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4 '-' This statement describes the Elementary and Secondary'
Education Act TitleIls evaluation effort. Evaluation activities are
aandated,by Section 51 of the Adt and are varied and complex: The f'
evaluation efforts -focus as a first priority On ispniving local' and
.Stare evaluat4.4 activities. The efforts involle the development '6f
'evaluation models, the provision of technical assistance services,
ands the drafting of.regulaticns. The.vork with motels spans all
aspects 'of Title It and the 'assistance includes national workshops,
handbooks,, and free consulting services.' Seccnd inTriotity are the
.national studies. ThelpurpoSe is- to prOvide information about the
program's ,effects whic' it no obtainable-through.the local and state
educational agencies (LEA's and.SEAls) reportcng'syetei. The current
approach to evaluation -,is one whioh relies on data gengratsd by two-

strategies: the're0orting of comparable, project pate ,frog LEIN
throug SEe's and the conduct of-national studies., The :former* prbvide
more-current information while national reports.are morein depth. ..

The ajor portion of .the evaluation effOrt involves activities, to
improve state and local evaluations. Briefly stated, theSe activities
include the develovment-of uniform; valid models; the provision of
technical assistance, andthe drafting of regulations..Various' .

IvaldatibLacdelifid how they-were deyeloped axe given. Use -of the
models is increasing, and the current estimate is that about 40% of
:the nations' school districts arepsing them to evaluate.their'Title
I projects.forothe school year. The paper inqudes-data froAlational
studies a4out two aspects of Title,/: the services being provided awr
thes,effecta of those services.,(Anthor/AM)
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"\ appreciate the oppbrtunity 'to appear today before this Committee to

describe our Work in evaluating Title I of the Elementary and `

Secondary Educatio n Act. Our activities are mandated by

.1 Section, 151. of that *Act.and are varied and complex. I have

A

. , -

prepared a-substantial statement for yow but want tbfthighlight

at 'the beginning the ma. n points contained in it.

e -

Section 151 directs the Commissioner to standardize State and

a

.local' evaluations of their Title Ijorojects and to 'conduct. -as

after accomplishing that gpalnational studies of the effectiveness
.

of the peogram. Consequently, our efforts focus as a first priority

on improving local and State:evalvation activities. 'We are involved
$

in, the development,of evaluatilbn models, the provision or technical

assistance services, and the drafting ot regulations, furthermore,

I

a the work with models' spans, all aspects of Title I, and the assistance

.includes -national workshops, handbooks, and free consulting services.

We have seem the,use of our models grow from selected sites in

about -20 States laAt yew' to approximately 40% of the nation's

Title I school districts this year.'

'Second in priority in our 'program to implemen ection 151 are.

404

our national studiet.' The.ir'puipo4"e'is to, provide inforMation
P

,

about the, program's effects which is not.obtainabje through the

LEA and SEAPreporting sgstem.. , We have shared with you the findirrgs

*
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from these evaluationt as they become available and intend to.

continue that practicv in the future. I have reviewed some of

our 'findings at the close of my prepared Statement and will proceed

now with-the more detailed descriptions of our work.,

The "Declaratiofl,of Policy" Of ESEA*.Title I states its purpose s r
as "meeting the needs of educationally deprived children," and in the`

years since its epactment, appropriations have grown from $949

million to over $2 billl.gn. Early data on Title I indicated that

funds were not being focused on providing compensatory service to -'

educatio 117 disadvantaged youngsters. Our recent studies have

shown, owever, that the funds are being used...primarily in the areas.

of remedial education in the b skills:

Evaluation of the jimpact.of Title I services is requited at all" .

three administrative levels: local, State and Federal. A local

educational agency must by lay/assure its State -

41"
B

"that effective procedures,. i,ncludind provisions for"

appropriate;ObJective measurements of cdJ6ationa,1 achieve=
#

meJt, will be adopted far evaluating at.least annuklly
;

the effectiveness Of the programs in meeting the special

educational needs of educationally deprived children."

: .,.
,

Similarly, a State must assure the U.S, Commissioner of Education
.

. .

"that the State edudational agency will make .... periodic

reports ...."evaluating the, effectiveness of payments under

thiA title and of partfcultr programs assisted under'it in
A

imprbving the'educational.attainment of educationally

deprived children...".: .

.4"

'5

)

A



.ra-

A

14 -37 1

Of course, therCommissic;eTvf Education is required by Section,

417of the General Education Provision, Act to report to Cpnbress

annually on yhe effectiveness of all educational programs in ,achieving /

their legislated goals. We draw on informatiOn from all sources to

prepare that i:eport but have been unable to make much Use' of State

P 4
data because mdny Stailte did v ry little in the way of evaluating

Title iand even those who d d often committed errors which invalidat ed

their findings. 4

We initiated a project in June of 19771'to correct the problehof

-inaccurate evaluation reporting in'ESEA, Title I, and, our work in
. . ,

that area was given greater emphasis*Ae followingAugustmigitfi the .

, f

passage of the Education Amendments of'1974; Title I as thereby

amended to include Section 151 which,lists specific,a tivities required

'146f the Commis'sioner of EdUcation to the evluation,:of the program.
1

,

The subsections of Section` 151 can be summarized,p. As follows:
._ v.

'The Commissioner, shall

(a) Provide for independent evaluations which describe
A

,J and measure the ini` pa.%,,Af programs and projects7alsisted under this..?..

title ...
di' / 5

o # .
/ (b) develop'and publish standards for evaluation of program

.

I

,,,..:'

or project efectivenesks ... .

. 7

? 4.

(c) where aproOriate,.colitult with State agencies.in order

to provide for jointlysponsored objective evaluation studies

fly

,

,1.1

,

r .

r . .



(d) provide to State educational agencies, modelS for

I'

evaluations of all programs conducted under this title ... which

.

shall include u ifOrm procedures and criteria to-be Utilized by local

ili

-

equcationai age cies, as well as by the State agency ...;

(e). provide such technical and other assistance as may be'

necessary to State,educational Agencies to enable them to tssift local

educational agencies in the devel4mel and application of a syStemattc

'evaluatio'n'of progratsIn accordance with the models developed by the

Commissioner;. 1

(f) develop a,system for the gathering and dissemination of

results o f evaluations and for the identifications of exemplary

programs)

.. , ,

Subsection (f) of Section 151 describes the models further as
,

. .
,

.

specifying "objective criteria" an4 "outlining techniquet and

methodology" for producing data which are "comparable on a state-
.

7

wide and nationwide basis." Subsection(g) Yequires a periodic
.

report on the activities of thii Section, and subsection (i)

piovides for funding to support these activities (as well as

th6se of the NatioriaiInsitute of Btucation during filcal years

75, 76, and 77 fa'their study mandated in Section 821 of
#

Public Law 93-380).,

-. .,
,

. f, . ; . .

