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ABSTRACT

Section 716 of the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)
provides for the establishment of a fifteen member Naticnal Advisory
Councii on Equality of Educational Opportunity (NACEEC). The purpose
of the Council is to oversee the major fancticns of ESAA which are to
provide financial assistance to aid in the school desegregation
process. In this final report of the Council, its operations are
reviewed. Major activities undertaksn during the past six years are
described. These activities included site visitations, attendance at
state conferences, a review of the management of specific rrograms,
and the sponsorship of public hearings and meetings in eleven states.
Reconmendations for the future of specific ESAA prcgrams, activities,
and legislation are suggested. An analysis of the Councii's
effectiveness is included. Specific provisions of ESAA and NACEEO
reconmendations with regard tc¢ them are presented in chart form. An
extensive appendix includes statistical information on ESAA
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NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
ON EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

1325 G Street N.W, — Suite 710, Washmgton. D.C, 20005

September 30, 1979

To the President and the Congress of
the United States

I hereby transmit the Final Report of the National Advisory Council on
Equality of Educational Opportunity in fulfillment of our Congressional
mandate as contained in P.L. 92-318, Title VII, Section 716.

During these past six years NACEEO has conscientiously striven to provide
the Congress and the U.S. Office of Education with an impartial, objective
monitoring of the operation and administration of the Emergency School Aid
Act. The overall productivity of the Council has been hampered these last
two years, however, by the confusion resulting from USOE advisory council
merger plans and its incorrect determination of the legislatively estab-
lished termination dates for NACEEO. Resovrces were curtailed, inhibiting
the Council from executing long range program oversight activities. The
demoralizing effect on the members and staff by such actions was also sig-
‘nificant. Consequently, the Council is unable at this time to make an over-
all evaluation of the positive and negative impact ESAA has had on school
systems. Generally, we believe the program is still too broad in eligibil-
ity criteria and in its scope of allowable subprograms and authorized activ-
i ities. Duplication of services and excessive adninistrative overhead appear
evident as a result of overlapping activities among ESAA, CRA IV, and ESEA
Title I and VII programs at local and state levels.

Although this report does contain a few new recommendations concerning the
administration and operation of the Emergency School Aid Act, its purpose
is to provide a general comparison between recommendations made by the
Council during its existence and the action taken by Congress with respect
to the Emergency School Aid Act.

NACEEO believes there is as much of a need now for a national advisory group
to assist the Administration and Congress in the area of school desegrega-
tion as there was in 1972. The deletion of the provision for maintaining a
citizens advisory council at the national level while mandating the estab-~
lishment of local and state citizen advisory councils for all ESAA recipients
appears to be a serious oversight.

! Respectfully,
| ﬁw,@ W

y GWEN R. AWSUMB
Chairman

LL/rm ¥ :3
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AUTHORITY/FUNCTION N

The Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)* was enacted to. provide financial
assistance for relieving problems associated with public school desegregation

and/or the reduction of minority group isolation. The specific functions of

ESAA are to provide financial assistance:

ot

"{1) to meet the special needs incident to the elimination of minority

group segregation ard discrimination among students and faculty in eleméhtary

N
ot A
3 oY~

At
-

and secondary schools;

T

" (2) to encourage the voluntary elimination, reduction, or prevention

i
-
»
i of minority group isolation in elementary and secondary schools with substan-
L& .
i tial proportions of minority group students; and
§§ "(3) to aid school children in overcoming the educational disadvantages
CP
P of minority group isolation."
%é’ Section 716 of the Act mandated the establishment'of a 15-member National
‘% .
i%. Advisory Council on Equality of Educational Opportunity (NACEEO), with at
5 ¥ jeast half of the members representing minority groups. The Council has four
3
o
ﬁg_ specific purposes:
i ?\
"i "(1) advise the Assistant Secretary with respect to the operation of the
o program authorized by this title, including the preparation of regulations
:
: and development of criteria for the approval of applications;
,3_
ﬁﬂ
+ 5%'
N ﬁ s
e
%
§
L&
f%

*The Emergency School Aid Act (EGAA) was passed in June, 1972 (Public Law
92-318, Title VII) as a successor to the Emergency School Assistance Program
(ESAP) of 1970. The Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380, Title
VI, Section D) authorized continuance of ESAA through June 20, 1976, and
public Law 94--482, Title III, Section 321, authorized continuance of ESAA
through September 30, 1979.

3 edem

+




"(2) review the operation of the program (A) with respect to its ef-
fectiveness in achieving its purpose as stated in section 702(5), and (B)
with respect to the Assistant Secretary's conduct in the administration of
the program;

"{3) meet not less than four times in the period during which the pro-
gram is authorized, and submit, ghrough the Secretary, to the Congress at
least two interim reports, which reports shall include a statement of its
activities and of any recommendations it may have with respect to the opera-
tion of the program; and

“(4) submit to the Congress a final report on the operation of thé pro-

gram."

Qe




1978~1979 COUNCIL ORGANIZATION .

Chairman -- Gwen R. Awsumb

Vice Chairman.—F Loftus C. Carson
- d

-

Evaluation Task Force:

Chairman ~- Jacquelyne J. Jackson
Haruko Morita
Frederick Mosteller

Legislative and Administrative Task Force:

January - November, 1978:

Chairman -- Edward P. Meyers
Lawrence F. Davenport
Jackson F. Lee
Sally A. Stempinski

Novemher, 1978 - September, 1979:

Chairman -~ Haruko Morita
June G. Camayxon
T. Winston Cole, Sr.
Lawrence F. Davenport
Jackson F. Lee
Edward P. Meyers
Sally A. Stempinski
Carmen A. Rodriguez

Staff:

Exeécutive Directcr -- Leo A. Lorenzo
Administrative Assistant -~ Rosemarie Maynez
Secretary -~ Deborah Linderman
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MAJOR ACTIVITIES

