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Thr Educqun Amendﬁents of IS?Q_ (Pub
Léw 93-380), the major, éducnﬂup legislati
fhe Sad Cﬂngress, extended and c:h

‘and lnccil funds, - States that ha\ee es‘tab—f’ '
d theffr own compensgtory education programs -
lly ean call on greati _finaﬁcml resources
e fh%tn have "not.: - Without Fedgrq[ ;
“actian .. to ‘prévide incentives, it

Mother Federal - _Edl:!f;'ﬁflaﬁ

; R C ). Vlikkly that many more States will lnmateyjar ,
“The law also directed various Federpl a §IE§ GTP nsatpry education progr(!rns. L
fa ::a;'iduct studies and surveys se that Congféss .
. '”»lghf ‘have the benefit of more  up=fe-date ' v 1
+ >/ aceurate - information - during.. |ts > future "
- ¢onsideration of legislation to. assist elerﬁentc:ry . .
-and secandﬁry edu::qtmp Aﬁ‘lD ',g-rfhese' rectives
|is Section 821° of the’ This re;ﬂ:rf refle:ts fgllgmp ach\nhes él‘hcl,‘t
“which lnsfruc‘:fs fhe Institute ¥e deagned fo pmwde Cangréss wrfh défﬁlled

: Educ:ghnﬁ (NIE) study. cof &

ol Ewed and rnade ﬁ’mre_ N
pre::nse, gnd unhtuhve dﬂfﬂ were updafed.

“ Also, MIE efpanded its |£7 review of SCE by

v 'lfﬁjudmg r more  States and by Examlnmg the .
" inkentive prapﬂsal

T ducaflan mgrarns ﬁnam:ed ‘by ‘States’dnd those :
funded under nuthorlfy of ESEA Tlfle Loe oo

In Sepfernber ﬂf 1977,\NIE. rep@rted its fmdu;l'gs

on-the. .allocation of TlﬂE | funds, the delivery'of , - \

" Tifle 1 services, and the effects of these services’ Durlng dellbemhuﬁs on the reauthorizing leg-: - -
s on parflclﬁﬂfmg Chl'drEﬂ. ™IE. also TEPDﬁEd its: LSJETIDH for ESEA thé (:gﬁgresg copsidered p‘g: W
flndlﬁgs on ﬂ'lE udﬂ‘llnlsfrﬂflan of Title I ﬂﬁd ;‘hE ? pDSGIS for prg\"df ﬂdd]’hgngl TITIEI funds as an -

relationship. between . Titlel = and: , state’ incentive for in@reasing the States' efforts in . .—

compensatory . EdUE‘ﬂT'OH (SCE) programs. (N|E compensatory education. Becduse the proposal . .

|977)s T ) could substantially change the characteristics of a |
) s ' ' number of state programs, NIE wanted also to"
- learn. more about the fh;nklng of SCE- s‘tuf‘f on the . .

'

1977 FINDINGS ABDUT S(?E

: - proposed stafe mx:em‘we Iegnslthm. . L
, On" the bas:s of a s’rud'y x::f Iegal sfc:indc:lrds /) - .
* (Silverstein et al., 1977) and discussions with 14 All- follow-up gq:nwneg were conducted '
SCE. directors, NIE found that state compensatory Thraangh telephone donversations with SCE person-
education’ programs have Been established in. nel.!  Informatjon * was obtained ' about general

almost one-thirdjof the’ States and provide a
significant 'level of funding for campgnsafar}g
education services., In fact, the 1977 dppro-

program dimensjons and agmmlstrahve sﬁ'ucfuriz. ‘
Specific figures oh ,average per-pupil expenditur
percent of programs using differing instruction

priations for these SCE programs represented an
increase in the level of suppott for compensatory
edueation prograrhs of -almost ZD% of the m:n‘mnr:l
Title | funding.-

'

5CE prog’ams folloxi& .the -pattern r:f Title |,
., 8ithough some interesting alternative funding pgf=
terns have been dévelaped.v These programs
target funds to the same type of pupils and
provide-the same type of services. In general,

stafe programs provide services that complement .
- and augment Title | programs. S ;

strategies' such as, pullnuf and mainstream,. and "
percent of funds used in secondary schools were - - -

also gathered. ,;

o

pmwde t:erh:lm dt:‘h:!.
about individy:
best available data and telephone interviews. This

Dgsr;nph\fe mformutmn

‘intraduction’ to descriptions of individual state;
t:cﬂ*hpensnfory education programs briefly dis- -

culses six issues and updates and amplifies data
presented prevmusly (NIE, 1977). o

\

5

igal SCE pmgmrﬁs is based o ‘the

Q
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 Student seleca’%n

Reqmremems of dlsfrn:ts -,

-others are explering their use. Teacher,

- . B T M R A
Ve L g LT

i .

1 - T W
* When achievement data fire used, dlsi‘ncfs/
identify ellglble ‘children by®using stqndardlzed
test datg. -In' many States, the state - -educationdl ; /
?em:y (SEA) provides some guidarnice on the kinds’
of instruments:the distyict may ase andardlzed
norm-referenced tests are used in mbst States; |
few States use criferion-referenced tests, a 311;!
Tudar

“Funding Tevels and number of -
‘7 childreh served -

Sfé:ne a@ﬁﬁinisfraﬁcn af pragfdms

T Pﬁsmble effects af the propcsed
Federnl matching program - -

Funds Dlsfnbuﬂm
\

State o:ﬂmpensﬁfory ‘education proc rams pra-
vide allocations to districts by either a tormula or
‘o _cdmpetitive: grant system. Fifteen of the 17
‘States allocate funds on the basig of a-formula,
while two States award grdnts on the ba5|s of a
cnmpeytwe dpplication pracess. R ;

Mast “of ﬂ'se States using fnrmulas dlsfnbm‘eg

‘funds ‘on ‘the basis of economic, disadvantage,
‘often ;in cnrﬁbmchan with achievement criteria.

In-two States, funds are allocated on the basis of. . .

high papulcjhon density; in one State, the sparsity
of population is a factor in computing state aid.
‘A few States base the formula solely on*achieve-
ment test data. In a small number "of cases,
‘States have developed formulas that gre.sensitive
to fhe number r:)f dropouts or pafenﬁ | dropouts.

. In the fwa 5t cﬁes :Qnduc:hng grgﬂfs cv:nrnpéh=
. tion, competin districts must demonstrate.that
“they will serve a student population identified by
economic, educational, and/or SDCIQI criteria,

. In addman to" these 17 sfufe _compensatory
Eiﬁqhgn programs, sqme other States use a

hting formula to allécate some state funds fo
districts that have a Idrge number of low-income °

or low-achieving children. For example, one
Stgte's aid formula grants between .5 and 1.1
adftional- pupilswnits of '%undmg per district for
_edch - AFDC’ (Aid 'to Families -with * Dependent
"Children) child. . .. These ‘exira funds are not
necessarily used fur -compensatory or cdtegorical
programs, but contribute rngend h:s géﬁéi‘-ﬂ'
- 'educahan revénues. :

Student Selecﬁan v , o

I rnuny Etafgs, achievement s 'the sole

" eriterion for selecting students for partjcipation
_in the pmgrgrp In contrast, students must meet
both. economic and achievement crlfenq in some

other States,
siudenfs must be servetl fn\-sf.

”plnys 50f]

" grade

~Table 1).

In a few- cases, TlﬂEl -eligible.

olelln Tdenfifying sfuderﬁs, esp E]ﬂ -
students” scores -are close 1o %hg :

m msfam:es wher

o Types of %rvu:es Igunded S

State t:ampernsnfary edu:qhan fsnds are pﬂ\ * ‘
. marily intended to provide reading -and mathe-

mqh&nstructmﬁ for children at. the elementary
vel. In'many cases, the SCE funds provide
for more instructional: services for Title | children,
or children. who share ‘characteristics: with, Title |

. chrldfen bu* cb n\:ﬁ pGrflClprE in TIﬂE | prograﬁ‘ls.

|ﬁ some r:ases, fhe SCE Qragrﬁ"i is’ designed 1‘::
dren Gfter fhey leave . fhe grude Ia\fels served by
Title 1, =A strong focus on'serving hlgh """ ool

students with SCE funds exlsts only in-d few -

Sfmes! A L Y S

% o

Like Title 1, these Edut:tjhannl services are
Ilkely to be. prmnded in special separate classes,
namely, pullout classes. Several.SEAs, however,

‘have. begun encouraging districts to serve com-*"

pensatory education studerrts wﬁhm the regular

classroom. - . . . L -

*

~ . Although few States 'prcshibii the ‘use-of SCE '

funds for auxiliary services, such as foad medical
care, or fransportation, States are not likely to .

_view sur;lz services as.a principal campﬂn&n? of an

SCE program. Many States do, howevet,. consider
wnys c:f JDIﬁﬂ)’ fundmg cnmpensqfary educclfmn

together will prawde a broad - mnge nf edu&ﬂhgnal
and auxiliary services. ° .

Recent Funding Levels Elf’ld Nurﬂber of Chlldrén
Served | .

Smfés vary considerably in: the fundingglevels
of their compensatory etlucation programs, (see
The SCE programs in New York and -
California acéounted for about 60% of the 5489:
million that States spent on their own compensa--
tory education programs’in” fiscal year 1978. In,

.fiscal year 1978, Utahls program hﬂd the lowest,

funding level at 881 ,328.

The nurnber of children served- by SCE funds -

,,,,, C(;ll IfQFF\IG servgd fub@ut

also varied ¢

P :

EﬂEfﬂlly, States do not éhpulnte o
‘fhcrf st udenfs most in need be served firsts

Q
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i 1 TABLE 1. EA :
'FISCAL YEAR 1978 TITLE T FLINDINE ST’ATE CDMPENS‘I\TORY EDUCATIQN FLINDINE oy
. NUHEER DE CHI’LDREN “SERVED AND PER- PUPIiFf-UNDINE .BY. STATE *
Tme 1 . SCE Numhér of . Per-Pupﬂ .
- State ) Funds* Funds C‘hﬂdren Served Funding,
. " ST . B i * . . ‘
- CaHf&\'n‘ia 5155 938 183 51143373 843** ;‘ 4’72 684 'J .. $239
" Connecticut : le; 205,841 7,000,000 14,000 “- 7 500
' Florida - 67,774,069, ° . N - NA NA
_ Georgia’ T '55,1154,220 : 12;746,?4-7 -147,730+ . 86
~Hawaii. 6,017,521 2,188,144 - 3,6€ - 606" |
" Maryland 33 418,355 . - 11,000,000 . 8013 - 136
© " Michigan 76,974,514 30,000,000 118, 857— e {252 .
-~ Nebraska 10,220,215 29,300, QDD*** ! ’5,30 - ) 552
‘New Jersey - 52,982,258 _ -1 370,900 . ¢\ 183t
- ‘New York 202,496,411 450,000 Fe327.
" - Qhio 57,263,893 ° o1, 555 885 4 208 .
QOregon ~ 16,761,835 - 5,500 808 -
“Rhode Island” s 7116 952 v VNA , * NA ,
+ - Texas B '+ 119,590,863 + 7o 242,342~ - 99
st T Utah. 6,253,813 s © NAtt.: NATT,
" Waghington " 21,665,483, , NAtH: « uM:ﬁ,;
Wisconsin 30,658,754 000 ’ 2,319 i 528 C
« - Total 2 D1-5 803, 180 3, / . L
‘,,77 7 = s _ S / ! "’r- : ’7 i i = s f’
- #A1Totieénts ‘for Eﬁ'gcq‘| _year ﬁQ?E Tm:a’i edur:atigryﬂ a‘my grants‘ Part A * A
* . of Title I. ' ‘
~ *%1976-77 f1gure ’ A -
***Total" équahzatmn aid.. o . _ _ ~
tProjected. ' // ¢ N v
t++P{gures not available for 1977- 78, 1975 77 f“igures were 5 783 ch 4dr‘en P
served, $158.44 per pupil. : f'ﬁ <P Ve
\'rﬁﬁgur;es not availabte for 1977-78: 1975 77 f}gur‘es weré’%ﬁ 198 children B
= [ 1 -

served, 5124‘31 per _pupﬂ

% i
r’ﬁ&ﬂf Ain prdgmm GdITIIFIIST ' ﬁcm in many States,
Under these g:y::unsmpces, it is not surprising -
that few. States invest much time, mcney,, or.

