eyt N ’ "‘,' .
. : -, %1 .
P A ' ’ .

. ) Lt 0 - .
o . . ) N . K
. St
. ' . . .o
. . .

BD 177 237 o op 019 786 - | . T
. TITLE : Oversight Hearing om Title I c¢f the Elementary and
: - Secondary Education Act. Hearing Before the N '
Ssubcommitteec on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational = . ol
Education of .the Ccmmittee on Educaticn and Tabor, o S
House of Representatives, Ninety-Sixth Congruss, . Lo
- Pirst Session. ' - '
INSTITUTION Congress of the U.S,, Washington, D.Ce. HOuse
‘  committee on Educetion and Labor.
PUB DATE 6 Mar 79 -
NOIE - 109p. ; "Not available in paper copy due to small, :
" light print . ‘ ' : %
. e ' R . !
‘EDRS PRICE MF01 Plus Postage. PC Not Available from EDRS.
DESCRIPTORS Academic Achievement; *Compensatory Education

Programs; Educaticpal Finance; “Educational
Improvement; Educationally Disadvautaged; Elementary
Secondary Educaticn; #*Federal Aid; #*Federail
Legislation; #*Federal Programs; Interagency
Cooperation; Parent Associatione; Farent
Participation; *Program Effectiveness ST
IDENTIFIERS *Flementary Secondary Education Act Title I

ABSIRACT - - . :
' The “estimony and statements of varigqus’
administrators and educatcrs at the hearing regarding the
eftectiveness of Title I are presented in this report. Eathasis is
placed on the improvements made by Title I programs in the reading. - Y
and mathematics skills of educaticnally disadvantaged students, and
numerous case studies are cited in which Title I proyrams improved
- student achievement. Descriptions are given of the major progyrams
funded under Title I in both urban and rural areéas, and their iampact
cn participating students is discussed. In many of the statements,
Title I effectiveness is attributed tc¢ cooperatinn between Federal, L
State and local agencies and parent advisory councils. Soae probleas
With the allocation of Title I funds are discussed and arguments for
continuing and increasing Title I funds are presented. (EE)

» oY
RN

.

)

R i

-

————————————pe e PP T T EFT T ELELLEE SEE L EELELLL LS ELL LA
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* ° from the original document. . *
sk ke ok o o ot ok o oo ok ok ik ko ok ook ok ok ok koK kKR KoKk 3Kk K ok ko kK Rk ok kK Kok




]

[Y .

" o v+ ™ OVERSIGHT HEARING ON TITLE I OF THE

(\..
N
QY
A, =
& -HEARING - ,
o = " BEFORE THE
* Y SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
. AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ~_' \
Lo NINETY-SIXTH CONGRESS
' FIRST SESSION
_HEAI‘HNG HELD IN WAémNGTON. D.C,, ON
MARCH 6, 1079 '
Printed for the use of the Committee on IBducation and Labor

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT - -

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING :T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

. - STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
-, .
.

EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

e
s
{ - . U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
o 44-4020 WASHINCTON : 1879
o—ourd
2 >
D
Qo 2
-~




e T

4 COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
CARL D. PERKINS, Kentucky, Chairman

FRANK THOMPSON, J&., New Jersey
JOHN BRIADEMAS, Indiana
AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, California
WILLIAM D. FORD. Michigan

- PHILLIP BURTON, walifornia

JOSEPH M. GAYDOS, Pernsylvenia
WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY, Missouri
MARIO BIAGGI, New York

IKE ANDREWS, North Carolina
PAUL SIMON, Illinois

. EDWARD P. BEARD, Rhode Island

GEORGE MILLER, California
MICHAEL O. MYERS, Pennsylvania
'AUSTIN J. MURPHY, Pennsylvania
TED WEISS, New York

BALTASAR CORRADA, Puerto Rico
DALE E. KILDEE, Michigan

PETER A. PEYSER, New York
EDWARD J. STACK, Florida

PAT WILLIAMS, Montana

WILLIAM R. RATCHFORD, Connecticut

RAY KOGOVSEK, Colorado
DON BAILEY, Pennsylvania

- JOHN M. ASHBROOK, Ohio

JOHN N. ERLENBORN, Illinois
JOHN BUCHANAN, Alabama
JAMES M. JEFFORDS, Vermont

WILLIAM F. GOODLING, Pennsylvania

MICKEY EDWARDS, Okiahoma
E. THOMAS COLEMAN, Missouri
KEN KRAMER, Colorado

ARLEN ERDAHL, Mirinesota
THOMAS J. TAUKE, lowa
DANIEL B. CRANE, lllinois

JON HINSON, Mississippi
THOMAS E.. PETRI, Wisconsin

—

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
CARL D. PERKINS, Kentucky, Chairman

WILLIAM D. FORD, Michigan

IKE ANDREWS, North Carolina
GEORGE MILLER, California
AUSTIN J. MURPHY, Pennsylvama
BALTASAR CORRADA, Puerto Rico
DALE E. KILDEE, Michigan

PAT WILLIAMS, Montana
AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, California
MICHAEL O. MYERS, Pennsylvania
RAY KOGOVSEK, Colorudo

WILLIAM F. GOODLING, Pennsylvania
JOHN BUCHANAN, Alabama ’
ARLEN ERDAHL, Minnesota

DANIEL B. CRANE, lllinois

JON HINSON, Mississippi

JOHN M./ [BROOK, Ohio, Ex Officio

Db




“A

<
.

.. - , N b g
) 1 }, ®
©
CONTENTS
Jearing held in Washington, D,C., on March 6, 1979 ...cevrcnnn. s ————
Statement of— : ' > : .
Harbison, Fay, director, Project Catch-Up, Newport Beach, Calif...............
Hitr_nley. Oliver, chief of title I, ESFA, Iowa Department of Public Instruc-
’ 10D sosncenninsnnnsnninennnens tesasennnes SR AT IY N : e Ty T S XX T T TY AT ] Qesseseenns

Hobbs, Marcelyr, reading/English rotation project, Morris Middle School,

Thom”n' Ga -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- LI TIYT
Jefferson, Arthur, generil superintendent, Detroit Public Schools.....

Johnston, William J., general superintendent, Los Angeles Unified School |

DIBETEC . cvrienerernisnsssreoens srassesnesnossesssssentosnstartorsess Iyossonenesatsontanshistsessssntstsstsstssnersisnss

Reggolds, Jo Leta, dircctor, compensatory education, Tennessee Stete .

partment of Education ..., a e PR
Rogé'ﬂa. '{‘homas, executive director, Federal programs, Philadelphia Public
w ‘ llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll S RIRRNIRBNINIY

Prepared statements, letters and aupglemental materials, et cetera— .

Himley, Dr. Oliver T.,State title I director, lowa, testimony presented lg
Hobbs, Marcelyn, director, title 1 readin%Englilb rotation project, McDuf-
fie County School Systems, Thomaon, Ga., testimony by .....ccvmuiensinses.
Jefferson, Arthur, general superintendent, Detroit Public Schools, testi-
mony OF ciennsasnsnrasannrnnnes Vevees P T ST T MY TP T L LTI OO DO TR OV VLIV Nastenarsearsnaisinries R
Johnston, Dr. William J., superintendent, Los Angeles Unified School
District, testimony by .......ocneiviiiiiirioninns T
Miller, James W., director, Division of Federal Assistance, State of Ohio

Department of ‘Education, Worthington, Ohio, letter to Chairman Per-

kins, with enclosure, dated March 15, 1979 ...,
Reynolds, Jo Leta, director, compensatory education, State of Tennessee,
mtimony pTNE'lth by seredineieiene sirsnnin LT X Y TR PRI TR RS "':l'--l---nnnnu-u; ----------

Rosica, Thomas C., executive director, Federal programs, the School Dis-
trict of Philadelphia, testimony by .....cccinnimninmnimnnn, !

Williams, B. G., associate director of Federal programs, Arkansas Depart-
ment of Education, letter to Chairman Perkins, dated March 28, 1979 ...

Williams, Hon. Pat, a Representative in" Congress from the State of

Montana, letter to Chairman Perkins, with enclosure, dated April 3,
179 cvvvesseatssssees st msee s sbR R AR AR AR AR AR ARR R

100:
12

48 .

98

95

.t'.,:-;.‘



[\ 3

O

OVERSIGHT HEARING ON TITLE I OF THE ELE.
MENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

TUESDAY, MARCH 6, 1979

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY , SECONDARY,
AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,

ComMiTTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
> Washingtor, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuent to call, at 9:356 am.. in rcom
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Carl D..Perkins (chair-

* man of the subcommittee) presiding. . , .
Members present:Ggoeidxalresentatlves Perkins, Hawkins,” Kildee,

Murphy, Kogovsek, ing, Erdahl, Ashbrook, and Hinson.
Staff present: John F. Jennings, majority counsel; Martin LaVor,
minority senior legislative associate; and Charles Radcliffe, minor-
ity counsel. : ;
“Chairman PErkINS. The committee will come to order this morn-

" ing. We are going to call forward the following panel: Dr. Oliver
‘Himley, chief of title 1, ESEA, Iowa Department of Public Instruc- -

tion; Ms. Jo Leta Reynolds, director of Compensatory Education,
Tennessee State Department of Education; Mr. William J. Johnston,
general superintendeni, Los Angeles Unified School District; Dr.
Arthur Jeffe&m, general superinfendent, Detroit Public Schools;
Mr. Thomas®Rosica, director of Federal Programs for Philadelphia
Public Schools; Ms. Fay Harbison, director, Project Catch-Up, New-
port Beach, Calif.; Ms. Marcelyn Hobbs, Reading/Englich Rotation
project, Morris Middle School, Thomson, Ga. et

I 'would like all of you to come around as g panel this morning.
We will refrain from asking questions until after all the statements
have been made, in order to expedite the procedure and conserve
time since we have an important meeting of the House here at
noon.

Before we start this morning, I want to welcome all of you here, I
know Mr. Gus Hawkins wants io introduce Mr. Johnston from his
own State.

Mr. HawkiNs. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I am very pleased and honored to represent, as it were, the very
a1stinguished Superintendent of Schools for the Los Angeles Unified
Schools, Mr. William Johnston. Mr. Johnston is well known by most

(1)
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of us. May I simply say that he has one of the largest districts in the

- country, and we have very difficult problems as in other districts,
- Desp'te these very difficult and very trying days in Los Angeles, we

do have an outstanding educational system, Mr. Johnston. I am

very proud that he is one of the re resentatives of the district at the

congressional ievel. We are very pleased to have him here,,and it is
a pleasure to intrcduce him to the committee. :

Chairman PerkiNs. Thank you ver{ much.' '

All right, Dr. Fimley, chief of title I, ESEA, Iowa Department of
Public Instruction, we ure glad to ‘welcome you here, and you may
start. ' N

It would serve a useful purpose, in my judgment, if, without
obje:ction, the entire statements of all you ladies and gentlemen are

inserted in the record in toto, as though you delivered them. It may.

be useful if you could summarize those statements this morning;
otherwise the bells may ring, and we will not have any time at a 1
for questions. .

We will start with you, Dr. Himley. )

[The prepared statement of Dr. Himley follows:]

¢
o

W

@



«

TesTIMONY PRESENTED BY Da. Ouv:n 'l‘ HiMLEy, S‘l‘A‘l‘l Tx'ru: H menon. Towa

4

Hr. Chairman ;nd Members o! the Sub-COInittnn on Eltnnntnty, Sacondary,

and Vocational !duen:ion. my name ia Olivar T. Himley. -~I have sarved as the

. Strnta Diractor of Titla I, ESEA, in Xowa aince August of 1970, I am sleo

a

.wrrently serving as Preaident of the National Association of sénté Coordi~
' i
natorl of Title I. ES!A.

s
~

I nun: firat exprans my appreciation for being givnn the opportunity
to providn t’ntilony todny raprésanting my State and my counterpirtas -across -
the natilon. Sc;ondxy. I wish to axprass ;pprncint;on to the Fedaral Goverur
ment for hl;ing enactad P,L. 95-561. 1In ay §1éw. {c Cvidencgl a continuad
responaiveness by the Pederal Government to 1dent1f1¢d‘educntionll naada.
"I recognize that I am hers to tastify zelative to Title I, ESEA, I  «~
would lﬁke to, Howcvgr. briefly acquaint tha Sub-Connittgn !Prn specifically
with our organization. éi believe the information about ;hn organization may
be useful to you in Oversight or Reaythorization Hearings in tha foreseeable
future,

The purpose of the organization is to provide s vehicle for the exchangs
of ideas among the various atates and to sewve as ehe:ofiicinl body repre-
senting the general wishes, desires, opiniona and neeﬁs. of the State Coor-
dinatérs of Title T ESEA., The m'mbership ele:ts it's officers and a repre-
sentative from each of the teé H.E.W. Reglons. This group serves as the Board

of Directors. Each of the Board of Directors chairs a committee and edch ™

member serves on two committees., Committees include: Program Improv.ment,

chaired by Ms. Elizabeth Alfred of Nebraska; the Evaluations Committee, chaired

by Mr. Clarence Morris of Arkansas; and we have several Legal Concerns Sub-
Committees, The organization would pe pleased to lend its' somewhat unique

perapective to you in any of your delibe:ations.
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More apecifically in regard to Title 1 == I believe that the cornerstone
of this program is found in Section 101.(a) of Public Law 951561 wcich pro=-
‘ viaeai!he following title = “TITLE I == FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO MEET-SPECIAL
EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF CHILDREN™. It is noteworthy that, the title does not
-sta:e « 1 + to attempt to meet . . . 'It is also noteworthy that the title

speaks to the educational needs of children. Anyone charged with the respen-

* . sibilicy of adninia:ering :his program ‘Bhould review the ti:le periodically.

. » In so doing, one realizes that fiscal accountability and comgliance witu the -
ﬂvarious legal requirements. while important, are not the ofly areas of respod-
sibility associated with this program. It would appéar :ﬂat programs funded 2
vich Ticle I funds should be, therefore, legal and effective. There 18
‘nothing to imply :pet thcee twu reguirements are mutually exclusive or that
une shoul&vno: strive to meet both criteria simultaneously. K I do believe
that the Title I programs uave for the last seversi yvears, been legal in an
overwhelni' g majority of instances. I alsd believe that they have demon-
strated their effectiveness.within their financial-parameters.
"Achieving the intent of this legislation requires concerted effort from
’ }egeral. state, and local agencies. Such efforts. are most successful when
ohe finds the elements:?f professicnal respect, open mindedness. and true
involvement.within and across those agency lines. 1 believe that we have -
all come a long way in that regard. o
I will provide evidence of program effectiveness in teims of student
achievement. Before Bhat is done, however I will provide at least gome 1l- N
lustrations uf other becefits derived from 7itle I. I believe that the evi-
dence is mounting that the spin-off benefits from Title I that accrue to the

"regular" school program or other federally funded programs are of considerable

t
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

* their respective states.

magnitude Qnd must be recognized.’ . K _
LY . * ' i '
? Firet of all, it is important to remind ouraslves that Title I ‘prograns

are almost alwaya diractod toward the improvement of reading or mathematics

3kills of the educationally disadvantaged students. - It should surprise no

*

1 .
one thauv much has beun leﬁgned. since the advent of Title I, about diagnoa= .

¢ Y

ing reading and mathematics skill deficiencies. 'Equaily as 1mbo:tan: 1s thag
\ L <
muﬁ? hﬁa been\ii'!ﬂ‘ﬁ about,.developing programs .to correct those identified

o

-

deficiencies. The%éfote..it should surprise no one that many of the '

¢

dial" methodologies of Title I programs have been implemented as "preventa-

'reme=s -

tive" methodolbgie? in the "regular" school programs. This haahoccurred
onsciously or otherwise in most local educational agencies. It algo can”

be demonatrated'ﬁt'the state level., A classic Lllus:ra:id% is ‘the State of

* » ]
Rhode Island. ° B . v
a L ’ ; Y .
In an effort to improve the Title I reading programs in their State, . o
the State Agency Titla I Division caused to be déveloped, a document which “

.. k] T
was to serve.as a planning document. It consisted of thirty-five rcading

"standards which they believed to be essential in any effective Title I read-

i

ing program.-. It is my unrderstanding that the document is now being faggrgbly
viewed as a document which would serve to improve the 'regular" rea@iné pro-
gram in their State. It 1is also my undétstanding that other states will,be

utiliétng the document in their effor-3 to improve the reading programs in

.
4
0

The Title I Unit in the Iowa Department of Pﬁbltc Instruction 1s currenriy
con&hqting a rather extéqsive study of Title I reading programs in Iow;. It
involves two huudré& forty-nine LEAs and approximately five hund;ed Title I

teachers. The purpose of the study is td identify key variables thac contri-
bute to an effe;tive Title I elementary school readiné program. It is not a

duplication of the Rhode Island effort and it is entirely possible that ag

consortium effort could evolve for the two states. : R

‘ 3
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1t is my understanding that only ane state had & state funded conpon-"

satory eduu:ion program prior to the enactament.Qf Public Law',BD-IO." .s:cho_ ’

that . time, at least an additional sixteen states have rocogniz!d the nud

. S [ ¢
for and implemented state compensatory educa:ion prog:ame and 1 unders:and .

that all of them fxave‘ shown steady expansion. This- represents, to me, a e J

“_ra:her remarkable_spin-off succesa séory gor Title I. Virtually all of those

-~

states arg, ﬁowevcr. not the rural type of state and are not viewed asulower .

income states. The lower income states are, :herefoé:. entirely dependent

upon ‘Title I for supplemen:al educational programs.

Most, if not all atates. have provided leadership in 1qprov1ng the ef-
s -

fec:iveﬁess of their Titie I programs. Annual state program improvement con=
_ by ,

ferences are sponsored byfé aignific;n:'number of astates. It 1a aa:r;mendogalf .
well received effort in the state :ha:'t represent. Region VII, which {s made

dp of Nebraska, Kansas, Miasouxsh and Ioga. has, :hr;ugh state agency cocpera-
tion, spon;ored regional’progtam 1mprove$ent conferences for sevdral years:

P 4
We believe it to be extremely worthuhile.

Another 1llustration {s Wisconsin, The Title I Division there has spon-
sored Title T wdrgshogs for principals of Title I atteqﬁance centers. This

may onli}appear to be a "common sense" -effort, but it is my understanding

Jthag a soon to be released Rand Report also identifies the principal as a

key figure in the effective program arena.

States and LEKs have made, I{believe. an honest effort *o cnmply with

"parent advisory committee requirements, Tlhe State of Oregon has developed

t

A .
two extremely. useful documents in this realm. 1. d6 not wish ta imply that
Oregon belieyes that the parent effort should end with the advisory committee

effoz;,g buf unfortunately there are individuals or groups that appear to place

the emphasis on parent advisory committee activities as opposed to placing
) ‘ ' * \
‘ ” : ' ’ 1S ‘ .\‘
¢ , v
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\the smphasis on -;he fnvolvemmt of parents 1n the 1nstruec:.9nnl progrm of

f: /,.

(
.33-56 would be ‘d mj‘bi- step forward"tn 1mplementing the intent of ct?\;icle )
J_ LB -
- T-degislykion, .v’.ﬁxe‘suze ,of Towa has implemented Section 141(a)(14)(b) of °.

,ﬁf . .alaps. It wﬂd f%'e a misl:ake to leL parent involvement ‘consistof only the
9 « r
T a.dVisory commit:e’role 2- outlined in Section 125 o£ Publie Law 95-561.

L
f»

models ;hd the providing of ceehnical asasigtance to ‘SEAs in the 1mp1 enta-
ci.an of thoge models. The models hav-.~ heen developed and have bgén imple-
_‘ g ne ed {n many states, lIowa is not unique, t! all Iown.LEM fiav 1mp1e-, .
. :/e;“d one of :he_ models for the current ynr.)\%;no;f c ¢, .has\beent
' . -, _ done wicl:'out the fedé&ral mandate which is in the of -g ﬂ/::le\xi year,
technical assistance center. for oyr -reglon is the American Institutes ‘for

[

Research from,Palo‘Alto, California. I am ﬁleased Lo report cha: we have
' received a tremendous amount of ,assiscan..e from them. It was my privilege
Yol

N,
. to recenclv review a draft 'c‘op}' ‘of a Yeport® by a select commiccea charged with

che resﬁonsibuicy of evaluacing the effectivenks of the :echnica! assistance

centersanapionwide.. "I wasspleased to note that our saﬁtisfaccion in Region

.

VII wich out technical aasiscance tenter is by nS me¢n5 a unique situation.

thcir respactive your&ueu. Iupluentetioa of dectign 129 of¢Public Law' . .

.-, 'Public Law 93-380 whtch. o£ cgurse, ‘JPLBRE‘ to mdividualized educational ' o’

e

\

- .

Section 151 of Public Law 93-380 mandated the devclopment of svaluation /’“_/

?

A SN
N H Y
- When L was invited co provide cescimony. ‘I inqu’ired as to who else would
also be invited. Upon learning that the la:ge,\‘i!As would be ably represented,
\ - .
1 decided to focjs some attention on che rural areas. Rest hssured'chac \chere
. "
TN is rural poverty and accompanying rural. educacional deprivation. Ic may not
v manifest itself as prominencly in t' + rural arsks as in the méuop%ican aréqg/\j
- . e ® !,
-~ 9 but it is there. - - .- . '\
N : L e, a, -y
rd - . . . 13
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I durveycd a nunbnr'of my counterparts

they concurred in :he prelence of poverty and

in the more rural states, and

sducational deprivation in

\
their states. One ﬂ:ate pirector of Title I cited the fact that aighcy-tivc

of the ninety copntias i{n her State would qualify for concenyracion grant -~

,monieé. All surveyed states ware qleased]uich the .effactiveneds of thelr

T;:le I programs.

¢

°

- .

L

] 1 feferred earlier to tha evaluatiqn models. They were, of course, ,

developed by RMC Research Corporation ou: of California The me:ric developed

to measure student achievement gain is known as the normal curve oquiv;len:

or better known as simply NCE.

RMC Reaearch Corporation es:ablished) through

the applica:ion of the models to exlsting exemplary progtiams and by othe:

s:atiatical analysis, :hat a gain of seven NCEa would, in their view, be

exemplary. The following table vrovides mean NCE gains from approximately

tuo,hdndred,fif;y Towa LEAs during the 1977-78 school year.

4 Grade | >Title I Reading
© 2., 1.8
' 3 i 1.4
s . 4.4
. » , /
5 5.7
6 5.3
7 7.0
o
8 5,0
| .
9 N

t Mean Score

J believe the evidence {is clear in

6.3

Title I Mathematics

R AR

Iowa,

4.7
6.3
7.5
9.4
9.0
5.0

6.3

7.2

L] »

and we are not atypical, that

Title I is working well in a rural type of state.

«
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On a natiocunal basis, one should note:

1. ¥'A Descriptive and Anslytic Study of Compensatory Reading Programs'

conducted by the Education Testing Service (1976) found thae child- .
ren in Titlé I reading programs -start out géhind non=compensatory
studéﬁts during the fall but make mote progress than regular stu-
dents during the cigsge of the school year. These children not only
improved their reading skills at a faster rate than students with=-
out speciil help, but feel better about themselves as readers and
toward their reading activ?ties than do their unassisted regular
school mates. The study aiao revealed that schools that received

Title 1 funds had greater cancentrations of‘educationally and eco-

Y

nomically deprived children than other schools,. snd.the students

ssrved in the Title I schools were in greater need (had lower test
sco}es) than were studentg in non-Title I schools. '
"Practices in ESEA, Title I Reading Achievement" prepared by the
Stanford Research Institute (1976) conclﬁded that Title I must be
judged a significant success under the currently accepted single
school year criterion.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress recently re-
ported that the reading scores of nine year old children have risen
since the last assessment. This rise is particularly significant
in light of th; general decline in scores on st;ndardized tests.
While Title I can, by no.means, take_tocal credit for this risg,
it is of importance to note that the greatest thrust of Title I is

in reading, grades one through four, which includes children ages

six chrodgh nine.

v ] :?
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3. The National tnstitute for Fvaluation in its Insiructional Dimen=
sions Study suggests thzf cc;pcnnatory instruction in rsading and math
can meet uith_aignificcnt success. OVlrali. the study showed that
the children made outstanding achtcvc-ent.sains. The results
certainly indicate that school districts caﬁ Erelte ths conditions
necesna}y to,nnk; compensatory instructional services effective,.