SAsection,(i). amended by the Education Amendments of 1976
ov.

.

, -
A

. also:clarifies fumfinv rioritie s of, Section 151 in the Office
. ,. .

.
l . i

i

4 .44
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of Education,:and our program is organized so as ta refleet them.

,

.

, --
.

1 will describe that arganiiaticr of'attivities in'my testimony.

'today -- first, in general terms and then with greater detail,

...,k
"about themork to upgrade SEA and,LEA evaluation practices and

. .-

.-
.4

)
. to evalLate the,program-nationally. 4 will also summarize out

.f .

- ,

:Jindfn6 aboutkhe program.

.,.5 , ,

1

. ,

As an overview of our:Section 151 prograv, ilt me beginby:bbserving. *
4,,

that the evaluation of ESEA,'Title I has hiitorically involved a
e,. .

variety of apOoaches. -Efforts at the Federal --revel Pave rifted

from the sole reliance on LEA reportingof raw data to the cenduct
.

of national studies which are designed in-house by methodologists .

'4

on my staff and conducted'by outs-Me contractor; 'Selected compet-
',

ively.. Our curienboapproach is one which reliet on data lenerated '.(

by two strategies: the reporting-o f-Comparable Project, data from .

LEA's through SEA's and the conduct of .national studies. 1

I will briefly'review the strengths and weaknesses of both strategies

.

for producing 4ata about Title I because I think they are impbrtant.

'for understanding our approach to implementing Section` 1,51.

We view the adequacy of information for decision-maker's according

to seven criteria:the frequency, with which it can Ile collected or-

updated; ts breadth; its depth; the cost to acquire it: the,
.

:number of local administrators who 'can use it; its usefulness at
. ,

(
the Federal lrel; and, of course; itskaccuracy. It is net difficult

. .

to see how the two strategies(aggregating locally generated

evaluation data and use of data.fromrnational studies) differ

according to those criteria,

a
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On one and,; the reporting by LEAls and States produces

more current information than do'national studies (which are

conducted Jeeisity less often). Furthermore, t=hat reportirig

yields 'data about'a greater number of Title I sites than do

national studies. In contrast, however, natilinarstudies--

because they are less frequent and less universal in their

coverage of sites--allow the investigation in More depth of

4 project activities and which on4. lead to which types, of incomes.

Simtlarly, the 'sampling, concentration of overhead costs, etp.,

possible with national studies make them less costly in comparison

to pibject and SEA,reporting.

Project and SEA reports will continue, we feel, to, be more useful tb

,localaidministrafbrs than will the results, of national studies due to

-their greater immdtacy,.etc. However, our national studies are more

controlled and in general of higher methodological quality; therefore,

they yield data which are more useful for4ssessingthe program

nationally. We feel thet,data at the nttionAl 'level produced by

aggrt ating across.LEA4ahV SEA reports will be less accurate and,,

hence, ,rs.s, useful for policy-makirig; TadrelI sumenarizes these

! trade-offs.

°

8

,
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% , .' Table 11 . .

. ,..

tomparisbnof Evaluation and Reportihg System withNationalEvaluationi*
.

.

, -
. !

'Characteristics-of the Evaluation art National ,
information i Reporting System Avaluations

\.. -.

1. Freqyency learter
,

less
\

_
(

2. NUmber of sites covered many orair-. few but representative.- 4,
. -

, . .

. .

. . / .' %
3. Depth of,inAtigation. .shallow. (can't relate _in-depth (can answer.

program operations policy issues) 1017
to outcomes) .

. .

,

4. Cost annual cost great , annual'cost much less
lw

5. Uiefulness to 16ca4s useful . re: general findings
andStates only

6. Usefulness for FederaT leSs useful ' more useful .. ,

policy-making' 7
.e

7. Accuracy less more
I 1

Hence, we believe that ire thrust" in th present legislation is correct
. k

in requiring that data about theieffectiveness'of ESEA Title I come from'

. i _ ° .

,' both local and. State repoetim and the conduct of national studies.;4..,
.

Whereps ourearly efforts in implementiffg th4S Section%prompted coacerns ,

..- .

on the pat% of various members of.Congr4ss arpt their staffs that we / , l

Ire concentrating on.,the latter:at the expense of the former, I I

telieve the:pattern of olr allocation'of moles to various activities'
, _.... . .-

as well as our report of progress to date indicate that such is not the -. i

case. I will sketch brifly the use of fundS to implement Section 151

and then describe our work supported py those furids.
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Theprotiisions of Section 154.are suppOrted by a set -ase not to

,

exceed one-halftof one percent of the Title I appropriation annually; .

0 4
oi

it. his averaged jus4p,over .4 of one percent for .the,yearS)95.7-78,,

and over 63% of' tAll 0.S. Office of Education portion .(including fundt.7

from the Planning 'and.Evaluation appropriation) has been directed

toward improving State and' local evaluation practiles as required by.

the Section. Figures, reflecting-uses of the funds over the fourear
t, 5

period are shown in an Attachment to this, statement.

I

Table 2

Total 151 set-aside FY 75=7 8 $34:4 million

41.NIE appropriation for mandated study '15.0" (about 44% of the tofal)

US portion ITTritil 1 ton
- "4 .

USOE supplement from P & E funds. + 1.0 '
.

USOE total to'implement Section PriFmillion . .

Funds to upgrade evaluation practices, 12.2 "(a little over 63% of USOE total) -

Funds for national evaluations ) 178.2 million 4 .

11

(

.11

Of the i20.4 million available to the Office of Edbcation (including $19.4

million from the set-aside and an additional $1 million from Planning and

.valuation mones), over $12 million have been used, to upgrade State an

local 'Title I evaluation practices by supporting the development 3f4evalua-
., .

fion models and.the provision of technical assistanke to SEAs and' LEAs.

the remainder, newt $8 million, has been.used for an evaluation of the
.

.

Title migrant pfograni, an 'examination of Title I impact%cross sChool-

,

'years, and an evaluation of the Title I handicapped program.

4.

.

10
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Having sketched the funding for this program, I'd like next to

describe the major partion'of 'our work; 9or,activities't8 improve
. r c

.

Stite and local evaluations. :Briefly stated thoSe activities consist
.

of the 'development of uniform,validmodels for use iii evaluating
.

,

various 11:tleI activities -the proviSiod of technical ,assistance

in-support of their use, and the drafting"of regulations. Each

area of effort is substantlal, and I will describe them in more

detail' for.you. .