During its six years of existence, the Council performed appwoximately
76 site visitations_to basic, pilot, special, discretionary, and NPO projeste.
Members also participated in at least 26 national and state conferences deal-
ing with the school desegregation issue. A review of USOE regional management:
of the ESAA program was undertaken in which all ten HEW/OL ESAA regional opera-
tions were visited. Additionally, in raviewing the effectiveness of Citizen
Advisory Committees, interviews were held with 17 CACs in 9 states. The sub-
committees of NACECEO held 43 meetings, including informal work sessions, site
. visits to USOE ESAA evaluation contractors (Rand, SDC?, public hearings, and
official public meeting§. The Council, as a wﬁole, held 24 public meetings
at the fellowing locations:
Washington, D.C. -- Pebruaxry 2-3, 1973; March 2-3, i973; January 31-
February 1, 1974: March 29-30, 1974; December &-7,
1974; May 16~17, 1975; October, 3-4, 1975; May 19~
20, 1978
Califorria -~ Los Angeles (February 8«9, 1979); San Diego (September
S-€, 1274); San ¥Francisco (December 13-i4, 1973; January

16-17, 1976)

Florida —~- Miami Beach (June Z{-29, 1974); O1:ando (Janvary 28-23,
1977); Tampa {April 27, 1¢73)

Georgia -- Atlanta say 26~-28, 19786)

Illinois -- Chicago (June 21-22, 1979)

Massachusetts ~- Boston (September 13-14, 1973; J wne 3-4, 1977)
North Carolina -~ Charlotte (january 27-28, 1978)

New Mexico ~-- Albuquerque (September 23--4, 1977)

Oregon -- Warm Spriqgs (June 12~14, 1973)

Ten;essee':f Memphis (February 28-March 1, 1975)

Virginia -- Alexandria (September 24-25, 1.976)

~-10-
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NEW RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Council recommends that further study on the effectiveness of student
advisory councils be undertaken.

2. With regard to Special Student Con erns, NACEEO recommended ir its
Calendar Year 1976 Report that the Commissioner of Education expand this
particular special discretionary program. The Counc¢il recommends further
that additional focus be placed on how to work with students of various
backgrounds aside from the present concentration-on school policies and
standards dealing with student conduct and suspension.

g

3. With regard to meetings of Citizen Advisory Committees, NACEZEQ recom-
mends that the language in the regulations be revised so as to make it clear
that the CACs do not have to hold monthly meetings during the summer vaca-
tion menths unless they so desire. .

4. Concerning fringe benefits for Citizen Advisory Committees, NACEEO recom-
mends that USOE provide clear administrative direction with regard to the .ap-
prupriateness of using ESAA grant funds to provide CACs with the following:

a) Fond ~ breakfasts, lunches, dinneré
b) Refreshments - snacks, coffee and/or soft érinks

¢) Mileage reimbursement - to and from meetings and/or site
visitations : i

d) Parking fees - while attending meetings or performing offi-
cial CAC activities

\

.
~ e) Babysitting services - limited to the time required for at-
tendance at CAC meetings or performing authorized-activities

£) Secretarial services - overtime costs incurred in having/the

school district’s ESAA secretary present at evening Or non-
school hour meetings.

5. Concerning functions of Citizen Advisory Committees, NACEEO recommends
that USOE provide formal guidelines with regard to the following gquestions:

a) What constitutes the required per cent of_local CAC members
that must be present to conduct a formal monthly meeting?

a1- 10
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b) What are some of the possible "conflict of interest" precau-
tions local districts should be aware of in selecting the
advisory committee members (e.g. administrative staff, ESSA
employed personnel, etc.)?

6. The Commissioner of Educzation, in drafting the new regulations for ESAA,
should considex the desirability of providing for staggered membership ten~-
ure on all ESAA citizen advisory groups, therefore affording the opportunity
for more citizens to participate in the direct oversight of the ESAA program.

7. The Commissioner of Education should establish specific limits regarding
the expenditure of ESAA funds for Citizen Advisory Committee members' parti-
cipation in training programs and/or ESAA related conferences.

‘8. The Commissioner of Education should discontinue using nonfederal review

panels consisting totally of nonfederal members for the scoring of ESAA grant
applications.

9. Congress is urged to consider merging the orograms under the Emergency
School Aid Act and the Civil Rights Act into a new overall Civil Rights
Educational Assistance Act. "

C e

10. Congress should delete "Portuguese" and "Franco-Americans" from its
definition of minority groups contained in Section 716(6). NACEEO believes’
that Congress impugns the officially adopted government-wide definition of
minority by inclusion of these ethnic‘grougs.

11. With respect to improving the linkage between ESAA activities and the
school district's desegregatlon pPlan, NACEEO now feels that not only ‘the
successes but the failures of various programs and activities should be
identified and disseminated so that future applicants as well as federal
program officers can make better judgments is to meeting desegregation
needs with ESAA funds.

-12-
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TMPACT ANALYSIS

Preface

"The Federal Goveri.ient often uses special study commissions to examine
problems or issues of national concern and to recommend action by the execu-
tive branch and the Congress.

"In spite of the extensive study efforts and expenditure of large amounts.
of money, kenefits expected fiom some of these studies are not beiné achieved
pecause their recommendations are not being acted upon by the responsible
Federal agencies. This condition has been largely attibutable to the absence
of an effective followup system under which the executive branch would promptly
take a position on the merits of commission recommendations and develop and
execute a plan fox adopting those which merit action. Aalso, because study
reports sometimes take positions which members of the apéropriate congressional
comgittees do not find readily ecceptable, they do not always receive strong
backing and interest in the Congress.

“GAO recognizes that not all study commission recomméndétinns‘merit im-
plementation but believes such studies call for careful executive and legis~
jative branch consideration." (Comptroller General's Report to the Congress,

Better Followup System Needed on Recommendations by Study Commissions . in the

Federal Government; December 4, 1975)

The policy making process is one that of necessity must respond to a

multitude of interests. It is unrealistic to assume that both USOE and the

Congress would take the recomméndations of an "advisory council" as singularly
more important than all others with an interest in the program and its admin-

istration. Perhaps this is as it should be. This is not to say that NACEEO

has not sought to impact upon the design and management of the ESAA program,

12
-13-




or has not serlously addressed Lhem since 1973. It has. It is rather that

g the desired responses on the part of the USOE or the Congress has beéen slow

o in coming, and when such_changes have occurred, it was not always explicitly

-
1

. evident t?at,they occurred solely or even.in a large part.dué9to,NACEEO.