1 firmly believe that ths Title f program is a success story.

Thaak vou.
i}
1]

STATEMENT OF OLIVER HIMLEY, CHIEF OF TITLE I, ESEA, IOWA
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Dr. Himeey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the .
committee.

I am Oliver Himley. I am the State title I director in the State of
Iowa, and I have served in that capacity since August of 1979.
Currently I am also serving as the president of the National Associ-
ation of the State Title I Coordinators.

I do want to express appreciation for the opportunity to provide
testimony today, and also express particular appreciation to you,
Mr. Chairman, for passing Public Law 95-561. 1 helieve it does
represent, or indicate a responsiveness on the part of the Federal

»Government to the needs of the educationally disadvantaged boys

.. and girls across the country.
/

. As we think in terms of current situations, I believe we must
recognize and accept the Proposition 13 syndrome, whethér we agree
with it or not. I am also aware, as you people certainly are, that -
State legislators are pressing for a balanced Federal budget, and in
that light I would like to think that the testimony being given here
this morning will assist, hopefully, down the roal], in getting some
adequate app-opriations as far as title I is concerned. ,

I would submit to you that title I is one of the best, if not the best
educational areas in which to invest Federa] dollars. Certainly, for
one thing, there is need for such a program. I think the need for the
program has been.demonstrated time and time again, and our
written testimony will speak to that point.

In addition to that, our written testimony will speak to the—I
think in rather objective terms, the effectiveness of the programs.

One thing which I think we sometimes overlook as we look at
programs, we tend to look only at the achievement data, for
example, of title I students. I am not suggesting that that is not
important. I would like to em hasize .this morning that I think
there are many, many spin-off benefits from title I that accrue to
regular school programs.

80 as we think in terms of whether or not, or how much money
should be invested in title I, I don’t believe our view should be
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restricted only to the title I program per se. There are spin-off
benefits that accrue to the regular program as well. .

For example, I think all of us have learned much since the advent
- of title, I about the diagnosis prescription of veading problems,
programs, and many of those so-called remedial procedures have
found their way into the preventative methodologies as far as the
regular instructional program is concerned. _

i would also submit that States have grown in their capacity since
the advent of title I in terms of being able to provide leadership to
the schoul districts that need that type of assistance.

« As I did in the written testimony, I would like to particularly cite
this morning, as an illustration, the State of Rhode Island, obvi-
ously not a very large State, but by the same token, a State that has
done much in terms of the development of effective reading
proirams. .

The State that I represent, Iowa, has done much in terms of also
focusing in on the effectiveness of reading pr¢ zrams. I would believe
that the two States will probably end up with some type of consor-
tium to, again, hopefully, improve programs even beyond the point
they are currently at.

.The State of Oregon has Jdeveloped and shared with States across
the country, hanabooks with respect to parent advisory councils.
These are just a few of the illustrations indicating the growth that
has taken place within the’LEA’s a.id the SEA’s s.cross the country.

The point that I am leading into here, I believe, is that the
structure for developing and delivering effective educational pro-
grams is in place. It is in place at the Federal level, the State level,
and the local level, and when one considers that title I represents
only 3 to 4 percent of the total amount of money spent for education
across the country, I truly believe title I is a success story, and it does
represent, in my view, an excellent investment in education by the
Federal Government.

I will not dwell on th + objective type of data that is presented in
the written testimony. 1 will stop for now, and be pleased to attempt
to answer questions later on, if you have any.

Thank you.

Chairman Perkins. Thank you-very much for an excellent
testimony.

Our next witness is Mrs. Jo Leta Reynolds, director of compensa-
tory education, Tennessee State Department of Education. You go
ahead, Mrs. Regrnolds, we are glad to welcome you here.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Reynolds fsllows:]

(=}

.-_"
<



[

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

12

TesTiIMONY PRESENTED BY Jo Lera REYNOLDS, DIRECTOR, COMPENSATORY, EDUCATION,

StATE OF TENNESSEE

Wy, Chairman and “embevs of the SubuSmmiL:cc aa Fiementary, Secondary,
and Vecational Educabiou, my nome 18 Joiet: “ohovell Reynolds, 1 have
eapved 33 the state Direator of Compensatnry slucation (Title I, ESEA), in
Teanesaes aince July of 1976, ’

m hehalf of tﬁg Tennessee Department of Ecucation, 1 wish to express
sircero appreciacd a to ecach of vou for giviag mu“rhu opnor:unréy to re-
present my State and submit written testimony amid lacer to appeat before
viu to nresent oral testimeay. TO my knowledae, this is the first tuce
the fennessee State Department of Kducation has been afforded this Jounor.

-

i also wish to exnress apuwreciation to those who worked endlessliv in
securing the enactment of P.L. §5-561., From its inception, Title I of the
Elementary and Secondaiy Education Act, has been “an Act co strangthen and
improve educational quality and educationai opppr:unl:ies'in the Nation's
elementary and Secondary schools”. In this testimony, I will: (1) Pro-
vide dn overview of what Title } has meant tc the youth of Tennessee¢,

(For many of Tennessee's children, {t has meant their ¢irst opportunity to
racaeive the individual attention cthey needed to become sroductive, self-
sufficient individuals.): (2) Provide a brief description of the scope
and nature of Title T in Tennessee. (ALl of Ternessea's one hundred fcrty-
eight (148) tocal education ugencies.and ics ene (1) special secondary
gchwel particisate in Title I. 1t ig one means Vv which educationally de-
arived children can receive the help they need in order to succeed.) (3)
provide a description of the major types of programs funded under Title I.
(This description gives one an tdea of the impact of Title I in Tennessee.
For example, one hundred forty-eight (148) of Tentessee's one hundred
forty-nine (149) local school systems conduct remedial reading programs
funded uadar Title I1.); (4) Provide information regarding program

effectiveness {un terms of benefits other than student achievzment, (For

. .~4
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example, improved tvaching methgds. materials, utc. are one Meysure of
pronram effectivens:s, ..nother example istthat of the sninwoff eff?q:
which benefits sro=sunool children in homes having children participating
in Ticle I.); (%) leseribe the impact of Title I in Tennessee by gixEug
a descriprion of the student participation in Title I in Tennessee., (It
is estimated that le;s then halt of those students eligible to reckive
Title I receive services, The major rgason for this appears to be lack
of funds.): (6) Describe the attempt to evaluate the success of Title I
programs in terms of student achievement. (The State average NCE gain

in reading was 4.2, It was 7.7 in math.); and (7) Describe the need for
increased funding., (Title I funds cannot remain static if programs are
to continue at the same level a8 one finds them now. This is even more

critical as school systems strive to comply with Section 124(k),
]

_P.L. 95-361.)

Before going intc other agpects of Title I, a brief description of
the scope of Title I in Tennessee would be in order. Tenneasee has
ninety~five counties, Within these counties, there are one hundred
forty-eight (148) local school systems and one special school which is
operated by the Tennessee State Department of Education and, for the most’
part, is trecated as a schoql system, Title I programs can be found in
oligible schools within eac£ of the school systems in Tennessee, From
this, one can see that Title I affects educationally deprived children
from the Westernmost end of Tennessee eastward across Middle Tennessee to
the Easternmost tip of the State. '

For the most part, Tennessse can be classified as rural, however, it
also has one of the Nation's largest metropolitan cities. In Tennessee
one finds, howaver, that whethe; rural or urban, educational deprivation

exists and is closely related to economic deprivation. That is, in

-
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. Tennessce, one finds that the majoriey of educationally deprivéd cﬁildren

come trom areas with high concantrations of econumic deprivation. Conzréal’
Decliration of Policy as set Forth in Section 101 of é.L. 95-561 ia con=
sistent with the needs in Tennessee, =

Title 1 grants to the;locul school sylteﬁa in Tennassée.fange from
aoproximately $11,060 to a grant, in one syatem, in excess of $11 millio& 4
dollars with approximntely 50% of the school syutema receiving ‘grants
withit the 550.001 to $230, 000 ranga.

achieving the intent of the Legisl;tion requires a concerted effort -
of cdoperation and mutual understanding among the involved federal, state,
and local agencies, 1In Tennessee, the State Department of Education and

_the Local Education Agencies have made pincere and concerted efforta to o
1mp1emeﬁt T;tle 1 as Congress inténded by ita passage of the Elementary »
and Secondary Education Act. '

Title ; activities for educationally deprived students are experiences
that would be difficult, if not impossible, for the regular classroom
teacher to provide. As if they are not burdened enough, the educationslly
disadvantaged children are handicapped further by the conditiona under
which they are educated in the regular classroom and Ehey respond aa one '
would expect: their reading abilicy is inferior and continues to decline
without remediation, their achievement poorer, and their frustration

" greaters All this, without remediation, leads to a sequence of failure,

"disruptive behavior, and dropping out of school. The educationally dis-
advantaged chiidren, 1§ they are to aucceed, need to participate in
activities to which they can contribute, through which they can earn the
reséect of others, and in which they can improve their performance. They

need a challenge, and yet, they need Some measure of success, and above

all, they need to develop the attitude that education is related to their

]
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lives and their purposes. They need to know how a thing will affert them

‘personallvy., In my.opinion, Title I, when [ripleme~ted as intenled by

. Cougress, {s one means by which educationally disadvantaned children can

-

receive the help they need in order® to succeed.
Success or‘ented Compensatory Education classes, while addressing an

educationgl need, involve, as a rule,_%mall group deliverv methods wigp a

noncumpatitive atmosphere being set and encouragement given to students

to shata, take chancas, expl&ie. and ultimately to aéhieve at the highest
level they are capable of reaching., Title I has demonstrated that with

individualized i{nstruction, one can, among other things, reasonably ex-

pect: (1) Test scoras of students to irprove beyond the normal cxpectations

in a regular classroom, (2) Self-worth to grow, ~nd (3) Pareat involvement

to increase. ) .

There would be "school" even if Title I funds were not available, but,
without federal funds, especially Title I, educationally deprived students
would be denied the cpportunity to receive the s “plementary experiences

nceded {f they-are ty achieve at an acceptahle rate.

A description of the major types of programs funded under Title I gives
one an idea of the impact of Title I in Tennessee. During FY '78, the best

available data indicate of the one hundred forty-nine (149) school systems

in Tennessee, one hundred forty=-:ight (148) conducted remedial reading
programs {unded under Title I. various grades were involved, however,
major emphasis was placed on services to students in grades 1-6. The data
indi;a:e seventy-eight (78) of the school systems implemented Title 1
math programs and twenty-five (25) of the school systems conducted other
types of Title 1 programs designed to meet the special educational needs

of educationally deprived children. In FY 78, one hundred (100) of

Taennessee's school systems included, as a part of their Title I program,

—
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support servintes #n one or uwore of the following areas: health. food,
social, medical, dental, and clothing. These Supporiive services were

provided only if they wére not otherwise available and only to those

. 6tudenés 1nvo§ved in the Title ¥ instructional activities.

Program effectiveness can best be shown in terms of stu&én: achiqvement
and will be presented in detail later in thia testimony. There are, how=
evar, other benefits dnriv;d_frou Title T. for example, in Tennessee,_:he
spin-off benefits from Title I funded acfivities are apparent when one
reviews tnaching methods, materials and delivery systeys being adopted éor
use in the regular ciassroom. These spin-off benefits are also realized
as one talks with parents of pre=-school children who also have school age
children in the Title I programs. It appears that supceosful experiences
in Titde 1 classas are brought home by the Title I students and, as a
reshlt. younger, pre-school children receive spin-of€ benefit; froﬁ Title T
programs. Also, in Title 1 programs having a home=school component,
especially those featuring a liaison approach between the school and the
home, it appeari that pareuts receive training which helps-them to help
their school age children and as a result are also better able to help
their pre-school children before they leave home and experience the more
threatening atmosphere of the regular school classroom.

Now let's turn to another measure of the impact Title I has had on the
youth of Tennessee - that of number of participants, Table 1 deplets
figures taken from the evaluation reports of FY '76 Title I programs.

These reports were submitted taq the State Education Agency by the Local
Education Agencies. Table I presents the number 'of participants (undupli-
cated FTE), from public and private schools, by grade group, for the regular

school term as well as during the summer. As clearly shown by Table I,

.
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. "NUMBER OF TITLE 1 PARTLCIPAiS (UNDUPLICATED FIE)
DURING FY 78 .

. .
* Regular Temm =~ Summer Tewm
. Public Private "~ Public Private
Pre K & K 5436
Grades 1-6 82,364 99 4701 .~ 129
~ " Grades 7-9 - 11,589 T ' T2 2
Grades 10-12 _ 567 . 217
Total 99,976 99 T sa0 150
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reporting the number of educationally deprived children by type of need,

SR
Ticle I, in FV '7q.in Tennessee, providud services to approximately v
100,075 (FTE) students during the vosular school term, The body count -
for the same period was apironimateiv 103,11%9. ODuring the Fv '78 ;umq;r
period, approximately 5,360 (FTE) students were served in twelve (12) /
summer programs. Even though these flgures.wnuld l?ad one to believe that

-

a vast number of students are beiung served, perhaps more importagtly, and ,
somewhat .unsaid is the fact that an estimated 26&,90§.ch11dren_1n Tennoasge.
duriqg the same”perioa of time, were eligiﬂle for setvices but leas than
half received Title I services. The major ieason for this appeared to be
lack of funds. Alsc, it is s.gnificant c; QPCe that only twelve (12}
summer programs were conducted. Others weré‘needed but Title I funds were
used duringlthe reéular schnol year and were not gufficien: to provide much
needed additional serviceg during the summer which, perhaps, would have |
helped to sustain gains realized during the regular school term.
Another means of demonstrating the impact of Title I services in
Tennessee is to look at the number of participants by type of service.
Table IT presents the number of participants in FY '78 (Duplicated Count) ..
by ¢t e of'seiv}ce. These numbers were taken frqm reports su6m1£cedaby'
LEAs across the state. Table II would lead one to believe that many stu~
dents receive services as a result of Title I. This is true, but more

2 .

is neaded. The tible does not tell the whole story. A review of LEAs
Ay )

showed that approximately fifty-eight percent (58%) of those identified

as educationally deprived and demonstrating needs in the «rea of reading
were receiving Title I services. Only filty-one percent (51%) of the
educationally deprived children identified as having a need in the area of

math were being served in Title I classes, and nineteen percent (19%) of

the educationally deprived students demonstrating other academic needs were

- ,‘-)
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NUMBER OF TITLE I PARTICIPANTS (DUPLICATED COUNT)
. BY AREA OF SERVICE DURING FY 78
. ! .
i — _ ! —
Regular Summer
Reading _ . BL5T 7,678
Math ] . 36,044 +3,399
© .
Other Academic . 5,227 344 .
Support Services ) 48,003 : . 1,043
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‘materials and supplies needed by the remaining Title I teachers,
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buing verved. This demonstrates the need For nat only a contiquatién af.

funding but a nced tor increased funding in order toomeet ‘tha needs of these

A
. children. For example, iln one rural school system {n Tennesges, twelve g

N

hundred and ninety~two (1,292) students have heen found to.be belaw graﬂg

level in math, Due <0 {nsufficient funds. no Title I remedial math ser-
<
To provide the services déhcribed in thi testimony, it takes d;dicated.

qualiffed personnel, Table IIl depicts the Ti:le i staff, by category. as
' B » ]

was reported by LEAs, which were employed to provide Title 1 services®to

geducationally deprived childfen during FY '78. Tt té also significant to

note that, in Tennessees largesc School system alone, it is estimated that
with the anticipated FY '80 level of funding, it may be necessary to remove
one hundred dedicated and qualified teachetl from the Title 1 payroll.

Alsp 1nvolved. among other things, would be a red 1n£apecialized

Title I also contributes to the improvement of debilitating and demoral-
}zing community factors by providing an oppoétuni&y for parents to serve as
constructiwe'forces.in the edu .ation of their childr;n.

Title I funds were also used to fund parent advisory council activities,
In FY '78, approximately $146,226 in Iitle 1 funds were reported as spent
for parent advisory coungil activities, It has been found in the State of
Tennessee that parent involvement as it relates to instruction 1is the most
effective type of irvolvement of parents, One urban school system reported:
e feel that the program accomplishments can be'gelt by the fact that we
had three hundred forty-eight parents of Title I students who vete dctively
involved in PAC activities last year,, They supported the program in many

ways, and their suggestions and ideas have been incorporated into our pro-

o
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posals as they are developed each year, ‘lany parents have been. challenked
to further their own education, amd numerous Title T aides are presently
> i ' .
employed as teachers in our achool system. Our data indicate that where

parents become active participants in the propram at school and assist their

children at home in our parent-card prc_ram that achievement dces {ncrease.

* Whadq compared wi: non=participating parents, an average of five udditiunul .
“ ) .

montvs was no:ed, ' R
no:her urban Qchool system 1nvolvad ite Title I parents by telephone

Eontgnss, notes/letters and other ?ritten communication, by parer:-teacher
conferences, and by Title I classrsom visitation and work within the class~
room, A survey of this system's Title I parents showed tha:lof the one
.thousand nine hundréd fifty-six (1,956) parents surve;ed. one thousand niue
hundred and eighteen (1,918) indicéﬁeq that the reading cupport program had
aided in:his/her childs' progress in regular reading class iq school. One
thousand one hundred and eighty-one (1,181l) of the one thcusand two hundred
and sixteen (1,216) parents gurveyed felt that the math support progrém had
aided his/her child in the regular math class in school.

‘To.help evaluate the success of Title I programs, Section 151°of Publie .
VLaw 95-380 mandated the developmgnt of evaluation models and the providing
of technical assistance to SEA'a.in-the implementation of those models.
The models have been developed as required by RMC Research Corporation of
California. The metric deveioped to measure student uchiéve;ent gain was
:he;sormgl curba'equizalen: or what is commonly referred to as the NCE.
Tenne aée began discussions concerning FhelModel in 1976, and beginning with
khe FY '77 Title I programs, was one of the first states to implement the
m;dels. All ;bstems'in Tennessee, beginning with the FY '77 Title I program,

were tequired to use,Model A-1 which required the use of a norm—referenced

test for both the pre and post test. Tennessee's implementation of one of

-
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the models was donu without the federal mandace which is apparently

down-tha=pike fﬁ} next year., The technical assistance cdntcr for our rewion,

Region IV, is the Educagional Testing Service (ETS) from Atlanta, Ceorgia. R

! Tennessee has recelved a tremendous amount of support and help from the

staff of the center. (Center personnel assisted State Educational Agency
P Personnel in orilentating Local Educational Agency Personnel to the use of
the model and in coming to an understanding of the meaning of the NCE and how
,to use results of tests which are engessed in NCE gains.
. - It is my understanding that the NCE is like an index, for example, it

might be compared to the Gross National Product and Dow Jones. It is an
. effort to report in a common way. It Is recoenized that anv positive NCE
a(over 0) can be attributed to Title I. The Standard Deviation is 21.06,
and {n the use of Ehe NCE, it is felt that a scale of about 0-12 can be
anticipated. Zero (0)'NCE'meaés no learning occurred because of Title I,
It'is generally understood that an NCE gain of three to four (3-4) should ; 2
be expected with a gain of six to seven (6-7) in some cases. RMC Research
Corporation established, through the application of the médels to existing °*
eXemplary programs and by other statistical analysis, that a gain of seven:
(7 ESES would.'ln their view, be exemplary. This background information
is provided as an int;oduction to Table IV which presents the NCE gain,
by grade, in reading and math. Table Iv‘also shows a c¢oncentration of
se;vices in grades two throuzh six (2-6). It further shows that even though

e

very few students are served at the upper gcade levels, an NCE gain is

.

shown. . . -
v

The state average NO®E gain in reading was 4,2 1t was 7.7 in math. It

should be noted that the NCE gain in math was one ﬁhird (1/3) the Standard
]

Deviation of 21.06. 1n reading the average welighted NCE gain statewlde for
- ’ . Y

-grades 1-6 was 4.2. It was 4,3 for grades 7-9 and 1.5 for grades 10-12,
) . Y o

.
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. TABLE TV

NCE GAIN BY GRADE LEVEL DURING FY 78

H

. Reading ) Math
Grade No. Tested ;ain Yo, 'l‘esl‘cec’; Galn
2 .- 11,084 47 3,698 8.6
I 8,194 5.8 : 1,60 10.4
“ 7,759 4l 4,567 9.3
5 7,070 3.3 4,467 6.3
6 6,847 2.8 4,519 5.5
7 © 3,217 4.0 C1,025 6.6
8 : 2,075 4.6 802 4.6
9 | 418 5.8 7Y 6.2
10 180 2.4 15 9.8
o : 113 -1 13 11,4
12 . 46 2.2 2 11,5
\
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In math, the average weighted' NCE 32in statewide Eor grades lef was 7.9,

for grades 7.9, it was 5.7, and for grades 0= .; e was .10.6..

The gains noted above took into consideratiocn all‘reportine LEAs in the

State of Tennessee. To demonstvate the impact of Title I.in cerms of stue

dent gains, in reading in rural areas, Table V shows the average NCE gain

for students in  ten (10) basically typical rura} school systems in

Tunnessee. It should be noted that this table indicates that three thousand

.

Weighted NCE gain was 6.1,

.8i% hundred seventy-three (3,673) students wevre tested and the Average .

Likewise, it should be noted that rains are also made in Tennessee's

urban school systems. One urbian school svstem reported:

.

"Title T {s an

effective tool in fighting educaiional depriviation and ... pupil achieve-

ment gains-have averaged over 1.2 grade levels per year over the last three

years."

Another urban school system presented the following evidence of program
_effectiveness in tarms of student achievement.

ren were served in grades pre-K - 8th. In rearding,

Approximately 12,801 child-

.

three thousand and

seventeen (3,017) Title I students were tested in grades two through aix

(2-6). The average gain.ﬁas 5.7 months. This is compared with. four thou-

sand two hundred and five (4,205) non-Title I studenis tested in grades

two through six (2-6). The average gain for non-Title I students was 4.8

months. In mathematics, three thousand three hundred and ninety-seven

-(3,397) Title I students were tested in grades two through six (2-6)¢ The

average gain was 7.8 months. This is compared with four thousand one

hundred and ninety-six (4,196) non-Title I students tested in grades two

through six (2-6). The average gain for non-Title I students was u.6

months. Also, in mathematics, six hundred and seven (607) Title I students

in grades seven through eight (7-8) were tested. The average gain was 9.7
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TABLE V

3

SCHOOL SYSTEMS I'RING FY 78

AVERAGE GALN 8 READING IN TEM RURAL TENNESSEE

Svstem trades No. Tested Avg. NCE Gain
0l 2-4 310 9.8
01 Seh 290 7.6
K 02 2~ L2113 . 2.8
03 2-6 300 T
04 26 455- 3.7
05 2-6 286 7.6
086 2-6 226 3.9
, 07 2-6 191 7.5
‘ 08 246 196 4.9
09 2-8 456 9.0
10 2-8 650 4.9
TOTAL 3678  Avg. Weighted 6.1

NCE Gain
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months. This 1s.compared with sevan hundred eighty-two (782) non-Tlclg 1
studunts tested in grades seven through eight (7-8). The uvé;axe gain For
wn-Title I students was h,3 honths, . '
I believe the evidence is clear in Tennessee, Title I is wo;ktng well,

It has been the bright.spot in the educational program for thousands of
¢ students. Hut there are thousands of scuden;; desperately nuedine Title 1
services who 49 not receive them because Title I services are dependent, ¢
"in large measure, upon the funding level of Title I. The need is clear not
only for services to meet the needs of unserved students, but also there is

a demonstrated need to expand current services, especially in the critical

areas of reading and mach. As has been shown from Local Educational Ageﬁcy

.