In Orkftin
),3 Sectioh 151,members of Congress were ware, i were:We,

of the many deficiencies in 'local and State Ile I evaluation
4 '

.reports To address, this problem they mandated the Cdminissloner

' develop, and aid the use of*.techniCally.Valid evaluaiion procedures.
. t

4. .

formulated /as models. 'Mud, of our work has focused on their development

and implementation. " S

ESEA0 Titlel.is a complex program trying to meet several types

IR

of student=needs.)n a variety of settings. In OUf work to develop

evaluation models, we focused inyilly on student progress in

s

the basicskills and on pr.djects supported by the LtA grant portion

of Title I..- More recently,..efforts have begun to develop models

for evaluating student progress in achievement in State institutions

for neglected or delinquent youth and in theState-administded

migrant education program. , -/

k

11

I
110

.st
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Of.Course,isbme projects Taddress.objectives in, additi9n,t6 improving
-,. . , y , '...

. students' .aehieVemenA, so wG.5pre working .G1So.cin evaluation mobels:.
.

focussing Om non-ichievement!:tiOes. Of'outcOines. They fall into the'
It t .... .. . 3 4, - 7 .,, t, .

,..,.

areas of studentVaffecf1.9e devitiopmeht; their improvements re-,
c . t ,

-. A ''.,/_'*
. -"' _. ..

lated to ,nutrItiAlals.-triiedital or denta1,,',And psy..chological or . ' '''i ;-.r ., - _ .
'social services;and their progress due to early Clildhocid education. ;

,
Prbject administrators are also requesting advice on the eveueation,"

. .
/

o, . .7

of parent involvencent 4nd fideliti:of ,pfoject implethentationand -
. , _.." .. ,,,

plans are underway to tet those reqUests.. I have summarized i'n
. :

9, Table.3 various efforts to develop evaluation Models, in, eight areas/'
A. '.. o

. . ,
Some of. the Issues in ,evaTuating the effects of services 1n migrarit ,'

.,
. A ? . ; --.. ... .-.

education, tn' institutions fof ,t q ntglect.ed
4
or delinquent, end)i'n -

early childhood projects are similar to Those )addressed in the
.,. . IN.. -

development of. evaluation models for regular school projects. For,
4 ..- e ,- 1 `

example, In all cases c rient evaluation activities need to be

documented in order Chi' -recommended models can incorporritetas , -,-
. 4

possible, prQceduures ?already ink-use. SimilarlyPreliminary ideas-,
.

regarding prted modeli must be.discusseCiswith program adminlitratars

before plans' are finalized Efts tt it use. I have listed in 'table 4*

the steps in the process to-devel i ev.aluation models ,and the timing-

of them for various program areas;
.S ,

, i.,
. . -

Of course, different settings also haste unique evaluation problems,
44. 4 41 - .,

. and we address them in.6e separtiteOrojects. I will briefly .

describe eichof our, contracts to develop evkluation models an*..
.

'

`

!.

:

I

4,

12

e
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;Type of outcome
an4 Pro

- Table 3. The Woopment of Evaluation
Models- .

1. Achievement"

Basic LEA- grant. program

. Migrant education program

ff.

A

Programforthe

4

.,
Neglected or Delinquent

2,- Student non - cognitive outconies
-;

a. affectlite development,

melical,_dentalo
psycholOpical-, social improvements.

c.- early childhood education
.

3., Non - student outcomes
,...

Aro'a. pa t involvement

b.. project .implementation

4

Status bs of
1-977

13

17.

-- models available, in uselp,
about 40% of the nation's
Title I school districts in
1977-78; i creased use encotr-

.
aged i quent years;
re effecti-prOtably
by

1

- being.developed in conjunction
with national evaluation study;
toie discussed with adinintstra-7-
.tors T978-79..

A ,

- beingllevelo'ped in naticmpl '-

evaluation study;to be3 di s-'
cussed' with admini strators*
1977-78.

handpOok alt techniques
late fall, 1977:

Work 4'1 annal for'or '1977-'78 to
prepare handbook..

- "work beginning in fall; 1977
to survey project objectives ,
and develop evaluation models

- work planned fow FY 79,,to
address parent,..sAisfaction

Rlans.are being formulated to
specify ijciod.'AProcedures for
assessing,prolect,management.-



Table 4 Steps in the process to developevaluation models

RegUlar
Steps 'School Program-

,

1. Define in- summer 74
formation

needs and re-
. view current 1

practices..

2. spring .75

preliminary
% ideals and

discuss. with

program
personnel

3. Assess needs fall 76

for technical
assistance and
begin specific,
services as needed

14

A
ft

Neglected/
epelincitkat

spriog'76

. *

sumer 78.

Early

Migrant- childho Affective
.Non-rnstructforial

Services

winter 77 fall 77. fall 76 4 .- spring 77

winter 7' fall 78

r .

winter79 spring 80 sumiler 79

10-

sumMer77-, //spring 78

winter 78

4

p

winter 79

I

a

15.

6
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encourage you to requestanwe infoehationaboUte-any bf particular

0 .... .5, f

interest to you. - i
,..

4.

You have, by now ileard)ofthe. work we have supported to develop th

evaluation models for regu ansihool projects. The models are sets

of Rrocedurer4rprelcribih s adMinistrat4on, timing, selection anr

Use of abasIs of compariso (other' children's test scores), analysis,

and reporting. The three being used now in regular school projects
, a

dffer7according to how th*y estimate the Title *participants'

'40
groWth,hadtheynorreceived,compensatorAducation services. The ..

eestimate may be based onna-tional norms, test scores of local'children

similar ,to thosein title I, or sdores of children di.ssimirar to

Tit'ke I students (in which case we make(neEessary,stAisticai

adjustments); and, of course, the procedures for testing, analysis,

and reporting vary
)

accordingly,

. .

The use of eichHoodel allows a' local district tp estimate the effects -

in the basic sk lls performance of theircpilsiren attributable to
1

OarOapatidn in Title I. Hence, each district produceso Title .I

project evaluation for reading,.math and/or languf..e arts for itt

own use as well a far its required reporting to the State. Of

course, districts an gtates may want to augment the standard
,

4

evaluatidn model with information needed af-tho'se administrgive

14tels; and they are encouraged to do so. But the cognitfite:Out-

comes of thep'Ole I projectswill be.evaivated by use of41:0.

methods "for producinOata-which are comparable on a "stet

and naiionwide basis" as subaection(f) of Section 151 requiees.



In order to make the data comparable, project evaluations are

expressed in a common metric which we are calling "Normal Curve.

Equivalents." The use of a common metric is necessary for

__aggregation across project estimates, and We.feel it will serve

, that purpose well. I must hote that some critics` have claimed
.

.

_
.

.

-n" \!oe are trying to "equate achieyement'tests.ff That is not correct;

/

`we

I *have tried to explain above, conversion to the common metric-,
, .

.1s the last of a series -.of operations and,merely translates estimates

If "1 . .

.-pf gain-into one scale for re, purposes.porting/ 4°
.- 1:

,..\
.

i
. .

)
, .