2

We believe we have, throughout ﬁhp years, consistently focused on crite

" / ' .

ical administrative and functional issues, The Council hgs essentlally func~
3 ) - / L . ]

tioned without a research staff and the work that has been done has been done

’

by the Council! members through site'visitations, public meetings, and informa- U

: ¥
AR
R S

tional solicitations from a varlety of ESAA consumers througnout the natlon..~)

The key to ascertaining the, value of an advisory councml may be s;mply
L4 ’ ',/ N - ] .
by comparing its recommendations, rssolutions and overall approach to its

. ) -

mission to what eventually occurs. In other words, was a council proven on
. L

“target"? Were things flnally as a council saw them?

The readers of thls report must judge for themselves whether or not

NACEEQ fulfilled_its mandate.

-

=14
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Relationship of NACEEO's Re
Concerns Expressed by the Congi@s
a Major Oversight Study of{BSAA in 1977 and
Developing Legislation to Cha

u R A

8 after Completing

ge the ESAA Program

N c

8-
' : #ajor Concerns Addressed

Congressional Action
(p.L., 95-561, 11~1-78)

NACEEO Recoummendations

A)

by HR-15 (1977/78)
L ?-‘ M

State formula for the apportionﬁept of
87% of ESAA-fundd .coupled with the fact
thet large districts can receive more
points on their ‘applications as sheer
number of minority students effectively
work against small and medium sized dis-
tricts receiving grants, even though
their needs may be compelling., The
sheer number of minority students do

not necessarily indicate a real need for
.assistance. -

Reduces the amount of money which must
be apportioned among .the states: in-
creases the discretionary authority of
the Assistant Secretary in reapportion-
ing funds away from states which do not
have worthy applications, WNew criteria
for assistance are to be used in ap-
proving local applications; emphasizes
more heavily the need for assistance,
the degree of integration, and the re-
centness of plan.

Unéer a state plan formula,. competi-
tion for funding should, be.on the
basis of the nature of the eligibil-
ity, size of the district and recency
of the plan. Although the scoring
system appears adjusted to take iiito
account small and large school popula-
tions and the degree of reduction in
racial isolation, large urban districts
with|high percentages or numbers of
minority students do have the numeri-
cal score advantage over smaller dis-
tricts. The sheer weight of numbers
as an indisation of need may be ‘usti-
fiable. However, even with a 'rwer
educational gquality score on ti :ir ap-
plications, a larger district inight
stand a better chance of being funded
than a smaller one having a better
educational quality rating. (1976)

ESAA's rules and regulations should

be revised to promote equity among ap-
plicants distinguishable by such fac-
tors as size, proportion of minority
students and grantsmanship expertise.
ESAA regqulations are‘not feasible for
all-potential and actvral applicants
inasmuch as they do not promote equity
among local educational agencies of
varying minority group proportions _
and cxpertise in grantsmanship. +(1975)
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Major Concerns Addressed
by HR=15 (1977/78)

Congressional Action
(p.L. 95-561, 11-1-78)

s v

NACETO Recommendations

i

N
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The need to provide OE admlnlstratS}s
more authority to decide what types df
activities should be funded and which ',
school districts should receive funds.

v
\
\

‘Reduces the number.of authorization for
applications and removes three of the
mandatory set-asides of funds.

Audht

That funds be made available to local
educational agencies for purposes
clearly demonstratea by the LEA as .
beyond their financial ability to sup-
port. (1974)

An operational definition of "Special
needs incident to desegregation" pro-
vided by Congress is needed. Such a
definition should distinguish clearly
between desegregated education heeds
??d7§?mpensatory education needs.

9

Review of the ESAA indicates the need
to either review or repeal Section 706
ve(C) (iidi) Prevention Projects, and 706
(E) Integrated Schools Projects.
criteria for both programs does not
appear to contribute to nor motivate
districts in the reduction of minor-
ity group isolation. / fThe set~aside
requirement under Section 704(h) pcr-
taining to Sections 708(c) and Scction
711 should be repealed. The non-
English dominate issuc and quality of
"educational opportunity arc addressed
under Title VII ESFA. There also
exists a ‘scpavate funding for Educa-
tional Television which should address
as onc of its pricrities minority
group isolation. Keeping funds set
aside for these specific purposces un-~
der ESAA does not seem warranted as
an emerqency need to desc . regating
school districts., (Leqgislative and
Ndministrative Task Porce) (1977)

T
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Major Concerns Addressed
by HR-15 (1977/78)

Congressional Action
(P.L. 95-561, 11-1-78)

NACEEO Recommendations
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The inconsistency of the Office of Edu-
gation with regard tQ expenditure of ESAA
funds in schools directly affected by a
plan or court order or allowing funds to
be spent in upgrading the overall gual-
ity of all schools in 4 system, as or-,:
dered by a court, even though they are
not directly involved in a plans /
Restriction of ‘ESAA fundg- to only school
districts that have adopted and would
implement a plan to desegregate its
students and faculty prevents districts
with a real need from making progress
toward desegregation.

- " U Ain T o e 4 P . B 2 s ) T B e D n VO 4 O e U ey e Al e O 0 P o G e T

The law adds to the list of eligible
school districts those which have court
orders or HEW approved plans to desegre-
gate students and faculty that also re-
quire an improvement in the dquality of
education offered in minority schools
unaffected by the desegregation plan.
Schools in such districts will be able
to qualify for funding eVen though ho
integration is taking place in those
schools.