. effort -in the.administration of stﬁfe ;:t:mpensafary
educﬁflcm i . 1

) Perepupll fundlng Jé‘\;}els \rqry ;:anadembly, .
' rangmg from a high of 5606 to a léw of $86.'

4

State activities include manﬂarmg, audns,hgpd
technical assistance. Monitoring of SCE progr
may, consist of review of applications, site 'vis 1*5,
andl evaluation -activities. Most Statés requite
applications from dlsfrlcf.sb although in §Everal
States funds flow aufomatically, based Dnﬂvunnus .
indexes. *To the extent=that Sthtes do adfminigter
SCE, fhey follow procedures Slfﬂllﬁf 1‘3 those psed

Lin Title 1v

Sf ate A Admnmsfruf f af F’mgrﬂms

The quality of e administration is in “lagaeg.
part dependent:updit the authoritieg vested-in’ thef)
SEA by the state [pgislafure. Few state legisl;
tures have mandated that the SEAs assufhe dr
c:lt:;tlve ralg in fhe administration of, state com-
ner’a!ly, sfa'rumry guijﬁl—

y The degre‘é x:f mamfarmgu-s not unlform across
a,_jhe various_Statés. Many Stqgtes lack the staff to’
T Tvisit sites regulurly Alfhaugh most staff sizes .
. arg limited, selective monitoring by, SCE staff and”

’ rﬁcnﬁﬂrlﬁg assistance from state Title | staff ténd '

Tgl dﬂllars

. to overcome some of tHe effeéfs of thesex#aw
, w ,, total ﬁurn‘bgr ‘of children 'si*gff levels. ~ /- 7 .-
* ) _!) ‘ o S‘ ) - L .
» - cu £ NP A S
a9 ,’I . 7 L ,\ o ‘
. . Ay . 7 e S (




P gn
# Enfar;emem ﬂchvmes ar% limited w1th|n SCE
programs, Many States require a yearend finan-
' EICII report; “SCE programs may be audited as part
f. Yhe States' overall finafcial management
pracedures. In-some - large Urban districts, there
. are prfrum ~audits gs, well’ as fiscal -audits.
‘Atthoug ﬁﬂﬁ)’ States have procedures  for
ftxmeznng_mlﬁpmf funds,_it_is_nots clear that

In most States, the dlsfncfs y
prlQl"\ ‘of either  ipeluding
funds. In 1wp Sfc:tes 1he S =A has defermmed fhuf

Sfcﬂ‘es c:lsb mcﬂce .Zorne effort to he I dIS’Tr’IEfS h
. develop Effac’hve lns‘ITuchc:nél prograrhs. SEAs -
conduct workshops, ‘disseminate.

many SEAs hEIVE exercised this o;;xfmri.

‘ .; 4 ) .

.. ..States first' p)'ﬁwde “districts’ w;fh technical -
4 usglsh;mce by advising the districts about the rules

governing the use of fonds. Depending ypon “staffe

levels and other resources, SEAs may conduct
workshops and planning sessmns CIS well as ISSUE
pc:hcy gundam:e. Lo .

/ Alfhaugh zgf all Si'ufes Have d vglgped an
- elgborate SE‘I' f rules governing theiUse of ° SCE
[ foRkds, the*SEAs usually try to.provide guidance
+ about the relationship between SCE and Title L
" One of the most important ~ aspects c:f this
relmmhshlp is the provision related to compara-
bility. The Title | regulations include spacnflc
gLudgﬁce fhﬂf pmm‘s é the' conditions under whn:h

E;S mpfed from carnpc:lrﬁb;hfy. s
B ‘ e “'

’ZBefmrE the Enﬂcimém‘ of fhe 1974: Amendmén*s
o Title I, lacal educationdlYagencies (LLEASs)

ﬁ;mwdmg staferfuﬂded compensatory services
~usually had to provide them in: ‘all Title |- schools
tpef@e they 'could be provided in n‘i:n‘Tﬁle |

X'L;hrmls, bécause. prawdlng su#s’mnhal armounts of

g afejfuﬁda&j services in non-

ryjse the average level of expendityres in fge
schools. Under Gcmpcmblhty requirements, &

" Title.! school is Eompared mdnndu?lly with fhe
gaverﬂgé of non-Title | sthogls. |f a’single Title ¥
school did not~-recelve .state compensatory

=

education semvices, it wopld not mieet that new -

. level of expendituras©and thus would be out of
5 \:ampllﬂm:e \wf,b the t«:mpargbnhfy requiremenf.
As a regglf -of rewsmns in the Ieggl fmmg\)/ﬂrk
resulting froi the Education Arkendments of
{974, an LEA is now perrhitted Ts}xclude from
its comparability CDTﬁpruflﬂnJS expendifures for
"comparable stat® " or ~ local - pr@gmmrsi for
educatiorq)ly deprived children. To guality for

an exemption fromi cam;}»qmbdn‘y, SCE pr@gmms
mutt.meet fnur criteriar

i = -

w

"Th_e funds Pqus't be ‘used for edu{

e (B
. cationally deprived cfiildren. -
(2) The funds must :be used for a
Y ggram Thatis evaluated. ¢
(3 hg funds must be used for °
S special, supplementary?purpeses. <
. (4) ~ The LEA must be accountable to
s ’the SEA for, compliance wﬁh the
4 ¢ first three requirements. ¢
[ i ) : \
L& — bl s - R -
F i , j a ’ S ) é- . . :
U I ’ :
il , ' . / \
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itle | scHools would .

“information about successful programs, ‘and con-"

. duct gesearch and dévelopment projects. The .

degrée jo whlch States undertake these activities
n factors such as staff levels, the

number | of fhEl r

concentration,

istricts and gecgmphlc )
. 4 ,

STATE CDMF‘ENSATQRY EDT.JCATIC)l\j AND
' STATE INCENTIVE F‘RDPQSALS

L3 t‘

Leg;slahve pn:pasals canfam%d in- The Educa—

, Hion “Amendments of 1978%included an incentive”

fz:r States to support a sfate c‘:amﬁer\squy éduca-

tion pragram! Generally, this legislative proposal

provided additional Federal ‘support for- Title |

+ pragram activities in proportion fo the amount ‘of
~money a State. spends farZSCE activities; ‘it
contained a. <eiling  provision that limits fhe
cm:hmg funds to. 10% of the Title. | grant.
Es‘:quse fhls praﬁasal could 5lgmflcﬂnfg c:hdﬁgé
,,,,,, of, as. well. as encourage.
gréafér exﬁéndlfurés in, somé SCE pgpgrams, NIE
Napted to learn more. about. the thifikinglof SGE
staff. In"particular, NIE wanted to know if the
sStates belidvedethey would qualify for cclé:ﬁuh:h, if
ffey had cohsidered: fhe kinds of ‘ch ges that
g‘gghf be necessary ‘to quakify for matching funds,

d if they anticipated arry growth in SCE funds as. ¢

a regult c:f f{ge mcen‘hva IEngIGﬂQn.

W -

oy Most sfcte administrators balkeved that: their:
T programs’ would qualify for ﬂft‘iﬂng funds. A
Tew States did not believe fheir $rograms would
. . qualify¥ since the SEA Iacked the legislative
. r:mhgrl 'to ensure that, services were delivered
¥ fo dlstld\mnmged children. Several | state
7 adhinistretprs noted that the administration's
testimony+ had referred to their programs- as ones
needing some madification,” although the precise -
nature of these modifications was unclear.

Whllé rmosf _ﬁdmm'lsf:qfaggs were gwdare- nf fhe
incentive proposal, many of them did not upder- . .
‘stand on impostant qspécf of the legislation.
D[‘;GWIHQ upon mfc;rrnﬂfu:n gﬁfhered through
informal contdcts and local media, many SCE
__personnel had ‘EDﬁCIUdeé that the ~Federal

® matching funds wauld bé uséd fcmnjddm{;mal SCE

/ l !

?3'?5#!3 Cgﬁgresqs, 2d: SESS]DF!,. 95 |753, SE:(:
Caﬁfepeﬁce Report. .
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. SEI‘VI\‘;‘ESJ When the NIE. sh;ff explained ‘thaf ‘this
. wads not - the case and thgt the- mqtchmg fynds .
would be used'for T\ﬂe |_program activities, many

. 8CE persnﬁﬁel felt thatf the proposgl was not am
(S gdequafe* incentive. - Im some States, ‘the proposed

™ match Was not.diewed as'sufficient to encourage
prggrclm gravﬂh, Iﬁ a‘thef States, it was not. seerf :

. the incentive would geherate the kinds of political

- . S -
funds wauld pﬁ:wde a greqter |m;enf|ve far SCE,
. growth. Cr H

— . i‘

/ F‘ersanﬁel fram Stntes‘. that dld not c:lequy
tgl‘Jﬂllf)’ for matching funds weresnot certain that

suppdrt yiecessary for program changes. in.States

N F‘érsgnnel/
. for the:match did not ‘believe: that the. rnn'rchmg
¥ .prpposal*would generate additional state reyenves.

from Sfates ﬂmf c:learly qqqlifledq,

—dlibtt i:"fs
' sUpeY ‘intgnd

ifhout—e fealrestrictions, ~tovat—
ts  were strong advocates of the ’

current-program. State-level personnel felt that

additional progranh fu ds for Title | serviced would

where 'SCE !unds pravlge -additional révenues to -

not necessarily jeonvince  thik. nmpurtgqt*
'S ne suggested that allowing the States broader ' constituent group te nrgue in fﬁvar of chqﬁgés in
plerogatives in the allocation Df@ése additional ﬂﬁe 'SCE program. = R
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CALIFORNIA ~  *-

- " Narhe or.Description of Program
- IR g [n )

California's compensatory education effort is

fade up of three major pragrams:

- ‘e. The Educationally Disadvantaged .
* ', Youth (EDY) Program
.o The:MillereL!ﬁrl;h Bilingual Read-
ing Specialists Program
. ‘@ - Secondary Demonstration Pro-
. jects in Reading and Mathe- .
matics . "

. The EDY is the largest of these programs.

The . Office” of Compensatory Eépcqﬁan

. administers four additional categorical programsy

Q

ERIC
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Funds Distribution. .

EDY and Miller-Unruh are formula grant pro-

grams; Secondary Dgmonstration Projects
competitive grant prﬁf?ﬁ:mn, N

EDY uses three criteria to determine a dis-
_trict's eligibility for EDY funds:

(1) The bilingual-bicultural index,
. determined by "dividing the per-
: cent of Undian students ond stur
dents in the school 'district with
Spanish and Oriental surnames by
the *statewide average percent-

is'a

S

gge for similar districts (ele- .
mentary, segondary, or unified)

{2)  The ratio of-the district's "index
of family poverty," defined as
the district's Title | entitlement,
divided by its averbge daily
attendance in grades-K-12; this”
* -quotient is then_divided by the ,

s oo -;‘ﬁ § . -

k]

'R

iﬂkgtéieé_witb,ﬂﬁmpensvatur_y__Educaﬁulﬁr;ugrimP-' \ E.

state average ingex-fér family
poverty in similar districts
. : ~

(3) - gte ratio of-the district's iflex,

\ of pupil - transiency, ‘as deter-
mined by the relgtiénship f the
district's. average daily 4ttenc
ance to total annual enrgliment,
divide¢ by the state /avérage
index for pupil transiendy in si
ilar districts :

Fl : LS . . : -
* The Miller-Unruh Reading Specialists Program
allows all school districts maintaining grades 1, 2,

*and 3 to apply for. Miller-Unruh Program funds.