:-.11Se Of 4.010deli is intreasing,'andAut current estimateisIthat
.

About 40% of the nation's school districts are' using them to

evaluate their Title I projects thii school year. Attachment PI

I' shows how their use varies by re on of the country. We-gave an

'~effort underway tb examine dist acts' experiences with the models
,

last year, and I hope to have a progress report on'that topic to

share with you k; next February.

fAur work to develop evardafTbn. models applicable to the Title, I

migrant education program is underway now., We will have some results

from that effort to report about a year from now. It looks current''

I

as th6gh wellp rely.on,the storage and retrieval capabtlities of
.

the Migrant student Record Transfer System to facpitateNthe evaluation

and repofting, but specific details regarding testing and analysis are

yet to be defined.

17

V

a
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t/' Similarly, our rational evaluation of TitleI in State institutions
. , .

. /
for .the neglected ,or "delinquent ;includes the.developmeht of evalua-

,

don models-as well as assessment of the -impaCts -of _the prograt

nationwide. A primary concern, in that setting is the inappropri-

ateness oftypicAt achievement test's because the students are

usually teen -agers whose srlls in reading andrmith,fall into 'the

primary grade leVels. That mean,s'that a typical commercially
,

available test Will items at thelppropriate difficulty levels will
.

be inappropt:iate. (too juvenile, 'nutting') In content. 'We are
, , , , 4

fairly
.

that the solution to; this problem for the national
.

!evaluation will als be. helpful as part of evaluation models for
4'

fi..

,* use byjlot4rs'and that we beiii-scliscuss these with program personnel

'. nex t spring and summer.
. , .

. .,/ _ . _. ,
. e

.-..
.

-.T.itle
41 supports some early childhood projects which usually focus on

, 4

:ithill;-o
Pr2.

e-schoolers'.acicieniic readiness, and less often, their
-,,woo

social sp,11s. and psychomotor development. A project to d el op ,
,

° models to evaluate such efforts *has 'just beguh. It will invcMv
A .

visits to several project sites.and States..to determine their
. , :

-evaltation problems and possible,soXitions.,

.

arly., our' Work. in developinb modeils to evaluate non - instructional

has relied heavili on visits to projects where sdchactivities
.

Durirtg our discuisiOns wjth State personnel, about:1/3 .

A

of then showed interest ineValuatton models forthis area, so we

'are now pi 1 fng together for a handbook -various - techniques' being uted
,

by. project personnel in the areas of guidance and counseling; tocial
'

.,.,- . ).
services; -and medical apd .dentalJelp. We' ho -'-to complete it in the

1 ,

. /*
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'Text ',year. A similar, search fr 'instruments and ttCniiques to measure

student affective growth is complete now, and a. handbook wil)'be

p labfeilater this fall.
*

A

If is important to ette that' in the areas'of non-instructional services
, 6

and. children's ,affeWve development, there is less uniformity across
.

project Objective than there is in the basic s:kitilsaarea.,,, 'There-
-

la

fore, we anticipate thateyentual 'reporting abut' such project .
.

effects .may involve lists of objectives;* attempted-versUs-achieved
( e , . .0 1 - - o . , 0 . .

,

. rather' than aggregation o'ffictual outcomeadlta. .

. . if , ,,,, -,...
. .

.1.. .1 / . , - ,,. 1
ft..' , 8

- We'are ',lust 'now planningworsk to' define evaluation models regarding
,., . - - ' r- ,_,,,- , > , -,..

. °t parent invoivement 'to begin-4next year. 11-p;addition
.
td these various °,

, I , ,

,

.

-..° types of 'Title r outcomes, the4,has.bten considerable concern'aboutbeen
,._. , 4

t / / . , I. I 8

/ 4 4 .,9 1.
.

assessi nfihe., mere glitsci6r1 of whether ,projects .;iere oaf/rally,

.

mplemente hofie to adstress.such concerns begyining'n&xt Jfear.
/ -

6 t . ' *)"../ ' -

,. : ,r/ 4' ,. .....

,.i. ' . ' '1

'' Of course; atmajor technical assistance effort'is necessary to get
--.-....,,

the models Ent.use'and used correctly. .flem,bers c) my ;staff are ,

'A
8

active tri-maintainihgAmti4 with -various program' 13ersonnel nation!.i ,
% ., A . '

(wide. and_make, many visits -and.presentatfons in support of the use

of our models. -We rely also on thhely ofoutsidgCoiltnictors,
.., ,, ., ..

...
. ,

mainly i
.

the Conduct. of national WOrk6FoOs., the preparation of
. .. .

4.

publications,z'and. the ProVisiorvof 9n-site technical advice, regarding
4 0

1

!'-''. 'evaluation practices. 'A i''
*

4

, 4 .
. ?, ...

T

A

r
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, .

,

qhe national evaluation workshops were offered ln'ten locations'.
.

,

',during thplate fill and early Winter of-1976-77. States sent
ft

i
# about fburstalf members,-oh the average, to.the..three-day sessions,

which jnVolved.presentations on

_ .tion models. Participints also

!esearch methodology and the evalua-
-

worked through examples nd-discussed
11,, I

particular 4mpltmentation situations. The wOrkshop materials are
- ,

made available upon request, and have been very popular for use by

ohers such as,State and sch6d1 persdnnel in,conducting'their own

Y 1
1

,tLining sessions.
%.

T e handbooks in our monograph series are also distributed widely.

are currently available.from theiGovernment Ptintfng Off(ce,

440 two more will come out this enter. Theydiscuss,the planning

-...e .and conduct of evaluations, the validation bf-results, the estimation

.

ii

df
;

ptoject costs., and the assessment of children's-affective develop-
-

,.

ment. Others.will'address problems of examining achievement tests
. f.

for. bias, of managing alarge-scale testing program, and of using
, .

criterion- referenced tests. They will ,become available throughout'
. .

the next' year.

Aiother.pdpular, document is our quarterly newsletter. it'is,sent r

to ill' StateireAd school districts nationwide and describes activjties

at the Ffteral levgl. It also includes cojumns Wriften,by State andr'

local personnel in an attempt to begin a dialogue about evaluations

111

2 0
4,.

i.
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1

t
ol t of Title Ocasonatly a parent is also invited to write an article

.1,

about his or her \experience
reviewingevaluation,"repartS, etc.

4 .

is'4,y6u
know, we have.established.ten Technicai Assistance Centers

under,contract to us to provide specific, on-site evaluation, advice.:

Because 'of the scope of this effort and:the important.role the Centers.
are playing, I have Chosen to describe their activities in some

. ,
detail.

7

t
Theyhaye been in operation -since late September, 1,96. TAC personnel

-. ..., - -

provide free consultirig serlites to SEAS (and under the- SEA'S
.

- dirgetion, to 1.,EAs) in all aspeC,ts df Title 1 program evaluatiorit
.. .