Law provides that school districts
which are undertaking efforts to inte-
grate their faculty but which have not
fully achieved the goal prioxr to the
intended time for awarding of funds
may obtain a waiver of ineligibility,

Review of the educational proposals
fynded under "pilot" critcria of LSAA
fails to substantiate an unusually
pronising or innovative component and
are aimed at providing compensatory
-education to minority group students, -
7/ That there is a need for more eval~
uative activity especially with rogard
to the cost effactiveness of various
subprograms that are authorized to be

+ funded under the umbrella of the Emer- .

gency School Aid, Act. (1976)

Recommended that the Assistant Sccre-~
tary study carefully the types of pro-
grams that most effedtively meet the
diverse ‘and specific needs of the
seven racial and ethnic minoritics
named in the Act. (1974)

4

Specific criteria that provides for a
consistent, uniform interpretation of
Section 707 should be developed and
‘made public. Guidance in interpreting.
the scope of such terms as schools "af-
fected" by plan is needed. (Legislative
and Administrative Task Force, 1977)

Congress should increase its efforts

to improve the quality of education

for all students. 1In particular spe-
cial emphasis must be placed on improv-
ing the educational quality of minority’
impacted and isolated schools. Inasmuch
as desegregation is not the sole remedy
additional remedies for promoting qual-
ity education for all children wust be
pursued vigorously. (1975)

19
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Major Concerns Addressed
by HR-15 (1977/78)

Congressional Action
(pcllo 95-561 7 11"1"78)

NAéEEO Recommend:.tions

That eligibility of a school district

to receive funds based on maintaining
one or more "integrated schools" even
though they do not have a desegregation
plan is doihg little to further desegre-
gation,

A new category of eligible district is
added, Districts are eligible which

are planning and developing a desegre~
gation plan either under court order

or voluntarily. These districts are

to receive their funding from the
amounts appropriated for Special Pxo-
jects and no school district is ¢o re-
ceive more than one yrant for more than
~ two-year period. . -

N L L R R R N R R R P R R Y

The law aeliminates this particular
class of eligible applicant.

b e o e e e e e g e 0l B R R Wl e P e e s s 4R A e e -

P.L. 92-318, Title VII, authorizes 12
activities of local educational agen-
cies to meet the purpose of ESAA. Only
one activity deals directly with de-
segregation and minority group iscla-
tion. To accomplish all the purposes
of the desegregation assistance pro-
gram, specific requirements to accog~
plish these purposes appear to be a?
propriate. (1574)

Some school districts already in full
compliance with court ordered desegre-
gation have found themsclves unduly
penalized -in the application process
because they could not receive.eligi-
bility points for actual physical re-
location of students and faculty for
racial balancing. Greater emphasis is
placed upon physical desdygregation than
upon assistirng school districts expe-
riencing problems incident to desegre-
gation. This is a partial rcflection
upon the ambiguity of the phrase “"pro-
blems incident to desegregation" and
the lack of clearcut conceptual dis-
tinctibn between desegregated educa-
tion and compensatory education. (1973)

-------------------------------- U G VU U AU O O S

Review of ESAA indicates the reed to
cither revise or repcal Section 706
(C) (iii) "Prevention Projoects” and

706 () "Intcgrated Scheools Projects.”
The criteria tor both of thuse pro-
grams does not appear to contribule to
por motivate districts in the roeduc-
tion of minority group isolation.
(Legislative and Administrative Task
Force, 1977)
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Major Concerns Addressed Congressional Action .
by HR-IS (1977/38) AP.L, 95-561, 11-1-78) NACEEO Recommendations
That states, being the primary reposito~ The law creates a new class of eligible State education_agencies should be
ries of constitutional authority for | applicant, namely, states which are ex- given the role of operating the ESAA
education, must be encouraged to play a pending their own funds to encourage . " Basic, Pilot, NPO programs under a
more active role in furthering school voluntary integration of their school state allocation formula with adminis-
integration. districts. . tration nrocedures similar te that now

. in effect for Title I ESEA., The feder-

‘ al government should require a state
plan, formation of a state ESAA advis-
ory council and monitoring by USOE and
OCR. (1976)

£

Congress should strengthen signifi-
cantly roles of state educational agen-
cies in ESAA or ittt successor program.
Many problems reported by unsuccessful
‘and successful applicants could be
reduced through direct and responsible
) linkages hetween state and local cdu- -
5 : . cational agencies for ESAA. / In

' order- to reduce the proliferation and
overlapping of federal programs, we
recommend a comprehensive. federal pro-
gram providing state block grants for
public elementary and secondary educa-
tion. As a first step somec joint con-
sultation and exploration dealing with "
federal compensatory/desegregation A
funds should be launched. (1975) ‘

6T~

#|" NACEEO recommends that the Assistant

. ¢ Secretary evaluate carcfully the fea-
sibility of providing alternative
methods of financing all federal cqual
educational oppo:tunlLy programs in- ¢
cluding the provision of block gcants
to the states, (1974)
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Major Concerns Addressed
by HR-L5 (1977/78)

Congressional Action
(P.L. 95-561, 11-1~78)

NACEEO Recommendations

The majority of ESAA funds are being
utilized for compensatory educational
purposes, especially in the instruction
of basic skills, notably reading.

The law'revises the list of authorized
activities under the Act to place great-
est emphasis upon those directly re-
lated to desegregation activities such
as in-service training of teachers and
guidance counseling.

The special set-aéibe of 15% of the
gtate allocation for the heavily com-
pensatory pilot programs is deleted.

Authorizes an approved applicant
school district to use the funds it
receives under the law for.planning
to implement a plan of desegregdtion
issued pursuant to a court order orx
undef a Title IV OCR plan.

Removes from the Act the authority for -
the. funding of Special Mathematical
programs.

-other programs funded by ESAA.

That studies be undertaken to provide
more information about the processes
involved in increasing achievemont
levels, about differential teaching
action between the ESAA and nonESAA

.schools, and about the effects on

achievement levels of grade repetition
for students in elementary schools. /
There is a lack of satisfactory measurs _
ing devices of school climate and of
their importance to the nation's educa-
tional program. We request that steps
be taken to ensure *-at this affective.
domain be -evaluatr.: 1977)

An independent national evaluation. of
the effects of the math program should
be undertaken in order to ascertain the
cost cffectiveness in reclationship to
/ Non-
profit organization proposals should

be concerned with community relations
activities and.not with the education~
al remediation of the school age popu-
lation of the LEA whosc plan they ar®
supporting. / The criteria utilized
in judging "pilot" programs under the
Act and regulations do not provide cx-
plicit descriptions of what constitutes
"unusually promising" or "innovative"
features, USOE panel review criteria
for pilot proarams also fails to ado-
quately differentiate these aspects of
the program., (1976)