The State prepares a matrix in which every school
is given an achievement and an income index.
State officials use this matrix in assessing disi)
tricts' meeds for funding. | C-
Each participating school may hire one reading
specialist for each. 125 units of gverage daily
attendance (ADA). Districts with large numbers
of severely disadvantaged children may hire more

- specialists. Districts must shave the costs of

" hiring the reading specialists; their share is

_determined on the basis of average teacher salary.

, Secondary Demonstration Projects use a com-
petitive grant system in which the Director of
Compensatory Education determines the target
areas, i.e., those with high concentrations of. both
Title | and EDY children. '

Student Selection

Children are selected for EDY services b\/ the
Title 1 criteria. Districts use a statewide test to:
determine educational disadvantage. = Children
most -in need are served first. Although EDY
funds may serve children from preschool through
grade 12, priority is given to children'in the early
grades, .

The target population of the Miller-Unruh
Program is children in grades’ K3, who have '
reading problems indicated by first-quartile scores
on a statewide test. The State targets funds to:
the school level. .

14
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" “Secondary Demonstration Projects serve all

children in grades 7, 8, and 3., The program
focuses on increasing students' reading and mathe-
_matics skills. Projects are funded in a 3-year
cycle, with the money targeted on the grade. The
same group of- children is served for 3 years in
each of the three successive grade levels. Dis-

“‘gram, the Miller-Unruh Program, Secondary Dem-

~onstration Projects, and Title | appropriations.
“The application must include comprehensive dis-.

trict-level “and schodl-level program plans; docu-
mentation’ of -the needs ussessment procedure

'used; goals and measyrable ‘objectives; dssurances
. of parental and community involvemeént; processes.

of - individualization ~ of instruction; .’sfaff

__tricts may fund projects for the gfoups not served
by state funds. A ] T

&

- Types éi,éaérviées Funded-

_ Tifle | and EDY programs are jointly funded.
The State attempts to serve each disadvantaged

child with:a "critical mass" of money, 'i.e., af least -
. $353 per year up to %550 per year, Budgets for

Title | and EDY are maintained separately.

EDY services follow Title *I guidelines. .

Instructional services in reading dnd mathematics
- receive highest priority. The State stroggly

. encourages use-_of mainstreaming techniques. .
health and -

Funds may ajso be used to pay.for healtt 7
other ancillary services, parent aducation, and
» staff development. - ~ - v .

Reading specinlists, who " help prevent or
correct reading disabilities in-yqung children, are

*funded under the Miller-Unruh Redding Specialists -

~ ‘Program. Within-classroom instruction is empha-
sized. .
Funds . support Secondary Demonstration
Projects in Mathematics and Reading in junior
. high schools (grades 7-9). Services are intended to
improve achievement levels in basic skills,

Regquirements of Districts ' . ‘

Districts prép;jré m.)qﬁnu'ql .-consolidated
application form*for funds from the EDY Pro-

A‘fj

‘ ‘ Récent Fundifg Levels and Number of Children Served

- F

" tance and aid in program development. 7
within the state office receives and reviews the

devélapment provisiops; and evaluation proce-

dures. ' 3

kDiéf’?i?cts perform an. annual evaluation®of all -
compensatory  programs. - Districts  must
administer pretests and posttests and mukt report

+* the results. ‘The evaluation reporting for §CE and

Title | programs is consolidated into’ one. form.
Disfricts submit evaluation reports to’the state
Program Evaluation Office. L :

.

State Adrﬁiniéhﬁgiiang fiPrograms , .

The Office of Corfpensatory Education admin-:,,
_isters EDY and the Secondary Demonstration -
Projects, and the Right-to-Read Office adminis-

ters the Miller-Unruh Program. Several bureaus
within the Office,of Compensatory Education help
oversee different |evels of the programs. '

Field service -teams help - districts prepare
applications. The teams provide technical assis-
A unit

districts' applications and collects comparability
data. An accounting office maintains records of
expenditures. The State audits districts periodi-
cally, | 5 ‘ .

The Offide of Program 4*Evaluation -and
Research collects data from, the districts and
prepares an annual. evaluation. report, which then
is sent to the legislature. )

- =

ﬂﬂ =

Funding; Levels

School R Y

Year €Y

=,é96f§§9,376
LY

97,484,218

[nx]
1=

1975-76
1976-77

*Miller=Unruh

13,849,665

Ser:m:lclary
Demonstration
$3,045,000.
3,045,000

$13,849,625

. School - "
Year

1976-77 |

i

“Miller-Unruh'
"1,445 teachers

1,240 teachers

Number of "Children Served

~ Secondary
Demonstration

9,791 ,
+(31 projects)
+ 10,000
{32 projects).

- for 158,000

for 130,000

e

=



@, - whays. in, whu:h sﬂhémls plnn qnd-é‘

T - . provide services, involve parents,
2 oo and use community resources. In
. -+ 1976=77 ECE" was funded at™ .
A ) _.59? 450,000 and served 687,333 -
N _ ) « children.. - - - :
SR s »f,mm Iaw sm:igegnnnmlc C (3) Presthool. The targét papulutmn
L ”ﬁndlﬁrr minority chkgmunds to. 07 ;,Wl?lﬁchmk c.hildre%ﬁ Funds' <"
. Funds -support inservice trainin RS * support, #hinovaltons i The. care;
3, p,@umsppm improve mcherf., = oftthese .childebn. * In 1976-77, - :
L + 7. effectiveness in fEEEhIﬁQ disad- T 5‘,23!"_55 044 SEWEd 19,310 “chil=- : -
4. .7 yantaged chjldren. “In [976:77, . edrengt P
- ST *fhg upprdp?% atior - of ' $950,204 . (Y ilingual Eﬂumt‘ n, T_he- prio- . -
Co - was used to train 540 teachers, L gram serves limited and non<~- '
" qci:nmlsirgh:rs, ‘and aides, . - English-speaking iid'rerl in .
(2)  Early - Childhood . Education . - grades K~]2. l?unds are \!Ed to ©
§§§ "ECE serves all children . employ bilingual teachery- ‘and
in grddes K-3 in.a given school. - aides and-to cover expenses for .
In each year, half of a district's _ Tnutenqlé Parent : Advisory
funds must go to the schools that Councils, and inservice tralning.
have the greatest educational - - . The 1976-77 - appropriation - of
need. The program's primary , - . 58,139, 808 served 29 385 chil-
. focus is on restruFfur/yfg the . e dren. d
o + I S ~

=

-
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. CONNECTICUT:

‘Funds Dlsbeutmn *; - " R

Name or Descnpfmn r:f' F‘rog

Sfme Act fr::r Dlsndvanmged Chlldreﬁ (5ADO).

Y

< SADC is a fnrmulcl grant program wnh’

formula similar to that of Title I . Most programs

using SADC money. are jointly, funded with Title I..
For each district,. the number of, families with

“incomes under 34& 000 (census data) and the Aum-

-funds. . ’ ‘

Sfudem Seles‘:f jon

. administered at the local level,

ber af children in AFDC-recipient families are
used_to derive, a composite proportion of these
flgures for the Stqje ds a whale.

® P
v
1

L

The SEA encourages districts to provide pre-
school or early elementary grade programs for
_educationally deprived children.  All children
served with SADC funds must be educationally
disadvantgged. Selection of educationally disad-
vantaged children is. based on the best available
lbeal data. To be ellglble, a student must score in
the lowest three stanines, or at or below the 23d

‘This .prc:pcrhan,
is used to defer’mm’e each dlsl‘ncf's Shﬁré of SADC |

- LEAs.

the decision they make for each program in their

apph\:cmc;ns. Both pullout and mainstream strate-
gies a8 well"as combined o;:prcaches are used by

L

- LA | ~: i
Regui’rements of Dnsfﬁcts

Districts submit a _jaint Gpphcohort form for
. SADC and Titie | funds. “The SADC staff reviews
, these uppllcmmﬁs to verify implementation of the .

= statute.” Each application must include a budget

., part.

percentile on an assessment  test chosen and -

At present there
js no statewide testing prdgram in-Connecticut;
showever, officials expect the state testing pro-
gram to be ready by fiscal year 1980. o

Af least 75% must be economically disddvan-
taged. Economically disadvantaged children are
defined as those from familjes with incomes less

" than $4,000 or those who receive AFDC, or those

gducnhgﬁal programs.

~ option.

who receive fFee lunches or free milk.

. T)’P,E-S Gigefvicgg Eundég

Programs consist ;

SADC funds are used for instructional services.
Guidelines recommend that .districts allocate at
least $300 over local expenses per pupil in the
program nnd fhcﬂ 1hey :mntmue ﬁ:: support

The legislature has advised that funded ac-
tivities may include preschool programs, bilingual

programs, remedial education, special tutoring,

programs for dropouts, cooperative projects
r:ffec:fmg urban and suburban programs for the
disadvantaged, and innovative or experimental

[

The pullout/mainstream de::smn is a Icu:al
The LEAs must inform the State about

me;lmly of supple'wamgmg o
" instruction in basic stqlls, Eighty-five 1o 90% ‘of .

" by the SADC criteria.

" office.

Eid

for the entire program and for each component
General guidelines suggest that districts
'may allocate not more _than S% of ‘funds for
administrative casts,!nat more than 5% for’
instructional  supplies, and ru:f more thn 1% for
Gudr‘hng c:ﬁxsis x - R

The proportion of TlﬂE I and SADC eligjbles:

served must be equal Ltp the corresponding
proportion of Federal and " state appropriations.
For example, if 80% of a district's funding.is Title
| money, 80 out of every 00 children served must
be Title | eligible. The other 20 would be selectéd
all 20 of the SADC
children must be educationally disadvantaged; |5
of the 20 (or 75%) would have 1o be economically:
disadvantaged as' well. The staff ensures that
these leﬁﬂ}' funded SADC-Title | programs serve
eligible populations in an equitable manner. - :

In addition to performing annual evaluations,

‘districts must submit quarterly budget reports to

the Grants Processing Division of the state -
Department of Education, The districts are
required fo account for state monies separately
and a separate audit is required for each funding
source, e

AP n
t

SEI’VECI

Funding levels have remained. fairly constant
gt 57 million per year for the past several years.
Officials predict that in, fiscal fear 1979, both
Expendlturés and number of .children served will

_remain at the following levels:

Numbér of Children

School Year .Fundé Served
1975E26  $7,000,000 14,800
1976-77 7,000,000 13.800
1977-78 7,000,000 14.000

State Administration of Programs

There is no separate SADC administrative
Both state and Federal preogrdms are
managed by the Compensatory Services Division

\

I3
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ﬁf the siqte Depqrtment of Educaflaﬁ. There ure

- emplgyed to process qppln:cﬁmns clnd to manﬂm’
> and evaluate Title | and SADC programs. One

full-time professional works solely with state

- programs. -

The State ﬂlso monitors lacal pmgrcms‘fhmugh
site visits.. These visits involve conversations with

parents, students, teachers, and paraprofessionals
about the structure and impact of local programs.