The majority of these seryica.are....directed toward helping Clients, -/ . .. . a ,

, I

to- evaluate theirreadirw and mathematics Title 1 programs, although

;occas-iOnally they advise on otherTitle I 'evaluation areas.:* 4

.
The. history, of thei4 selection illustrates our intention from the

_,'start to, select persons for this work w7 could best interact with,

,
the States.' We decided earlyto away },contracts to organizations

,, Zr . .
7,

1 6 through regular competitive procurement procedurq, and to haveA

. .
ten( competitions - -a TAC to serve the. States in each HEW regional

A seprite competition was held for-each region beause it was
..,,

,

thought-anestili is--that TAC personnel should be fSmiliar with . ,OK ,,

.
14

the programs and. personnel of the area that they would-Serve. ThUs4

t, in t ihal RFP, 40% of the selection pOintf were devoted to
. . /

4

1

pa.

4.
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"successful regional knOwledge and experienceP and 40I% to applied

.2., technical skills. We contacted Title1 evaluatfOn'and program,rt

personnel in all States during the screening procento assess

the offerors' expertise in hese areat,,

s

1'

rat

In addition, in almost all cases, an SEA rePresehthifve from within

the region (usually.the State with the largest Title I funding) and

a representative from the HEW regional office were present during

negotiations. to question. offerors on their knowledge of regional

programs. I have listed the selected institutions:

40*

lehave required that the TAC assigned to each State reach a. written

agreement with the SEA concerning the conditions under Which'it

. I
will provide services to the State and the kinds of services it

011 provide. For example, each SEA and its TAC have determined

jointly how LEAs and the TAC should interact. In most cases the

State agreement, which can be renegotiated peelodically, reflects

the most feasible ways of providing services to.the LEAs ln the

State, but in a few cases it reflects the'SEA's apprehension

concerning Federal personnel or'i Federal congractoe'working

directly with LEAs.* Thus, within the;constraints required to
. 4

*To help allay SEA fears of Federal inter 0 ion, smith be sure that

the TACs are helping clients to build loca pertise, TAC personnel

are forbidden from advising.clients on USO or SEA policies, enforcing

4Title I program regulations, recommending specific copyrighted achieVe-
kisent tests, actually performing.Title ],evaluations, writing Title I
evaluation reports, or providing advfce not related to Title I program

evaluation. . .

.,-

22
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-TITLE I EVALUATION
TECHNICAL' ASSISTANCE CENTERS .

PROJECT DIRECTORS.

Region I

Dr. Everett W..Barnes, Jr.
RMC Resrch Corporation .
62 Congress Street
Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03801

(603) 436-5385

Region II

Dr. Gar . Echternacht
Educational Testing Service
Princeton, Npw.Jersey 98540

(609) 921-9000 x2566

Region III

Dr. Joan Troy
Naiional Testing 'Service, Inc.

fifalIN:14i1Clarlota
<919).493-3451

4

27705

A(
Dr. George Temp
Educationa Testing Service - Sou
4445_PeWchtree.Road, N.E,

Suite 1040
Atlanta, Georgia .30p26k,

(404)'262-763;
I

Region V

Dr. Theodore Storlie
Educational Testing ervice - Mi

960 Grove Street
Evanston,'ILlinois 0201
(312) 869 -1700

(RegionyI

DK Geor*ge Powell
. Resource Development Institute
1916 Justin tine
Austin, Texas 7875/

(512) 454-5751 .

(512) 454 -4221 .

I

Region2VII

Dr. Carmen Finley
American Institutes for Research
PO Box 1113
Palo Alto; California,' 94302
(415) 493-3550:. '

(415)-494-OM
-.

Region VIII, IX, X

Dr. Joe,Hansen
N6rthwest Regional Educational
710 S.W. Second Avenue
Po tland, Oregon 97204
(50 J 248 -6853

hern Regional Office

west Regional' Office

Inc. .

23
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, .

be lure that an SEA will'proceed in a positive manner to meet the

, requirements of Section 15f, each SEA can *ermine the areas of

consulting seyces to be emphasized by T
A

:-The first'thi-ee months of TAC services consist primarily of out-
.*

reach efforts to the States. Even in States hich were extremely

to.' , -

; receptive to the notion of assistance for Ti le Revaluation, the
- .

SEA pergOnnel had to decide which'services they wished emphasized.

For thoSe SEAs whose initial reaction'to Federal technical assistance
.

was less than enthusiastic (even with a SEA' determining the services

.4

to be provided), reachitg an agreemerl often required Several months.

However, the TACs have signed,an agr ell with each State. and have

provide'd some services to all. 0

Generally,,after reachinvan agr ment,with the TAC, initial services
4 4

have'iflcluded overview workshops for SEA and LEA personnel. These

have-been followed'by regional eetfngs for groups of LEAs atidmore,

detailed workshops on specific aspects of the models. In addition

to the large amount of time spent respondingto questions on the.

telephone, TACs have made visits and acted as on=siterconsultants

to some large school districts.

As of .June 30, more .than '50% of the approximately ,14,000 school

districtt receiving Title I funds have received some TAC services,

and approximately. 40% of them will attempt this year to use the

,model's. I have'included an attachment to my written testimony

ty,

Ns,

24

1 O P



.

showing the progress in use of the models as it varies.by region

and State. I should also, point out:(1) that many LEAs are receiving:*

training this fall and are hence not sROon on arty tabulation; ..(2)e

that LEA'S attempting to use air mq0els may nOt.be doingiso correctly;

and (3) that In somicases the number of LEA's having been trained is.

greater than we show because of the work of personnel in inter-
..

mediate districts (INhom we trained).

In the next few months the TACs will give additional workshops on

speci4c areas of the US/OE Title I models for LEAS using them this

L

school year. They, will also be spending more hours In providing

telephone assistance and on-site consulting as LEAs encounter

specific problems. We have also found that other Title I programs

besides those in reading and math In regular schools are increasing

their requests for help, and we anticipate increased need for help

in interpreting results next spring.

-
The first contract period'for the TAC's extends through December, 1977

(contracts funded for 15 months), end. the total funding for the

contracts during that period was about $2,420,000. All atfthe *

TiCs will be funded for.Sn additional 15 months (there was a

15 -month extension clause in each Contract): Although it is

difficult to predict accurately the demands by SEAS and LEAs

for TAC services, we are estimating currently that over $5,000,000

will be required for the Jimusry, 1978-March, 1919 contract period..

If some of the States which have been cautious'in their implementation.

of the USOE system should make li6e.demands for serltices during

ithe contract period, then the funding will be increased accordingly.

25
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,

) In short, our experiences thus far with the Centers show that their`'

. .;

servicet are weicomed; and needed, and we intend make thim 4 .