_reports, current Title I funding basically provides réaaing at the elementary
lavel., Consequently, if LEAs are tg have secondary Title I‘'programs or
summer programs as the Legislation (Section 124(k), P.L. 95-561) encourages,
cither additional Title I funds are needed-or LEAs will be forced to cut
back current eclementary programs in .order to gunerate funds for use at the
secondary level.

Funding of Title I cannot be static, it must increase if current programs
are to be maintained and‘addltional services are to be provided. It is
estimated tﬁat funding at the same level would-actually'mean a reduction
~f as mucha as :eﬁ percent (10%) in some programs due in part, to the rising
rate of inflation. ane urban’ school system wrote: .,,,If we receive the
same amount for next school year which we received for the one presently
in session, it would, in fact, amount toaa decrease, In order teo give the
projected cost of living, fringe benefits, atc., our budget would increase

< seveh to ten percent. In order to hold our own: so to speak, we would

require a seven to ten percent lncrease in new funding.”

ERIC .
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Also, it should bu uoted that P.i. 31-87%, Section 5e funds, while
difficult to admiunister, have provided idditlonal mouies which have supple=
mented TiCLe 1 programs or flave. provided Title 1 tybe programs, The disg=
conttnuation of the categorical nature of theqe funds would have a definite
effect on Title I services available to educationally deprived children in
the State of Tennessee unless Title 1 funding is increased so as to ofogt
the discontinuation.

One urban school system wrote: “v . .4e anticipate a loss of ;20"
thousund doliars in P,L. 874 compensatory Education funds, This loss
represents approximately an amount equivalent to 117 of ‘our Title T FY 79
funding. The school system will be required to fund personnel salaries at
a level equivalent to 7% or more (increments must be considered) higher
than FY '79. Additionmally, frifge venefits will be higher and the cost
of materials and supplies will be escalated by more than R%. These factors

when‘\ {rito conaideration mean that our system must have approximately

)
20% more Title I funding for FY 180 as oppased to FY '79 or reduce its

programs by a like percentage, . Without an increase in funding ..., we
will have to cut back ‘programming with a projected loss of nine to eleven
classes. The educational arrangement used will determine the actual
cutback number." '

A bright spot in anticipated Title I funding is the provision set forth
in Section 117 of P.L, 95-561, -It is anticipated that concentration grants
will affect eighty-five (83) of Tennessee's ninety-five (95) counties.

Full funding of the concentration grant provision will enable Local Edu-
cational Agencies in Tennessee's counties to provide more effective programs
of instruction, especially in the basic skills of readiné. writing, and

mathematics, to meet the special educational needs of educationally deprived

children. ' Congress in its wisdom fovsaw the critical need for additional

9,.
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Tehnessee particinates in Title I; (3) A description of the major types of
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agsistance to local educational agencies in counties with especially high

-concentrations of children from low-income families. Tennessee apprecintes

“this effort, ' .

In summary, this testimony has provided: (1) An overview of what
Title I has meant in Tennessee; (2) A brief description of the scope and

nature of ficlc I in Tennessee noting that all of the school systems in

programs under Title I and their impact; (%) Information_regardiqs effec-
tivenews of Title I in terms of benefits other than student achievement
such as improved teaching methods and materials; (5) Evaluation data
indicating the success of the Title I programs in terms of student achie;e-
meént noting that the State average NCE gain in reading was 4.2 and in math,
it wvas 7.7; a#d (6) Fvidetce chAc'Ticle I funding cannot be static, it
must increase if current programs are to be maintained andadditional ser-
vices are to be provided.

To further summarize, even though I personally have some technical
concerns about -some sections of the Lagislation, I.feel that Title I is
workips well in Tennessee. For the most part, I believe Title I programs
are being conducted legally and effectively,

Title I classes in Tennessee, provide a non-threatening atmosphere
where educécionally deprived children ¢an realize success and progress
at their own rate. They provide a setting,conducive to a relationship of
confidence, warmth, acceptance, non-threatening evaluation and freedom from
the routine structure of the regular classroom. The Title I teachdr accepts
and works with each Title I child an' “i{s =~arents, ever those whos2 hehavior
and language violate his/her own social codes. In the Title I class, the
educationally deorived student is éreated 20 an 1Pd1v1dua1 and givan individual
instruction. To me, it appears thne effaective tea;her sees the world from
the_child's point of view and the most affective Title I
nroerams involve the student's parents in nis instroection,

As an educqtur.und as 4 mother, T .r--nli::e the {mpertance of supnlementary
instruction. Again, I comrend those re-monsible for the cnactment of Title 1
of rhe Elementary and Secondary Faucacion Act.

Thank you.

44-402 0«79 = 3 L
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_ STATEMENT OF JO LETA REYNOLDS, DIRECTOR, COMPENSATORY '
EDUCATION, TENNESSEE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mra. Reynoros. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Members of the
Committee. : . o
I do appreciate the opportunity of presenting testimcny, and on .
behalf of the State of Tennessee, I would like to express that
appreciation to you. To my knowledge, this is the first time-the
State of Tennessee has been given this honor, and we are grateful.

You have copies of my detailed testimony, and as the Chairman
requested, 1 will attempt to summarize that, rather than to read
from the document itself.’ :

"1 would like to summarize by telling you a . .le bit about title I
in Tennessee, because I think you can see that it is working.

In Tennessee, title I is, perhaps, the first opportunity that most
of our children have for a successful experience. The instructional
activities provided would, at best, be difficult to be provided in the
regular classroom, or even, perhaps, impossible.

Every school system in Tennessee has a title I grant. Grants to the
LEA’s in our State range from $11,000 to $11 million, with the
majority falling in the range of $50,000 to $250,000.

In our State we serve approximately 103,000 students, but the
unsaid fact is that we have approximately 248,000 eligible students.
So you see that we are serving many children, but there are many
yet to be served.

Title I in Tennessee, basically, involves two major types of pro-
grams, remedial reading. and remedial math. One-hundred-
and-forty-eight of Tennessee’s 149 systems have remedial reading
programs funder under title I, and only 78 have remedial math
proirams, and 100 provide support services.

The spin-off effect, I think, is one way of demonstrating that title .
I is working in Tennessee. As Dr. Himley indicated in his testimony,
it is evident that the spin-off effect has be n seen in that title I
teaching methods, we see many times, now, being adopted in the
regular classroom.

Also, particularly in the urojects that have parent-home coordina-
tion in their projects, we see a fefinite effect—the spin-off effect on
the siblings of the title I participant. '

Evidence that it has worked can also be seen by the studen® ga. ™.
These I have presented to you in written testimony, but I would like-
to say that based upon what is commonly referi=d to now as the
NCE, with a zero NCE meaning no progress as a result of title I,
Tennessee has shown in reading a 4.2 NCE gain statewide average,
and a 7.7 gain in math statewide average NCE.

So title I is working in terms of student achievement. In 11 of our
basically rural, typical school systems in our State, the average NCE
gain was 6.1, and in the nrban school systems, we are reporting, in
some cases, a 12 grade increase over the past 8 years. So by
achievement, title I is also working.

Now, I would like to look at funding of title I as it will affect the
school systems in Tennessee, and how it will affect the good title I is
really doing.
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First, in the State’s largest urban city, it is estimated that with
the anticipated fiscal year 1980 level of funding, it may necensitate
the removal of 100 teachers from the payroll-—the title I payrolls,
and, therefore, decrease the services to our students.
~ Current funding has provided basically, reading at the elemen-

tary level, as I have indicated. Consequently, if LEA’s in our State .

are to have secondary Title I programs, or summer programs, as the
legislation in section 124 of Public Law 95-561 encourages, either
-. additional title I funds are needed, or the LEA’s will hiwve to cut

their elementary Title I programs back, in order to generate funde

for these secondary programs or summer programs. .

The title I funding, not only in Tennessee, but across the Nation
“cannot be static. It must increase in otuer to just maintain tho
current programs. If services are to be provided, there must be an
increase in funding. '

It is estimated that funding at the same level actually means a
reduction of as much as 10 percent in some programs, due in part to
the rising rate of inflation. In erder to give the cost of living raise,

~ the fringe benefits, and, as we would put it in Tennessee, hold our
-own, it is going to require a projected increase of 7 to 10 percent in
our State.

Also it should be noted that the discontinuation of the categorical
nature of section 5[e] Public Law 81-874 funds will adversely affect
title I in Tennessee. These funds, for the most part, have been used in

. our State to supplement title I programs.

I would like to also note that there is a bright spot in the funding,

and that is the provision for concentration grants. This will affect
- 85 of our 95 counties in our State. Full funding of the concentration

grants will enable -LEA’s to provide more effective programs, and‘ i

hopefully will affect many of the children that we have not been
able to reach before. : -

In summary, even though I personally have some technical con-
cerns as it relates to some of the sections of the legislation, I feel
that title I is a good program, and it is working in our State. As an
educator, and as a mother, I realize the importance of supplemen-
tary instruction, and I commend those responsible for the enact-
- ment of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

I have been in title I since it began in 1965-66, and the program
_has worked, and it is still working. Again, on behalf of our State, I do
thank you for the opportunity of telling you that title I is workir in
Tennessee. :

Thank you.

Chairman Perkins. Thank you very much for some exce'leut -

testimony.

The next witness is Dr. William J. Johnston, general superintend-
ent, Los Angeles Unified School District.

Go ahead, Dr. Johnston.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Johnston follows:]

i .‘.s
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* TEBSTIMONY TO THB SUBGONHITTBE f
ON SLEHENTARY. SECONDARY ARD VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Dr.-Williaa J, Johnston, - Suparia:andun:
Los Angeles Unified School District .
I Merch 6, 1979 .

3 . . : [}
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Chairman Parkins and Hembers of the Subcommittee of Elaﬂenf.ry.
s.condnry lnd Vocational Educstion, I en William J. Johnlton,
Superln:.nd.n: of the Los Angeles Unified School D;-:rist. the
second largest school district in the nation. I ;elcone the
opportunity to give tebtimony on the Title ! program as it

impacts the larﬁe urban school distriect which I reprosent,

T. BACKGROUND

In the 1960's educators, legiglators such as genator Perkins, .-

and the public, in saner.f. becems avare that childrsn from

low income areas throughout the United States were not coing

as well as they should in school, Because of underachievement,

many children would never reali*e thelr personal, social or
economic potentials., The pov-r:y-underachlevemen:-pover:y
cycle had to befbroken. In 1965, with the passage of the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, massive fedaral

assistance made it possible for school districts such as the

Los Angeles Unified School District to provide additional

srervices and educn:ional experiences these children needed to

{mprove their educational achievement.

I1, NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED/CONCENTRATION OF POVERTY

The {mplementation of the Los Angeles Untfied School District

30
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Tx:lgil Program began in Februkty, 1966 with provisions for
lgﬁuicel to approximstaly 50.009 eligible pupils, In the
current school ysar, 3978-79. luppl.!&n!ll services ars
provided for approximately 152,000 educationally disadvantagad
pupils liVing 10 low-incume areas, Due to large concentrations

of poverty, 137 district elementary schools and 19 district

‘aecoﬂdary schools serve atudents of whom mors than 75% are

from low=income families, Thus, within these 156 schools ara

conc¢ :rated 126,000 students uﬂn are eligible for the Title I

program, . L N

Althadgh Title I has been the main source of funds for com-
pensatory education in the Los Angeles Unififed School District
over the years, the district has not relied solely on fedaril.
funds to provide these extra services,  The district has com=
bined ndd;tiohnl state comhenwugory education fuads with

Title I funds to create a coordinated, effective program

while, at the same time, avoiding dpplication of effort. L@
With the passage of Senate Bill 90 (SB 90-EDY) by the
California Legislature in 1972, the number of students parti-
cipating in conmpensatory education programs hag tripled since
the initial years of the Title I program. Additionally, theae
federal and state funds have assisted in meeting the inflationary
costs of maintaining existiqg programs as well as c%pnnding

such programs, It is noteworthy that B88% of the Title I funds

~a
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and administrative asupport efforee. e .
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received by %“oe Angsles Unified Schéol District sre used in ,
. ¢,
direct school leval progrsms. The other 121 so-i to‘curziculum.

e
.

PN
’

GALS IN STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

5Pt4or to 1965, the achievement 8cores of the Title 1 schools

2
showed & sceady decline, Since the inception of increased

Title I fundas and the concentration of progrems in district -
schools, the decline of achievelcns léog.u hss been ur;cusud
and gradual ‘irrcreased have resulted. specifically, st the
eleuentavy level, the average percnnttlé ranks 4n reading show
growth from the 25 percentile in 1972 to the 31 percentil; in
1976, The 9vefage paercentile rank in mathematics increased
from the 21 percentile in 1972 to the 36 percentile in 1976. -

Clearly, i: we had not had ,compensatory education programs in

the elementary schools, we would not see the steady wrogreas

in the achievement scores of secondary students that have

’

vecurred in recent years.

In 1970, our Title I qeien:h‘gredera were achieving at a s;ade .
level equivalent of 3.8, In 1978, our Title I seventh graders
boosted their grade level equivalent to 5.0, a galn of 12
zonths. The mathematics grade lovel equivalent for these,
same seventh graders in 1970 was 4.4, In 1978, it was 5.3,

a gain of 11 months,

39 . .
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HOW FUNDS ARE UTILIZED : . oo .

0 ) 4 .

wWith :ho Ti:lo s pro;ran. schools have hod the requiresusnt end.
&4
the oppo:cunityato bring persnts~-staff togsthsr to plan come~

prehensive prograuo for students., Conassquently, ths dic:rict'n

overall conpensatory educa:ion ptagran hos ths advantage of

-beins developed, planned, 1np1cuen:ad ‘and aveluated in a coore

dgnn:ed effort by ataff and the District Advisoxy Committea.

' . e . )
. v .

Local schoola have ytilized Title I funds as follows:
A, The instructional program is augmenéed B; additf{ona\l
2

ae:vices in ﬁbadins. lansuage and matitematice :hrough

the use of spacialin:e. We have been able to recruit

approximately 2,0u0 teaching asasistants from local coYleges

and univeraities to pr;vide high qual{:y assistence to
1nd1vigual s:uden;a. +Many of these aaoisten:o have re=-
turned to.:heae inner city acﬁ%ols as rﬁgular teachers, °
B, Title I ;unds have made it possible to develop ard train
“educﬂtidn aides and parent vo}unteers from target commu=-
‘nities. Funding has also made it possible 'to develop
X addit;Lnal instructional materials EP meet the gpecial
needs of eligible paiticipanta. . .
"/ G, Multicultural education activifies are provided in all
1nstructiona1'components at both the elementary and the

secondary levels: These are designed to help bring

about positive attitudes toward different ethnic groups.

n
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Staff development is requirsd of all project volunteer
vorkers, aides, clerical parsonnel, :cubhoru. admini-
strators and participating pAarents,. Ti:io'l funds have "
made it ﬁolpiplo to upgrade the skills and understandings
of. all persons directly or 1ndi;ec:1y involved with the
teaching of eligible Title I project studentid, '
Parent ﬁar:ietpution and parent education are basic to

the success of the school's compensatory 1ni:rue;1ona1
activities, - Ws have been able to train and develop

;arent; to participate in the Advisory Council at aach »
participating school. Currently, more than 4,000 parenta
are actively involved in planning, implementing, evalu=- )
sting and nodifying the local snd dtut;iccwido program,

Los Angeles Title I parents have beconme natioﬁully
acknowledged as leaders in parent participation, Aépro;:-
mately 3,000 para-profe;nionaln. many of whom are parents,
arve assisting eligible pﬁpilﬂ in their classrooms, A
nymber of these pata-profeaaionulp have fﬁttheted thelir
education to teturn.to'thesé schools aa :euchers.or have
entered into other.Felated'cateets. !

Health Services, In addition to instructional aervices,

Ti{tle I funding has made it possible to ptovide supple~
mentary services for.parent confercnces, referrals and
follow-up attention to health defects, Each eligible

participant has a health profile preparod for him or

r .y -
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V. CONCERNS

1,

3,

4,

&

her bssed on the results of a conplete phyale‘l examination.

. Counseling/Guidance. Added counseling time end rssources

pernit greater individual attention to each student in the
project as a result of both lndividull and gtoup counealing,
Attendance. Additional pupil services and attendance psr-
sonnel malée hrﬁe calls, hold case conferences and help .

-

eliminate problem situations that contribute to irregular

school attendance,

The grant for Title I has never been- fully funded. Therefore,
even after combining federal and state compensatory educdtion
funds, we are st}ll not serving approximately 75,000 eligible

L 4
students. .

: 2 :
With the advent of outr student 1th3ration program, Title I
students that ara transported to non=-eligible schools will
lose compensatory education serviégs aétér Ehe current year.
The election pchedure fé; district advisory committees in
large urban districts 14.c:mberoome and unreasonable be?
cause it Tequires a form‘l dis:rlqtuide election involwving
411 parents. We would recommend that parnticipation in the
election be festricted to parents in participating~eligible
and eligible (but not participating) schools,

Ne'w rogulacioné require the maintenance of éffort based on
the second preceding year's expenditure. This requ?rement

does not make allowances for unusual circumstances such as

the effects of Proposition 13 which resulted in the

T
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Lps Angales Unified School District loaing sbout 10% of

* fte otsts And 1oE-1 appoétionpent 4n tha currant ‘schoold

yeeor., s : '

»
-

The aurvival of larga urban achool diatricts dapends fn large
measure on the continuanga of atete iﬂd federsl coupinnltbry sdu-
cation fundsf EQr only through these extraordinsry sfforta are

. wva sabls to-begin to meet the specisl nseds of sconomically die-

sdvantaged youngaters.

As a rnnul:'of the Title I program, we hava been abla to 1) form

s .partnerehip with parents and actively *involve them in thg ‘
education of their children, 2) attract teachers to inner=city
achoola, 3) serve the ncndn.of young peopls that no other agency
sarves, and 6! provide enriched snd expsnded aducations]l axpsriencsa

for eligible students.

1 respectfully urge the members of this subcommittee to continue
their advocacy of the Title I program by supporting the new ESEA

Title I concentration program,

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. JOHNSTON, GENERAL SUPERINTEND-
ENT, LLOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT :

Dr. JounstoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

I am very honored to be here to speak with you about the gains
and the goal of title I programs in the district that I am privileged
tohserlve, and in part to represent the council of the greater city
schools. :

We are particuldrly grateful for your leadership, Mr. Perkins,
over these many years for this wonderful program, and it is very
good to see Mr, Hawkins, our own distinguished Representative,
here and actively involved in this worthy cause.

As you know, the program began in Los Angeles in 1966, and &t
that time we began by serving some 50,000 disadvanta ed students
at that time, with a modest budget of some $12 million. In the
current year, we are serving about 152,000 eligible students in the
district, with a title I budget of some $39 million, and we add to that

_State funds, and local compensatory funds, and we have been able to
now triple the number of students served. ‘

I would like to point out to the members oé\ the committee that we
have an additional 75,000 students who are eligible, but who remain
unserved because the program is not as yet completely funded.

/
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We do share the remarks made earlier today that we have,
because. of title I, reversed the downward spiral of achievement
scores among our many students. Just two brief examples, if I may.
_ In reading at the elementary level in 1972, our students were
scorjhg at the 26th percentile, and now we are-proud of the
fact/that we are at the 3lst, and continuing to im rove, Mathethat-
ics Bre much the same. In 1972, we were at the 21 percentile, and
now we are at the 36th, and the trendline is continuing.

I would observe as well that these are during years that our

non-English speaking students have increased dramatically. In fact,

we have identified in our district 82 different languages.

I would just mention, or make a brief comment on the involve-
ment of parents, which I think is the key to the success of the
program. We have over 4,000 puarents currently involved and par-
ents in time become educational aides, and many of the educational
aides, in time, become teaching assistants, and many of these
teaching assistants, in fact, become teachers in the school district.

So we are very pleased to see this kind of trendline.

We have just a few concerns, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, that I would like to briefly bring to your attention. We
would like, obviously, to include the 75,000 eligible youngsters in
our district, and we want to applaud the proposed increase in title I
funds by the administration and the contentration factor that has
been proposed by this subcommittee..

I would mention, too, that we have some difficulty with title I
continuing support for those youngsters who become involved in our
mandatory integration program. As you must know, the

“follow-the-child” funds are good for 1 year only. We would like to

see that, obviously, continued.

We would like to suggest that perhaps some simplification of the
election procedure for selecting the district advisory committees
might be realized. We applaud the involvement of/parents, but we
are not sure that all parents in the district need to participate in
this election. '

We would like to suggest the rescinding of the regulation that
calls for a maintenance of effort which is based on the expenditures
for a particular year. As everyone in the Nation must know, we had
a very unusual experience this past year with the passa%e of
Proposition 13, where we suddenly lost over 10 percent of our.
budget. &=

I would conclude by saying that in my judgment the survival of a
large urban school district depends in large measure on the continu-
ance of State and Federal compensatory education funds, for only
through these extraordinary efforts are we able to begin to meet the
special needs of increasing numbers of economically disadvantaged
youngsters.

As a result of title I, we have been able to form a very viable
partnership with thousand. of parents. They are now actively
involved in the education o. their children. We have been able to

attract many teachers to inner-city schools. We have been able to,
. serve the needs of young people that nb other agency serves.

Finally, I-believe that title I opportunity has provided an en-
riched and expanded educational experience, not just for eligible

153
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students, but for: deserving students. I would compliment this sub-
committee for its apxreciated leadershif, ard I trust and urge that
you continue your advocacy of che title I program.

Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. .
_ Chairman PERKINE. You have been very helpful to the committee,
and I would like to see you get that message across to the House
A;gropriations Committee. . ,

r. JounsTON. Thank you, sir, .

Chairman PERkINS. Our next witness is Dr. Arthur Jefferson,
yeneral superintendent of the Detroit public schools.

Go ahead, Dr. Jefferson.
. [The, prepared statement of Dr. Jefferson follows:] ' .

Bed

TESTIMONY OF ARTHUR JEFFERBON, GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT, DeTROIT PUBLIC

ScHoOOLS _ :
MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

’

I AM ARTHUR JEFFERSON, GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT OF THE DETROIT
PUBLIC SCHOOLS. I WELCOME THE 6EPORTUNITY TO COME BEFORE THIS
SQBCOHM!TTSE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY AND.VOCATIONAL.EDUCATloy TO
AEVIEW WITH YOU THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TITLE I OF THE EDUCATION
.AHENDMENTS OF 1978.