NACEEO remains concerned about the need
to improve theoretical frameworks and
mcthodologies for evaluating such cdu-
cational programs as thosc relatced to
compensatory education and public




Major Concerns»Addressed

Congresglonai Action
(p-L- 95‘.“561' 11-1-78) )
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NACEEO Recommendations ¢
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The "Pollow the Child" provisions in
the Act, which'allows the Assistant Sec-
roetary to use nb more than 5% of the

'funds available for special projects for

grants to school districts to provide
services in,an integrated school for
children who were fogmerly in Title I
schools but lost tW#Ffr eligibility for
Title I due .to transfer to achieve;de—

Phe law expands the "Follow the Child
provisions by insisting that any school
district which qualifies under the Act
for a regular gramt and receives it
would be required to consider.the needs

of children who lost Title I services

due to desegregation. It also creates
a secparate authorization of appropria-
tions of $7.25 million a year for the

- o o YR O AL ) VR G M G S8 e 0 S o W e o

school desegregation and urges, there-
.fore, sufficient Congressional atten~
tion to.thig problen. (1975)

|' NACEEO recommends that the Assistant

I Secretary study carefully the types of

 programs thht-most effectively meet
.the diverse ‘and specific needs of the
geven racial and ethnic minorities
named in the Act. (1974) /

/

LY

P.L. 92~318, Pitle VII zuthorizes 12
activities to meet the purposes of
.ESAA. Eleven of the activities focus
on thrusts which aid children in over--
coming the educational disadvantages
caused by segregation and minority
group isolation. Only one activity
deals directly with desegregation and
minority group isolation. There is
evidence that more than 90% of the
funds within basic granus are expended
for the purpose of compensatory educa-
tion. To ac¢complish all the purposes
of desagregation assistance program,
specific requiremepts to accomplish
these purposes appear appropriate.
(Legislative Subcommittee, 1974)

.No recommendation made by the full
Council that directly addressed this
legislative issue.

2
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Major Concerns -Addressed
by HR~15 (1977/78)

, Conqressional Action
(P.L. 95-561, 11-1-78)

NACEEOlnecommendations

| segregation; is tao restrictive ag to
amount of funds and eligibility.
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Duplication and lack of administrative.
coordination existed between Title I

and Title VII ESEA programs and the ESAA
subprograms addressing -the same issues.

gpecific purpose of making grants for

"Follow the Child" services to school

‘districts which are, eligible for:funds
under” the Act, but which, for one rea=
gon or another do not receive such '
unds. . :

hn-uu...u--\-n.. ------ M mwmman L LD L L LT L LY T Py T Y YEPRY Sy ey

The pilot and bilingual ESAA programs
are eliminated as separate categorical
subprograms.,
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The set-aside requirement under 704 (b)
pertaining to Section 708(c) should be
repealed, The nonEnglish dominant

issue and quality of cducational oppor-
tunity are addressecd under 'Title VII,
ESEA. (Legislative and Administrative
Task Force, 1977)

. There appears to be a significant mcas-
ure of duplication between Title IV CRA

“activities and those funded by ESAA. [/
The focus of the pilot program is aimed
at. providing compensatory educational
programs to eligible school districts /

- serving a large number of minority stus
dents. The criteria utilized in judg-
ing pilot programs do not sufficiently
provide explicit description of what
constitutes "unusually promising" or
what is to be co idered "innovative",
(1976)

NACEEO remains concerned abbut the need
to improve theorctical fPMameworks and
methodologies for cvaluating such edu-
cational programs as those related to
compensatory education and public
school desegregation., (1975)

Fragmentation of fedcral programs has
resulted in confusion and less than

29




Major Concerns Addressed
by HR-15 (1977/78)

Congress}bnil Action
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NACEEO. Racommandations
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The administrative cost in terms of
manpower, funds and program planning,
and evaluation to meet the annual com=-
petitive application process were
enormous.
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There has been excessive delays by USOE

in the awarding of grant funds to many

districts, causing significant problems

AN

30
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(P.L. 95«561, 11-1~78)
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The law permits applicants to filé for
grants of one to five years duration,

The law reguires the Secretary to make
a determination of eligibility for any
applicant district by March lst and to

- efficient use of resources. Physical

. desegregation and compensatory educa-

‘tion arxe critical ,issues.  The overlap
between these two fedzral ‘progkamg can
be disadvantageous in the resolution
of each. (1974) ' o

. An operatiobnal definition of “problems
incident to desegregation" provided by
Congress is needed, Such a definition
should dist.nguish clearly between de-
_segregated education and cowmpensatory
education, (1973)

- The ESAA program'should provide“for
multiple year funding for school dis-
tricts under an approved EEO plan.
(1976)

Congress should enact desegregation
assistance legislation to be effective
for a period of not less than five
years., Court ordered or locally
adopted desegregation plans commonly

"require multiple year implementation.
The problems that the local education
agencies encounter will not he resolved

" within the next several years. DPlan-.
ning to meet thesz problems necds as-
surance that the support from the fed-
eral government to assist local agen-
cies is forthcoming. (1974)

et mw oot W3 en o oo o e 1 g 89 At 1 b e O e S 0 e e e

The Division of Equal Bducational Op~
portunity should develop standard cri-
teria and definitions for 'the catego-

31
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Major Concerns Addressed
- by HR-15 (1977/78)

Congressional Action
(P«Ly 95*561 11-1-78)-

NACEEO Recommendations

in initiating services at the local

level, Othér administrative problems
-concern the makeup of review panels,
annual evaluation reports by the Come
missioner and state notification of
audit determinations.

notify applicanta of the approval or
disapproval of applications and’ amount
of awards by June 30th. - ‘

1

Ty

‘ries of individuals who comprise the
‘nonfederal proposal review pancls. /

Y

EEO should require nonfederal review
panelists to sigh a statement to the
effect they understand. the descgroga-.
tion or racial reduction plan that up=
derlies an applicant's request for ESAA
funds.: {Legislative and Administrative
Task F: ce, 1977)

The,commissioner of Eéucatibn'should-

_ adhere to the predetermined dates es~-

tablished for receipt-and processing
of ESAA applications with more uni-
formity than has been the case for the
past 3 years. (1976)