]

In the 18 dlsfrn‘:fs receiving over 5200,000 in Tntle
| funds and" correspondingly large amounts of:
SADC money, the State rmakes a more intensive
monitoring effort using a team: monitoring .
process. For at least half of these districts, one
member of the team is a budget specialist from
the Gréfits Processing Division. Comparability is
an important consideration in the SEA manage-
ment effort. To give LEAs direction on compara-
bility, the SEA holds autumn workshops on
comparability determination, as well as sprmg
workshops on preparation of Gppllt:ﬂ'l‘lnri
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must include the following elements: descriptions )

— 7
FLORIDA : L9 J = .y
of non-state-funded remedial and compensatory jgf

Name or Description of Program

Florida State Compensatory Education Pro-
gram. - . -

3

Funds Distribution .
The funds for the State Compensatory Edyca-
tion Program are distributed according to a
,,,,,, The population
generating funds is composed of students in grades
K-12 who are identified as needing special educa-
tional assistance in basic skills. Funds are
allecated to districts on the basis of numbers of
students in the district in grades 3, 5, 8, and 11
whose scores on statewide student assessment

tests are at the 25th percentile or below.

' Student Selection

funds.

Each distriet administers its own assessment

programs conducted during the preceding and
current years; estimates of the numbers of stu-
dents, fteachers, aides, and others who will be
included in the proposed SCE program;, evidence
that targeted students have been ideptified as
needing special educational assistance and assur-

‘ances that the program will meet the students'

needs; budget estimates for the proposed pro-

-grams; and descriptions of procedures that will be

used to enable districts to evnluate the supple-

‘mental’ nature. and the overall effectiveness of

each school's programs. o F

The districts administer fests to students of c,:llj

grade levels. These tesfs must be capable of
producing a valid measure of basic skills. Begin-
ning in 1978-79, these tests will produce compara-
tive scores between districts, Edgch district
conducts annual evaluations of the programs to
find out whether programi plans have been carried
out. .The state and local funds expended in the
SCE programs must be accounted for separately

test and identifies individual students whose from qll other funds expended by the districts.
scores indicate their need for direct remedial Districts submit to the Commissidner yearend
instruction. b reports on the fiscal and instructional aspects of
: . e their programs and results of evaluations. 5
Schools served by Title | can receive SCE NEr pragrams and resv s of evaluations

money, and the SEA has developed five models to Funding Levels and Number of Children
assist districts in coordinating Title | and SCE. Z{gfférg unding Levels aﬁgrl}lg@beriqff =hildren

This coordination procedure ensures that Title |
students receive a proportionate share of 5CE

:

- Types of Services Funded \

Q

Programs must provide remedial instruction in
basic skills areas. State_money may be used to

pay for teaching, testing, and evaluation costs,

associated with a planned instructionat program.
The money may not be used to support administra-
tive positions or to pay for development of
programs or materials. '

Requirements of Disiri}:fg

In order to be considered for state funds,
distriets must submit to the state Commissioner
of Education a description of( the programs
planned in each school. Each program description

iﬁ‘i’!nj'l'r

4,
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The program was first implemented on July |,
1977, for school year 1977-78. Data on funding
levels or number of children served have not been
reported.

State Administration of Programs

The state Division of Public Schools provides
technicdl assistance to districts and carries oyt
the state Department of Education's responsibility
for reviewing, monitoring, and evaluating pro-
grams. The Commissioner of Education’prepares
an annual report fof the state Board of Education
and the legislatdre. The report shows the number
of studerits partigipating, growth in achievement
levels in basic' skills, identification of the
programs that appear most successful (based on
achievement gains), and analysis of expenditures

- in each_district. . -

[T
]
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.dll the school districts in Gecrgla

GEORGIA
Name or Description of Program
Georgia's state-funded Campensafﬂry Educa-

ion Program (CEP) began in fiscal year, 1976.
“The implementation of the CEP corresponded, to

the enoctment of the Adequate Program for
Education in Georgia (APEG).

Funds stfnbufmn

=

. The funds for CEP are cﬂstrlbuted by using an
allccaflaﬁ formutg. The state-Board of Education

. estimates annoally the number of children in
Georgia needing compensatory education and H:Q

costs of serving these children. CEP funds ser
There is no

-‘income criterion,

Until July |, 1980, thg first $10.25 milliaﬂ of
the annual appropriation is distributed to districts
on a prorated bgsis of projected average daily
attendance in the elementary grades. Funds in
excess of $10.25 million are distributed to LEAs
on a needs basis as determined by appropriate test
results. The state research and development staff
calculates the number of low achievers for éach
district relative to the total number of low
achievers in the State, and the State uses this
prapc:rﬁc\n fr: ullm:cne funds T(:x distri«:fs’ Thé

the prap@rflcn of srudenfs in each local 5)"Sfél‘ﬁ

- failing to achieve 10 or more of the abjectives of
a locally administered 4th-grade criterion-refer-:

enced reading test.. After July I, 1980, all CEP
funds will be d|sfr|bufed on the ba515 c::f educo-
leﬁ(ﬁl need,

Student §E|ECT ion

CEP concentrates on elementary school chil-
dren who are below grade level. ~ Beginning in
school year 1978-79, CEP will serve children in
grades 2-6; funds have previously served grades [-

[T

Types of Services Funded

~ CEP funds are used mainly to pay salaries. In
fiscal year 1977, the State paid salaries to 318
professionals and 1,687 paraprofessionals. A small

‘
v

amount of state money pays for books :_jnd
equipment, No ancillary services are funded.

Areas of remedial instruction are left to the
discretion of the local school district officials.
Use of pullout or mainstream techniques is also a
district optien. State officials report that most
compensatory programs consist 6f direct instrue-
fion by an aide in small groups that may or may
not meet in the %Jc;lssroc;:m_

Children may be selected for both Title | and
CEP services. E

Regquirements of Districts

No proposals or applications are required of
the. districts. Each, district allocates its propor-
tion of CEP money to schools on the basis of need. -
Districts must “follow state -guidelines coneerning
the age and uchlev&menf Ievels of the ch||dreﬁ in

" No evaluation is regdired; however, each dis-
trict mush submit an annual budget accounting to
the legislature. It must show how many children
were served and hbw much money was spent ft:r
salaries as well as for equipment. :

Récéﬁf Funding | eve

ls cmd Number of Chlldren
Served . :

Number of Children

School Year  Funds Served
1975-76 $10, 246,750 144,0
1976-77 10.246.747 144.3
1977-78 12.746.747 144,730

State Administration of Program

The CEP program is managed by one profes-
sional in the state Department of Education,
There is limited opportunity for monitoring and
evaluation. The State has littlé comtrol over
programs due to the attendance formula and the
discretionary nature of the programs.

State officials report that CEP programs are
not exemnpted from comparability determinations.

-

vy, 1
e
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HAWAII

Name or Description of Program

"to the State.

The two state compensatory education pro-
grams in Hawaii-.are the Comprehensive School
Alienation Program (CSAP) ghd Act 4.

Funds Distribution N

CSAP funds are distributed to each district
through a formula grant based on a district's
dropout count and the proportion of students to be
served for each grade. Potential dropouts are
identified through use of a screening instrument
developed by the state Department of Education.
Grades, attendance levels, and recommendations

of teachers are considered in the identification

process. The Superintendent. of Education has
some additional discretion over the distribution of
the funds. : ,

The Act 4 progragfn serves native Hawaiian
children at the preschool and elementary levels
only. Public and private agencies serving children
of Hawaiian Home Lands lessees submit proposals
An Act ‘4 Advisory Committee
reviews project proposals and recommends grdfifs

- to the Superintendent of Education. X

; A
The Act 4 funding process involves procedures
that are characteristic of both competitive grants
and entitlement programs. To the extent that the

amount of money a district will receive reflects a -

proposal's merit, the program is similar to a
competitive grant. On the other hand, because
every Hawaiian homesite will receive funding for
at least one project, the program is somewhat like

Student Selection .
The target population of CSAP consists of
dropouts and pofential dropouts aged 9-19. Most

‘of the students served are native Hawaiians..

The Act &4 program serves Hawaiian homeland
populations. )

Types of Services Funded

The legislation states that CSAP funds are
used to prevent the increase of student dropouts

‘through an identification and reporting system,

counseling and  guidance, tutorial-remedial

- services, supportive services, work experiences,

and inservice training. Parental involvement is
required. Within' these guidelines, districts are

free to structure their programs acccrdiné to
need. -

Act 4 funds preschool programs, basic skills

“improvement (especially in reading and language),

and motivational activities. Parental participa-
tion is reqUired. Act 4 programs are directed ‘ond
developed by the state Department of Education
fn-consul tation with the University of Hawaii.

-

. Requirements of Districts

Districts must prepare annual applications for
CSAP funds., The applications contain program
description information and budget plans.

LEAs perform annual self-evaluations. ,Pro-

" gram impact is assessed on the basis of retention

rates of-potential dropouts and on the degree-to
which CSAP students participate in the regular
school program. » )

Act 4 programs are evaluated annually using
student achievement gains. Public and private
agencies must submit annual requests for
proposals (RFPs) to continue or initiate funding.

e | .
Red¥s Funding Levels and Number of Children
Served. ) -

d

CSAP

Numbéer of Children’

Sehool Year Fuads = Served ¢

$1,728,110
1,846,394

1976-77
1977-78

‘2,325
~ 2,690

7

Act 4° J

. " Number of Children
_Funds Served

School Year
s . ;

990

918

1976-77
1977-78

$341,750
341,750

) /
State Administration of Programs

The Administrator for Cornpensatory
Education in the state Department of Education
administers £SAP, Act 4, and Title I. -The state
Department of Education provides site visits and
technical assistance for both CSAP and Act 4.
Fiscal monitoring is done annually through a
centralized fiscal system., L. F .

{
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"« MARYLAND . “ - - Types of Services Funded . .
* " "Name ‘or Description of Prggram : . Two-thirds of Baltimdre'$Density Aid alloca-
o B o tion is used to Yund cofhpensatory eduéatién
The funded compensatory education program programs; the remaining one-third is used as
_in Maryland is the Density Aid Program '™ ' general revenue., Almosk all ofthe money in
_ B oo C ' compensatory education ‘programs I‘s spent on
Funds Distribution =~ . direct instructional services, and: salaries are the -
. . , largest expenditures. IR he 1977-78.school )’EGF,
The Density Aid Pr@gram is a"formula grcmf Baltimore schools ernplc::;'ad about ?DQ staff mej
program - based on population density.: It may bers fc;)r Densrty Aid pr&grums o=

serverareas with populations of 8,000 or more per
Squure mile; only Baltimere has -sufficient

When .distributing Density Aid.  monies,
pulatn:n density , to qualify’ for DénSIfy Aid

Ealhmcre district officials select city schools on

W

- funds. L owd , ‘the same basis as Title | schools; it may-also yse
S _ ' funds in -secondary schools. %tudents are Ehgnbié%
Student Selection . ¢, T ! -+ for both Title 1 and Density Aid services, and
., -, ) e 7 - approximately 40% of fhe eligible Sfudenfs -
‘The target- population is elementary and secon-- recéive Sgr\” ces from bgfh programs.

dary school students who have special educational * -
needs resulting from educdtionally , or ,economi-"

Recent Fundin Levels and Nurﬂber of Chlldran
-eally dﬁsadwarﬁ@ed environments. Selection cri- g 2

Served : .
teria are based oh a count made of free lunches LVJE ! - :
and on scores.frém nmm-referenced ghievement ) s ‘ Number Gf Childrén
tests. The cutoff point is graduatéd; at the 4th- Sehng] Year - Eis o :
Schogl Year = Funds Served
grqde level, for example;’ students are eligible or e e—— —— —_—
services if they score. at or below the 3lst 21975-76 - $13.000.000 48.732
percentile in/langyage, the 33d percentile in . 1976-77 11.000.000 NA -
. “reading, or the 23d pereentile in mathematics., ' i977-78 IISDDD:’Déé 80.330 - '
. Requiremerﬁ% afﬁDj;‘lgjgisi o - . . L
=t o ' o State Admlnlstrmmn of F‘ragmms . R
Baltimore must submit an annual program plan
to.the State for review. The city must evaluate The Title lifield supervisor for Buﬁflmara ley
- its programs, but’ these evaluations are not at the 3 udrﬂmlsfers thé Density Aid Program. Thé Sfm‘e
. ‘same. level of specificity as T#tle ! evaluations. freviews the city's application ;:rrijpesul each year,
I Exemption of Density Aid funds from compara- There is no ataff at the state level for monitoring’
f bility reqmrements is a dlsfrn:f option. ) the Density tAid Pragrum other than the Title |
\ ~ staff. Menitoring is doné primarily through the
, e~ district attempts  to ensure that Density Aid ypplication. In addition, the State
_, designated children receive servjcespaid for With: visits @bout 25% %f ‘rhe Baltimore schgals each
‘Densﬁy Aid funds, s ! year,
F X & N .
SN - N \
i
- f §F 2 ’
* ; ' ' : .

o ﬁ A

‘Article 77 cgmpgnsamry Edljcﬁhdn prt;)gr«:lrnj to , 7
date, funds have not been appropriated under this = . A
legislative authority.