IN MY REMARKS, I INTEND TO OFFERISOHE OPINIONS ABOUT THIS
NEW LEGTSLATION, TO REVIEW BRIEFLY ITS IMPLEMENTATION IN MY SCHOOL
DISTRICT, AND TO BRING TO YOUR ATTENTION PROBLEMS THAT STILL EXIST
" AND ﬁPPEFULLY TO OFFCR SOME SOLUTIONS,

PUBLIC LAW 95-561 WHICH WAS FORMULATED IN CONGRESS AND SIGNED
BY THE PRESIDENT ON NOVEMBER 1, 1978 HAS’BEEN WELL RECEIVED BY THE
DETROIT SCHOOL COMMUNITY. THE LEGISLATION HAS MADE MANY FORWARD
STRIDES SINCE THE TIME OF THE FIRST ENACTMENT OF THE ESEA TITLE I
LEGISLATION IN 1965, IT HAS COME TO RECOGNIZE THE GREAT EDUCATIONAL
PLIGHT OF CHILDREN IN URBAN AREAS BY REASSERTING xis FOCUS ON DIS-
ADVANTAGED YOUTHS. IT HAS PROVIDED FOR THE EQUALIZATION OF ALLOCA-
TIONS TO URBAN AREAS THROUGH CONCENTRATION GRANTS. IT HAS GIVEN
FULL RECOGNITION TO ONE HUNDRED PERCENT OF RESIDENT CHILDREN FROM
‘FAMILIES THAT RECEIVE A.F.D.C. ASSISTANCE. IT HAS BEGUN TO FACILITATE
THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE LAW BY REQUIRING LESS PAPER WORK THROUGH
THE SUBMISSION OF TRI-ANNUAL PROGRAM APPLICATIONS AND EVALUATION
REPORTS. IT HAS RECOGNIZED FOR THE FIRST TIME THE NEED TO INTEGRATE
THE TITLE 1 TEACHER INTO THE ENTIRE SCHOOL FACULTY BY PCRMITTING HIS

CR RER INVOLVEMENT IN A MINIMUM OF NON-IRSTRUCTIONAL DUTIES.

[y
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THE NEW LAW ALSO STRENGTHENS THE ADMINISTRATION OF TITLE I
PROGRAMS THROUGH STRICTER ENFORCEMENT BOTH ON THE FEDERAL AND
STATE LEVEL.  IT IS HOPED THAT ENFORCEMENT WILL NOT RESULT IN S
GREATER BUREAUCRACY BUT IN MORE EFFECTIVE OUTCOMES FOR THE
EDUCATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS OF STUDENTS. AS LOCAL COMMUNITIES AND
SCHOOL PERSONNFL:BECOME MORE AWARE OF THE REAL INTENT OF THIS
L.EGISLATION, THEIR FOCUS ON BASIC SKILL DISADVANTAGEMENT OF OUR
CHILbREN COUPLED WITH THE INCREASING AMOUNT OF PROGRAM MONITORIN P

. p—.-—\c .

. iILL BEAR THE RESULTS WHICH WE ALL DESIRE. °

BY REASSZRTING AND STRENGTHENING PARENT INVOLVEMENT AS A
_CONDITION TO THE RECEIPT OF FUNDS BY SCHOOL DISTKICTS, THE LAW ’ o
' EXCLAIMS: “PARENTS, YOU BEAR A BURDEN EQUAL TO THAT OF SCHOOL
OFFICIALS IN THE EDUCATION OF YOUR CHILDREN." WHEN PARENTS ARE : 3
. KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOPT THEIR CHILD'S EDUCATIONAL NEEDS THEY NOT ONLY -
. FEED AND CLOTHE THEM BUT THEY TAKE TIME TO READ TO THEM, TO TALK
TO THEM, AND TO PERFORM OTHER TASKS THAT REMOVE BARRIERS SO OFTEN
ENCOUNTERED BY.TEACHERS- PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTING EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAMS UNDER THIS NEW LEGISLATION HAS THUS OFCOME A MORE
PLEASANT TASK.

THE DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS HAVE BENEFITTED FROM ESEA TITLE I o
SINCE ITS INCEPTION FOURTEEN YEARS AGO. FUNDING LEVELS FOR BASIC '
GRANTS UNDER.THIS TITLE HAVE RISEN FROM TWELVE To THIRTY MILLION
LLOLLARS., WITHOUT THESE FUNDS AND THE SERVICES PéOVIDED BY %BEM,

MANY OF THESE YCUTHS WOULD HAVE DROPPED OUT OF'SCHOOL AND w:ZLD HAVE
EEEN ADDED TO THE UNEMPLOYMENT ROSTERS. INSTEAD, THEY ARE NOW GRADU-
ATES LOOKING TOWARDS SHARING THE PROSPERITY THAT OUR AME??kAN SYSTEM

FROVIDES FOR THOSE WHO ARE PREPARED TO SHARE IN IT. | ﬁ.

w
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TITLE I PRUGRAMS HAVE -BEEN OF TREMENDOUS IMPORTANCE TO LOW-

ACHIEVING STUDENT! IN DETROIT. THOUSANDS OF OUR STUDENTS HAVE

IMPROVED THEIR READING AND MATHEMATICS SKILLS AS A DIRECT RESULT
OF THEIR PARTICIPATION IN TITLE I PROGRAMS. EVALUATION RESULTS

' FOR THE MOST RECENT YEARS IN DETROIT SHOW THAT THE OVERALL GAINS

IN READING AND MATHEMATICS -SKILLS FOR TITLE I PARTICIPANTS IN

GRADES 4 = 7 EXCEED THOSE OF NON-TITLE I STUDENTS. THIS, HOWEVER,

I5 NOT TRUE FOR GRADES 2 AND 3 WHERT THE DIFFERENCE IN GAINS BETWEEN
TITLE I AND NON.TITLE I STUDENTS IS LESS PRONOUNCED. IT COULD WELL
FE THAT THE SUSTAINED TREATHENT OF LOW ACHIEVERS BRING RESULTS AFTER
A NUMBER OF YEARS OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATIONAL SERVICES. #E. N
DETROIT, ARE ELATED EVEN WITH THE FACT THAT WITH THESE FUNDS WE

HAVE BEEN ABLE TO ARREST THE RATE OF REGRESSION SHOWN BY THIS STUDENT
{'ARGET POPULATION I PREVIOUS YEARS.

IN éHE CITY oF DETROIT, ONE HUNDRED FIFTEEN (115) ELEMENTARY,
THIRTY=-THREE (33) MIDDLE, ELEVEN (11} SENIOR AIGH AND ELEVEN (ll)
SPECIAL EDUCATION SCHOOLS PARTICIDATE IN THE TITLE I PROGRAM; A
TOTAL OF ONZ HUNDRED SEVENTY BUILDINGS. 1IN ADDITION, TITLE I
PROGRAMS ARE PROVIDED AT TWENTY-SIX {26) NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL SITES
FOP EDUCATIONALLY LOW ACHIEVING PRIVATE éCHOOL CHILDREN. "THE
MICHIGAN STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION HAS SET ITS HIGHEST PRIORITY FOR
STUDENTS IN EARLY AS WELL AS MIDDLE ELEMENTAR§ GRADES, THIS AFFECTS
NOT 6NLY STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AS TITLE 1 PARTICIPANTS BUT ALSO THOSE

QUALIFYING FOR THE RECEIPT OF MICHIGAN'S COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

O
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TITLE.I AND ARTICLE THREE PROGRAMS OPERATE SIDE BY SIDE.IN LOCAL’
SCHOOL BUILDINGS, wpnfswara COMPENSATORY PROGRAM ADOPTS GUIDELINES
SET BY THE TITLE I PROGRAM. SCHOOL OFFICIALS IN DETROIT WELCOME
THC PROVISIONS OF PUBLIC LAW 95561 WHICH BASE THE COORDINATION OF
EOTH OF THESE PROGRAMS AS THEY ARE OPERATED IN CONJUNCTION WITH EACH
OTHER., : '

f DETROIT PUPLIC SCHOOLS HAVE CONSTANTLY SEARCHED FOR WAYS AND
MEANS TO RAISE THE.ACHIBVEHFNT OF ITS STUDENTS WHO SHOWED -GREATEST
LEED FOR REMEDIATION IN THE BASIC SKILLS. A PLAN OF ACTION HAS

. KECENTLY BEEN ADOPTED BY IT& BOARD OF EDUCATION THAT OUTLINES A

WORKABLE ACHIEVIMENT PLAN FOR A DECENTRALIZED SCHOOL DISTRICT. -
THE § REGIONS OF THE DISTRICT ARE NOW FUNCTIONING WITHIN THIS PLAN.
IT IS KNOWN LOCALLY AS D.0 R.T., DETROIT OBJECTIVE REPERFNCt TEST.
IT IS A MANAGEMENT SYSTEM SUPPLEMENTING THE BASAL READING SERIES
QSED IN BACH SCHOOL. IT PROVIDES-FOR éHE MEASURING OF DECODING AND
COMPREHENSION SKILLS OF THE INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS. IT IS PART OF
UETROIT'S BASIC READING INSTRUCTIONAL FRAMEWORK IN EACH SCHOOL AND
HAS BEEN SO DESIGNED THAT SUPPLEMENTARY INSTRUCTIANAL SERVICES PRO-
VIDED FOR BL&GIBLE STUDENTS BY FEDERAL OR STATE FUNDING CAN BE
DELIVERED WITH GREAT FACILITY. . '

WHILE D.O.R,T, IS A SUCCESS FACTOR IN ITS RELATIONSHIP WITH
FEDERALLY FUNB%Q\PROGRAMS. THERE ARE SOME FACTORS IN THE DISTRICT
WHICH ADD TO THE DIFFICULTY OF IMPLEMENTING A TITLE I PROGRAM.

Fad
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DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS ' nzszsnzcar:on COURT oanzn MANDATES THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF nzan:ns AND COUNSELING PROGRAMS, THE IUILDING OF '

". VQCATIONAL BDUCATION CENTERS, REASSIGNMENT.OF STUDENTS THROUGH

ADJUSTMENTS IN ATTENDANCE AREAS Aﬂd THE BALANCING OF STAFF., WE
WERE FORTUNATE IN RECEIVING A SUBSTANTIAL GRANT UNDER THE EMERGLNCY
SCHOOL AID ACT TO FOLLOW THE TITLE I CHILDREN WHO HAD BEEN DEPRIVED

_OF SUPPLEMENTARY SERVICES DUE TO DESEGREGATION. YET AS WE APPROACH

THE NEXT SCHOOL YEAR WE ARE FACED WITH WHOLESALE REASSIGNMENT OF
.STAPP THROUGH COURT ORDERS WHILE SIMULTANEOUSLY TAYING TO MAINTAIN
COMPARABILITY AS REQUIRED BY THE TITLE I STATUTE.

IT I5 HOPED THAT CONGRESS WILL REVIEW VERY CAREFULLY THE DRAFT
REGULATIONS FOR: TITLE I TUAT ARE TO BE SUBMITTED SHORTLY FCR APPROVAL.
DETROIT IS FULLY COMHITTED TO THE IMPORTANCE AND NEED FOR PROVIDING -
EQUITABLE LOCAL FUNDING FOR ALL STUDENTS. YET THE CUMBERSOME AND
TIME CONSUMING PROCESS OF MFASURING COMPARABILITY MORE THAN ONCE

DURING THE YEAR IS HARDLY IN LINE WITH THE INTENT OF THE EDUCATION

" AMENDMENTS OF 1998 TO FACILITATE THE ADM;NISTRAEION OF THE LAW,

MR. CHAIRMAN, I DEEM IT URGENT THAT -THE RULES AND REGULATIONS TO

BE SUBMITTED BY THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION AS THEY RELATE TO THE

DEMONSTRATION OF COMPARABILITY BY SCHOOL DISTRICTS BE APPROVED ONLY

IF THEY FACILITATE (THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE PROVISION. ° . <
IN MY APPEARANCE BEFORE THIS COMMITTEE IN OCTOBER 1977, 1

POINTED OUT THAT WHILE fHERE ARE MANY SUCCESS STORIES WITH THOSE

STUDENTS WE ARE ABLE TO SERVE WI'WH TITLE i DOLLARS, IT WCULD BE A

SERIOUS MISTAKE FOR THIS COMMITTEE TO BELIEVE THAT SCHOOL DISTRICTS

ARE PRESENTLY &BLE 70 SERVE ALL OF THEIR EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED

STUDENTS.
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IN SPITE OF THE ADJUSTMENT IN THE ALLOCATION FORMULA IN PUBLIC
LAW 96-561, THERE IS STILL A LARGE PERCENTAGE -OF STUDENTS WHOSE
NEEDS ASSESSMENT HAS GHOWN THEN 70 BE ELIGIBLE, BUT WHO ARE NOT
RECEIVING COMPENSATORY SERVICES FROM EITHER STATE OR FEDERAL
FUNDING, THIS IS CAUSED PARTLY BY THE EVER INCREASING INFLA-
TIONARY TREND IN OUR CURRENCY BUT ALSO BY THE UNWILLINGNESS OF
'CONGRESS TO COMPENSATE FOR IT THROUGH APPROPRIATIONS THAT ARE
EQUAL 70 THE FULL FUNDING AUTHORIZATION. THE INCREASE IN APPRO-
PRIATIONS OVER THE YEARS HAS NOT EVEN KEPT UP WITH THE RISE IN THE
COST OF PROVIDING EDUCATIONAL SZRVICES. THUS, THE BASIC GRANT,
PART A OF TITLE I, IS SERVING LESS STUDENTS NOW THAN IT DID IN
PREVIOUS ‘YEARS, . v

' CONCENTRATION GRANT FUNDS FOR DETROIT THIS YEAR WILL LIKELY
BE SCARCE. NEVERTHELESS, IT IS HOPED THAT THESE ADDITIONAL FUNDS
FROM YEAK TO YEAR WILL ALLOW US TO REPLICATE DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS
THAT HAVE PROVEN TO BE OF GREATEST VALUE. THE STATE OF MICHIGAN
LEADS THE NATION w;wé ITS EXEMPLARY COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM.
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE INCENTIVE GRANT PROVISION THROUGH AN APPRO=
PRIATION IS ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL POR BOTH OF THESE PROGRANS, STATE
AND FEDERAL, TO MUTUALLY EXIST SIDE BY SIDE AND OPERATE’ -
EFFECTIVELY WITH A COMMON TARGET FOPULATION IN A COMMON DIRECTION.
I URGE ALL MEMBERS G, THIS CCMMITTEE, MR, CHAIRMAN, TO DIRECT
THEIR .EFFORTS TOWARDS ATTAINING AN APPROPRIATION FOR PRQ_\]ISION-

} IN CLOSING, I WISH TO REITERATE THAT GREAT STRIDES SEEM TO
HAVE BEEN MADE THROUGH ESEA TITLE I LEGISLATION SINCE ITS i
INCEPTION. THE IMMEDIATE RESULTS'ARE DIFFICULT TO MEASURE. YET
SUCCESS SEEMS TO BE EVIDENT.
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OUR SCHOOL STAFF, p‘uznu AND COMMUNITY ARE JOINED IN THE STRUGGLE
70 OVERCONE EDUCATIONAL DISADVANTAGENENT. DON'T DISAPPOINT THEN,
DON'T FORGET THE MANY DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS WHO HAVE NOT HAD THE' .
opgonmiu 70 AECEIVE TITLR I SERVICES. ABOVE ALL, TITLE I MUST.
BE FUNDED AT THE MAXINUM AUTHORIZED LIVEL.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THANK YOU FOR.THE OPPORTUNITY TO' PRESENT THIS

STATEMENT T0 THE COMMITTEE TODAY. I WOULD BE PLEASED TO RESPOND

70 ANY QUESTIONS THE COMMITTEE MIGAT RAVE. v

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR JEFFERSON—. GENERAL SUPERINTEND-
' ENT, DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Dr. JEFFERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommitteg, I, too, want to
join my colleagues heve, and particularly the previous speaker, Dr.
Johnston, in extending appreciation to the subcommittee for its
work. I shere the comments on Public Law 96-561, which we believe
" in the Detroit community was a great step f )rward in terms of some .
of the additional planks to that legislation.

Specifically, we believe, in the Detroit community. that Public
Law 95-561 has made many forward strides since the time of the
first enactment of ESEA Title I legislation in 1965. It has come, we
‘believe, to recognize the great educational plight of children in
urban areas, by reasserting its focus on disadvantaged youth, and I
would remind the subcommittee, which I am sure I need not remind
the subcommittee, that, for example, the Council of the Great
Cities, which represents 26 of the largest school districts in these
United States, represents about 5 miilion young people in urban
centers throughout this country, from New York to Los Angeles, and
about 3 million of those young people could be classified p- economi-
cally disadvantaged: '

So it is extremely important to those of us who work in urban
centers that we continue to have the kind of support that we have
been receiving from legislation such as Public Law 95-561.

We believe also that it is giving full recognition to 100 percent of
resident children from families that receive AFDC. assistance, which
is terribly important in terms of being able to .count that, in
consideration for those youngsters that we serve. E

Those are only a few of the kinds of positive things that I simply
want to congratulate the subcommittee on in its efforts in trying (o
bring reality, providing some needed resources to the districts like
mine, in trying to meet the needs of our young people.

T would also comment on the fact that I, personally, have no

opposition, and I am appreciative of the fact that in current
legislation there is a reasserting and strengthening of the role of
parents, because I, too, believe that unless there is that kind of
partnership between educators and parents, where each shares a
responsibility, without that, we would not be able to truly achieve
the goal of trying to meet the needs of these youngsters.

-
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Pare;ats must bear a part of the responsibilities, similarly, we, as

educatdrs, must bear the responsibility. We believe that, in fact, the
element of parent-involvement in this legislation is moving toward
that direction. Although I could point that, technically, we share
“some concerns, too, about some of the mechanics of the election
rocess. -
P We would not like to be placed in a position where, we, as a
: schootle district, are conducting elections similar to municipalities,
et cetera. . ' :

We have benefited from title I since its inception, as I have
demonstrated, ] think; in my written testimony, and I will not go
into those details at this particular time. Suffice it to say that we

TN can show, and we can demonstrate statistically that our young
people who have been served by title I resources have shown
: significant academic achievement.

I might say at the same time, however, that we are only serving
about half of the number of eligible title I young people in the
school district of the city of Detroit. We are serving approximately
.36,000 young people, when we could serve, if funds and resources
were available, double that number. - : :

It is quite obvious that we,would appreciate and continue to do
work for funding of title I, so that we can provide those services to
those young people that we dre not able to provide services for at
the present time. In our school district, about 170 of our approxi-
mately 300 schools are eligible title I schools. So we are serving

tw%hirds of the number of schools that are in our district. So it
represents a significant impact on the school district of the city of
Detroit.

I wéqld simply, without getting into some of the technical aspects,
say that -we would hope that the Congress would review, and the
subcommiiftee would review very carefully the draft regulations for
title I that are to be submitted shortly for approval.

Detroit, I'want*this subcommittee to know, is fully committed to
the importance und need for providing equitable local funding for
all students. Yet the sometime cumbersome and time consuming
process of mea§uring comparability, for example, more than once
during the year is hardly in line, we believe, with the Education
Amendments of 1978, to facilitate the administration of the law.

Mr. Chairman, I am simply saying that I think it is urgent that
rules and regulations to be submitted by the Office of Education, as
they relate to the demonstration of comparability by school dis-
tricts, be approved only if they facilitate the administration of the
provision.

I have nothing, and nor does my district have anything against
comparabiiity. We are simply urging for rules and regulations that
facilitate the process of the' intent of the law, and not create
barriers that would make it extremely cumbersome.

I would simply conclude by reiterating that we are extremely
appreciative of the kind of resources that have been made available.
I would make one plea, and I know thet the chairman and the
members of the committee are extremely sensitive to this, and as
the chairman indicated, we must also make our plea to them, but I
would hope that we could move toward greater funding in terms of

0]
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appropriation, and I garti'cularly think it was a significant step
forward in terms ‘of the concentration moneys for school districts
such as mine.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman PErkiNs. Thank you very much, Dr. Jefferson. ™

Our next witness is Mr. Thomas Rosica, Director of Federal
Programs,” Philadelphia Public Schools. : '

Go ahead, Mr. Rosica. * . '

{The prepared statement of Mr. Rosica follows:]

" TestiMoNy By THoMas C.. Rosica, Execumive Dmicmn. FroEraL PROGRAMS, THE
ScHool, D1sTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA

GooD MORNING: THE Sceool DisTRICT or PHILADELPHIA
WELCOMES THIS. OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT TESTIMONY AT THE
OVERSIGHT HEAKING ON TITLE I OF YHE ELEMENTARY AND
Seconpary Ebucation Act. | SHALL LIMIT MY ORAL PRESENTATION

_THIS MORNING TO BRICF REMARKS ON TITLE I, I SHALL BE PLEASED
TO RESPOND TO ANY QUESTIONS YOU MAY HAVE. PRESENTLY IR
PHILADELPHIA, THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION AcT
(ESEA) Titie I Prosram serves 83,520 sTubents IN 162 puBLIC
SCHOOLS, AND 8,347 IN 51 NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS THROUGHOUT THE
CiTy., THE CURRENT APPROPRIATIONS AND ACTIVITIES FALL FAR
SHORT IN INSURING THAT THESE EDUCATiONALLY DEPRIVED STUDENTS
RECEIVE THE EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT TO WHICH THEY ARE ENTITLED
AND WHICH IS CRITICAL FOR THEIR FUTURE SUCCESS AS PRODUCTIVE
CITIZENS,

TiTLe | OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY LDUCATION AcT
IS THE MAJOR SOURCE OF AID IN PHILADELPHIA FOR COMPENSATORY
SERVICES TO STUDENTS GROWING UP IN POVERTY, IN PHILADELPHIA,
POVERTY LEVELS THROUGHOUT THE CITY ARE INCREASING AND '
EDUCATIONAL DEPRIVATION 1S STILL HIGHLY PREVALENT. HOWEVER,
STUDENTS PARTICIPATING IN OUR TITLE | PROGRAM HAVE MADE
SIGNIFICANT GAINS IN ACHIEVEMENT AS A RESULT OF VARIOUS
'BASIC SKILLS AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES -FUKDBED UNDER TITLE |
IN THE ScHooL DisTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA,

;
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" THE MosT IMPORTANT POSITIVE EFFzcT oF ESEA, TITLANI 1N
PHILADELPHIA HAS BEEN -HALTING THE DOWNHILL TREND IN PUPYL
.., : L

_PERFORMANCE. OVER THE PAST 10 YEARS, COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATIONS.

OF THE PROGRESS OF ESEA,TITLE | STUDENTS IN PHRLADELPHIA WERE
UNDERTAKEN BOTH SYSTEMWIDE AND PROJECT BY PROJECT. RESULTS
OF 'SYSTEMWIDE EVALUATBONS HAVE SHOWN THAT THE DECLINING RATE .

. OF PERFORMANCE IN READING FOR TARGET-AREA STUDENTS HAS BEEN

HALTED, ANDe INSTEAD WE ARE BEGINNING TO FIND POSITIVE RATES
OF CHANGE. .CHANGES IN PROJECTS, MOBILITY OF STUDENTS, CHANGSES

- IN "HE ELIGIBILITY. OF SCHOOLS AND THE INABILITY TO UTILIZE *

CONTRCL GROUPS, REDUCE THE PRECISION .OF THE ESTIMATIS ONE *

MIGHT M# KE CONCERNING PROGRAMMATIC IMPACT UPON STUDENT 2
PERFORMANCE, HOWEVER, STANﬁARDIZED TEST SCORES CONSTIZUTE
EVlﬂENCE OF 'THE IMPACT OF ACTIVITIES AND SERVICES UPON ,
STUDENTS AND bATA RELATIVE TO THE LAST FIVE YEARS APPEAR TO

TITLE | DOES MAKE A DIFFERENCE. SINCE DECEMBERsOF 1973,

THE CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST HAS BEEN USED AS ONE WAY

OF EVALUATING STUDENT PROGRESS IN TITLE I 'scHooLs, ALTHOUGH
THE MIX OF PROJECTS WITHIN SCHOOLS, SCHOOL ELIGIBILITY, AND
PARTICIPATING STUDENTS 1S SOMEWHAT FLUID =- IF WE EXAMINE
STUDENT PERFORMANCE WITHIN TITLE | SCHOOLS ON THE, CALIFORNIA
ACHIEVEMENT TEST ONE CAN SEE SOME ENCOURAGING INDICATORS, .’