The Assistant Secretary of Education
should organize a new scquence of com=
prehensively designed and carefully
controlled field trials in e-ucation
to discover whether the suggcestions for
improvements emerging from the many
evaluations conducted by the Vffice of
Education on various distinct educa-
tional support programs do raise pipil
performance. / Congresscshould pro-
vide adequate funds and sufficient
lead time for effective evaluation of
federally funded programs for elemen-

tary and secondary education, includ-

ing ESAA, and should promotc the dis-
semination of all relevant data. /
EEO should monitor carcfully the com-
position, roles, and functions of ESAA
funding review panels to assurc adher-
ence to regulated criteria wnd proce-
dures, (1975)

33
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Major Concerns Addressed +
by HR-15 (1977/78) '

Congressional Action

"+ NACEEO Recommendations
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The language allowing the Assistant Sec-
retary to request information is too
broad -and the data collection required
in listing minorities does not conform
to that used in other federal programs.

\

34
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The law seeks to limit the Assistant
Secretary's authority to collect what~
ever information he/she felt necessary
by allowing for only that data needed
to determine approval of that applica-
tion. The law defines the minority

S . .
NACEEO .recommends .that knowledge gained
from ESAA evaluations be used and dis=~ |,
seminated appropriately. / Recommends
continued and adequate evaluation of
ESAA with emphasis‘upon wider use of
randomized controlled field studies de-
signed to assess specific benefits of
educational programs and to discover
key, variables in the educational pro-,
cess. / NACEEO recommends improving
. administration of the Act, including
?ssessing the role of review pancls.
1974) ’ ; ‘

Future legislation should provide spe-

. cific moriies for adequate evaluation of
‘the eduicational achievement statuses
and impacts of programs upon changes in
those status for each specific minority
identified in the legislation. 1In ad-
dition such evaluation should include
‘data about each sex within® such group.
/* Greater emphasis should be placed
upon evaluating .school curricula and
their relationships to occupational and
other real life requirements. / Rec~
ommends- that the Assistant Secretary
‘carefully evaluvate the structure and
function of the panel review in the ap-
plication process including the selec-
tion of members. (1973)

e s e o e e et e e e o A A G A2 P e A e e e e B

Serious complications have arisen from
the current tendency to group hntero-
gencous racial and ethnic minorities
and treat them homogencously. Concrete
and meaningful differcnces between ra-
cial and ethnic minoritics and those

35
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- * Major Concerns Addressed
by HR«15 (1977"/78)

Congressionai Action
“(B.L, 95~561, li=-1-78) -*

¢ NACEEO Rerohmehdat;ons

]

PN

The administrative waste incurred by.

ients to carry over funds into the sucg-
ceeding fiscal year. .

a

The Office of Education has not been
making the most prudent and wisest use

vision. Guaranteeing-such funding
should not be continued in the legis-
lative language.
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the inability of eligible school recip~ .
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of funds set aside for Educational Tele-

~ groups according' to- the Standards
adopted throughout the government for
data collection purponeg, but adds
Franco-Amerlcan and Portuguase. ‘

)

_The law provides for. carry~over of funds
“to the succeeding year.

Y

Continues the permissible funding by the

Assistant Secretary under the Act by re-

quiring a 7% reservation of funds under

Special Projects and adds radio program-

ming as an additional eligible activity.
" The Administration is to review the

date to assure a more effect e use in
the future.
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types of grants and contract? made to .,
v

within cach’ group tend to.be obscured.
{1974) " .

A comprehensive report be developed
concerning the amount of uncxpended

"ﬂESQA funds'returned by ESAA grantees

and the amount of unobligated funds re-
turned by USOE each year’ since 1973.
(Legislative and Administrative Task
Force, 1977) -

The set-aside requirement under Scction
704 (h) pertarning to-708(c) and 711
gshould be repealed. There already ox-
ists a separate funding for Education-
al Television which should address as

"one of its priorities minority group
children concerns. Keeping funds sect
aside for these specific purposcs does
not seem-warranted as an emergéncy
necd deseqregating school districts,
(Legislative and Administrative Task
Force, 1977)

Regional offices throughout the country
should routinely rcceive complete sam-
ples of all programs currently produced
under the ESAA educational set-asidd’.

/ USOE should concentrate on develop-
ing means to disseminate and promotc
the programs that are boxng tunded un-
der ESAA TV. The Commissioner shiould
consider using discretionary funds for
the purpose 6f developing a national
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1 Major Concerns Addregsed COngréssional‘Action ' - ‘
. by HR-15 (1977/78) : - (P.L, 95-561, 11-1~78) ~ " °.  NACEEO Recommenhdations

&
a]

N

. , S o . |, dissemination and promotion campaign
. ‘ . or allow financial support for dissem-
. - ‘ ~ ° indtion in .the individual ETV propo-
, ‘ ' ' I ~sals. /. A further study of thé ef-
; ) : ) ' X " fectiveness of the ESAA' TV program
: : in accomplishment of the stated pur-
: . poses as set forth in the statute
e . should .be undertaken on a national
scale. (1976) R

wr
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Lack of coordination between the offices Transferred td the Bilingual Education | The set~-aside requirement under Section
responsible for ESAA Bilingual subpro- Act the program of bilingual education 704 (b) pertaining. to Section 708(c) and
gram and the Bilingual Education Act. . which is presently authorized under 711 should be repealed. The nonknglish
' o the Emergency School Aid Act. A sep- dominant issue and quality of educa-
arate authorization of appropriations tional opportunity are addrcssed under
of $15 million for fiscal 1980, 520 Title VII of ESEA., (Legislative and
& . million for fiscal 1981, $25 million Administrative Task Force, 1977)
Y for fiscal 1982, and $30 million for .
! " fiscal 1983 is created for this pro- '
gram,
e e e om o o o {8 S o e e o e mmmm—m—————— o
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~ Relationship of NACEEO Recommendations to
General Provisions Contained in the

g

Flementary and Seconuary Education Agt of 1978 (P.L. 95-561)

i o
.’.(
n

General Provisions

Authorizes until October 1, .1981, an appropria-~
tion of $1.2 million for aasistance to "school
districts which-are racially isolated as a re~
sult of geographic location and which have
adopted or will adopt a plar to aid children
in overcoming the educational- disadvantages of
minority group isolation. '

H

~

Authorizes the Commissioner to provide for 3-
year applications for programs within the Office
of Education and requires the Commissioner inso-
far as practicable, to establish uniform dates
during the year for submission and approval of
applications, and requires the Commissionar -in~-
‘sofar as is practicable to develop common appli=-
cations for programs.