J"‘/
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MICHIGAN

Name or Description of Programs ,  °
Michigan's two.major 'campensn%ry education
programs are Article J\Gﬁd Section 48. :

*Funds Distribution b T

. The funds - forv Arﬁéé 3 are distributed

according to formula based upon test scores.
Eligibility for funding-in Article 3 differs from

Title | in that district eligibility'is based on_the .

results of 6 statewide assessment te§t thdt is

‘adrinidtered. each Fall to all Michigan 4ths and

7th-grade pupils:, Eligible districts .are those
havipg at least”15% of their, students, and not less ™

than 30.students, in grades K-6 that have attained

0% or fewer of the reading and math cbject/iﬁes .

measyred by the assessment fest. . a

' VEG\:h participating distrizf‘ receives 5250 for
‘each eligible pupil. The rumber of pupils eligible
is based on the average

" assessment results for 3 previous’school years.
' =

Not all -Michigan districts are presently or
have been program participants because districts
are ranked in descending order by the percent of
concentration of eligible pupils. Funding is in
‘descending order from highest to lowest concen-
"tration of pupils. :

Section 48 fupds are also distributed accarding

to formula. Its legislation authorizes the payment

- of $7,500 to a school district for each full-time
. professiongl staff member in the program.
Reimbursement rates, hfwever, have not kepi

pace with the demand. 1974, the first full year |

of Section, 48, districts received the authorized
rate of $7,500 for full-time staff. During 1978,
however, the reimbursement was 54,688.99, even
"thdugh the appropriation was $1.5 million. The
reduced reimbursement per full-time equivalent
- staff has caused some distficts to withdraw from
the program. “

: Sfudeﬁt Selection . '

L4

Article 3 programs serve the lowest achieving
children in districts having the largest concentra-
tions of such children. Section 48 prograrris serve
youth who have' been

gdjustﬁ\tem problems. Students may be identified

for Section 48 program services through referral -

‘from the courts or through

FgFgmmEhdatian by a
screening committee. .

Types of Services Funded

o Arﬁ%!e 3 funds may be used for employment of
- educational personnel, purchase of instructional
. ;

o , - ’

described as having social

" regular school *program,

L

devices, leasing o 'pc:fﬁ:i!::lé, dlassrooms, iﬁscérvice
teacher trainifg and staff de

tion and health services fof students. Districts

are encouraged, however, to concentrate furids on -

instructional services in hasic skills areas. .

. Great vafiation in the degree of overlap exists
between Title | and Article 3 programs in
Michigan, schools. In some schools, Federal and
state compensatory -programs are jointly funded;
in others, Article 3 and Title.l classes dre gntirely
separate. About 60% of the students served by
Article 3 dre in Title | schools.

Th f;;!ﬂté attempts to encourage use of main-
strearf Fgther than pullout techniques -in Article 3
Brograms; nonetheless, the decision itself is left
to the districts. . -

" :Section 48 prpgrams may be’full-time alterna-
ﬁfes to tge regblar school curriculum, part-time
alternatives, or regular supportive services to the
' The pregrams aim to
provide remedial reading, mathematics .instruc-
tion, and social rehabifitation.
intended to provide a vidble community-based

lopment, and nutri-

»

They are also’,

olternative to the school and courts in dealing -

with students eligible for program services. -~

i
E

Requirements of Districts

A district in an Article 3 program prepares an
annual application that includes program descrip-
tion data and budget plans. A district may change
budget categories or expenditures during the yéar
LEAs must also perform an evaluation at the en

of each year. The evaluation includes pretest arid

posttest scores. The districts provide o cost
accounting and return any leffver money to the
State. Exemption of funds from comparability
determinations is a distriet option.

. 4

To receive Section 48 program funds, a district’

must include a needs assessment and stated

performance objectives. Plans for the mandated-

self-evaluation must be approved by the state
Department of Education.

' E |
Recent Funding Levels and Number of Children
Served . '

. . Article 3

Number of Children

School Year Eunds Served

1976-77
1977-78
1978-79

$22,500; 000
28,500,000
30,700,000

12,500
111,000
NA

s
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7 . . Section 48 : s administrators would djyide functions rather than
. . I R . pragrams. Under the®new system, for example, -
7 <t L . Number of Children one professional VWDUld ‘oversge evaluation' pro-
i 'School Year Fund§§ Served cedures for both Article 3 and Tl\tle | programs,
. " 1976-77 ; 1,100,000 71,000 | o The State ‘cannot shape the budgef”ifems" '
4 1977-78 - 1,300,000 7,887 , submitted by districts. © Thus,. state officials'
-~ 1978-79 1, 7DD?DDD 8,250. . adm nistrative function is, to evaluate Article 3 -
T gm—tiE . = ¢ programs. Evdluators use state assessment data
. . . and local testing datfa to identify schoals, wnth
4 . weaker prgIQmS;, The State concentrates its «
STE‘I’E Adﬂll nistration of P["Dlﬂﬁ‘!s ., : evgluafrch efﬁ:rfs on these scht:cls. ) L
K There is a‘separate state unit for administra- ‘Section 48 is administéred by the state Tﬂlg l
tion of Article 3. The unit has four full-time staff . office. Sfate-level personnel conduct site visits "~
= °* members. State cofficials- are cunsndermg riew - to Secflan 48 prcjects +and explmn ‘progrdm f’
- : .admlmsfmhve sysferﬂ i which SGE -:lnd Tlﬂe I doncepts. . ) ; L
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NEBRASKA - \
Name or E)éscrjpﬁaﬁ of P%bgraﬁﬂ e _
p o !
Tﬁe Nebmsku t:ampensam:” edgcchan effgit

‘Is the Program .for Cylturally, qind Edscnflcnglly
. Deprived Students.” The funds far the ptogram are;

prawded by the Siui‘eaihmugh Eqbahzqﬁan Aid.
B L

Funds Dlsinbuﬁgn ! .

T

= ' f“
The( Sicﬁe Ard Law distributes fhe annual $55
millibn appropriation in a multigtep prodess. The
Foundation ; Aid Program hagf first priority on
funds. Fc\undahcn Aid funds gre dlstnbuied to all
districts on_the basisg cﬂ’ avercjge dmly member-’

Shlp_ "i\_, - '-:;l o
“

Iﬁcemlvé Aid’ has sect p‘a priority.” Funds

dlsirlbufeion the basis. ng degres level?. of
sUmmer -

schoal ﬂﬁéndance Jevels. Oy’ schoo] “districts

~ district's teqching staff zand gtudents'
that. have @ generqi fund |€V)’ at 'or over a

L.
. ¥

quﬂllfylng levy" set by lqw are Ellgjblé far the .4 %

ilnCEnTIVE payment. )
. g- g - -

The third PFIC&I"ITY fot funding i& Equgllzuflaﬁ a
id, ¢ ,hn‘::h prﬂwdes funds for SC E serwces In, ™

* i \

2 ' ' *
To receive equul!tﬂflcm mioney, a district must
démonstrate that its projécted needs are greater
“than its accountable receipts. The major part of
a district's needs fqlls in the category of "bajic
need.” Statutory provisions entitle the districts
to claim a certain amount of money- for each g~
- pupil. This basic need can be increased if any
one of the fq,llawmg conditions is met: (I) the
“district populdtion is especially, sparse; (2) the
. district hgs-had an incgease in enrollment; (3) the
Jdistrict has” a. glffed-sfudenf program; (5)? the
district has a program for culturally ahd educa-
hdnally deprived ﬁhl'df&tn, or+(5¥ the district has
* transportation need. These factors are
waghféd inrthe process of calculating the dis-
trict's total needs.. For example, an education-
ally deprived student denerates twice the amount
of money allgeated for a hondeprived child. The
sum of these special needs together .with the
‘basic need is the district's total need. The total
" receipts &e subtracted from the total needs. If
receipts exceed needs, the district receives no-
extra money for &quullzﬁ‘han. If needs exceed
receipts, the district i¥ eligible for EqUGlIZGTlE\n
funds. Since not enough dollars remain from the
" $55 million appropriated to pay thefull amounts
“that the districts request, the amount remaining
‘affer Foundation and Incentive Aids hdve been
funded is prorated among the districts that
'délify for equalization,- Because the absolute
nufnber of qualified districts has decreased in”
.recent years, those qualified districts have.

- received incrementally -larger amounts in each *
succeeg ng yecr.

Q
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* year

o mo 7d|$1rn‘::f magy count o ly thaseychlldren who meet
hvi - A

1977-78, . districts recefved about 94% of the
amdunt, of equahzﬂtmn .money fhey requested. .
Becaus® ' the progrdm i§ not forwgrd-funded,/.,
dlsfn;:gsfare rEImbursed ay the: ?nd of each scha@l‘

(

-

r

i

y costs in the pre vious.one, i, ) A

ulturally and Educafiénally Deprived Students, a <

bath the :ulfuml and fha educafmml c:rlférla,
ch:

\ = ‘ :
E*I*ermmqhaﬂs of .géucghangl deprlvufmn are "‘;.
based oh
ister appropriate. stagd? frdized “Yests that use -
natjohgl norms. Studéﬁf,s are defined as educa-*
tiondtly deprlved if they, D.E["E‘il?’ﬂ -at fhe fullcwmg. )
levels: - a

s

l{mdergq;tén ref-‘e;:al,by cﬂmmlﬁeg 3

" ﬁ“
-

Grades | qnd 2- fgsf‘ be[ow L&Dt‘h
arcémhle or one-half grade level below

/

N I

To. calculaté .is needs’ for' the "F’rcgrﬂmrffm!‘ , s

=3t scores, Districks .igla:f and admin-_: <

_ G'a es 3-12--test below.30th. per:ennfe ;
T * or one grade level below i '
Smdém gelecﬁnn . 7
i , '

Tha program serves \:ulturally and EdUCETlDﬂ—*
cjlly dEpflvE:d ghlldren. : . :

Ty pés of Services Funded

"Dlsfrn:fs submit a plan to the: ‘State defailing’

. ‘kind of progroms they intend to offer.. .
Regulghaﬁ’s specify that students must participate

in these programs for 140 hours during the school .
yeg, or A48 minutes per day- for 175 days.
Arrangemehis other than one pennd a day are -

/accep-rqble. Most msfrucflan is in mafhemqhﬁs
and readmg R -

Althgugh fhey identify / special papult:lﬁgns
when assessing total needs, districts receive all
state aid money in a single amount as a reim-,
bursement for the past year's efforts. Districts
are not required to fund special programs for
.deprived students. State officials report that

most districts do choose to fund su¢:h prcrgmrns
F

] ' ) ' 1” L '

—

3They are guided hy the smfé law, whn:h deflnes a
disadvantaged %lld as ‘one whose family
environment «naterially affects the child's atti-
tude or his dbility to achieve at his class level;
who comes from a broken horhe; or whose back-
gmund has been or is of such nature as to
resirict mrmgl 'progress inthe school sefhng and
who therefore is performing tignificantly below
grade level while having the mental gbility to do
passing work. . .