TABLE 1 SHOWS THE PERCENTAGES OF STUDENTS IN PHILADELPHIA'S
{1TLE | SsCHooLS FRoM 1974-77 WHO SCORED BELOW THE SUTH PERCENTILE -
(1,E,» MEDIAN) ON THE STANFORD EARLY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

<«
»
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TARLE 1

PERCENTA&E-OF CHILDREN IN TITLE I SCHOOLS SCORING .
BELOW THE FIMCIETH PERCENTILE IN RINDERGARTEY (SESAT)

AND GRADES 1-8: (CAT), 1974-1977 .

.

Grade . May ?%B. Feb.l T Feb,
Level 1974 1975 1976 1977
1 . ‘ .
K 59 64t 43 40
1 49 T 46 46 ;
, -2 i
2 64 48 48 48 -
3 71 70 © 67 67
4 75 72 o 70
5 81 9 . 80 79
6 83 ' . 80 80 79 :
. ¢ L
7 86 81 .83 81 L
. ' A - ~\T
8 85 82 84 84

*Percentage artificially high because mid-year norms were not,

available in 1975, °

we Al
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(SESAT) 1IN, KINDERGARTEN AND ON THE TOTAL READING SECTION OF
THE CALIFORNIA AcHIEVEMENT Tests (CAT) IN GrADES 2 =8,
EXAMINING EACH GRADE LEVEL (K-8) Across YEARs (1.E., READING
AcRoés.fHE TABLE HORIZONTALLY) INDICATES THAT THERE HAS BEEN
A REDUCTION IN THE PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS SCORING BELOW
(AVERAGE (I,E., THE SUTH PERCENTILE) IN ALL GRADES. THE
GREATEST REDUCTIONS, WHICH APPEAR IN EARLY YEARS, HAVE BEEN
ATTRIBUTED TO SUPPLEMENTARY TITLE | SERVICES,

TABLE 2 INDICATES THE REDUCTION OF THE PERCENTAGE OF
STUDENTS SCORING BELOW THE NATIONAL 16TH PERCENTILE.

. H1STORICALLY, THE 16TH PERCENTILE MARKS THE UPPER LIMIT

OF THE LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT CATEGORY, STUDENTS BELOW TH®
1bTH PERCENTILE ARE THOSE WHO HAVE ACHIEVED SIGNIFICANTLY
LESS THAN THEIR NATIONAL PEERS, .AND BY DEFINITION, ARE

MOST IN NEED OF TITLE I SERVICES, SINCE 1974, IN EACH

GRADE, FOR EACH ACADEMIC YEAR, THERE HAS BEEN THE CONSISTENT
SYSTEMATIC REDUCTION IN THE PERCENTAGE OF TITLE | STUDENTS
SCORING -BELOW THE 16TH PERCENTILE., IN READING, THE AMOUNT

OF REDUCTION RANGED FROM 1b PERCENT “IN GRADE 10, To 5 PERCENT
tN GRADE 12, - CITYWIDE, WITHIN TITLE | SCHOOLS THERE HAS BEEN.
A REDU7YION OF 11 PERCENT.

TABLE 3 INDICATES THAT IN MATHEMATICS, REDUCTIONS OF SIMILAR
MAGNITUDE WERE NOTED, SINCE THE DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES HAS CHANGED
FroM 1874 (41 PERCENT BELOW THE 16TH PERCENTILE AND 59 PERCENT
ABOVE) TO 1978 (28 PERCENT BELOW THE 16TH PERCENTILE AND 72 PERCLNT
ABOVE),
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TABLE 2

" PERCENTAGR OF PUPILS IN TITLE I SCHOCLS
SCORING BELOW THE 16TH PERCENTILE
TOTAL READING = CAT 1973-1978

Grade Dec. Mﬁy

_ Feb, Feb, Feb,
' Level 1973 1994 1975 1976 1077 1978
1 33 15 11 11 10 10
2 29 23 - 13 a2 11 14
3 43 31 ;26 24 23 22
4. 34 33 30 27 26 23
5 57 43 36 36 34 2
6 53 42 35 33 31 29
7 57 48 40 39 35 34
8 55 47 a1 41 39 33
9 52 47 40 a1 4 34
10 63 62 55 54 52 46
11 65 64 59 62 61 58
12 63 60 52 57 55 55
City-wide 40 34 34 32 29

o)()'
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TABLE

3

PERCENTAGE OF p#pILS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS

SCORING BELOW THE 16th PERCENTILE TOTAL

MATHEMATICS = CAT 1973-1978

Grade Dec May Feb Feb Feb Feb
Lovel | 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978
1 ¢ 40 18 17 13 12 10
2 18 25 17 15 13 12
3 51 33 29 25 23 - 19
4 44 a7 1 a2 38 37 ~32.
5 57 45 37 36 33 30
6 58 46 40 38 35 33
7 66 57 53 51 49 44
g* 66 58 51 54 50 45
City-wide 41 35 33 31 28

*Total Mathematics scores were not

the concepts and problem subtests were not a

available for grades 9-12 sincé
dministered until 1978.

«



IABLES 4 & 5 INDICATE THAT.CONCURPFNTLY, THERE HAS BEEN
A6 PERCENT INCREASE IN THE NUHBER OF STUDENTS WHO NOW SCORE
BETWEEN THE 16TH TO THE 4OTH PERCENTILE.IN BOTH READING AND |
MATHEMATICS, WHEN THE 1974 AND 1378 TEST SCORES ARE COMPARED.

TABLE 6 DISPLAYS INFOR!ATION CONCERNING THE GROWTH OF
srunguré WHO HAVE SUCCESSFULLY SCORED AT OR AHOVE THE NATIONAL
SUTH PERCENTILE, THESE STUDENTS ARE THOSE WHO HAVE ACHIEVED
out ofF TITLE I, S$TEADY GROWTH MAY BE ODSERVED BETWEEN 1973-
1978, EACH ¥ 'R, AN INCREASING PERCENT OF STUDENTS HAVE® .
IMPROVED THEIR READING SKILLS TO THE EXTENT THAT THEY HAVE
SCORED AT OR ABOVE THE NATIONAL AVERAGE.

IABLE_Z SHOWS SIMILAR TRENDS IN STUDENTS' MATHEMATICS
ACHIEVEMENT, STUDENTS IN TITLE 1 SCHOOLS HAVE INCREASINGLY
IMPROVED THEIR MATHEMATICS SKILLS AS MEASURED BY STANDARDIZED
ACHIEVEMENT TESTS, EACH QEAR, SINCE 1977, A GRADUALLY INCREASING
NUMBER OF STUDENTS HAVE SCORED AT OR ABOVE THE NATIONAL AVERAGE.

- ANOTHER POSITIVE EFFECT OF 'ZSEA, TITLE | HAS BEEN INVOLVING
PARENTS IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS. A TWO-YEAR LONGITUDINAL
STUDY OF THE ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS OF 5,000 PARENTS OF
PHILADELPHIA SCHOOL CHILDREN WAS CONDUCTED, THE FINDINGS OF
THAT STUDY DEMONSTRATE THAT PARENTS OF TITLE | STUDENTS (A)
ARE ACCURATELY INFORMED ABOUT SCHOOL AFFAIRS (INCLUDING
KNOWLEDGE ABOUT TITLE | PROJECTS IN THEIR SCHOOLS), (B)

ARE ACTIVE PARTICIPANTS IN SCHOOL ACTIVITIES, AND (C) HAVE
POSITIVE OPINIONS ABOUT THEIR SCHOOLS,
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TABLE 4

PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS SCORING BETWLEN
THE 16th $ILE TO 49th S$ILE ON TOT/L -
READING CAT IN TITLE I SCIQOLS 1973-1978

v

¢ - @rade Dec May Feb " reb Feb Feb

Level 1973 1974 . 1975 - 1976 1977 1978
L 2 M 1
1 46 34 35 35 35 36
\. )
2 41 41 34 6 . 37 37
v ~ 3 40 40 44 43 43 42
4 .46 " 42 .43 44 45 . 45
5 34 38 43 A4 46 47
6 33 41 45 47 48 50
7 32 . 38 41 -4 46 47
8 16 & 3 a2 ‘43 45 46
) 9 37 36 a1 43 43 . &7 )
10 29 23 35 + 35 37 "41
11 27 26 31 31 32 35
12 28 31 34 32 35 LI
City-wide 37 40 41 " 42 43
¢
X
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. PERCENTACGE OF PUPTLS IN PITLL T SCINOLS SCAIRING
BEIWERN Tl 16th SILE = 49th SIIR o :
TOTAL MATUEMATICS=CAT 1973-1978 . . : |

.

Grade Level Dec. 1973 May 1974  Veb, 1975  Fob. 1976 Fob. 1977 ° Feb. 1978

1 44 30 36 % 34 CE -
2 a 25 % o 38 . 3
3 32 © 36 * . 35 -3 3 T ..
" 40 33 [ 3 39 0 & o
' 5 .12 3 o . a a2 a3
6 33 36 40 a1 42 - 3. T .,
7 2 > 35 o 3 a2
8 29 . 3 3 w3 42
CIY-I¥IDE TR 38 3 40
[ 3
&
, .
p .




TABLE 6 N | K
PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS SCORING AROVE THE | o

NATIONAL 50TH PERCENTILE ON STANDARDIZLD TESTS IN N
TITLE | SCHOOLS IN aa{gomc 1973197 % e
' ¢ ' N \
Grade Dec ;=i;§' F;;2=?fiﬁkcb E:?F Feb Aﬁ‘F:;~ !
Leve) 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978
" N | 56 51! 74 176 73
1 | 21, 51 5h 54 54 55 -~
2 26 37 52 52 52 52
3 i7’ .29 30 33 - 33 36 -
u 21 26 28 29 30 32 =
.5 9 19 21 20 21 21 .
. 6 10 17 20 20 21 21
v 8 1h 19 17 19 20
8 8 15 18 16 16 20 -
9 1 17 19 17 16 19
10 8 9 " 11 1 13
1 8 10 " 7 7 7
12 8 0 1 12% 9 « 10 -
City wide| N/A | 23 1 27 26 26 30

#Tast Date based on:
(1) Stanford Early School Achlevement, Kindergarten,
Letter/Sounds Suhtest Scores. .

(2) CalI*ornla Achlevement Tests, Grades 1-12, Total
Reading Scorces
N/A moans that data not avallable
. Ay .
! This score +is an artifact of using end=of=-year norms at

mid-yecar. Mid-year norms weve pot avallable from the
publisher untll February 1976,
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TABLE 7 o
1] - P . i . N O 4
PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS IN TITLE | SCHOOLS SCORING
ABOVE TH SOTH NATIONAL PCRCENTILE IN MATHEMATACS
ON STANDARDIZED TESTS 19731978 -
(R ] . .

Grade Dec May Feb . FJ% Feb Feb
Level i 1973 ° 1974 1975 1976 1977 | 1978

K. Not 1k 35! 61 " 63 61

: Available. “ ) ’ k4
S T 17 |52 50 © | S1pa] G4 57
2 22 ' 38 k8, L8 kg 52
. A .

3 17 29 36 | 4o |- 41 45
16 20 21 | 23 23 | 26

5 1" 18 | 23 | 23 26 2,

6 9 ¥18 20 21 23 24

'? 5 11 2 13 13 15

: 8 5 9 10 10 ' 12 o3

a'
Not
City wide| Avallable 25 28 29 | 3t 33

“Tast Data hased on: .
. (1) stanford Early School Achievement, Kindergarten, ™
Mathematlics Subtest.

(2) california Achlevement Test, Grades 1-12, Total
Mathematics Subtest.
! .
' This score is an artifact of using end=-of=-year norms at
mld-year, Mld=year norms were not avallable from the
publisher untl| February 1976.

-
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THESE LEVELS OF PARENT PARTICIPATION, AS PUBLISHED IN
THE ScHooL DISTRICT'S ANNUAL REPORTS, DID NOT EXIST PRIOR '
To 1465, S '

. A THlRD‘POSITLVE EFFECT OF ESEA,TxTLE'f'uAthEVELOPlNG
INFORMAT 1ON - FOR- UNDERSTANDING PROJECT OPERATION AND PROJECT
SUCCESS, PROJECT-BY-PROJECT ASSESSMENT SUPPLIES DECISIQN
MAKERS WITH IMPORTANT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION WHICH CAN BE
USED IN THE DEPLOYMENT-oF INDIVIDUAL ESEA, TITLE | PROJECTS,

IN THE COMING YEARS, WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF our TiTLE |
:‘LONGITUDINAL.FILE AND TRACING SYSTEM, QUESTIONS OF PROGRAMMATIC
_IMPACT MAY BE ADDRESSED WITH GREATER PRECISION,

1F THERE SHOULD BE A SUBSTANTIAL INCREASFE IN THE ANNUAL
APPROPRIATION FOR TiTLe 1, FUNDS COULD BE USED IN THE FOLLOWING
wavs: : S
1. THE CXPANSION AND INTENSIFICATION OF SERVICES FOR
ALL EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED STUDENTS IN ALL TITLE 1
ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS, MANY SCHOOLS, ALTHOUGH PRESENTLY
TiTLe | ELIGIBLE, DUE TO LIMITED FUNDING, RECEIVE
LITTLE SERVICE, BY PROVIDING A NUMBER OF BASIC
SKILLS AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES TO L.OW-ACHIEVING
"STUDENTS IN EVERY TITLE | ELIGIBLE SCHOOL, WE WOULD
MORE ADEQUATELY MEET ‘THEIR SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL '
NEEDS AND ULTIMATELY HIGHER ACHIEVEMENT GAINS IN
BASIC SKILLS WOULD RESULT, '




2 PROVISION OF SERVICES TO EDUCATIONALIY DEPRIVED
STUDENTS IN BASIC SKILLS DURING THE ¢ (UMMER SINCE -
WA GREAT DEAL OF REGRESSION OCCURS DURING THIS PERIOD,
© SUMMER TERM, BASIC SKILLS ACTIVITIES WOULD SERVE AS
oA CONTINUAT!ON OF THE REGULAR TERM TITLE | PROGRAM
. _ AND WOULD TNSURE MAINYENANCE OF ACHILVEMENT GAINS
MADE DURING.THE REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR.
3. MAKING PARENTS MORE ACTIVE PARTNERS IN THE TITLE: -
INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM, 1T IS MY BELIEF THAT THE
HOME 1S THE FIRST AND MOST 1MPORTANT INFLUENCE ON
A STUDENT'S LEARNING AND THAT PARENTS NEED AND WANT
TO DEVELOP SKILLS TO HELP THEIR CHILDREN SUCCEED IN
SCHOOL, ADDITIONAL TiTLE | FUNDS WOULD ALLOW FOR THE
DEVELOPMENT AND DISSEMINATION OF'BAgxc SKILLS INSTRUC-
TIONAL MATERIALS WHICH THOUSANDS OF PARENTS COULD USE
BOTH DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR AND THROUGHOUT THE SUMMER
WITH THEIR CHILDREN TO REINFORCE MATERIA. PRESENTED
IN THE TiTLE l PROGRAM. Lu ADDITION, PARENT TRAINING
" WORKSHOPS COUL- BE CONDUCTED REGULARLY “IN ORDER TO
INSURE THAT NECESSARY TECHNIQUES, BOTH INSTRUCTIONAL
AS WELL AS AFFECTIVE, ARE PROVIDED TO PARENTS THROUGH=

out THE Citv,

™
NHXLI_." WE ARE GRATEFUL FOR WHAT WE HAVE ACCOMPLISHED THERE

IS STILL MUCH TO ACCOMPLISH IN ORDER TO HELP OUR STUDENTS GO
FROM WHERE THEY ARE TO WHERE THEY OUGHT TO BE. WE STILL NEEGD

L4
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MUCH HELP, OUR DOLLARS WHICH BUY LESS AND LE3S EACH YEAR

_ARE NOT SUFFICIENT TO SUSTAIN OUR PRESENT ACCQMPLISHMENTS

| AND' TO IMPROVE UPON THEM, THE TITLE | PROGRAM IN PHILADELPHIA
HAS REVERSED THE DRASTIC DOWNWARD TREND IN ACHIEVEMENT BY
ENABLING TARGET-AREA STUDENTS TO ATTAIN AND MAINTAIN IMPROVED
~ RATES 'OF ACADEMIC PROGRESS, WITH EACH SUCCEEDING YEAR.

' EXPERIENCES GAINED FROM THE PROGRAM: ENABLE SCIHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
AND TEACHERS TO CREATE LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS WHICH MAXIMIZE
EACH STUDENT'S POTENTIAL FOR SUCCESS, -CONDITIONS CREATED -
BY THE TITLE | PROGRAM HAVE DRAMATICALLY IMPROVED COMMUNI TY
ATTITUDES AND PARTICIPATION IN THE SCHOOLS AND IN RELATED
EDUCATIUNAL ACTIVITIES, -

STATEMENT OF THOMAS ROSICA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FED-
ERAL PROGRAMS, PHILADELPHIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

* Mr.  Rosica. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to express my appreciation to the Chairman for the
opportunity to testify today, and I have been asked by the superin-
tendent of -schools in Philadelphia, Dr. Michael Marquese, and the -
Board of Education, to express their appreciation to the Chairman
and the committee for their outstanding support of the title I
program. _ . : : C

The title I program in Philadelphia serves 83,522 students in 162
public schools, and 8,847 students on 51 nonpublic s¢hools.

My testimony today will cover three basic areas: Achievement
.scores in reading and math; parental involvement; and recommen-
dations for the future. .

The most important positive effect of title I in Philadelphia has
been halting the downward trend in pupil performance. Standard-
ized test scores indicate that positive changes are taking place and
that title I does make a difference. _

Examining each grade level, K ‘to 8 across the years 1973-78,
in reading and math, the indications are that there has been a
reduction in the percentages of students scoring below the average
of 50th percentile in all grades. The greatest reductions, which
appear in the early years, have been attributed to supplementary
title I services. : _ -

Table 2 on page 5 indicates the reduction of the percentage of
children scoring below the national 16 percentile. Historically, the
16th percentile marks the upper limit of the lowest achievement
category.

Students below the 16th percentile are those most in need of title I
services. As you can see from that table, as you look from 1973-78,
through the grades, you can see that there has been a significant
reduction in these scores.

65 :
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" Looking at table III, that indicates that methematic reductions of _

a similar magnitude were noted. Since the distribution of scores has

. changed from 1974, where we had 41 percent below the 16th percen-

tile, and 59 percent above, and 1978 where we had vnly 28 pergent
below the 16th percentile, and 72 percent above. ,

Table VI on page 10 displays information concerning the growth
of students who have successfully scored at or above the national
50th percentile. These students are those who have achieved out of

* the title I program,

Steady growth may be observed between 1973-78, and each

" year an increasing percentage of students have improved their

reading skills to the extent that they have scored at or above the

" national average.

Table VII on page 11 shows similar trends in students’ matheniat-

* jcs achievements. Students in title I schools PJave increasingly im-

proved their mathematic skills as measu ed by Jptandardized

. achievement scores. - ;"

As you can see, the greatest impact has been in kindergarten, and
year one and year two, where we have over 50 percent of our
students scorirg -above the 50th percentile.

Another positive effect of title I has been involving’parefxts in the -

educationa! process’4 2-year longitudinal study of the attitudes and

perceptions of 5,000 parents of Philadelphia school-children was

conducted. The findings of that study demonstrate that the parents

. of title I students are [1] accurately informed about school affairs,
including knowledge about title I projects in their schools; [2] were -

active participants in school ¢2tivities, and [8] have positive opinions
about their schools.

These levels of parent participation as published in the school
district’s annual report did not exist prior to 1965. :

My colleagues and I have all been talkin “about appro riations = .

and the need for additional appropriations. When these a ditional
appropriations are made, there are three areas that we feel we
would particularly like to see these funds used.

One would be an expansion and intensification of services for all
educationally deprived children, in all title I eligible schools. Many
schools in the Philadelphia program, although presently title I
eligible, due to the limited funding, receive very, very little servires.

The second recommendation would be provision of services to
educationally deprived children in basic skills during the summer.
Since a great deal of regression occurs during this period, summer
term basic skill activities would serve as a continuation of the
regular term title I program, and would insure maintenance of the

‘achievement gains made during the regular school year.

A third recommendation we would have, would be related to
parents, making parents more active partners in the title I
instructional program. It is my belief that the home is the first and
most important influence in the student’s learning. The parents
negd lemd want to develop skills to help their children succeed in
school.

‘Additional title I funds would allow for the development and
dissemination of basic skill instructional materials which thousands
of parents could use both during the school year, and throughout

6t
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‘the summer with'their children, to reinforce material presented in
the title I program. . L. N
In, addition, parent training workshops could be conducted regu-
larly in order to insure that necessary techniques, both
instructional as well as effective, are provided to ‘parents through- -
h out the city. : : . o o
e In conclusion, I would like to say that we feel that title I has L
been a real success story in Philadelphia. There still is a great deal
' more that has to be accomplished, and ‘we are hoping that with the
- contiriued support of this committee, and with increased appropri- -
- ... .ations in the future, that the title I program will grow and-expand.
* Thank you very much. * . . L
Chairman PeRKINS. Our next witness is Fay Harhison, director of
e ! Pr(o}j‘ecthCaach-Up, Newport Beach, Calif. : LT
- 30 ahead.

STATEMENT OF FAY HARBISON, DIRECTOR, PROJECT CATCH-UP,
‘ NEWPORT BEACH, .CALIF.

" Ms. HArBIsSON. I am Fay Harbison, and I am_the director of a -
_. + title I program in the Newport-Mesa Unified School District in
' Newport Beach and Costa Mesa, Calif. I represent ane of those

thousands and thousands of medium size school districts that have -
used and appreciated the use of title I funding. '

To my knowledge, title I of the ESEA is the first national pie
legislation that has faced directly the challenge of identifying the
characteristics of the educationally disadvantaged child, and the i,
task of raisinF his educational level. . : . e

Other legislation has aided the retarded, and the physically
handicapped, but only title I provides the resources for the disadvan-
taged, seriously underachieving ‘child who is otherwise normal. ¢

It has only been with title I programs that teachers have had an -
opportunity to show that the patterns of failure of underachieving
children can be hroken, and that community and human resources
can be saved by enabling these children to progress successfully
through school./

With the opportunities provided by title I, our teachers have
learned that traditional expectations that we have too often held
for the educationally disadvantaged child are too low. Teachers
have learned that children currently scoring in the lowest quartile
in achievement tests, have beef, historically, only gaining
seven-tenths of a month for each month in the school year.

They are often identified as potential dropouts during the fi.at

» °  three years of school, and as older children they have proven the

~ prediction true by disappearing from the school scene sometimes
with the first change of schools, sometimes as early as the sixth
grade, and these children rarely suffer from mental retardation.

- » The list .does continue, yet it is already extensive enougn, and
alarming enough, that teachers have learned that dramatic changes
must occur if the children are not to continue the expected pattern
of failure. Yet, the most important fact that teachers have {nyed
in the years that title I resources have been available is that when
given a program that recognizes their educational weaknesses, and

-
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rovides a means to fill them, these disadvantaged children can
earn at a normal rate, they increase their attendance in school as -
« their own deficlencies are filled, and their parents are as interested
ifi school and in their progress as any other parents. ™
lthough often Iposaesu{\,g minimal educational skills themselves,
.parents of.title I children, have shown in schools all over the
*  country where title I prograins are successful that they are eager to
volunteer the skills they have, to visit programs’ in which their-
children are growing_and they confer as enthusiastically as any
. other parent with tedchers who help their children to learn.
<__> Thanks to title I studies, we now have eviderice that some
5 . children simply learn more slowly, or to:say it more accurately, at a
' different rate than other children in a normal classroom. .
Furthermore, since the whole 2ducatiorid] system is geared to the
+ . child with a -mathematicallfy average learning rate, the child func-
tioning at a slower pace falls farther and farther behind as he
misses more and more key concepts. .