4
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Allows applicants to seek funds under a new mini-
mum proficiency program. Such applicants must
establish proficiency standards for reading,

A

NACEEQ'Recommendaqipns”

\ _

That the Assistant Secretary should, under dis-

cretionary authority, set aside sufficient funds

to make awards to applicants seeking relief under

an OCR approved Comprehensive Educational Plan..
.- Only applicants of majority/minority gchool
districts unable to meet the criteria of eligi~
bility specified in Section 706 would be eligible
provided they submit an approveable plan to OCR
“and” sumeE'a Propesal of sufficient merit to war- -
rant funding. (1977)

Congress should increase its efforts to improve
the quality of education for all students. Spe~
cial emphasis must be placed on improving the
educational quality of minority impacted schools.
(1975)

The Commissioner of Education should adhere to
the predetermined dates established for receipt
and processing of ESAA applications with more
uniformity than has been the case {or the past ,
3 years., / It would appear that USOE does not
have any uniform procedure throughout its 10
reyional offices regarding the format and de-
sign of proposals. (1976)

In pursuit of equal educational opportunity for
our nation's children, Congress should esteblish
and develop a procedure for determining national

40
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writing, mathematigs, and any other subject for
which the state requires a standard. It also
permits funds appropriated for the program to be
used for continuing on-going educational profi-
ciency plans. ‘The Secretary of HEW is not au-
thorized to develop specific tests or test ques-
tions and is forbidden from requiring the use of
specific tests or test questions and permitting
any state or local education agency to refuse to
use any such test or test question.

Requires that persons chosen as members of re-
view panels must be qualified by education and
experience to perform such services and that
such qualifications must be made public.

AN

A2

educational goals and accountability. Two ime
portant reasons for such goals and accountability
are the need to ensurs training for relevant sur-
vival skills (e.g. language arts, mathematics,
and e¢itizenship) and the need to eénsure greater
educational equality. / Congress should direct

 the National Institute of Education to develop,

validate and maintain national high achool
twelfth grade competency examinations and to
assist states in the adminigstration. (1975)

NACEEO urgss the Assistant Secretary to promote
national efforts fostering better understanding
of the purposas and uses of valid and reliable
testing and evaluating of school systems. To
stop testing is an unwise solution for resolving
problems associated with abuse of test results.
(1974) . '

NACEEO believes that greater sophistication in
the collection, analysis, and interpretation of

~ data about minority group.educational achieve-

ment in segregated and desegregated situations
is pertinent. NACEEO wishes to encourage re-
search designed to increase our know.edge and
understanding of educational achievement among
specific race-sex or ethnic-sex groups. (1973)

The division of Equal Educational Opportunity
should develop standard c¢riteria and definitions
for the categories of individuals who comprise
the nonfederal review panels. / The Division
of Equal Educational Opportunity should establish
uniform criteria for determining the quality and
degree of school desegregation experience needed
to qualify as an ESAA panelist. (Legislative and
Administrative Task Force, 1977)

[}

.
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- nual evaluation report on the status of education
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Requires the Commissioner to include in the an-

information on compliance with Federal maintenance
of effort requirements and to include in the re-
ngwal evaluation report information on state and
local expenditures where applicable.

Requires that curricula or instructional material
be well developed through consultation with per-
sonnel of state and local educational agencies,

OEEO shauld monitor carefully the composttion,
roles, and functions of ESAA funding review pan=
els to agsure adherence to regulated triteria
and procedurﬁs. (1975)

NACEEO recommends continued efforts for improv~
ing administration of the Act,. including asses=
sing tne role of review panels, / NACEEO

' recommends wider usage of various administrative,
- digseiplinary, geographical and other specific
characteristics with respect to composition of
evaluation personnel and advisory personnel, ale-
ways observing the need for competence to con-
tribute to the educational effort. (1974)

NACEEO recommends that the Assistant Secretary
evaluate carefully the structure and function of
the panel review in the application process. /
Participation in evaluative research-must include
. evaluation professionals from minority groups.
(1973)
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Local districts need to assure that ESAA will not
supplant local efforts and that funds will be con-
centrated to achieve stated purposes. No dis-
trict should reduce per pupil expenditures at a
time when it is requesting assistance. It should
maintain its efforts and assure its local expen-
ditures will be substantially, equal. / Educa-
tional agencies must assure-that educational ser-
vices provided with local and state funds will be
provided at project as well as nonproject schools
at comparable grade level. (1974)

The Assistant Secrctary utilize her discretion-
ary authority to establish one or more deposi~ e
tories which would serve as centers for the col- 45
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teachers and community representatives and pro-
vides for grants as well as contracts with public
and private organizations. Conferees, in adopt-
ing this provision, wished to express their con-
cern that in the past USOE and NIE approved
materialchave not been accepted for publication
by private companiss and con"equently were not
,effectively disseminat=sa.

leotion, evaluation and dissemination of infor— :

mation. and materials concerning Equal Educational
Opportunity. The depositories would provide
overall cooxdinatton among - General Assistance
Centers funded under the Civil Rights Act Title
IV, NIE and ERIC Cledringhouses. (Legislative

“and Administrative Task Force, 1977)-

The USOE should concentrate on &Eveloping\means
to disseminate and promote the programs that are
being supported under ESAA TV, (1976)

NACEEO believes that dissemination of successful
school desegregation and quality education models
should be one of the major tasks of the National
Institute of Education. / NACEEQ believes

strongly that increased emphasis wust be placed
upon improvement of curricula and other educa-
tional resources so that those students who are
in minority impacted and isolated schools will
not be adversely affected because of their loca-
(1975)

tion.