$.
continuing important part of our evaluation system. They appear to

be helping in quality control` as well as4in State and 4deral.relation-
,

Ships. Andeed, the provision of useful services (free of Charge)

has causel much of the early skepticism about our models to change_

to enthusiasm:

Finally, fhidiscussing our activities to upgrade State and local

evaluation practices, kis important for me to mention our inten-

tions to publish program regulations in this area,. I anticipate_-

that there will, be some 704ative reactions to stith regulations, ,but

we plan to proceed this:Fall to publish a Notice of Intent to Regulate.

Preliminary meetings have been held with a group of State Title I
,1111,

,Coordinators.and other administrators representing Chief State School

Officerito discuss the process; a Notice of Intent will,solicit

comments about specific Issues from all interested pirties. After.

the publication of proposed Rules (probably in later Spring, 1978),

hearings will be held in loc6mis across the nation, and regulations,

will follow. Their issuance will affect the use of the evaluation

models at that time in the few districts not already using them.%

making.natIonwideimplementation of the system' most probable by

1980 or 1981.

26
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vow: (
All of this, Mr. Chairman, is what lh, have been doing to implement

. 4

4. tke.requisements- in Section 151 dealing with the improvement of
s. - . .

State and local evaluations. 'I would 1ike to turn now ,,to the data
. 1.

we havg available, primarily frop our national studies, about two

atpects.cif Title 1: -the s vices being provided and. the effects -,

s

IP'

.

4

s

oT tnoseiservices 410

27
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What have welearned from national evaluations of Titlt/I?

,About the LEA grant portion of Title I

With respect to students served and serviced offered ?

. Currently, 90% of all public school districts'in the U.S. receive
Title Ilunds and of the nation's public elementary schools (those

. having.
funds

or more 'grades in the 1-6 range)
-

.. 67,4er

compen

.. School
Hof st
af po

eive fands from Title I while another 15% receive
atory funds from sources other than. Title I

that receive Title I funds have high concentrations
ents from poverty backgrounds and high concentrations
f-readers.

ApprOxima ly 15 percent of all public elementary school student receive
compensat ry.assistarice from TitleI with another 9 percent-rece ving
compensa services from sources other than Title I.

Onl 14 percent of all public eleventary.school students attend
a sc'hoOl that does not offer compensatotylpistance (either
from Title I or 6omother sources)

. Slightly less than one-thirdof the.students from poverty families eceive
services from Title I; an additional 9 percent receive services fr sources /

. other than Title I.

4

-.. Almbst)2 percent of non-poor students receive services from Title I ,

, with Mother 9 percent receiving services from sources,otherthao

.
.w ,

Although there, are proportionately more pc!'rty than non-poverty
students served by title I, dut to their greater absolute numbers

,

- more' non -poor than poor are served by Title I

Title I. -

. Usingva criterion bf achieving one or,mdre yearsrbelow graderlevel(for
students in grades 2-6),

... if a'itudent comes from a poverty background the chances are
aim& 1 in 2 that he or ihe will be a low achiever

,

8

4
111

)
00
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IF .-

:. if a student comes from a non-poverty background the chances
are almost 1 in 5 that he or,she will be a low achiever

.. however, in absolute numbs there are about one million more
low echievers than they are students from poverty. backgrounds

. Aeongrlow achieving.students (using the-previous Criterion) almost,
one-third received services from Title I with another 14 perce*
receiving services from sources. other than Title I

.. In contrast, 11 perient of regular (or non-low) achieving
students receive services under Title I with another 8 per
receiving services from sources.other than Title I

ft

.
However, because Of their greater abtolLite numbers, slightly
more regular than low achieving students receive services from
Title I (about 100,000 more).,

. Seventy-sin of the Title I per-pup41.dollar is used to prOvide
instructions services (NIE)

4

.. Eighty-two percent of all compensatory students participate in a

remedial reading project or in'Alanguage arts project that has a
reading component with,fthe next most frequent yeas of instructional
activity being compensatory mathematics and preschool7kindergarten
readiness activities-(NIE)

-.

.. The predominant mode,of instruction.for compensatory services iS
via a "pull -out" program.(viz. students leave,their regular class
room for compensatory, instruction) (NIE)

4
With respect to .compensatorveadini instruction, the lowest achieving"
students'are the ones who receive special.assistarr, with such assistance
being supplementdry to resources used in the regular reading pObgram.

t

4

V

29
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respect to the behefits'of these Services? _

. students who receive. compensatory assistance in reading tended ndt
to fall behind-their less'neddy.,*ugaslisted peers in their reading

perfortance during the school year.. For some of the achievement
tests, compensatory students were'clospr to non - compensatory students
in their readingtest perfprmance in the Spring than they had been
in the preCeding0Fall.. . _

A
Compensatory-assisted students tended to deVelop favorable '

attitudes toward themselves as readers and toward their reading'
activities to a degree that Was equal to or greater than that of
their less needy, unassisted peers,

'FcspeCially rejected sites, dramatic compensatory student
improvement in reading (OPBE and NIE) and itfmathematics (N'IE

, was observed.
4

1

.. They result's can be contrasted with tjose from1earlier studies
which showed that disadvantaged students fell progressively further

4 behind in their reading performance and became increasingly mare.
fatelistrc-about their ability to improve theirlife circumstances
through education.

.A'.

1 .

.. However,' clear-relationship between the level of resources ..

. .,utilized-and student improvement in reading was not discerned.
Rather, given a minimal level of resources, the-ways in which
they were utilized appeared more'important than the sheer amount
e.g.,l the use of instructional aides.for instructional_ ctiyities

'rather 'than for clerical or custodial functions).
.-

i . In-the Fall of the year students who recieved compensatory assistance in ,
grades'2, 4 and ,6 were at about the same percentile rank. Such results
may reflect; (1) the emphasis of.th program on serving the most
educationally needy students each year and they are not necessarily the

,

. 0 same students rom one year to the next; and, (2) ? 1oss'over the summer...

mon.;h5 (-Ic the roficienciesvacqutred during the regular school year.

.

c_.
Disadver ge udents who attended summer school did not exhibit
s.Ich a los- wever, summer attendance was voluntary; the most
severely di advantaged students did noikattenb; and, student
instructional cost was two and one-hiligOimes greater during the

. .' summer months thap during the regulah sthdol year.,
, .

Very Tittle is known About student benefits in other areas supported by
Title I (e.g. ffethematice, support services, services to secondary schooV
students) nor of the extent to which gain in basic srills acquired
during a single school year are Sustainedrover the tunher.00nths,and in

. subseq year's!this latter'is the topic of a current national evaluation
espec ally designed to follow-up on the gains that this earlier study
ind sited wereacquired.during one school year.

30
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4 .

le

About p ograms4cqnductid:by State educational agencies?