Title I offers school districts an opportunity to place children who-
are floundering in programs where they can succeed. We fill in the
gaps in their personal collection of basic skills, and they begin to

4 gucceed in the regular classroom. -

, Children -discover that they can learn as rapidly as the average
~* . child, and with this dicovery they gain strength and confidence.

o~ The two ingredients that make school a pleasant place to be.
v In human terms, title 1 provides resources and a purpose to
, enable schools to.develop programs with individualized attention
' ©  that help children o succeed to catch-up with other boys ‘and girls. .

The children’s success=pays huge dividends in proving their belief in

' ~ their own worth and s;cess, and that belief alone keeps them in
.~ school longer and enablef them to become more inde%m ent adults.

Through a prozram of sharing information in the National Diffu-

sion Network, the *United States Office of Education staff “has

) ~ developed a means to share the programs that are effective in title
I with schools throughout the country. If any district is dissatisfied

_ with the education of its title I children, it-now has an opportu-

_, < nity to secure details about programs which are moving children
. out of’those lowest quartile into the main stream of successful
students. . .

. Not only are informational sessions offered throughout. the coun- °
¢ try, but printed data and in-service is avajlable. There is now ample

evidence throughout the countty to prove that- title I pr8grams are . -

producing small miracles, and with the USOE’s plan for sharing
_ .imfermation, assistapce is available to any district that wants to
* 4, consider change. ‘ ' ' )
Y Our small project iy the Newport-Mesa School District is one-of
.. :these, und for 10 y.arsthas bee\lsqccessful with children. It is a very
. simple design, classicaNlaboratory program, using ‘diagnostic tests
nd professional teacher " .

- The parents, teachers a%l the regular school staff have been
highly su%)ortive, and .with the encouragement of the National
.Diffusion Network and the title I office, the program has now been
transported to 41 other States, and to the Virgin Islands.

-

Y
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However, Project Catch-Up is only one example of many, many
programs that work well with the disadvantaged children. The key
is the success of this individual child, and with your help, gentle-
men, and your continued support of title I, we hope to continue
these successes with these very needy children. _

Thank you. .

Chairman Perxins. Thank you very much.

The next witness and last witness is_Ms. Marcelyn Hobbs,
geadmg/Enghsh Rotation project, Morris Middle School, Thomson,

- a.
You go ahead, Ms. Hobbs. '
[The prepared statement of Ms. Hobbs follows:]
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‘TESTIMONY BY MARCELYN HoBms, DIrReCTOR, TitLe 1 READING l-fnausn Roration
ProvEct, McDurme County ScHooL Syarems, THOMSON, Ga.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, it is an
honor to be invited to tostify at tais ovorsight hearing on
Title I of the Elemaentary and Sccondary Bducation Act, -
. I am Marcclyn Hobbs, the developer and director of an
exemplu.y Titlc I program that has becn operating for the
past nine yaears in tlio McDuffie COuSey School District,
Thomson, Georgia. ‘

Mr. Rife English, principal of the school, and I respect-
fully request that both the.wrieten and oral testimony beosomeo
a4 part of the Congressional Reuord. "

My written testimony addresees the-following issucs:

1. what Title I has donc for education

2. What my school district is doing with

. its Title I funds - The RER Project
and its NDN affiliation

3. Factozrs that contribute to successful
Title I programs

4. Suggosted recommendations for Title I
My oral tostimony will be cohfined,to numbors 2 and 3.
¥hat Titlc I has done fnr Education

The Title I legislation required that local school dis-:
trictq make MEENS ASSESSMENTS. In 8o doing, we became know-
ledgeable’ about all ability levels, including the low achiever.
buring the ycara preceding Title I we were more prone to teach
to the "avcrage®. Title I "forced" us to take an in-depth look
at individual studonts achievement. In my npinion, hased on

thirty ycars of teaching experience, this was the beginning of




67

widespread attention to individualization of instruction,
multi=leovalled magfztaln for instruction, and major cmphasis
on the LEARNER as ah individual, now a widasproad recognized

educational practice. Title I was tho catalyst!

As a rosult of tho ndcossity for individualization of

instruction, oducators bocame acutoly aware of the critical

noed for increased Staff Developmont. Lacal school districts
had to train thoir porsonnel in ways to cope with the varying
dogrees of ;tudent ability and achicvemont. Staff development
led to the up-grading of skilla of all teachors, including the
up=grading of the skills of minority teachers. The staff devel-
opment further lod to tho widesprecad use of auxiliary personnel
or parae-profassional help in the cducation of studonts with
varying ability and achlévement levals. The use of auxiliary
personnel is now an established practice in mnst state educa-
tion programs. Title I was the catalystl

The awarcness of Individualized Instruction nccessitated
the usc of a wide variety of multi-levelléd matoerials, morec
widespread use 'of hardware, and expandaed physical facilities.
Many small schonl districts such as McDuffic County werc able
to provide supplementary materialu, cquipment and physical
facilitics for all students. Title I provided for the low
> achievar, thus freceing additional local and astate funds o be
:5ed for thae averaqe and above average ?chievcr. Chnosing
materianls nf varying levels to mect the neads of students at

all ability levels is an acceptud educational philesophy.

~?
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Titlo I was the catalystl
_ small group lnléructlnn. roducod pupiletoachor ratin, and
parontal involvement programs havo all fostcored a moro ggrional
relationship betwoen the STUDENT and tho TEACHER == thus
bremking down physical and emotional barricrs that had previous-
ly hindercd the learninq‘of many diaadyan&aqod studonts,

VoS

Title I was the catalyst)
what the McDuffic County School District is dofng with its

Title I funds -~ The RER Projoct and its NDN affiliation

McDuffic County is located in east cnntral Georgia, 120
milos south of Atlanta, and 35 mbles wost of Auéhata on intexr-
stato twenty. The cnunty has & population of,approxlqgtely_ _
18,000 peopla. Wa have a good balance of industry and aéricul-
ture. Our agriculture consists mainly of soy beans, beef Cows,
corn and small grains., Industry 1s.fairly diversified. Therec
are a large number nf forustry and lumber oriented plants with
a ‘few other plants such aa Uniroyal and Thomaqn Company. They
manufacture U.S. Keda'and mens and womeons clothing, respaoctively.
The .county scat and larqgcest town is Thomson with a population
of approximately 15,000 reople. Our school system is made up of
1 high achool, 1 middle/junior high and 4 elementary schools,
The 4.000-hember student body is 46% black and 54% whito. We
have 210 teachors and opoerate '30 school buscs, Our total
schonl budget is abnut $4% million dnllars, of this amount
$681,000 comes from local taxes. McDuffie County's Title I
allocation is $359,000, With these monien.wo employ 18 Title I

~2
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téacherl'and 18 Titlo @ para=profassionals. Tho Title I teach-

ers and aides serva 1450 Titlo I itu&ent- in kindergarton,

roading, and math. A component of MgDuffiu County's Title I - B
program is the Reading English Rotation Project (RER) at \\\

Norris Middle School, The RER project had its beginning in

1970 - the year wo totally intoegrated our schaol syastem. The
- RER projoct was conceived, orqanizqd. an& implemented by local
administrators, teachers, and parents. The RER Project focuses '
on’ a nationally recognized concern «= tho improvement of banig
communication skills (reading, writina, speaking, listoning)

at the middle, junior, and seonior high schoocl level. The RER
.program has been operating daily for the ﬁale nina consecutive
yoars under the loadership of tho McDuffie County Title I proe
qt&m.j '

Theré 1re in excess of 14.000 Title I programs in the '
nation. Of thnse 14,000, only 45 have been recognized by the
Joint Disseminatinn Révléw.Panel (JDRP) of tho U.S. Office of
Education as being oxemplary. McbDuffie County's Titloe I Reading
English Rotatinn Program is one nf the 45. The U.S. Office of
Education further honored Mecbuffic County's Title I prodram by
extending a contract under the National Diffusion Network (NDN)
to the McDuffie County Board of Education for the purpose of
disseminating 9nformatinn And impiementing tho RER program in
other school districts thrnugggut the nation. The Reading English
Rotatirm Project is one -of the only twenty-four Title I programs

who have disseminatinn funds.
>
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A schonl district who has a similiar problem may adobt
the RER Project. Instaliation of the RER Project into a local
school district involvos the use of two school periods for
project activities with project studonts spending thirty mine
utes in cach of thrco skills arcas daily (rotation process).
Paporback books are usod which are relevant tn students' in=
torcsts and reading lavel ering tho reading p&reion of the
ptojeqt. Enqglish lessons whiéh corraspond to the ltﬁdentl'
' readinqs are uled. The skills lab portinn of the Project proe
vidas individuali:ed instruction in a comfortable setting with
‘'warm, friondly, supportive teacher and aides, a main key to
the prdqram. Skills are taught, practiced, evaluated and maltarod
at tho ad§ leval. If a skill is not masturad at this level, the
student is rdeeycled with differont matorials and the skill
reintroduced. Eacﬁ atudent progresses through the hrojeot mate=-
riafo at his/hor own rata.

Under thoe leadership of McDuffie County's Title I admini=
stration, the éER Projcct has disseminated information under
the National Diffusion Network (NDN) contract since Junc of 1977,

“he National Diffusion Notwork is the most viablo force
for educational change in our nation today. The reason being, it
brings practitioner to rractitinnor in a froe exchango of idoas
and solutions. .

Educators throughout this nation arc facing virtually tho
same problems, thercfore it is imﬁortant that toachers elsewherce

bec made aware of existing snlutions to these nroblems. Therein

K]
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lics the merit of the NDN,

The NDN dnes two vefy important things for the pragrams
they disseminate! ) ‘

It gives them CREDIBILITY and VISIBILITY. Whan convincing
data_:elftivo to a program's e!tactivcnelllil submitted to a

group within the educational Aivision of the Department of

" HeE.WN. known g8 the Joint Dissemination Review Panel, and when

upon careful scrutiny of that data for its (é) validity and
(b) comnarability if a program rcceives validation by the JDRP,
that program rocodves INSTANT CREDIBILITY. Superintendents,

princ;pala and teachers aerong the country know they are not.
gotting & "Pin=in=-a-Poke”. A validated prcqram‘carrieﬁ a sub-
stantial amount of reliabla evidance to support its effective= -
ness. Its CREDIBILITY is without question. '

Through the RDN a validated program also receives national

VISIBILITY. An NDN contract'providcl funding for extonsive

traveling for the purpose of makidg schonl districts awara
of those educatiPnal solutinns to oxisting school problems ===
p i

suddenly the centide §§€ion bocomes a validated projcct's claass-

room. A project representative litevally crisscrosscs our

country sharing its success story with ropresentatives from

all 50 of the states plus Puertolnico and the Virgin Islands. "
Thesc awarencss conferences and moetings aro planned and financed

through the joint cooperation of the NDN andlcdmpa:able educa=-

tional agencies such as local state, regional and national

Title I agencies. Thus CREDIBILITY and VISIBILITY arc given to
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" an exemplary program through NDN funding and resources. . L
o It is at this poine'whqro ve ses the NDN h.eﬁnlng a ]
s powarful ‘orkable force for a Local Education Agoncy (LEA).
the NDN provides for iocal school dilcrlccl and the teachors
" within them ACCESSIBILITY tO student-affective, cost effective,

_and transportablo programs. ' ' i ..
' The National Diffusion Natwork:funds 2 groups == o .
the Stato Facilitator (SF) and the Daveloper Demonstrator /D). 7
The SF oaretully matches the local school neads with the ex=~ - : B

© amplary proqram alroady provan to addrass that necd. There ate

now 104 accessible proqraml‘tundcd through NDN, “hOIB programs
span each grade level and evaery discipline. ¢«

‘ Throuah the cnoporacivo efforts of State raeiltcacorl and
other educational agencias, an axemplary program is made ace T
cossiblo to otherwisc uninformed scheol districts.

The final and most important concept afforded an LEMN by

the NDN is an efficiont way for dealing with ACCOUNTABILITY.

1ndividual rescarch is time consuming. By tho very nature of
the validation process, the exemplary programs offer an LEA
the most cost-cffective and efficient way of Prlnging about
program improvement in our natinn's lohopls.'

Thus tho NPN offers an cxemplary brnqram'CREDIBILITY and
VISIBILITY. It (1) affords local aschonl dgstriccl accessibility
to effective solutions to real educational problems, (2) offi-
ciont, cost-uffoctive ways to combat the public's growing de-

mands for ACCOUNTABILITY.

~7




The McDuffie County Title I RER Program has becn funded
under NDN for a year and a half. Because of NDN tuﬁdtng and ' : o0
teohnical assistance wa have been able to accomplish these
things:

The RER Projcct has participated in 87 awarcness sessions
. that included an audience in excoss of 3,000 persons. There
have been over 300 school Deraonnel to make on=site viliei
from 16 dittetent:ltatel. To date there are 68 aaoptionl or
_potential adoptions from 18 differont statas in 69 school
districts affocting a minimum student Dopulation of 7,840.

The RER Staff has conducted 14 training sessions attended
by 370 adopting teachors, aides, and adm;niutéatn:u. The RER *
Project Directoz‘ has monitored 95 teachers, aides, and admini~ .
strators in 8 adopting sites. A summary table of chg.RER acti-
vities is found in the appendix. ﬁapl showing adopting states
and adopting Georgia counties are also found in the Appendix.

) RER Project evaluation for nine years shows that PROJECT

STUDENTS AVERAGED ONE MONTH'S READING GROWTH PER MONTH OF IN-
STRUCTION. Prinr to entry into the pProjaect, the students have
cnnsistently bean averaging two month's reading growth per year
of instructiun. .

‘The RER Project is ﬁnre than a statistically effective
method of teaching the slow learning and/or thg.dinadvgntaqod
student. It is a program that auécelltully transcends the
bat;icra of racg, geoqrapﬁical localo, and the various stages

nf adnlesconce. It ia succossfully rcaching student populatinns



as diverso as Mexican-American childron in Texas; American Iy S
Indian children in Wyomings rural blaci children in North Caro-
linas white appalachian Mountain children in Pennsylvaniai

inner city young people in Chicago; and a balanced mix of black
‘and whito students in Georgia, Florida, South Carolina and '
Misaissippd, '

The Mcbuffio County's Titlo I pProgram is academically’ * °
guccelltul as wcll as a. cost offectiva expanditure of Title I
funds. We are spending approximatoly $175 to $200 per student .
aver and above that which comos to us from the state, '

What Makes a Successful Title I Program ‘ L

Thbre are 14,000 Title I programs in the nation, 6n1y 45 of
those have been validated by the JDRP. bilneminagion funds g0
to 24 Title I programs. McDuffio County's Reading Enqlish Ro=
tation Pruject is one of thét salgct 24. vhy is it successful
and so many others apparently are‘not? In our opinion, based on !
our experience, the Reading English Rotation Project is success-
ful for the following roasons: .

1, 'The schonl environment, under the lcadership
of the local administration, allows creativity
among its porsonnel that fostors pProblem solu=
tions, An atmosphore has been created whore .
teachers are encnuraged to seek new and inno=
vative ways to work with young people. The ad-
ministration is both vorbally and fiscally
supportive. ) -

2. The program is souridly based in local re*
search on characteristics and ledarning
stylcs of the target population. Tho in=
structional Program was then designed to
meet the unique characteristics and learn- .
ing styles of the target students. The ”
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. &.'A SKILLS BASED = program’ -
b. Team Téaching b¥ both regular ’
and Title I staff = integrating
and reinfnrcing skills _
. Instructional stratogies based
on continuocus daily evaluation
(sea appendix) B
d. Reduced pupil teachar ratio
utilizing auxiliary rerscnnel
that allows for immediate rein-
gorcement and individual pacing

A total personal commitmans on the part of
tho community, school, pProject staff personnel,

- and RER students that our Title I students can

learn ANYTRING and TVERYTHING that any other
student loarns == iE just has to be more slow-
iy paced and requires more reinforcement.

<

Sugﬁostod Rocommondgtion rolating to Title I

<

1.

2,

3,

Rt

Incrcased emphasis on pro?:am contont as . .
opposad to prasent cmphasis on adherance to
rogulations. The prosent skills programs baing
implemented by the National Higrant Programs
in arcas of reading, math, early chilthood

an oral language would be excellent modléls
for Title I personncl to avaluate and perhaps
cmulato..- -

Unifsrm stato interpretation of Title I Fedoral
Regulatinns in clear concise layman's languaga.
Divcrsity among stato inteprotation of Title I .
giidalincs is hindering the diffusion and
adoptions of many oxemplary Title I pregrams.

Increasad tundini, for dissemination and dif-
fusion. The NDN is the most cost effaective way
of improving lcarning. The Notwork funiing for
fiscal year 1980 has haen cut by 4 million
dnllars. Many solutions to oducational probloms
have alrcady been found. pissemination of thase
solutions would prevent the constant *Reinventing
the wheel" syndrome.

"y
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1 4. Adjust zogran,!undinq dates to coincide
\ with school program cycles. Late funding
of federal programs interferes with in- °

\ . structional progress for Title I students.

\ 5. Reinstate equipmeit supply monies. Some .
havdware is nesdel to provide individualiza-
\ ticn:i  of instruction., Sinoe purchasing
\ equipment is virtually prohibited in present
' quidelines, it wovld be helpful to have a
Y small percent of total funds for replacing
\ obsnlete equipment and repairing present
\ gg:tpn:nt.pu:chaucd in the early days of
: A8 L, .. ’

6., One Pareat Advisory Council per LCA Title I
‘program would be an efficient management body.
This council could he made up of reprecentatives

»om.the individual schools and would alleviate .
xcessive numbars of meetings and expedite
management effiotency.’

7. Establish criteria for Title I teacher selection.
Sagk out any employ extremely competent and well
trained personnel. The average ard ahove average
learner pro?rallol in "spite of the teacher®.

“The'\low achiever needs the very best teachor in.
orddf to progress,

8. Prnvide furiding for developing and implemonting

suome basic or simplified vocaticnal programs.
—-— Many qe our Title I young penple are kept from

- presen: vocational programs because of their gne
rhistidated complex nature, Wo need somo addi-
tional programs that ara of a more basic and
practical nature. This Title I funding should
include:monias for basic wmaterials and equip-
ment to implemant thesc programs.

Title I has suffered greatly from much adveormse publicity
bacause we have failed to look at tho total picture. Wo often

3

hear that tho .gap betweon the Title I student and the average

\ Ky

and éboye average student is widor than ever. 4 Above Average

Y

~7] Dverage
Y4 '—_—_—J
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I- Title I /
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"
This is true, and rightly so. What wé gail tn realize is that *
as Title I provides manpower for extra assistance in order for
" —  pitle I students to progross to their fqlldnt potential, the
PROCESS roleases manpower for the average and above average
student to work up to ‘their fullest potential also, Tharefore,

the gap romains or gets wider. This is as it should be, Because

»
of Titla I, ALL levols of ability arechboenefitting in the public
schuols of our nation. . ’

M  Respect({ully submitted to the Subcommittae on Elemontary,

secondary, and voecational Elucation this sixth day nfiMarch.
ninetcen hundred an? sevonty=-nine by:

Marcelyn Hobhs, Director

Title I Reading Enalish Rotatian Projoct
McDuffic County Schnnl Systom

Thomson, Gunrcia .
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SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE
Junc 1977 « February 1979

AWARENEBS SESSIONS

NDN : .
Funding No,_ of sesgrons | Wo, ot Participants No. States Involved
1977=-78 66 2,070 50 States + Puerto
! —_— —— ¢ Rico ¢ Virgin Islands
1978-79 2l 1,335 50 States + Puerto
> L L. L . ' _ ‘nico + Virgin Islands
. ON-SI'TE VISITS
NDN | '
Funding No. of Visits No, of Participants No, States involved
*
: 1977-78 0 . LRes 12
1978-79 11 o .38 11
2. -
’ ADOPTIONS e
NDY No. nf No. ol School [NO. of
Funding Present Aduptions No, of States Districts Students
¢
. 1977-78 | 44 oA e 45 __6,402
) No. of Wi, oF “Addie No. of School [No. of
o __).._ Potential mkptions | _tional wntates Districts Students
!
1978-79 L U T 24 1,440
- TNeTTOf present [ TRG, of No. of school {No, of
. o] Nkptions in Georgi count ies mistricts _ | Gtudents |
1977278 UL I W A2 2,400
e n — ., TRAINING SESSIONS ..o
CUTUNDN - T No. of Admind,y N&T6F veachers/ | No, of
Funding +_ Ny Held b straters Trainad__ | _Aices Trained Students
1977-7H | R ho 1 2 6,400  _ |
R TR | . i L i Su _Awo
L]
SR A ARILN R EYEATAL I ERL M . ¥
r oy Moy nf Ndepet pens s, ol Admingstia=] No. of feachers/] No, ot
tandusg Monitor tons Monitorsd N s Manstored [ tideats
413-7 y 2% 70 1,504
e . ' SRR
N
i
1
r
L
¢t
&
.3
O
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STATEMENT OF’ MARCELYN HOBBS, READING/ENGLISH ROTA-
TION PROJECT, MORRIS MIDDLE SCHOOL, THOMSON, GA.

Ms. Hosss. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, it is
an honor to be invited to testify at the oversight hearing on title I of
the Elementary, Secondary Education Act.

I am Marcelyn Hobbs, the developer and director of an exemplary
title 1 program that has been operating for the past 9 years'in the -
McDuffie County School District, in Thomson, Ga. )

My written testimony addresses four issues; What, in my opinion,
title I has done for education; ‘what my school district is doing with
its title I funds, with particular emphasis on the project that I direct
and its Indian affiliation; No. 3, the factors, in our opinion, that have

contributed to the success of our title I program, ami it would

. perhaps be instrumental in the success of other title I programs; No.

4, our suggested recommendations for title I programs. .

However, with.the time allotted to me, my oral testimony will be
confined to Nos. 2 and 8.-

What title I has done for the McDuffie School District, and what
that district is doing with its title I funds. McDuffie Coynty, is located
in the east-central Georgia, 120 miles south of Atlanta, and approxi-
mately 35 miles west of Augusta on Interstate 20. A

This county has a population of approximately 18,000 people, with
a good balance of industry and agriculture. The county-seat and
largest town in our county is Thomson, with a population of approxi-
mately 15,000 people. Lo

Our school system is made up of one high school, one middle/
junior high, and four elementary schools. Our student body has 4,000
members, 46 percent of them are black, and 54 percent are white.

Our total school system has 210 teachers, and we operate 30
schoolbuses. Our total school budget is about $4.5 million and of this .
amount, $681,000 comes from local taxes. Our title I allocation for
this entire school district is $359,000. With these moneys, we employ

“18 title I teachers and 18 title I paraprofessiorals.

The title I teachers and aides serve approximately 1,450 title I
students in kindergarten remedial reading and math. A component
of the total title T program is the reading/ English rotation project at
the middle school level.

This project had its beginning in 1970, the year that we totally
integrated our sche ' system. The reading/ English project was
conceived, organized, and implemented by local administrators,
teachers, and parents.

The project focuses on a nationally recognized concern, that is, the
improvement of basic communication skills ai the secondary level.
Our program has been operating daily for the past 9 consecutive
years under the leadership of the McDuffie County title 1 program.

I think_you, gentlemen, would be interested in a couple of statis-
tics. There are in excess of 14,000 title I programs in our Nation. Of
those 14,000, only 45 have been set aside or recognized by the joint
dissemination review panel from the U.S. Office of Education as
being exemplary. McDuftie County's reading/English rotation proj-
ect is one of those 45. :

-
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The U.S. Office of Education further Yonored our program by
extending a contract under the National Diffusion Network, for the
purpose of disseminating information and implementing this pro-
gram in school districts throughout the Nation.