2
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DISﬁ‘ICfS “riay include Title. | &hlldren in the
“dEprived" classification of the néeds calculation
_only. if those children fall below state achieve-

2 menf cutoffs and if the children reteive 1407or -

'Réqmrernenfs Qj_ DIS‘I‘FH‘:TS '

" more' haurs 4per year c&f Title l campensﬂfcry
msfrucﬂan.g .

Districts ;hr:n‘ wist’ to ‘receive state cud fof
! deprived chudren must establish the legitimacy of
their prcrg;ui'ﬁ by ‘submitting a plan- to the State.
bISfFICTS must file.a letter stating their mféﬁf to
‘request state aid for’ s;:ecé prc-grc:lms for the
deprived, ' THe letter of infent gives la brief-
. program=description and number of students o be
served. After filing: the létter and havihg the:

alT program visited by:SEA officials tq see if it meets , -

established criteria, the district uppllEs*‘er funds, ..

The applictition tontains the number of participat-.
- ing sfudenfs, prefest stares, assurances that/the
" child is culturally deprived, a deseription o the
pra?mrn, . proposed budgéf and proposed
evaluation prccedurés !

LR TRY
= &

Districts must evaﬁque the ‘effectiveness..of
their programs. State..guidelines ¢aution that
local, programs -will- —not be re-funded |
dlsizl ts cannot show positye results; these quide-

lines also sugges’r use of pc\sﬁeshng for é\‘ﬁ“{it

tion. \& .
LI
T - <
e F A
' . ’ £
3 - + £
L a o7
. =¥ *
* ¥
- V ' K!
- 1

if the'y

_Incenfive Aid, and Equallzuﬂan Aid.

-money-on spegial programs.

¥ . - S & R

- " - 7 ’ . N " ’
'« Exemption f sh:n‘e f&difrom cﬂmpmrabillty
déférmmahans is enhré‘]‘y a d‘smcf prlcn.

Recent Fundmg Levels and Numbér Gf Chll}jfen
Served- - .

]
a

o qufe qu mﬁndafes the funding IEVEl at $55 .

Foundation -Aid,
Irw l9?5a76
$29.3 millldrr was used for Equalization Aid.
1977-78, Mebraska served 5,304 culturally and
edux:qvhondlly demlvedkc:mldren. Levels of ﬂundmg
and SEFVICE for other years are not s:lvmlable

* L]

4 _T

rmlln:n for - all state aid, i.e.,

State Admmisfrafmn of Prograhm

The State is forbidden by law, to exercise any

discretionary power over funds mdde available;”

state officials may not requir, districts to spend
must approvgft district prcgrﬂm fynding: prapﬂsul
bEfQTE fum:ls dre released mnmlly.

x

~ . TIhe Superwsar of State Ald tjéjmnlsfers the -

v - Program -for the Culturally, ang. Edu:ﬂfmnally

L

kY

‘dlsfl‘lf_"j and performs site visits,

Deprived as well as the a’rhér SE)EEIEI programs.
The Supervisor receives posttest data from the
State quditors:
review district budgets pef\mdigﬂlly Title |
evaluators do not morlitor state programs; how-

“ ever, they do monitor Title | programs to see

whether there are studenté qualifying for
equaliz8tion payments. !

L <

- = . i

In

Flowever,#fhe State .’
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" students -determined’. £¢

» g3tudent Selection

-

) i
NEW JERSEY‘\

Nﬂme or DEscrlptmn of F‘n:grtjrn

%

v Tﬂe New Jersey State Campensqfary Educa-
m:m F’ragrnm begtjn durlng 1‘hEE 1976-77 school

f e e Ef\'
~ Sta ensof ucq;mﬁ (SCE) funds are
distril @ formmil-basis. _Districts are

,gqféﬁancﬂl state aid based oh the.
number of r~ students: provided preventive or
remédial services, up.tq a maximum number of
or_‘each district by the -
Dep%rtmenf ag Educﬁtmﬁ,

=

£

As a FESLIH of the 'state minimum . pupil
‘proficiency level reaunrémenf the department
-established a maximum number of students
eligible in 1977-78 for fundmg from SCE qid for
1978-79. © The formula was” developed by the
utilization of data -and weighted factors which
.indicated the severity of economic need and
severity of educational néed. . For the educational .

". need portion. of the formula, hoth the numbers of
s’fudem‘s wh«: sém'ed belaw the SfEﬂE rﬂnsfery |E\€E| ;

.uf the need were cansdered

Funds serve low-achieving students district-
wide without regard fo income. After assessing
the results of data from stafidardized instruments,
the districts are requireq.to validate the testing
results to determine if Féﬁ‘\eélﬂl or preverm\ee
services are needed.

The SCE program is ft\cused on both remedia-
tion and prevention of failure. In. addition to
assessment -of academic need, consideration |§§
given to social, health, and EHVITGFIFI’IEHTDI needs.

, A ,
Documentation of the assessment and student
selection for SCE-fundéd services is reviewed
during the ‘monitoring ‘conducted by the depart-

' ment staff. 2

Types of Sﬁervﬁces Fuﬁaéd

The districts are required to identify student
needs and to develop the basic skills (communica-
tion and computation) programs te meet those
needs. Cooperative planning is essential to

S el .f’- SO

v g

- provide/ qr:fl\mles of services (prévenhve “and
. rerpedidl) funded in wholé or in ‘part with’SCE aid

. mgrades K-12. ! st

, .- aid for

L

_In additien to Eﬂfeggm@?_,md a state-fundad
compensatery education jfé l€arch and develap—
ment program was legislated. - The amount was
autherized at $2.1 million, 3% of -the caéarntza[
1978-79. However, SCE research and
develaprﬂénf (R&D) funds were appropriated at-
. the reduced amount of §1.1 million, Competitive
grmts ‘are awarded to districts for -projects

: developed in.response to requesis fm‘ proposals

®RFPs). . )

. Reguirements of Districts LS

i et

N Diktricts are required to develop a basicgkills
an, as.a sectian of the gnnual, reporting system.
fore preparing the plan, the district conducts

" -¢émprghensive néeds assessment.

videés detailed information reldted to needs assess-

ment ‘procedures, number of students eligible,
skills_to be addressed, rélahcmshlp of remedial and
preventive activities ‘and services: to fhe develop-

- mental basic skills program, pmwsmr\s for com-

. report their progress to state officials.

‘munication with parents, evaluation design, and
‘budget- propdsals. wifh breakouts for salaries,
equipment costs, health services, etc. At the end
of the school year, all districts gre required fo
evaluate their - programs through 'an analysis of,
pre- and ,pasttest results and other data and to

=

\

*‘ﬁg@t Fuﬁdiﬁg:f{ gye[s%' and ,Nu,ﬁibey-_;af Children

20

Served.. ,,

%

f

» ﬁumber of Children
School Year '

Funds Served
. i
1976-77 $33,000,000 209,224
1977-78 , 63,000,000 379,967
1978579 " 68,000,000 370,900 (projected)

s State Administration of Program

i

Admnnisfraﬂv& func‘l‘mns are 'divided befwéén
C!ffl(:és _ Theré:éh'frmlly located staff develaps
prm:edures for the review, appreval, and monitor-
ing of activities. Actual administration of SCE
programs is carried out by the county offices.

The SCE R&D program funds are administered-

directly by the central staff.

23

The plan pro-

<
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’ 'Name or Descr‘iphon of Prngra

+ yeagr data for purposes of al

“ operating aid. and 'an additional

. pupils in'a

NEW »YC)RF:’;

i s

F"uplls with Special Educational Needs (PSEN)
Program.

Funds Distribution

Funds are distributed I§y an dalloeation formula.
It is based on student” achievement and‘indexed to
student performance by district in 1974 and 1975.
The percentage of’scéres on the statewide Pugil

Evaluation of Reading and Mathématics Test

falling at- or below the 23d percentile QEHEFGTE‘S

-additional pupil-units; 3d- and 6th-grade “student
_scores on fhe-1974 and l975ifesf5 serve as base

ting aid.© At ‘the
elementary level, pupil-units génerate 1.0 unit of
.25 units of
categorical aid for’ compensatory -programs. At
the secondary level, pupil-units generate 'I.15
units of operating aid and .25 units of categorical
and compensatory ‘gid. ‘ '

Sjuder\f Selection

. The fargef populgtion is students Z,yéars or
more below grade level, or in the 25th pércénflla
or’ 3d stanine, or lower on standardized reading
and math tests. Students in grades belgw grade 3
whose readiness levels indicgte that they will fall
2 years or more below grade level by entryinto
grade 3 dre also defined as educationally disad:
vantaged. _ Pupils may continue in the program

-aven when they exceed the initial program eligi-

bility criteria through improvement up to the 30th
percentile, or 4th stanine, in reading and mathe-
matics test scores. A maximum of 30% t;:f thé

a given instruction compon gle
conform to the academ i
ment. This provisien allo
race, ethnic group, academic ability, sex, or other
critetia. The reasons for their inclusion rnust be
th:Uﬁ‘Téﬁféd and justified to the SEA

Types c::f Séj}gitzes Funded -

The Fﬁzfimpmgrdm has a.strong focus on
reading a athternatics instruction. State

guidelines direct districts to meet all réading and
mathematics needs across the district before

using any PSEN funds for other activities such as’

language arts, social studied; or science. New
York encourages mainstreamn approaches, although
districts - may <choose among instructional
strategies to meet their needs.
PSEN fynds are used at the secondary level,

sfor.the. mfegrcﬁ*rfm by. ..

About 35% of

‘ budgeé.

Served .

- a [

. activities in monitoring Tn‘le I;

= #
L3

Requirements nf fhe Dlsfnt:fs .

—_—

- Each dlsfru:i’ musf prepare and file for publlc '

scrutiny a 3-year plan, which is on file in the
disgrict, describing how PSEN funds will be used..
There is no

basis r:f the
recovered fl

llecation formula.
a district- ‘uses them. to prc\nde

unauthorized servnces.

D1$trn‘:fs must use valid and religble achieve-
ment data to identify eligible students. . For

‘grades K-2, districts can use carefully develnped .
instruments or observation senles

R = ) Lt e
E_)isfm:fs submit an ahnual program plan and a
The budget details expenditures in .the
categbries of rec,ldmg, md?herﬁ::fncs, and bilingual
activities. . Districts :Qnducf a’ yearly self-
evaluation, using either m-hause consultants or.
cnntrat:fgrs. ! S

Dlsfrlcfs must distribute these funds equrfc:bly
across=all bunldlngs in relation to assessed needs.
They may "either include or exclude PSEN funds

from compdrability determinations in accordance +

with Title | regulations.

Recenf Funding LEVEIS and Nurﬁber of Children

Number of Children-

School Year Funds Served
1976-76  $140,000,000 429,000
1976-77 125,000,000, 430,000
1977778 147,000,000 * 450,000

S = f(‘

State Admmlstrﬁhcﬁ of the F‘raqr /

~The stete. funds, may'.be used in cnnjuh:h@n
wnfh Infle | and iffhaf fgﬁds, however, a sepdrdte
accounting must " be prépared. Evaluation and
monitoring are provided by the fall annual pro-
gram report and evaluation, SEA district audits,
site audits conducted by the Department of Audit
and Control, and site-monitering visits conducted.
by the Dmsmn 'of State Educational Opportunity
of the SEA :

Cross- mcﬁitcrmg of PSEN programs by Title |
and Titlé | migrant staff occurs as part of their
PSEN sfuff G|SQ
cross-monitor Title . Four full
i the PSEN unit under the parf -time dlrecfmﬁ Df
the Ditector of State Educational Dppnrtunlfy
Programs admlnlster PSEN programs.

rmal ‘or annual - application, and .
"funds flow ayfomatically to the district on the
Funds may be -

i
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-

Nﬁme or Descrlpfmn Df Program

Dgﬁqdvgntqged Pupli F’fagﬁjm Fund {7 PPF).

o
,i-,

Funds Dls?nbuhnﬁ ' T

5 i . L

Dﬁl‘-‘? / is ‘a formula-based '-pragrarﬁ. A school
t:hgsfrn:f is eligible for DPPF funds if it has
nralled 50 chlldren, aées 5 to 1Y, fraf‘ﬁ familiés

,er\?l.ﬂg AFDQ grants.