4,

, . .
-----..

uritle,I funds are also used* provide services to: or neglected or
delinquent youth. in State institutions; (2) children'of migratbry
agricultural workers and fishermen; and, (3} severely handicapped children
in' State institutions. Results from-the first descriptive phase or an 1

. ongoing study of the "neglected or -delinquent program has shown that:
.., _

. Nearly 27,000 instituttionalized youth receive Title I services
compared to just over 51,600 estimated as eligibl for the,pro . 'I ,

Title t students are younger than the general institutionalized
population;"nearly 2/3,ere under 18 yeers of age. .-

.

4 l

. Services in reading and Mathematics account for nearly 70% of the
Title I expenditures in the facilities. 1

.Per-pupil expenditures for Title I students averaged about $1358
-of which about,' $456 was from Title44.however, these figures
:fluctuate greatly hcross sites.

-

,Opinions about the program were very positive with "strengths most
. often mentioned in its emphaiis oc basic skills and individualized
instruction; weaknesses cited most frequently were he'restrictive

.guidelines .and insufficient funds.

The next phase of thpis'spdy will address he effectsjof the program on
participants' performance in the bastcskills and attifotudinal development.
Evaluation models will,aTso be developed for use by State and project
personnel irk assesstro at reporting TitleTimpacts.in their, sites.

Although there is no current evaluative i:,-'r'rr?tion on thtmigrant aid
handiczooed prograMs under Title I a comprer,ensiveitudy.or the fOrmer
progrim s currently in process while a study,of the ' tar pro9ram-ii
plagneu sor ..re near futirre,

31
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Summary :

Pe

4

Ih sunsnarrevidence now available. indfcates that the receipt of Title
I funds/is almost eiversal at thd school district level and exceptionally
widOpread at.the elementary school level. A remarkably higtpercentage

-of elementary schoolswith'high cohbentrations of poverty students (which also have
highconcentrations of lowathieving students) 'receive Title I funds

. &although many schools with .low conventrations'of such students do.too.
lthe funds are used for a wide variety of instructional and support services;
hEAtvkr,. the vast bulk of:the funds-and students are involved in basic

'Skills.instruction:tn the elementary grades.. With respect to, reading,
the evidence suggests that in elentIntari schools, Title I has been well

. targeted oh children who read potrlY and Title I is probably, having some
positive idpact, Educationally ditadvantaged children' usually lose

ground to their_more advantaged peers As they progress through school:
However, poor readers who received Axtrtragention because0 Title I and
similar programs tend to hold.theirWelgtivf positions,bltween Eall and Spring--

. and on some tests they gain'ground. But,--,the extent to which such gains are
Suttained in-subse4Lent years for the same students is not currently known.
Some limited evidence` suggests them miy be losses over the summer months. In
general, then, the reading results Illustrate modest success but-with much
'work still to be dgne. Little useful information Is currently,-available on .

student achievement in other areas'. 'MAny of the noo-instructional services,
provided!aie'desirable ends in :themselves ('e.g. having healthy, wellrfed, well-
clotHed children) for which Title I should receive credit for providing assistance
when these needs.cannot be met from other sources. HoWever, little is known about
how children benefit from these services.

ir

Although the/mairi evaluati.ve.judgpents about the efffectiveness of Title I
should be based direttly upon the services provided t6 participating children,
the impact of the program should'also be considered in a larger sente. As

-themajor Fgderal program alined at.Jmproving4he education.ef disadvAntege4
children, Title I has been inttrumenta: 19 -diowingthe attention of educators .

and the public to the plight of these children. Although the problems of
providing an adequate educatibt for the ditadventaged have not ytelded to solution/-
es swiftlj 'ad been, hoped, that very fact has led u'i-urtner eVorts. 'States
have iniVateecomoensatory programs, school districts have tighteted up their
programtloarerts have become more involved inlpheir children'teducatiod; and
researchers have pursued many new approaches to learning There is a much
greater Rational consciousness about the education of distdvantaged children
than there was 15 years ago and Title I is certafnly central feature of this
awareness.

,

S.
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T. To upgrade. State evaluation practices

Technical assistance

Workshops
Centers

4
'Publications

Development of Evaluation Mqdel(

Basic skills
Mon-instructional services
Migrant *education

Negl dcted/Del inquent

Early childhood education

implementation

-Total, Category I

11. To evaluate the program nation0

Sustaining Effects Study
Migrant education evaluation
Handicapped

Total , Category

Total, USOE- portion of 151 set-aside -

* Planning. and Eialization Funds, 1974

ATTACHMENT I Funding of acti/ities
FY 74-7

74*.

$22

912

,/
75 76 77

*

$ 365
1,134

44

' 934 .

$ 934

a

1,400 1. 216 2,296 "\3140

$1,400 $3,250 $3,750 $11,00

36

376
26

15

1,996, ,

627.

- . ,Esttakted:

78

$6760

$920
60

9

119

255 ".

50

50 ' 140

1454 7860.71%
407.. .

340

960

-
1,400' 900 1,524

316 772
. '

8
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A

Region a
Number'
of LEAs'

, 'US
.o

t

'Approiimate % of LEAs . , technical:
implementing one of the "- J Assistance
eValAtion podels in: % of [EAs for SEA

. , ..-.,

Trained Iy Personnel -by
1076-77 . 1977 -78 6/30/77 6/30/77

Region I

893 LEAs
81,

Region II 4

1267 'LEAs

Region III 3

748'LEAs .*748, LEAs

Region IV 22

1098 LEAs

Region V -3

.3126 LEAs,. 0 .

RegiOn VI 46

2166 LEAs

Region VII 3
1379 LEAs

Region VIII' 33

959 LEAs
"

10 (2617) 40 034

1

90 '61 5 days"'

13 ,--

21

45

29

48

4' 28 days

SO

, 84 5 day,

of

;.34 '4 days

9 days

3 days

8 days

51

80 78

55 4 days

. Region IX' 1 , I 2 days.

1257 LEAs ,
.

f ..,/

Region X 14 29 : ' .73 4 day's

736 LEAs "
NATIONAL
¶VERAGE

_

13,629 LEAs

35
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REGION I

Approximate % of LEAii4 Tethnical
implementing one of the Assistance

State and evaluation models in: % of LEAs for SEA
Numbpr Tiained by Personnel by

.
Of LEAs -

Cohnectibut --

140 districts

Maine
154 distriFts.

7'e
14assachtut etts
340 districts

New Hampshire
.165 districts

Rhode Island
, 40 diitricts

Vermont
54 districts

REGIONAL
AVERAGE

1976-i 77 1977-78 6/30/77 ;, 6/30/77,

-7,25

97

94

100

/

18

93 100

54 -21".

LOO 20

1,00

4

100 90

81 90 61k

90

-, 28' 4

11

.50 .45 3

5

.

or.

/

.

