished
to Members or Congress and congressional committee ,staff
members; officials of Federal, State, local, and foreign govern-
ments; members of the press; college libraries, faculty members,
and students; and non-profit organizations.

Requesters entitled to reports without tharge should oddress
their requests to:

U.S. General Accounting Office
Distribution Section, Room 4522
441 G Street, NW.
Washington, D.C. 20548

Requesters who are required 'to pay for reports should send
their requests with checks or money orders to:

U.S. General Accounting Office
Distribution Section
P.O. Box 1020
Weshington, D.C. 20013

Checks or money orders should be made payable to the
U.S. Genitral Acclunting Office. StaMps or Superintendent
of Documents coupons will not be accepted. Please do not
sen as

To expedite filling your order; use the report number in the
lower left corner of the front cover.
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