Funds ‘can 3erve children at the. prlmary and
seﬁnndﬁry Ievels. The STafe pm\ndes <clear guide-
sTudanfs. Ehgnblllfy of students is
determmed on the basis of “the needs assessment
drawn up by the district. Students rday be eligible
for services on the basis of ﬂCGdEl”ﬂIE, cultural,
emotional, or health needs. "The :State uses

_ objective tests comparable to those administered

for Title | in identifying low-achieving students.

Types of Services Funded e

‘Both academic. achievement programs and
auxiliary services are funded under DPPF.
State. authorizes’ academic achléverﬁent
remedial = programs, adap?afmn of curriculag
methods and [ maferlqls, cultural épmchméﬁf
experiences, dropout prevention, home=school and
adult -education programs, improvement of
corfimunication skills, improvement of heglfh and
related services, lmpm\!emenf of library services
motivational and self-image daV?lmeEﬁf, and
safety’ and building security. State officials
estimate that at least 67% of fhe state funds go
to academie programs.

Qnd

To implement all of these progr , funds may
be used to pay counselors, paruprafessmnals,
teachers, and security guards; to provide.

preservice training; to provide special take-home
learning kits; to provide special .tutering and
speciak. .Classes; and ,to provide camp, farm, or
environniéntal education. _ . '

Children
SCE funds.
Federal and
levels. For
Title | money in grddes 1-3 may be served by
DPPF money in grades 4 and above so that he will
receive continuous service,

may be served by both Title | gnd
The Stafe urges districts to divide
state’ funds among different grade

The*

instance, a child that is served by.

=

L

N

1.

" Public Schools,

. addition, districts must show how' money is spent ’

g

o

* 'l The State hElpS guidé dlsfﬂcts in deciding

whether to use pullott of maginstream instruction,

~ Stgfe officials mote that there has been a recent

general “trend away frém the pullot and toward
the mainstream Tééhnlque

. Eéqmrements of DISTfiETS

Eq::h district must conduct a needs assessment
and must. devélop a program - based on specific
goals. Applicatidns for SCE money are separate
from Title | applications.

the. Office of the Assistant Superintendent for
On both the application form and
the evaluation report, districts must include bud-
gel breakouts. : Expenditures must be categorized

* by program use (e. gs5 academic programs, drépout

prevention programs, health care pmgrarrrs) In~

within éﬁch SpElelC program. .

The dex:nsmns fu Exclude funds from

SCE
a district op-

flqr\,

Recenf Fur\dmg Levels and Numbér of Children

Served

i

i . £

Number of Ch1 ldren

Fiscal Year Funds Served
1975-76  $32,670,652 1,300,000%
1976-77 32,620,072 1,568,885
1977-78 .- 66,000,000 NA :

(b1enn1um) : .

*Figure is approximate.

State Administration of Programs
T - — — '! )

The DPPF program is administered in'an office
separate from the Title | office. The SCE office
employs 16 staff members. Both the DPPF
director and the Title:l coordinator report to the
assistant SUpEFIﬁfEﬂdéﬁf.

The State guides and monitors the dlS’N’IEfS.
State officials meet pEﬂDdICﬂ“y with district
officials to review district ‘self- evalugtions and to
advise districts - of ways to improve local °

programs. The state monitoring teams visit every
" district at least once in every 3 years. .
also conducts annual impact evaluations for the -

The SEA

state legislature.

-Districts must conduct
i annua| self-evaluations and submit the, results fo

i
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OREGON e

Mame Descrlptmn ::f Prog
_gi : N
The Dlsadvanmged Chlld PFDJEE

. -

Funds E}xsjnbutlgg
v '
- Funds are distributed

allocation formula., - v

‘—:':3

according fo- an

A district must ht‘:IVE an gverﬁgé daily member-

A shlp gf 50 GDO Ac; quullfy fcsr srafe t:czrnpensc:fury'

ﬂ’us regmremen?

= 5

Sfudenf Selection |

: D\bdvclnfczged c:hllclren in F‘arﬂﬂnd's e!erﬂer\—
fcry and seconddry schools t:t:nshfute the téarget
population, Disadvantaged. children are defined as
those from SEH:IEI")I’ or cuiturally deprived ba¥k-
grounds réqu:rlng supplerﬁanfql facilities  and
services in order to profit in regular school
programs to the same extent .as ‘other
Most of .the children served are enrolied in non-
Title | schools, although Title 1 schaols are eligible
for services. The decision In selectmg grade
levels for service is left up to the district. Most
of the state money is concentrated in elementary

sc¢hools. .
. o
T}jpés of SEFV]CES Furxde:d Q
Tquhers GIdES téﬂcb,ei_!_mfeﬂs reudm-g

are all
Project. Four alternative programs inc¢luded in
the project are the Albina Youth Opportunity
School, Early Childhood Education Centers, the
Follow Through Pregram, and the Administrative
Transfer Program. Funds may also be used, for

¥

children. .

fmunced by the Dlsadvuntﬂged thld.

23

. such mmnsfruchnnal services as counseling and’
gUIdﬂﬁEE programs, cafeteria service, ahd trdns- -
_portation, * The Portland school district officials. .
make all decisions on division of funds between
instructional and ancillary services and on use i:f_
pullout or mainstream techniques, -~ # -
= ) T ’ ¥

Re qu[’Eﬁ"IEﬁfS ﬂf Dlstrlcfs

—

Pnrﬂﬂﬁd is not requnred fn send application or -
evalyation information to the.state Department of -
Education. The district usually_yoluntarily sub-
mits budget prqpasals and .. end-of-the~year
accounts, as well as some. general impdet data,
The exclusion of these funds fr::m t:arnpr:lmblllfy is
a dlsfrlcf -option. -

=Recent Fundmg Lévels tlmj Number Df C;hid ren
Served e, ]

i ST

. - Number of Chiidfén

School Year . --Funds . Served
1975-76~ . $1,000,000 . NA
©1976-77 12,000,000 6,000
for the
, 1 i - biennium
- 1977-78 6,500
In addition, the Portland school district

allocated $50, 000 of local funds for. cornpeﬁsufory
edut-cjﬂaﬁ programs. -

PR N
State Administration of Program

The state Deparfménf,;é‘?%iEduéafi@n is not .

involved in~the administeation=Bfthewproject. o/

Money flows through the state department
directly to the Portland school district. The-State -
has no authority to monitor or E\I’CIILJQTE the
programs. :

2 \



,are ranked by the districts’ according to the Title 1
- “criteria, First priority is given to- chools opera-
.ting Title | progroms. If all eligible children in

**

' vided for, undr 1

HODE ISLAND -

me or Description of Program

ogram.

e L 8

wtion -,

" Funds are distributed accerding to an alloca-"

tion formula.

2 Rhode {sland's - ¢ompensatory - education -pro-

gram is patterned on the Title | program, Schools

Title | schools are served, then a district may

that are Title | eligibte .but not receiving Title |
funds. However, any services offered to children
in these schools must also be offered to children

Student Selection .

The target pa'pﬁ!at‘ién for  Section 4 is the.

disadvantaged child as defined by Title | criteria.
Students ‘are selected’ using achievement test
criteria, and generally dre those whose scores are
in the lowest quintile on standardized tests.

€ & s

- Types of Services Funded

" The Section 4 progiam furids compensatory

_education services comparable to those provided
1. Districts generally elect to run,
separate Title I and Section 4 programs, although’

under Title L

elect- fo allocate funds to non-Title | schools, -A- 7.
- schocl disfrict may usé Section 4 funds in schools .

in those Title | schools already having a program. L

smaller districts may jointly fund a Si_ﬂgiE'\

¥

; ‘locations, i )
v ~ allowed by state guidelines. . These services
; 'r—'ﬁﬁ—isypm;__é_iﬂcludejbe,prﬁxisipﬂ of clothing, foed, guidance,  :

£

program. There is a strong focus' oh providing
instructional services, mastly in pullout classroom
but several ancillary "services are

"

health care, and transportation.

iRequirreménts'prfJHe Districts

Districts must submit-an annual application

_and provide the SEA with such descriptive data as

the number of eligible children and proposed

guidelines prepared by the SEA. :

F

'Recent Funding Levels and Number of Children
.Served - . T )

v

~' Number of Children
' Served

School Year  Funds

$2,000,000 " 15,000
2,000,000 " NA
2,000,000 © + NA.

1975-76
1976-77"
' 1977-78

State Administration of the Program

The state staff reviewsboth the Title | and the
Sectign 4 applications in. the same timeframe.
The state. office is ‘considering the use of a
consolidated application to provide basic program
“description data. The districts also file quarterly
Budget reports broken out by line item, although
the particular budget lines change. Three profes-

sional content specialists monitor the program by

reviewing applications and conducting comprehen-
sive site visits, ,

g

24

services, Districts must conduct an annual evalu- —
“*ation of the Section 4 programs according fo
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' _; deprived students.

541!1 Legis lature (| 975)
Funds Disfribuﬂan LS

_ Funds are distributed accgrdmg to an alloca- ~

. tion formula like that of Title I; the Title’l low-
inegrﬁe criterion is used. Each :hsfri:t in Texas is
.eligible for. funds, and the amount received Is

based upon the number of low-income children in

each district.

b

is targeted nf edut:ahanqlly
Selection of these children is
Although

Sfuderﬂ Sélectmn

SCE money

‘based on the best available local-data.

state money can be used for secondary school

sfudenfs, state officials eshmufe fhnf B80% is
___spent in elememgry schnals

T){pes of Serwces Funded

‘The services funded by the. SCE program
supplement those provided by Title I.. Most of the
funds have been spent for personnel. The instruc-
tional services may also include reading, mathe-

: mths, bilingual educdtion, and stgff developmenf
ctivities. Once the need for instructional
services. is met, supportive services such as
medical and dental care or hof Iunches may be
pmv;ded

~-  The structure of the program is left up to each
local district. Districts have a wide range of
choice in the way»they can combine Title | and
SCE funds. Smaller schools may combine Title |
and SCE money to hire one teacher who will serve

S -y 7,,,,,,ﬁar_,:| d-in-both-Fitle-l-and-ng
Tgxas ‘was esfqbllshed by Hause Ei" Il26 of the ~ i Title”

all compensatory education students;
schools that can aofford to separate funds might

spend Title | money to hire teachers and use SCE

money to buy instructional rnufermls. SCE funds

accordance with fhe eqmtqbly pmvnded provnsnons
“of Title I..

53

Requirements of Dlsfncfs -

Districts submit dppllcaﬂons for SCE funds.
They also evaluate their programs by prefeshng
and pcsﬂeshng pt:rnc:lpdﬂng students. :

larger -

pols-in—s

Exclusion of SCE funds from campqrabllny. :

-determinations is.a district opham -

—_—
Recent Funding Levels and Number of Chlldren '
Served - v
. e P
' : Number of Children
School. Year Funds Served
1975-76 $22,321,978 271,084
1976-77 23,985,839 242,342

The maximum. authorized funding for the SCE
program is $25.4 million.

State Administration of Program

Fifty employees in the state Division of

Federal Funding administer both Title | and SCE

programs. State evaluation of -SCE programs is’

"not re:;unred by the legislation, although the Texas

SEA requires evaluation of the program. The
State conducts  audits. and site visits; it also
monitors Tjtle |, Title | migrant, and 5CE pro-
grams con renﬂy Results of the mandated:
pretests and posttests given at the district level

are made ;.ﬂmluble to state evaluators. . .