Our program is one of only 24 programs, a very select group, to
receive funds from the Nafional Diffusion Network. Under the
leadership of McDuffie County's title I administration, the read-
ing/English program has been disseminated since June of 1977. This

- National Diffusion Network is the most viable force for educational

change in our Nation today, the reason being that it brings practi-
tioners to practitioners in a free exchange of ideas. :

Educators throughout the Nation are facing virtually the same
problems. Therefore, it is important that teachers elsewhere be
made aware of a solution that has, perhaps, already been solved in
51\513\1% other part of the country, and herein lies the merit-of the
. When 'a program such as these 24 title I programs receive
funding under the NDN, it gives them four important things: First
of all, it gives them credibility and visibility. Credibility in that they
have been validated by the U.S. Office of Education, and visibility
in that the funds provide for that program, not only to work in a .
local district, but the entire Nation becomes the classroom of the
* project director. Visibility comes with that contract.

Then, this contract also offers to local school districts two things:
accessibility to programs that are student effective, cost effective,
and that are also transportable. The NDN also offers a school
district ways of combating the public's ever growing demand for
accountability. ' :

The reading/English project has-participated for a year and a
half. This diagram shares with you some of our successes. To
date there are 68 adoptions of our program, and those adoptions are
in 1R different States, and we are affecting a minimum studeut
population in excess of 8,000 people. .

Our project evaluation for the past 9 years shows that our students
have consistently averaged 1 month’s reading growth per month of
instruction. Prior to entry into the program, our students had been
averaging only 2 months’ growth per year of instruction. ’

The reading’English project is more, though, than'a statistically
eftective method of teackgng the disadvantaged students. It is a
program that transcends barriers of race, geographical locale, and
the various stages of adolescence.

It is successfully reaching student populaticns as diverse as the
Spanish-American child in Texas, the American Indian student in
Wyoming, the rural black child in North Carolina, the white
Appalachian child in Pennsylvania. the inner-city young person in
Chicago, and a balanced mix of black and white students in Georgia,
Florida, South Caroling, and Mississippi.

The McDuffie County program is academically successful as wel'
as cost offective. We are spending approximately $175 to $260 per
student over and above that which comes to us frém the State. We
are a seloet fow, 24 in'the Nation. :

What is it that we think has made us successful? There are four
things which [ would like to share with you. These are based on our
opinion and on our experience.
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"No. 1, a successful title I program needs to have a school environ- °

"'ment that allows creativity among its personnel, and they, then, will

foster problem solution. . :

A successtul program must be soundly based in local research on
characteristics and learning styles of that target pulation. Our .
instructional program was designed to meet the ¢ practeristics of
our students, and that program design has, as its base, a skill base
program in opposition to commercially prepared programs.

A second thing it has is a team teaching approach. Gentlemen,
title I teachers will never educate title I students.. The reason being
that we see them for only a small portion of the schoolday.

When we, as title 1 people, and you as -gentlemen who have
legislative abilities, come to the recognition that we must pair
ourselves and aline ourselves with every other staff member in a
local system. Then and only then will we see a noticeable difference
in the academic achievement of our young people. .

A third reason for our progress is that our instructional strategies

-are based on continuous daily evaluation. The fourth reason, we,

have been able to reduce our pupil/teacher ratio utilizing auxiliary
personnel.

The third reason for success is the total personal commitment on
the part of the community, the school, the project staff personnel,
and the students involved. We must commit ourselves to this fact:
Title I students can learn anything and everything that any other
student learns. However, we do learn it at a more slower pace, and it
does re(iuire more reinforcement.

Title 1 has suffered greatly from adverse publicity, because we, as
a public, have failed to look at the total picture. We often hear that
the gap between the title I student and the average and above
average student is wider than ever, and this is true. But rightly so.

What we fail to realize is that as title 1 provides manpower for
extra assistance in order for title I students to progress to their
fullest potential, the process releases manpower for the average and
the above average student to work up to their fullest potential.
Therefore, the gap remains or it gets wider, and this is as it should
be. Because of title I, all levels of ability are benefiting in the pu.lic
schools of our Nation. I respectfully submit to you our recommenda-
tions. Thank you, sir. _—

‘Chairman PrrkiNs. Let me thank the entire panel for some
excellent testimony. ‘

[ want to give all the members here a chance to ask some
questions, but first I have a couple of questions that 1 would like to
address to the entire panel. | :

As you know, the administration has proposed no increase in
appropriations for the regular title I program, although it is propos-
ing $400 million for the new concentration provision. What effects
will stationary funding have on your programs? We will begin with
you, Ms. Hobbs, and gon all the way around the table.

Did you get the question?

Ms. Hosss. Yes. sir: | heard your question, but I do not feel that 1
am qualified to answer.

Chairman Prrgins. All right, go ahead, Ms. Harbison.

Ms. HArBison. I would have to give you an answer that is almost

. in mathematical terms. Without an increase in funding, the staff

89
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that we hire o serve our title I childreh would have to be reduced in

direct proportion to the inflation that is occurring.

. Our program is successful, we feel, because we invest every dollar
that we can in hours of service, teaching time for the children.

When inflation gues up at the rate of 7 or 8 percent, and funds

remain stationary, that means that 7 or 8 percent fe'wer houtrs are

employed in working with children, - .

Chairman PErkins. All right, Mr. Rosjca.

Mr. Rosica. You are talking immediately about a reduction of
about 220 Y‘eople who are presently serving title I children, both
professional and paraprofessional on our basic staff. This naturally
would lead to, No. 1, a reduction of services to children; second, fewer
schools themselves being served. . - :

I think one of the third items that has to be considered is the fact
that the new law is going to generate increased costs. The factor, No.
1, that we are going to be establishing advisory committees, and that
the parent advisory committees are going to be increased in size in
Philadelphia, we are going to have to provide printed materials and
additional training to each of these parent. advisory councils, and
also in terms of the new requirements, new funding in the law itself,
which relates to incre funding for .the:State department of
education relative to monitoring, and so on. :

We are also going to increase our monitoring within the school
district, which is going to contribute an increased cost.

So I would say that we would probably be talking about reduction
of -services to, maybe, 9,000 or 10,000 children and a loss of staff
anywhere from 200 to 300 people. .

Chairman Perkins. All right, Dr. Jefferson.’ .

Dr. JerrersoN. The Philadelphia School District is comparable in
size to the Detroit School District, There are fome obvious differ-
ences, but I think the impact would .be similar on the School
District of Detroit and the School District of Philadelphia. ,

I would only make the addendum, and that is, certainly if there is
no increase in the basic grant funds, we are not going to be able to
maintain the current level of statfing that we have.

We received approximately $29 million this school year, and
under the basic %art A, if there i8 no increase in that, obviously,
that:is going to have an impact.

On the other hand, if you are talking about some new dollars in
the concentration portion, that will somewhat alleviate some of the
negative impact from lack of funds under Part I

gain, my bottom line peint would be that we still are not serving
all of the youngsters in our school district that are eligible to be
served. So to the degree that there is not an increase in dollars in
whatever part, we still are going to be in the position of not serving
those eligible goungsters who we should be serving.

Chairman Perkins. All right, we will hear now from Dr.
Johnston. '

Dr. Jounston. Thank you, Mr. Perkins.

I think Dr. Jefferson stated it well. If there is 1.0 basic increase,

then we have that frustration of some 75,000 youngsters eligible but
not served. It the concentration funds come along, in my judgment,
what it means is that through those funds we will be able to ab8orb
the inflation problem that always exists, it is an annual problem,
and still aliow a modest improvemé&nt in the program.

20
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The concentration dollars look to me as a very positive change for

* next year. That would accommodate inflation, and allow us some

improvement in the numbers of students that we could serve.
hairman PERKINS. Ms. Reynolds, . . . .

Ms. ReynoLps. Yes, sir. Static funding, or no increase in.funding
to Tennessee, at least, would mean, as I indicated to you before,
“that there would be a reduction in program services to children.

Giving you an example, in our largest system, at least 190 teachers
would probably have to be taken from the title I roll. Also 11
- programs in' another one of our urban cities would have to be
eliminated. -

Also, services in the rural counties, where they are already
suffering, would be further decreased. ) : .
~ Also, no increase in funding appears even more drastic, as one of
the %entlemen mentioned a few moments ago, in view of the new
regulations which require additional cost. Also I would like to:
mention—perhaps I don’t think it has been brought out here, my
concern here—concentration grants, really should be supplemen-
tary to, and not take the place of the basic grants.

Not all school systems will receive concentration grants. This
means that concentration grants will help some, and if the basic
grant is not increased, it will doubly affect those not receiving the
concentration money.

I think that this has got to be considered as far as full funding is
&

concerned. . ,
" Also we need an increase just to maintain what we have got.
Chairman Perkins. All right, Dr. Himley, go ahead and answer
now. ) :

Dr. HimLey. Thank you, sir. : .
The State of Iowa has 99 counties, and in checking with the Office
of Education with respect to the concentration grant moneys, it
would appear that only three to five-counties within the State would
qualify for concentration grant monies.

So, if that is the only increase, let us say, that is provided for
title I funding, it would mean, in essence, approximately a 10
percent decrease, considering the inflationary costs, for anywhere -
from 94 to 96 counties within the State. '

I am aglittle bit ‘surprised, but I guessed it was common knowl-
edge, but nobody has mentioned yet that the general fund budgets
within the school districts in“this day and age do not typically have
the capacity to absorb decreases in Federal funding.

The title 1 programs have sold themselves. The people want them
desperately, but the local moneys are not there. If there is a decrease
in title I funding, it will obviouilg mean a decrease in services as far
as title I programs are concerned. 2
" Chairman PERKINS. Let me ask all the witnesses one further

question, .

Do you expect any probleme . implementing last year's new law;
are any of your school districts anticipating any problem with the
new requirement for distribution of the law and regulations to all
advisory council members. As you know, this is a new provision in
the Education Amendments of 1978.

You go ahead, now, Dr. Himley, and start.

Dr. HiMLEY. Yes, we are anticipating some problems in that
respect. I did make some notes with regard to it. We have nothing—
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‘by 'we, I am talkins.of the State agengy as well as the LEA's—we «
1

have no desire to diminish parental involvement, parental input,

but we seriously question the need for each and every member of.

" \the parent advisory council having copies of the legislation, the

-
3

1
¢

will be a tremendously expensive th'ing; to say the least. It will
detract from program moneys, and in all honesty, in the State that I
represent, at least the parent advisory councils are not particularly

reﬁl ations, the policy manuals, etc. -

desirous of having individual copies. They want access, yes, to the .

. legislation, access to the regulations, access to the policy manual
when it .comes out, the State policies, etc, but as far as each
,in.di};ridual having their own personal copy, this is not the typical
wish, ' ' : ..

Chairman PErKINS. Any further comments fromi any of you?

Dr. JEFFeRsoN. I would simply reiterate what has just been said
by giving you an example. We have 170 local parent advisory

councils. We have nine regional pareat advisory councils, We have

one district-wide advisory council. . _
I think the critical factor is access to the information as opposed

" ‘to whether or not we must have each one of those council persons

having specific pieces of information. It is foing to cost school
districts some additional dollars to do this, and my only question is
whether this is at all necessary. — _
This is, again, not to in any way talk against the need for
Earental involvement, but it is to the degree of those mechanical
inds of details which I think are going to impose some hardship on
school districts. _ ' .
. Dr. JounstoN. Mr. Chairman, I mentioned earlier the special
problem in Los Angeles. We wii.l begin in September our second
year of court-ordered mandatory integration. The “follow-the-child”
provision has taken care of this year, and we have no problem, but

* next year I have a concern the funds to supplement the title I

rogram for those youngsters who will be involved and continuing
in the integration program. We would like to see that provision
allow us to sustain that kind of activity in the years ahead.

Chairman PErkiNs. Ms. Reynolds.

Ms. REyNoLDps. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would like to add a couple
of points. :

In one of our school districts alone, you are talking about 350 to
F{?;’) council members who would be receiving the information as
.shated in the legislation. I am not at all opposed, as a matter of fact
f1{am totally in agreement with the fact that members should *have

- decess.to this information, I think the key is access to, or individual

c‘d'?)ies" 'tl\a:reof. I think that this needs to be addressed.
ne ot
law—I don’t'want it to be taken as I am against parent involve-
ment, because I am totally for it. But I am a little bit concerned that
the emphasis in the law appears to be more on organization, and
number of members rather than upon true parental involvement in
the educational process, which is where we find that the greatest
success, as far as students are concerned, comes when the parents
are involved in the instruction. This is a concern of mine.
Chairman PERkiINs. All right, go’ahead. .
Ms. HARBISON. On this point, I am sorry that we could not bring
our district parent committee chairman, because she would be

i
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saying this for me. We feel that the new regulations are, perhaps,
entirely too detailed for parent advisory councils.

Sometimes, in seeking to meet every point ofa regulation; we find

ourselves illegal without meaning to. will cite one example. At one
time, when we were expected to ‘provi written copies of several
phases of the program to parents, the only sin le item that we could
obtain before that first meeting were copies o the Federal Register.

The parents looked at me as thoul‘gh I were stark raving mad,
when I was giving them copies of the ederal Register, because they

find this is a hard document to read, rhaps.

Therefore, I would like to recommend that-we emphasize parent
involvement, but possibly leave the details insofar as possible up to
the districts or the councils themselves. ' :

Mr. Rosica. 1 would like to make one final comment. I think our

rincipal concern relates to the election process for the city-wide

AC, which will have to ‘involve between 300,000 and 400,000

parents in that particular election in order to meet the mandate of

the law as it is presently written.

That becomes an incredible job. It is a very, very expensive type -

of job for us to do.

I think our second concern that relates to that is the fact, as

indicated yesterday in a. meeting with the Office of Education
officials, they stated that the regulations would not be coming out
until approximately June 1, '

We are being asked by our State departments of education at the
moment to have everything in place by the beginning of the school
year. If we try to run elections for a citywide PAC durigg the
summer, we will have an explosion during the vacation period, and
1(:ht‘it i? a very, very deep concern of all the members of Great City
£ hools. »

I think a second concern of ours i8 the fact with regulations
coming out on June l, the submission of an application that will be
covering our school districts for 3 years, we are now in the
planning Frocess. By dJune 1, most of us will have completed our
planning for the projects. If any surprises come out in the regula-
tions, we may end up, unknowingly, being in the position of, maybe,

being liable for ordered exceptions because-we are developing an.
application which proposed regulations coming out on June 1, will

be covering for 3.years.

Chairman Perkins. I'would like to ask Dr. Johnston one question,
and this will be my last one.

I need some clarification of your statement regarding mainte-

nance of effort. Are you proposing that we repeal that provision -

due to Proposition 13, or are.you proposing specific amendments to
the maintenance of effort r@quirement?
Dr. JonnsToN. Mr. Chairman, as you know, it is an extraordinary

circumstance to be involved in the Proposition 13. Whereas in the °

past, we had a dependable, reliable income base in support of public
education. At this current time, we are on a 1 year funding block
rant basis, and it is 10 percent less than what we,cotherwiss, would
ave had this particular year. _ -
Maybe our circumstances in California are very unique and very
unusual, but we had a tragic loss of income. So when it looks at us
as a gdistrict on maintenance of effort, our maintenance of effort will

. | "
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: / obviously be less than it is otherwise, and traditionally and nor-
/ mally would have been. : ' - o
J I am not sure what the best solution or answer to it is, but it is,

7 diffic "1t to be held accountable for something over which we have -~
absolutely no control. C -
Chairman PERkINS. Mr. (Goodling. ' .

Mr. GoobuiNG. Thank dyou. Mr. Chairman. _

I always like to remind everyone who comes before the commit-

.tees that I serve on that we are caught in quite a dilemma because = -
the cry in the country is: Reduce taxes, and reduce funding. We ¢
have governors, such as the Governor of.California, the biggest

> spenders.around, who all dt once gre telling us that we should
balance our Federal budget. There are only two ways to do that,
either” raise taxes or reduce spending. So we are really caught. ?

Then everybody who comes before us says, “Yes, but you have to '
zero in on the important issues,” and each of them tell us, then, that,
theirs is the most important, and should be on the top of the list,

"“Don’t cut ours.” - , ’
So I like to bring that to your attention, because you deal with
.those State and public elected officials who, all of a sudden, are
pointing their finger this way on one hand, and.doing this with
their other hand. You just can't do both. . . '

Dr. Johnston, you were the first, as I remember in the testimony,
-that talked about problems. I think you even used a nicer term,
“concerns,” .1 guess. ' ‘

Dr. JOHNSTON. Yes. %

Mr. GoopLiNG. You listed several concerns, or you spoke of
several concerns. I looked on page 6. Are all the concerns that you
ta%‘ked? about, included on page 6, or were you indicating some
others?

Dr. JoHNSTON. I tried to abbreviate. The testimony that we submit-
ted would be the detailed list, and I tried to pick those which are
the most pressin%. .

Mr. GoobLiNe. I was merely going to ask you to give us the list, if
there were more than you were including.

Dr. JounstoN. They are there.

Mr. GoobLING. The second question, Dr. Johnston, is there any ~"
particular time that you would sto;): the “follow-the-child” funds, or '
would you have them open-ended? . .

Dr. JoHNSTON. I am sure you can appreciate what happens in the
subsequent year, when the youngster is in a new neighborhood. He
still has the same needs and requirements as he did in the prior
years. The artificial date of a year passing does not ‘change the
circumstances. B

If we do the analysis that is required to gee whether, in fact, that* . !
youngster continues to be eligible by the factors and the judgments '
that we use, and he is no longer eligible. I am making a reasonable

~ suggestion that 1 year is not enough, and perhaps 4 or 5 years would ¢
be reasonable. .

We can compromise on almost anything, but all I know is that at

the end of this current year, our first year of court-ordered
“ integration, the youngsters will no longer be funded in the subse-

- quent year, I just simply have no way of maintaining that supi)ort

service, which I think is absolutely critical as they find their: place
in this new environment. - :

]
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Mr. GoopLiNG. I aegree with-that. It is always ridiculous also to
have the youngster move from.one school to another school, and
then he no longer needed help because of the legislation. -

Dr. Jefferson, you talk on phge 5 about the need for us to have
‘those regulations. Do you have information that we don't have

.already, or is it just that usual suspicion, we ‘have of regulations
written by downtown? .

Dr. JerFeRsoN. 1 do not have any inside information that the
subcommittee does not have. It is a geneéral concern about the fact
that we think some progress has been made in the comparabilit,’
requirements in terms of reporting. But in the general goncern, we,

- hope that the regulations do not impede the intent of Congress in . -
passing legislation. So I don’t have any specifics to point to. T
. ~ *"Mr. GoobLiNG. 1 would ask the chairman at this time, after we’

' have had the opportunity to study those regulations, if we could
perhaps have them come up and explain them.to us. Then we can,
perhaps, dampen their enthusiasm for over-regulating.

Individualized prescriptions, I knaw, in my district caused all
gorts cf problems, It is not only the Federal regulations, but then
the State regulations as W}ll. So I would hope that we would look
veg carefully at those. _ . 5

Dr. Johnston, you said 82 different languages. .

4
.

[4

Dr. JoHnsTON. Isn’t that incrediblet It is correct, Mr. Goodlin

Mr. GOODLING. It is incredible. Even Ms. Fenwick does not spea
82 different languages. °

I must admit that the Senator’s amendment that is causing you -
so much grief; I don’t know how it ever got into the legislation. He
came so suddenly, and was in and oqut so ra&idly, that I must hav? .
been sleeping at the time he presested it. Was it presented at th
conference? - ' : ) .

Chairman PERkiNs. It was predented at the conference._.

Mr. GoopLiNG. He came in and out so rapidly, and with phoP&Pra- :

. phers. I guess I was taken by the photographers, and did not follow
what it was he presented. .

I cannot imagine how you could possibly live with that, and have
the greatest portion of your expenditures go to that dissemination.
What is going . to -be done with it after it is disseminated is a real
problem. 1 guess there is nothing that we can do about that at this
point, until the legislation comes back up again. .

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . :

Chairman PerxiNs. Mr. Hawkins. “

Mr. Hawkins. Thank you, Mr: Chairman. . o '

Wit: the passage of Propositiont 13 .and the new regulations, ure

. we to assume that the new regulations would require you, at the
State level, to'mgintain the effort, 'a..1 if that'is not d¢ne, that there
will be a substantial loss to the L.A. -chool district, and if so# what
would be the approximate loss? N

) Dr. JonsToN. Thank you, Mr. Hawkins. It is my understanding .
that a school district must have a'base year, and for this particular T
year, we are 10 fpercent below what we would normally bg receiving - °
™h total funds for the operationsiof the school district.

It just follows that we are unable to maintain our current effort--
Now, it will perhaps not be a full 10 percent. It ‘will be Judged
ultimately as to what the actual depreciation of costs might be in
this area. But in that range, you can imagine, anticipating $45

"3 i . : -
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million in‘title I funds, it'is conceivable, if the concentration funds
do not come in the aggregate of $8 million, we could lose in the
neighborhood of ¥3 to $4 million."
Y Mr. Hawkins.. Does the State action in terms of what is called
hail-out money, does this enter at all into that equation?
" Dr. JounsTON. The bail-out funds are 1 year only. As we look
forward, and plan and anticipate what our budget will be for the
coming year, we have no knowledge at this point in time which of
. the many bills that are before our State legislature will, in fact, -
: become law. ‘
. As you know, Senator Dills has a bill. Leroy Green has a bill.
* Sendtor Roberts has a bill. Here we are.in the critical planning
/ stage for our school districts in Califorhia without any knowledge of
the amounts of funds that will be available.
Mr. HawkINS. Would the passage of any one of those bills allow
you to submit that.as a maintenance of effort upon which the
ederal money can be based? ) '
Br. JoUNsTON. | like your strategy, and I accept your judgment.
r~HAwWKINsS. [t is going to be very difficult for any of us to
persuadé Representatives from. all over the country, qutside of
.. California, to help the State if the State itself does not.recognize
‘some responsibility. Jt seems to'me that it follows, and it is just that
simple. It may be a simplification of it, but I think that may be the -

/ actigal situation.
Anyway, we will elaborate ion this some other time. Thank you.
/ Ms. Hobbs, 1 was quite intrigued with a statement that i§ in-

~cluded in your prepared statement on page 11, when you indicate
that title { suffered greatly from adverse publicity, and then you -
indicate that the gap betweén the title I student and the average
and above-average student\is wider than ever. Then you indicate
that this is as it should be, t}?at it allows the release of personnel to
non-title I programs. - o

It would seem, by implication, what you are suggesting is that
there is an opportunity to juggle the local school money in such a
way that the maintepance of effort is not maintained, but the title
I money is- used fok“ the disadvantaged, which, of course, it is
intended to, but then it allows the school district to shift some
personnel around, so that some locally supported personnel are

« .-, shifted to other students, and that the gap not only remained wide,
but that. it becomes wider.
N It does not seem to me that it sounds like good educational sense,

Ms. Honns. Mr. Hawkins, thank you for your question.

sAs 1 read this, I interpret the word "manpower” to mean time
and not personnel. When we are talking about the process releasing
manpower for the average and above-average learner, I did not
mean that it released personnel. but by working with title I
students, the axtra effort, then that gives smaller pupil/teacher
ratios for those teachers already employed in the system. If not
smaller~ student/teacher ratios, it gives additional time to plan,
prepare instructional strategies for the average and above-average
student. %

The statement has nothing to do with personnel, but it is the
amount of time and effort that that teacher can devote to those
students that remain with her. during the instructional teaching
time.

b\
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Mr. Hawkins. I will accept that explanation for that, but what is
the meaning of the phrase: “Therefore, the gap remains or. gets
wider. This is as it should be.” What is the significance of that
statement? ° . L . . .