36

4



REGION It
,e

T,echnical

impl ting one of, the Assistance -,
State and evaTua ion, models in: % of LEAs for SEA

. Number Trained by Personnel by
of .LEAi ' . 1976-7 /977-78 , 6/30/77 6/30/77

Approxi te of LEAs

New Jersey..

490 LEAs

New York
736 .LEAs

Puerto Rico.

30 LEAS

-
Virgin Islands
1 LEA 0.

-

100

8

ipo

.100

8 5 days

2 days

, 20 20 days.

100 1 day

ti

REGIONAL'

AVERAGE

7

4

-

13
S

28 days

Ift 37

01.

4

101..^.



, - -4,. .:

REGION III
.4. ,..vs.

# of days of
Technical

State and*Number . Approximate % of LEAs -. % of LEAs- -Assistance for
of LEAs implementing one of Trained by:.. SEA Personnel. .

the evaluation models in: by:
. -,.,

1976:77 1977-18
,

.

Del aware

23 LEAs.

4laryland

24 LEAs

. "- Pennsylvania

505 LEAs

78

Virginia 0
140 LEAs

I

'West Virginia '

55 LEAs

j

District of
Columbia

1 LEA,

AVERAGE
PERCENTAGE

100

2

30

100

100' 13

0

10(1.

5

4,

100 15

100. 100 100

.

3 .21 80

38

3

.4



dir

State and
Number

. of LEAs

KEGICIII IT

Approximate percentage of
- LEAs implementing one of

the evaluation models, in:

1976-77 1977-78

Days of
Technical

Percentages Assistance
of LEAs foi. SEA

.
Trained by Personnel by
6/30/77 6/3D/77

Alabama; I.

127 divtritts

Florida;

67 districts

Georg) a

187 districts

Kentucky
181 districts

Mississippi
152 districts

forth Carolina,

145 districts

;outhtarolina
12 districts

Tennessee

A7 districts

egi onal

Nerage

100; )60

- 35

15
4

'0

fi
2

2 30

4 20

100 100

100

22 45

)

.100

100

.

100

100

100

J

,

100

39 .

83.5

5

41

1

5

4

7

4.87



REGION V

.

State and % of LEAs Jiiiementing
Number of One of Evaluation Models In:
Title:I LEAS 1976-77 . 1977-78

Illinois:
797 Districts 0%i- 7%

Indiana:

302 Districts 0

Michigan:

575 Districts 0 0-

Minnesota
439-Districts 0 13

Ohio:

625 Districts

r

100 100
-

Wisconsin:
388 Districts 0 . 45

%NO

% of LEAs
, Trained by
. 6/30/77

Days of Technical
Assistance for SEA
Personnel by 6/30/77

- 29% 8.1
1.

100 4

I
0 1

13*."

'64

15*.,

Regional
13126 District's)

, Average
,

89.4% . 33.7% 3.7

Isi
J..

0
) -

, ,

* Includgs dittricts having 10%-of students in Title IArgrtms in state.

:.. '
-.....,

. *
,t4 ,

. .

.

*
,

4 ,....1.1

41

4Q

it'
Vet

.



. ,

State and
Number aT LEA's

. Approximate 2 OT MA's-
'implementing one of he

evaluation models ,

9

1976-477 1977-78

4

. ,.

2 of LEA'. ---Tec al.Assistance
Trained by f SEA ersonnel '' ,

6/30Y77

Arkansas

30 distrixts

touielina"
parishep.

New Mexico
86 districts.

.

1002 fooz 1002 9 -days

0 lox 1002 13 days

0 22Z, -22Z

Oklahoma
Oli distric s 100Z,

Texas
= I01 istricrs

, I

Regional Averages

°.

100%

40 %lir. 482

lx-

12

4 days

11 days
Nib

8.8 days

:

, v,



MP/

State and
Number

df LEAs

REGI VII

Approximate % of LEAs
implementing one of the
evaluation-models fn: ,

43

Technical

Assistance
% of LEAs for SEA-

,- Trained by jersonnel
1976-77 . 1977-78 '6/30/77 6/30 /,77

Iowa

440 districts

Kansas
s 250 districts

.

Missouri
389 districti

is

Nebra4i-
'300 districts

9,

0 100,,

e

11EGI9'NALVERAGE

nir
9,4*,

r.

A

r

"

t,

,

I

42

4

6

.

100

55 1

, 75 4
r ,

.1

0

78,

. s

0 P--(at

;

A

ip
9

;



,f

REGION VIII s

, , Approximate % of LEAs % of LEAs

:ate and Implementln3 one of the Trained by

umber of LEAs Evaluation Models In: 6/30/77
' 1976-77 1977 -78 1 ,

olorado
'42 districts

b , 7S

,
Technical A.5 sis tance
for SEA p9rsonnel by
6/30/77 I

lontana 50 100

SO districts . .

.
kth Dakota . 0

67 districts
25

outh Dakota, 100 `t '100

88 districts,

10

0-districts

7yoming 0 eat 9

2 distts
.

EGI0146AL
,VERAGE 33 55

;

S,

J

.

2

4

43

. 90 a

90 11

95

SO

k,

41.

I

41,

4

4

ae.

NY.

r-



State/Territory and
Number of LEAS.

...

e,
1 REGION IX

. .,

1

Approximate % of LEAs .%.of LEAS' Technical Assistar.
Implementing one of the '. Trained by for SEA personnel 1

Evaluation Models Di: 6/30/77/ 6/30/77
1876-77 . 1977-78 -

Arizoria
145 districts

-

5 36-- 100 . ., 6
N

_.
1 3\5.,,Cailforn0 0

, 1080 districts 4

:Hawaii
7 districts /
Nevada-
17 districts

Guam.
1 dis .trict

Trust Teriltory .
6 districts

Samoa
1-1 district

. -
REGIONAL
AVERAGE

4

4

4

,"

- .
Y'

0

o .
.

-100 100.
t

2e

x

"0 1.00' 109 , ',. 2 ..
-.

100

.

\V

100 100 .
b' t

k)

i

°- -100
Oit . r

I.

.

7 - 44-

0 , 411

f...
....,

4 .

r,
' 44' 4)

-.

0

...

AP

5'

.-
.00 \,

ai

e

0

a

2

...

.. /

.t'

.........

a



State and
lumber of LEAs c3.

REGION X

Al1011011-

cl

Approximate % of LEA'S % of LEAs technical Assistani
Implementing one of the Trained by for SEA personnel b
Evaluation Models In: 6/30/77 6/30/77
1976-77 1977-78

Alaska 2

51: districts

Idaho 100
103 districts

Dregon 1

332 districts

Washington
2504Mstricts

'1EGIONAL
AVERAGE

Alb

16 100

100 100

CIO

111°- 0 32 *,100

14 29 73

)
,

4 5

.

4.

a

4.

4