Name or Description of Prog

gram approved by the legislature in 1973.

“ately to sch

UTAH &

was included. in the general school finance pro-

»

Funds Distribution = -

- Funds are distributed according 1o an. alloca-

All 40 districts are included in the program.
Funding is based upon the number of economically
disadvantaged chiidren. The four categdries of

- disadvantaged pupils are as follows: .

‘e Pupils who corne - from low-
" " Income families (determined by a
free#urrgh count)

e  Pupils living in foster homes

o 1

_ s Pupils_in families receiving funds
from the Aid to Families with
‘Dependent:Children Program -

- &  Neglected and delinquent chil-
dren living in institutions within:
the school district

« Available state funds are allocated proportion-
w00l districts on the basis of the
number of ¢ an in the district who fall into
these categories as compared with the total
number of children in these -categories in all™
districts. State guidelines require SCE programs
to be supplementary and to benefit directly the

- targeted students.

-Student Selection

At the school Ievel,théémrget population is
those children who are significantly beldw grade
level. Low achievers are selected through use of

- an assessment test chosen by the district.

Types of Services Funded

Most state funds are used for indtructional
services, although districts may also choose to

_fund.auxiliary_services. Since the compensatory

education program is-one of. seven programs
operating under a single legislative authority,

- districts have the option of using monies for these

programs either singly or in any combination
desired. Funds from one category can be used in

any other- category. :

Children may receive both SCE and Title |
services. State funds can be used at both the

&

%

-

elementary and secondary levels. In fiscal year

.1978,. three of the participating districts funded

programs in secondary schools only; three districts

* had only elementary-level programs; and seven
. jevels: -

The decision to organize the program based on
pulloyt or mainstream techniques is left to the.
district, State officials report a general trend -
toward use of mainstream techniques. _ = . )

L

Requirements of Districts

Districts send arg}ajecf description. form to -
the state Director of Compensatory Education.
They must maintain a list of disadvantaged stu-
dents included in the program and must provide a
general description of the proposed program. -

_ Districts  perform annual  self-evaluations. .
Each district moniters and evaluates its own . .
program, and sends evaluation results to the state '
Director. Evaluation reports describe .general
program strengths and weaknesses and include
students' pretest and postiest scores showing
average-monthly achievement -gains:- Reports also-- -
provide information on number and grade levels of

students served, cost per student, extent of parent

involvement, and number of professionals and
aides 'employed. - o e

. -

Exclusion of SCE .funds from comparability
determingtions is a district option. - o )

- .

Recent Funding Levels and ‘Number of Children
Served -* o )

. ) Number of Children
School Year Funds . Served

1975-76  $850,000 5,552 g
1976-77 916,300 . 5,783
1977-78 . 881,3288 N/A

The State provides general technical
assistance to the districts and compiles an annual .
evaluation of all programs. The Director of .
Compensatory Education works. extensively with.
local personnel and visits every district once a
year to conduct on-site reviews, "~ I

The Utah SCE pregram is administered by an
office separate from Title | in the. Technical
Assistance Division of the state Department of
Education. The Director of Compensatory Educa-
tion, who also helps to direct bilingual, bicultural,
and foreign languagé programs, is the state
administrator  responsible for compensatory

education.

RS
gi’"’ S -aad -
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Nﬂme or Des:rlpnan af F—'fﬂL

=

e At least 60% of the children’
particjpating in URRD - Indian -
education programs must  be
, those identified as lndmﬁs. T

L S ’

&

Q

Washilgfon's cﬁmperisr;fﬂry education. prcgramf o

-is cﬁlgeﬂ the Urban, Rural, and Raelal Disadvan-'
tugemenl (URRD) Education Program.*

VFundlestrlbu'lmﬁ o - .

The URRD is a’ r:ﬂrnpeﬂﬂve grant program.
Grant praposals are submitted, by private and
“public - agencies to. the dlslncf" program office.
Proposals must be approved by the district office,

- by the Staté Advisory Committee, and by the
- Office of the Supgrmteegenl. Durations of grants
-vary, although. a- proj may be funded for 3.
years; some districts- have entered a second
funding. cycle. - AQEHEIES applying: for continua--

tions of grants apply in the same manner as those

" applying for the first fime.

The State has set the fﬂllowlng requnremenfs
- regarding the tafget papulahcm ﬁ:x be served by an

- URRD program:

*

e - At least 50% of the children

: enrolled in URRD preschool pro-
grams must come from families
earning at or bélow a specific -
income level determined by each
district,

e At least .50% of dll students
served by academic achievement

- programs- of URRD. shall be
enrolled students who ‘are

achieving below grade ‘level on

whalever slqndnrdlzed tests are

. tricts to be served, Where tar-
get students are identified by
means other than ‘achievement
tests, the mean average raw
score of the target group must
be significantly lower than that
o of the peer group, or at least
50% of the target group must
indicate a grade equivalency of
at least & months below the

norm.

«-@ - At.least 50% of .those served by
" the bilingual-bicultural education
programs, must be children for
whom English is not fhe domi-
nant language.

l‘The Culturally DlSﬁdvﬂntﬂged Program (CDP),
« which began in 1965, was terminated in 1975,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Studeﬁf Seleeflm ' P

¢

A ' e
The target papulmlm is composed of disad-

- vantaged .children from preschool through secon-:

dary school, including dropouts who wish to

" reenter. Appmxlmately 60% of state funds are

spent- at the secondary level and 40% cﬂ the"
elemenmry level.”

Types of Services Funded

Fl

A wide varfety of programs: may be funded

under URRD, such as reentry motivation programs
 (for drapoufs and potential dropouts),. preschool
- education programs, academic achievement pro-
‘grams, bilingual-bicultural education pragmmS,

and Indian education prcgrﬁms.

The State funds a number of grants to estab- .

VlISh alternative high school programs. = These

. programs serve a selected population of students

in nontraditional l@arning environments and pro-
vide a full range-of activities. They constitute a
comprehensive alterndhve to the public sc:hanl;
system. : o

. The average per- pupll Espendnure is $ZQD
ThrEanuﬁrfEFS of the URRD, money is used for
instructiona) services. State regulqtmns specifi-
cally prohibit the use of “program funds for

" .services such as student activity expenses and

hnt-lunch fees; however, funds may be used “for-
ancillary services such as counseling and medical
care. ' Approximately one-quarter of the state
money is spent on such serviées.vf%%;;;

F{eqmrements of Dlstncts

Dlsfncfs must review all grant pmpasals an:f»

-must approve them before submitting them to the

state advisory committee for consideration. The
districts evaluate their own URRD programs by
collecting program description data and informa-
tion on student improvement. . The district also
provides -fiscal data with budget breakouts for
each loca] program. All the evaluation material is
sent to e State at the end of each fiscal year’.

determmuhﬂns isa dlstru:f ﬂptlan. Mﬂny dlstru:ls
choose to include state funds in cnmpqrablllly"
calc:ulafmﬂs.

.



; yt Funding Léve and Title | migrant pragrams. leferenf pmgrclm 7
- Served . T T .. offices 'in this division, however, have semrclte C
T o ' - respansnbllmes for URRD and Title 1. -
oo Do TS e Lu._mbgr uf Chﬂdren el it

] ~haal Year Funde - . ~—————Educotionat S'EFVIEE—BiSHiET—QﬂFf—SUppBﬁ;

. _ﬁﬂ__s:hﬂu] Year . Funds o SEWEd ' L:T:y I1'h? Grgnbsﬁhégqgemgnf Section rsunﬁﬁ;r baﬂ;

o T = E : itle |l an y site visits and review o
%g;gﬁ;? #, SDNOA‘ODQ_ %, NlAg Bi ., internal evaluations submitted by districts, There *
1977-78° 5,032, 740' 5 NA. .. are one full:time monitor and several part-time

K ST o . staff meribers in the SCE evaluation_division.

e < ‘Statewide evaluation of all®URRD projects had
» iseSfate A&ninisfrnhaﬂ T e prevmusly been.done by a 1h|rd—pﬁrty evaluator, .
- - B -but- it was discontinued 2 years ago. Beginning .

\ The Grunts quqgément Sechcn in the Division with fiscal year 1977, the evaluation section of

.of Special Programs dnd Services has overall . the Office of Superlntendenf of Public Instruction

re!pansibilrty for- mi‘nmlstgrlng URRD Tule l will ccmduc:f a hmng{evalughun of URRD,
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-- gram ls fhe Spgcml Edu:gﬂangl Needs (SEN)””

Program.

- is used to funcl prcuen:fs for secﬂndary school

I{*B . ) o F

N . L IS I

‘SEN is a competitive grant program and

supportsTat least 30 projects, none of which are

permanently. funded. Grants may be uwnrded tg

LLEAs for 3.years.

F’ubllé and pnvﬁfe agencies. may apply . for
funds.

ly disadvantaged populatidns. -In order to compete

for funds, agencies must develop programs meeﬁl
ing the needs of these populations.

In flSCﬂ| year 1978, the State requnred that
agencies receiving grants must contribute 25% of
the total project budget from local funds. Title |

4 be used as part of the LEA's share,

Sfudenf Selechg )

To h:rget fundst to specific chlldren, LEAS
screen each child using a locdlly. designed device.
In addition to being educationally disadyantaged,

-~ 75% of the participants must be identified by both

economic and social factors. Twenty=five percent
may be identified by either economic or social
factors. The SEA establishes economic criteria
using AFDC and free-lunch counts {dnd other
measures.. Social factors include level of parental
_edugation, degree of child's contact with a social

SEN's target populgtion is low-achjeving
- .childrenfrom socially, economically, and cylturat-

prngrclm ccnuncll rngde up. fo& sg:hml persannel _

students. AII other fuﬁds serve chlldren in grades

and SEN administrators must approve a Jointly
funded program: State officials advise districts to
avoid supplanting by funding different activities

‘Federal mmes. : , , . oL
Requirements quistncts =
Agencies must meet . several - stafe

requireménts to be eligible for funding.
program proposal must include a statement of
~ objectives, a description of the needs assessment,
 the numbers of children to be served and-staff to

be- Emplayed and a budget describing expenditures
‘in various categories. " The agency must show that .
it has adequate management-.and clt:cnunhng cap-
:u:lfy and can keep adequate and current account- ’

ing records, The LEA must sét up q,local advisory

Evﬁluatmn is requnred and. must be baséd
measurable objectives stated in the proposal,

- evaluation must include pretest and posttest data

or welfare worker, and other information about -

.the child's family and community setting.

Types af .Servjc:es Funded o . o

" Most SEN programs focus on basic skills
" improvement in an individualized setting. LEAs
wuse. most . of . their grant. to pay for staff salaries
and insfructional services, but some agencies fund
‘ancillary services as well. Projects must include
parent involvemerit and may be school- or home=
based. Most school-based SEN programs use
pullout instruction, -

" :Approximately 10% of .the SEN appropriation

is set aside as "discretionary funds."

This money

from tests chosen by grﬂntee dgencies,

Reecent Fundlng Levels clnd Number u:sf Ch|ldren
Served

: Numberraf Children
Year '

School Funds .
1975-76 $1,500,000
1976-77 1,500,000
1977-78 "1,225,000

-

Stgte Admlmstmhan of Prcgrarn

, SEN is admlnlstered by a SpEf;n‘:i SEN pffsgrqrn
Deparfmenf of Public Insfru:fmn. The ‘staff
includes one full-time 5EN administrator, a-part-
time accountant from another program, and a
director, whose responsibilities include SEN and

other programs. The SEN staff is planning a study - s

of the impact of the last set of p]‘DJEEfS

r

or, grade levels with the state monles and wnﬂ] the . -

The -

The

~ funding of TIHE | and SEN programs.i Both Thlerl
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