Ms. Hosss. Mr. Hawkins, I preceded these statements by saving,
in my opinion, based on my experience, I believe that there are

.varying levels of ability in all students. Many title I students that
wé work with are not progressing at the level that other students

are progressing. In my opinion, they never will.-

Mr. HAwKINS. I don't exactly agree, but nevertheless I am trying
) .

to get some reason. - . _ _
Let's phrase it another way, if non-title I students are always
gaing to maintain an achievement level that is substantially higher,

and it is going to get higher, and the gap is going to get wider, then -
_ there is little justification or little support—we are going to lose
~ support for title I programs, it seems to me, if they are not bringing

the students up to what should be expected of students.,,

Ms. Hopgs. If the justification is that we are going fo close the
gap, and that all students will be progressing at the same' level at
the same time, then I could not agree with that. I believe that we
are obligated to provide for every student the resources for that
student to progress at his or her own level of ability. .

Now, title I and its resources provide that for the title I stu-
den;s, I feel that we are also obligated to provide that for all other
students. ’

Mr. HAWKINS. If you want to do that at the local level, that is one
thing. But I am speaking in terms of the intent of this program as it
was originally drafted, and that was, as I thought, to remove, or to

" at least narrow the gap on the basis that there are disadvantaged
“children, who are not disadvantaged because of any mental prob-

lem, but merely because of the question of circumstances, and that - -’

we would, narrow the gap,. if anything, rather than applaud its
getting wider on the basis that the non-title I students, somehow,
are much brighter, They may be more fortunate when they come
from middle-class families, or families that don’t need the schools
probably as much as the children in low-income areas. .

I just don't exactly agree with you in the fundamental assum
tions that these students are, somehow, inherently weaker and,

therefore, we always have to assume that they are goi»g to be

behind throughout life is-really what you are saying.

Ms. Hosgs. "hat is not my assumption.

Mr.~Hawkins. I see. I am glad of that.

Thank you. :

Chairman Perkins. Ms. Harbison, did you want to respond?

Ms. HarBIsoN. Mr. Hawkins, could I respond to that question?

Mr. Hawkins. Yes, surely. (

Ms. Harpison. I represent a very ordinary type of district that
has children very representative of those children found all over
the country. We, like Dr. Johnston, since we are close neighbors,
have lots of languages, and have lots of mixtures. But we do have, 1
think, a very typical group of children, and therefore a very typical
group of titie I children. We have found statistical evidence over a
period of time that we can close the gap.

It is possible in our particular area and our school board because
they Have been so concerned about accountability and use of Fed-

144402 (Y » T2 & 7 ) %
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eral funds, and particularly in the use of title I funds, and they
have asked the title I program to report to them moreé than any
other single program in our entire district, and they have also asked
us to keep longitudinal data. .

We have discovered that because the children are ﬁro essing at a
higher rate—our rate happens to be a month-and-a-half in the title
I program—that that ‘gap does close. Even though a child is behind
1Y%, or even 2 years behind in the second or third grade, at the end of
3 years in a title I program, that gap can be closed, and sometimes
erased completely. The children are completely educable.

As we have all tried to say here, they all learn at different ‘rates,
and our children, we have discovered, learn at different rates, and
because of the interventioh of the additional assistance in title I,
they are becoming successful. .

Mr. HAwkiINs. That wa$ my thought. If you are not going to make
some attempt, and succeed, to some extent, in closing the gap, then
there is no need for any of us to be pleading for title I programs.
Thai is just about the way I feel about it. '

Chairman PERkINS. M¥. Ashbrook. :

Mr. AsuBrook. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I havé: no questions.

Chairman PERKINS. Mr. Murphy, .

Mr. MurpHy. | have no question; *H

Chairman PERKINS. Let me thank all of you, the entire panel, for
your appearance today. I think that you have a great selling job to
do to the House Committee on Appropriations, the Labor-HEW
Subcommitt:e particularly. To educate this Congress, you have a
great big job.

. Thank you very much.

The committee is now adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m,, the subcommittee recessed, to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]
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1 * The Honorable Carl Perkins - . :
Chairman ’ ' . . ..
subcommittce on Elementary,

Secondary and Vacational Education
Suite B346C Rayburn H.Q.B.
washington, D.C. 20515
]
Dear Mr. Chairman: .
N ‘ : The. enclosed letter from Georgia Rice, Montana Supers

) intendent of Publi~ Instruction, expresses concern about - «
new regulations under Title 1 of the Elementary and Secon-
dary Education Act. -

I believe Mrs, Rice has raised some important qﬁeationa
o about revisions affeoting parent advisory touncils, and
T would appreciate it very much if you would include her
romarks in the record of the Subcommittee's March 6th over- '
an sight hearings on Title I. ’ ) ' °
.Thank you for your assistance.
Bast regards.
Sincerely, . -
77 MZ———-— -
Pat Williams . ’
, N
, Erclosure .
°
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——’_EOI- FICE, OF PUBU(‘ INSTRUCTION

. STATE CAPITOL, Georgia Rice
HELENA. MONTANA 59601 Superiniendeat
«(406) 449-3095 _ . :

March 8, 1979 . .

L

The Honorable Pat Williams. . .
House of Representatives ¢
Washington, D.C, 20315 . : . . ‘
& 5 1 ' . " Re: Parental Involvement
s ESEA Title T
- ' Secs 125, Title I, P.L. 95-561 ’

Dear Represen i1llians:.

We are developing workable administvative procedurea to implement the Education
Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 9:-561). We are concerned ‘that Section 125 of 1icle I, .
parental involvement, may create an administrative nightmare for Bchool districts. ) i
We want to share our concerns with you. n

Under the previous law and the regulations, ESEA Title I, projgct area (school)
‘parent adviBiory councils.were composed of members selected by parents of children
served, or to be served, by the project. The districtwide council was composed of
members selected from the membership of each project area (school) council, All
. parents in a project grea, including parents of private school children, were .
eligible to participate in. the selection of its council wemhers. School district A
4 officials and the district advisory council eatablished procedurcs for nomination
and gelection of the membership. Section 125 changes this procedure by requiring
that the districtwide council be elected by the parents in each district and the
.project area (school) couiacils be elisted by parents in each project *irea. The
law no longer permits the "pyramid effect" we h&d under the previous regulutions, ..
that is, the districtwide council members«aelected from each project area (achool) ’
o council membership.’ . ] 5.

o

We underatand legal counsel for the U. S Office of Education has made the following
interpretations: e

1. The districtwide council muat be elected by a districtwide election and
the project area (school) council must be clected by a4 project areca T
election, thus, councils are separafe entities necessitoting separate
elections. There 18 a possibility of totally separate membership which
could result in lack of continuity, coordination and cooperation.

2. -The ballot must provide aépsrute gategoriea of ngminees to ensure appro-
priate representation, that i{s, a) parenth of pupils to be served in a
“  project, b) parents of pupils eligible to be served but not currently
- participating in a project, and c) others. ‘

3.  Teachers may be clected but administrators are not meatinoned in the taw.

. N
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4. Only parents of school-1ge children may vote in the election; other
qualified voters who have no children in achool may not vote for candi-
dates but could de a candidate and elected to serve on the coune il,

5, DPrincipals and other adminiatrators ‘may be menbers of the council if
they reside in the project area and are duly elected. [

Any of tha above could result in an administrative nightmars for our larger achool
<’ districts which have several project areas, such as Billings, Grent Falla, Buttey
Helena and Misaoula school districts, to name a few, For exaumple:
* 1, The school district would have to maintain at least three districtwide
voter lists as well as three project area (school) voter lists to ensure
_ appropriate represencation as-well as to ensure only eligible voters are
. allowed toO vote. ’ .

. 2, DParsnts must agree to be identified as parenta of chifdren to be served.
This information must be made available to all vuters districtwide as . .
well as in project areas. This may conflict with the privacy aet or : "
civil rights laws. : . .

3, Conducting several elections cam be costly and reduce available Title 1
funds for progrsms to aerve children. For example, Billings would have
to conduct 13 scparate elections, Great Falla 14 elections, Butte 11
elections, Helena 6 electi. 1s and Hisaoul/n,lz elections. .
My office i8 dedicated to the encouragement and promotion of conmunity and citizen
{nvolvezent in the education system and in.phe education of their ['.ildven, Ve
. commend Congress for their support of parental involvement in federal programs. -
‘He certainly do not oppose elections, however, we sse this section of the iducation . )
Amendments of 1978 tq be too infiexible and we fear administratively difficult, e \\J
cumbersome and perhaps almost impossible to inplement. We feel the previous law
and regulations worked well for Momtana. : .

We would apfgéciate it 1f you would reviev this matter. Should you wish to discuss
this further, please call me. . &b .

Sincerely, ; - .

ae
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STATE HOARD OF EDUCATION

JIM DUFREL . WELDON CHAIRMAR ARCH FONRD EDUCATION BUILDING  LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72200
WAYNE HARTSFIELD, SEARCY. VICE CHAIRMAN

MRS JAMES W CHESNUTT. HOT SPRINGS 4

JOMN B CLARK.FORnEsT CiTy

T C.COGMILL, JR. STad CiTy March 28, 1379 <
OR ELLISGARDNER. RusstiLivitit . ‘
HARRY A HAINES, BLYTHEVILLE ')

ROBERTY L NEWTON. WARRE Y . . \ .
WALTER TURNBOW. S'MINGDALK "

0IVISION OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS

A. W FORD
DIRECTOR . '

Honorable Carl D. Perkins

Hb1se of Representatives o

JRayburn Houne Office Building s ] .

Room 2365 s
Washington, DC. 20515

Dear Mr. Perkins:

It has recently been brought to my attention that the Department of
Health, Rducation, and Welfare has recomaended in their fiscal year budget
to "Cap' all state agency programs in Title I ESEA. This would greatly
curtail and reduce many important things taking place in the migrant
program. The follawing is a list of the drast.: effects the "Cap" would
have upon Migrant rducation. If this cecommendation is approved, the
"Cap" would: v -

. ;'
1. Completely stop initiative on the part of-the states on identifying
and recruiting migrant children ¢
2. Seriously curtail the skills based prograns that are just beirg
.y  ioplemented
“ i . )
'3, Completely kill all secondary school programs just as migrant ©
children had begun advancing in the upper grade levels
4. Reduce the number oi children that could be. served in the migrant
program .
5, Prevent the migrent program from serving pre-schonl children,
which is the Office of Education's top priority
: 6. Prevent expanding into the new legislation that is just recently \

being passed by Congress which allews you to serve the families
who “ollow Lue cultivation and havvesting of trees,

AN Eauat Oppottunity Employss M-F"
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7. Provent the states from fully carrying out the summer school

program that has just recently become part of the new leglie- ’ ' d
lation - . . '

%, Kill the initigtive of the credit exchange program for high school
migrants that has becn endorsed by the Education Commisaldn of
the States Tauk Force and the Chief State School Officers

, 9, R4l1l the patental involvement that has been started in the

migrant program _ . N

10. Cause Arkansas to lose approximately 2 willion dollars.
These are just a fow of the effects the "Cap' would have on this
one particylar program, if allowed to stand. It leaves migrant thildren
. as the only category of disadvantaged children that would not receive an . v
increase in ¥Y80 and future years. . i

‘o . s
. * v
The other state agency programs, the Randicapped, the Neglected, and
the Delinquent, would also be greatly affected since institutionalized

care has become a very heavy burden upon the states. ¢

The inflationary costs alone, if these programs are "Capped”, would
certainly cause a decrease in program services and would fesult dn the
termination of 8 large number of employeer. "

1 respectfully request that you resist any effort in the '"Capping"
of the state agency programs, which, if allowed, would seriously impair
and hurt & large group f disadvantaged children in this country. These
are the children that dre probably the most disadvantaged being served
under Title I.

Your consideration in this matter %ill be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely, “

3 g

(]
. i SR wilams .
Associute Nirector of Federal Programs
Arkansas lepartment ol Fducation '

sls
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. STATE OF ONHIO
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION °

CoLuMBUS '
* ’ - 43218
o
PRANKLIN 0. WALTER S NI Jammes W. Miier, Dicwoie !
SUPERINTENDENT OF , “ DIVISION OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE
PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 933 Migh Strggt
. ' B wonhington, Org'43085 |
. 2 ) .
Il
March 15, 1979 . -
. .
L]
The Honorable Carl Perkins 5

U.S. House ofeRepresentatives
12365 Rayburn House Office Blde.
Washington, D.t. 20515

Dear Mr. Perkins:

We respectfully request:that the enclosed testimony, Title I, A Success in.
Ohio, be inctuded as-a part of the record for the oversight hearings on the
effectiveness of title 1. M

You are to be commended for holding hearings on such an important subject.
Ti.le I funds are making a significant impact on the lives of thousands of
Ohio students. We believe Title 1 is working well and appreciate the oppore-
tuniLy to present the positive gide of the program.

Sincerely, !

" , ' . -
o YEIRTC. /"‘/K :

- . k]
Jfnes W, Miller, Director

© Division of Federal Ausistance

JWMisym . i
Enclosure .

\»

.t
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TITLE I, A SUCCESS IN ONIO ~ R

.
Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act provides opportun-
4ties for children with learning problems to make significant academic
,ains. This program, now in its l4th year of succossful implementation
.n Ohio, also.addresses:several of the major concerns the American public
has about education. ' e ) P .o

cducation, tstion was "What if anything, do you think the public
*échools in comnunity”’should be doing that they are not doing now?"
For the nation as a whole, the first four suggestions ranked: (1)-more
strict discipline, (2) better teachers, {3) back to basics, and (4) more
parental involvement. . .o - ' :

In the 10th Annua;'Gallup Poll which survey®“the pubfic's attitude toward ~

i : '
_ An assessment of the effectiveness of Title I*in Ohio shows that the pro-

gram as implemenged not only carries out the intent of Congress, but also
has an emphasis which directly addresses the second, third, and:fourth
recommendations of the public mentioned above. \~\¢¢f‘N

Students serVed in Title I rcteive personalized instruction based on their
individuul® nqeds and abitities, Children not only 1mprov6 basic skills, but
mory importantly often for the first time, establish rapport with a teacher
who believes in and cares for them in a way no other teacher has before,
Well-trained teachers are the rule in Title I, not the exception. .
Respondents to the Gallup Poll indicated a des#re for "teachers who take a
porsonal interest in each student, who try to understand each student and
his or her problems...." Title 1 teachels keep current through inservice
education. Training focuses primarily on diagnosing instructional needs
"apd on developing individual plans to help students who have difficulty
‘learning basic reading and math skills. °

Poll respondents alse wanted ''more conferences b2tween parents -and tcache?s.
They would like to know much more about what parents can do in the home to
help their children in school." Title I requires parent participation in
planning, implementing, und evaluating the progrim. In fiscal 1978, more |
thas 78,000 individual conferences were held with parents. Teachers made
16,401 home visits, and 31,729 parents visited Title I classes. In addition,
parents were involved in group meetings. There were also, district-wide par-
ent councils in each school district., wore than 29,000 persons participated
in parent councuils, .

The poll also reported that peopie want "greater emphasis placed upon what
.they often describe as the 'fundumentals,' meaning reading, writing, and
arithmetic." In the 1978 Ohio Title I program, 114,785 or 89% of the par-
ticipants were given supplemental instruction in reading. An additional
16,663 or 9% were given assistance in math. Most importantly, students are
making significant gains in both reading and math.

3
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. Thc_data included as a part of the annual evaluation®reports submigted

to the U.S. Office of Education substantiate*®his claim that studchts o
‘who had been experiencing serious learning problems in the clauscoom are
making significant gains. . e . £ :
. ) ot o Fe ~

. For the ﬁust two years, fiscal 1977 and 1978, Chio cducato}s haie used
“evalugtion Model A-1 as developod by the RMC Corpofation of Mountainviow, <

California. The Ynstructions from RMC indicate that ‘the expected gain
without special program intervéntion 1s 0, while :n average gain of 7
normal curve équiyalent (NCE) units is considered significant progress.
For both’ years, Title 1 students in Ohio far exceeded'the avefage expected
and significant gain levels in reading ahd math, Average gains in reading

were 11 and 12 in 1977 and 1978 respectively. Gains in math were 14 and 1S,

O
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Beported gains for students at all grade levels excecded the expected level
in both subjects. Reading, gains at all grade levels exceeded the signifi-
cit stundard of 7 NCEs. Math gains mat or exceeded the standard at all
grade levels where 20 or more scores were reported, ’ L

it is particularly significant that this amount of gain was obtained by
children who were sclected wifh asvegy restrictive sclection criteria,
Children in Ohio must scorc at or below the 33rd percentilc on a standard- *
ized achicvement test to qualify for service in the program. In fiscal®
1978, funds were stfficient to serve only 37% of those children who were

t

)

eligible. Priority of service was based on those Waving the groatest ncede-

"that is, those who sscored lowpst, . L
Support for services to students who have learning problems extends beyond
that provided by federal dollars, Even in a time of great fiscal restraint
in Ohio, the State General Assembly continues to appropriate $33,000,000
annuially in state funds to ifpnnd programs funded from fedgral resources,
ESEA Title 1 in particular, ’ e

The House Education and Labor Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocational Education, under the chairmanship of Mr, Carl Perkins, duserves
commquntion for its support of Title I. . . ’

<
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1. Of Ohio’'s 616 school districts, 97% conducted Title 1 instructional
¢  programs. . = s

2. "Logal chool. districts spent 361,95!,317 to provide ‘fitle I instruction
ahd. supportive services for 126,216 educationally dgsadvantaged children. . o
< -

8 * 3., Most Title 1 activities occurred in the regular school term, during *
TR -which 97% of the participants received\instruction and 99% of all expens ° "
- ditures were made, : ' \ &

4

. . . - .
- ~ 4, Of the students receiving Title I instruction during thé régular school R

-4 v term, 96% were in grade six or below. The greatest concentration of . .
pupils, 70%, was in grade oné through grade four, T e '

5. A total of 5,517 nonpublic school pupils received Title I instruction ¢
during the regular term and 693 roceived summer ‘term instruction, R >

6. Neglected"or delinquent children receiving Title I instruction totaled
1,670 the regular term and 837 in the summer.

’;‘

. - 7. Due to the level of funding, only 37% of the students meeting the selece
. tion eritoria were served.’ - . .

Yo

.

. 8. liighest priority for Title I services is given torreading. Eighty-eight
+ percent of all regular term participants and’91% of all summer texm parti- .

- cipants reccived instruction in this areai 3/
. v . .
- 9, Title I participants arg making significant achievement, gains, Students
,receiving extra instruction in reading gained in average of 12 NCEs (tho "
*nefmal curve equivalent-unit of measure especially designed to measure

Title I progress). Students ‘receiving mathematics instruction gained an

average Qf 15 NCEs. (A gain of 7 is consideﬁnq significant,) .
. o ‘ .

¢ ) 10. Eighty:two percént of all expenditures for the ycar were directed towaid
’ reading instruction, Next in money expended were mathcomatics and pre-w -
school education, with 9 and 7% resapctively. ot ' o ~
- ¢
11. Nincty-thrce percent of all ‘expenditures for the year were for staff
salaries and rclated fringe benefits.

lq£ School districts hired 3,035 tcachers, on a full-time equivalent basis,
to instrudt Title I participants during the regular term. During the
. summer term, districts hired 524 teachers on a full-time equivalent basis. .
13. Title I teachers and supportive personncl spent 117,72¢ hours in insér-
vice cducation sessions. For tic average.employee, thig amounted to*20
hours. ) ! T

T

} ‘14, Parent advisory councils are an integral part of Title I, A total of
. 7,969 parents served on district-wide councils and 17,489 were on building- .
P level councils, . . :

(From Title 1 in Ohio, 13th Annual Report)
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. ‘ TITLE I SUCCESS STORIES N .
. ] : ) - * . i - . ' ) .-
FYom Title-1 to & Scholarship - . . . :
"Jack Mctarthy, a 1978 graduagg of Hast Palesunylgh School (Columbiana .

. County), is convinced that Title I helped him win a $%,000 scholarship. Jack ] :
expresses his feelings this way: ‘''When I look back on my 12 years of school- PR
ing, one of the most significant factors was a special reading course in tRird "o R
grade. Yes, I was a slow reader along with a handfu} of others in my class. ‘,

"Try to understand the feclings of a child with this problem, I know &t first
1 felt worthless, embarrassed, and ashamed, But soinehow my reading teachar,
Mrs. Bentley, made e feel privileged to be in the program. -Somehow she con- -® ’ !
vinced me that the program was for special people, not necessarily slow, just
special. She,helped me, gain confidence in myself which in turn made me read
more in front of peoplo. So the more I read, thé better I could read.

T

"puring my senior ye'n', 1 was involved again with our reading program;, enly

__this_ gine as a tutor. I-found that tutoring was a véry rewnrding experience. -

“T.was ‘assxgned a special little boy who was having greaf troublé with his vead- °, -

. ‘dng. During the year while I worked with him I watched him progross. Today..

B +~*“doned is'a teacher-nsgistance cor-\r\e which seniors'may take as an elective -

O
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he can read 100% better than he did last year, Although he will have to, keep'

working and striving to chome a be®¥er reader, I feel cortain he dan and will S
dO -it, ' .-'&_ ef " . . L
""In recent yeawy, I }xave found that I like art very mugh., This year 1''decided s

I would like to contjnue my study of art at the Art Institute of Fort Laudor-
"dale, Floridar With thls in mind) I enteréd national gompetition with an

architecturul drawing of a rcom and won first place with a $6, 000 scholarship

to that inst&ute " ’ . . .

Jnck's fokmer Txtle 1 teachcr, B.B, 'Bentleyl expmts that the tutoring men-
coeurse. She says, "This past year, 72 seni rs(helped 72 elementary or midd}r

school students® about half.an hour a d: ¥, fidg days n week. Tutors, most of
whom work: uz(:er the direction of Title I teachers, provide backup ¢ sistance

- o

to current Kitle I students, Other tutors work with classroom tea. ors and L
students in fourth grade and abeve who are no longer receiving extra Titlo I ed
instruction." . '

Needless to say, Mrs, Bentley is preud of Jack and pleased that he gives Title 1 « LD
credxt for helping h'lm win a schedarship, . .o .

\ 2 (rrom The Clipbourd, Number 38--Tall, 1978) 8
5 -
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R " Where Are They Now

[ 3 )
A Title I tecacher in Lakewood Local near Newark, since 1960, Ruth Hostetler,
recently inquirced about her former students.  Stories of success wure moTe -,
frequent than she anticipated, Examples, with names changed, follow.

N

t Bob, who hal oyo-hahd conrdination problems which masked and frustrated a

brilliant mind, now owns & successful business i1 Washingion, D.C. :
. . Jim, once a bright but immaturs class ciown, was appointed to the Naval

Academy at Annapolis, . et e B
X o

Don, burdened with a minov brain disfunction, graduated from high school this

. past June and is now attending the University of Cincinnati. .

f‘, - .Linda, who needed extra help because of immaturity and poo:s coordiuétion, is

now winning junior olympic prizes for broad.jumping and doing hurdles.

Julic, whoso perceptual skills were so weak she couldn't write in o straight
line, is now a poised, sclf-assured eighth grader who is doing quite well in
school. o

Carl, whose homs situation led to placement in-a foster home, progressed in
ong year from the bottom of his first-grade class in reading to near the top.

- ) (From The Clipboard, Number 35--Fall, 1977)

Turnaround with Parent Involvement

Jodi had a negativo attitude which turned overyone off when sho was first

. assigned to Title I rcading. In spite of tests indicating she had a high
1Q, Jodi was very unhappy and doing poorly, in school. ‘The turnaround came
after her mother started working as a school voluntecer. The girl became
proud that her mother was hclping and the mother became more understunding
about her daughter's educational and emotional needs.

The interaction among parent, child, and teachers helped bring about student

. progress. Jodi's reading skills, and skills in other subject areas, improved.
By the end of the year, she had jumped from below the 33rd percentile to the
68th percentile on the Metropolitan Reading Test.

{From The Clipboard, Number 38--Fall, 1978)
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