Much attention must be given by the Office of
Education to the dissemination process. One Of
the formidable problems in education is the
translation of exemplary practice into standard
Practice. This involves the identification,
validation, and dissemination of such practices.
(1974)
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Requires the Commissioner to conduct a compre-
hensive study of evaluatipn practices and pro-
cedures at the national, state, and local levels
with respect to federally funded elementary and
secondary programs, and to submit a report
within one year.

46

Examination of various evaluation studies pro-
duced by ESAA grantees indicated wide varicbili wy
within those studies, a few were good but most
were of poor quality. Most of the results, the
validity and reliability of which were generally
questionable, were self-serving in the sense they
concluded: that their program objectives were
amply met or merelv apologized for not meeting

47
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- NACEEO RecomméndgtionS“ ,

ﬁheif‘bbjeétives by stresaiﬁg théir'unwarranted

. optimism. - We conclude that more emphasis on good

- evaluations would be profitable. / fThe Assist-
ant Secretary of Educatioi should organize a '
sequence of comprehensively designed and care-.
fully controlled field trials .in education to
discover whether the suggestions for improvements
emerging f.om the many evaluations conducted by

. the Office of Education on various distinct edu-

. cational support programs do raise pupil perform-
ance. / The public be educated to the neads
for and value of cooperation with evaluation
studies which provide important data about the

~ effectiveness of given programs, as well as about -
the causes of success or failure in the achieve-.

{-—ment-of -desired-social gaing.  If theré is time

and money for programs whose value is uncertain,
then there ought to be time and money for eval-

uation that are oriented to improving these pro-
grams. (1976) ‘

Congress should provide adequate funds and suf-
ficient lead time for effective evaluations of
federally funded programs for elementary and.
secondary education, including ESAA, and should
promote dissemination of all relevant data to
appropriate groups and agencies. Greater em-

- phasis must be placed upon learning what works"
and why it works in specific problematic situa-
tions and in the dissemination of that knowledge
for use as quickly as possible throughout the
educational community. (1975)

Evaluative research be made a mandatory part of

# every major educational act passed by Ccongress.,

/ That sufficient funds of up to 5% of the

total amount appropriations made in any odu-
cational act be set aside for the purpose of
evaluation, The basic intention is the

deermination of program features aiding students
with a view to program improvement through evo-
lut.ionary process. (1974)
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- General Provisions NACEEC Recommendations

™ : _ Puture legislation should provide specific
monies for adequate evaluation of the educa-
tional achievement stgtuses and impacts of pro-
grams upon changing those statuses for each spe-
cific minority group idertified as a target
group. In addition, evaluation should include
data about each sex within each such group. /
participants in evaluation of education pro-
grams must. include evaluation professionals from
minority groups. / Greater emphasis must be
placed upon evaluating school curricula and
their relationships to occupational and other
real life requirements. (1973)
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. Relationsth of NACEEO Racommendations to the
U.S. General Accounting Office Report on the Emergency
School Aid Act, "Better Criteria Needed:for
Awarding Grants £or School Desqgregation" (Januaty 20, 1978)

GAO Recommendations
(January 1978)

: NACBEO Recommendations

The Congress shduld clarify whether LEAS can he

eligible for ESAA if planned desegregation ef-
forts were completed years ago. If the Act is-
to be focused on desegregation aid rather than
generalized aid to education, the availability

" of ESAA funds should be limited to desegregation
efforts”which are ongoing or to resclving those
problems directly incident to the desegregatiqﬁ
effort.

In the event that some school distrxcts expe~
rience difficulty in receiVving ESAA financial
assigtance hbecause they have already complied .
fully with the reduction of minority group iso-
lation it is recommended that the application
criteria be reevaluated. Such a mgevaluation
should determine the feasibility of developing
two sets of criteria, one specifically for
schrol districts reducing minority group iscla-
tion. or segregation physically and the second
for school Jistricts already having reduced or
¢nded minority group isolation but now in the
‘ext stage. ~f coping with problems incident to
physical ..<segregation. ,/ An operational def-
wnition of "puonléms incident to desegregation"
provided by Congress is needed. Such definition
should distinguish clearly between desegregated
education and compensatory education. (1973)

A new multiple year project award be considered
with a progressive local commitment provision
written into the Act. If ESAA is not to be con-
sidered an entitlement program, local eGuca-
tional agencies must finally accept the burden
of additional cost of programs that are needed
to overcome minority group isolation or the ef-
fects of past discrimination. It is also rea-
sonable to assume that if ESAA is to be conside
erad successful, the selection of educational
strategies must be omployed which do the most
toward accomplishing the goals of the program.
(1976)
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% (January 1978)

. o R .
That more specific instructions, within the
limitations of the Act, be provided by HEW as
to what constitutes an eligible desegregation
plan, including such aspects as requirements
for comprehensiveness, extent of movement of
students and/or faculty, and correction of
Title VI CRA compliance problems.

. NACEEO Recommendations

USOE should continue to improve. technical as-
sistance to applicants and grantees. The Office
of Education regional offices usually contained
insufficient nurber of personnel trained to pro-
vide technical assistance. / USOE should de~-
velop and publish a set of ESAA program manuals
that would be disseminated to both ESAA and
prospective ESAA ¢lient’'s. These manuals not

. only would help applicants with proposal devel~

- opment but provide additional data and leads
which have come about through the evaluation
studies performed pn the program. (1976)

The Division of Equal Educational Opportunity
should develop a uniform method to evaluate the
‘quality of technical assistance being provided
by federal ESAA program officers. / USOE
should utilize a more extensive prepanel admin-
istrative review of the proposal, thereby avoid-
ing the problem of having the review panelist
influericed by inclusion of activities not di-
rectly related to nor necessary to support the
eligibility plan. / Specific criteria that
provides for a consistent interpretation of
Section. 707 (a) (1~15) should be developed and
made public. Guidance is needed in interpret-
ing the scope of such terms as: schools af—-—
fected by plan, special training in desegrega-
tion problems, other personnel services, admin-
istrative/auxiliary services. The members are
concerned that ESAA funds may be supporting too
wide a range of activities not really related
to the purposes of ESAA, nor absolutely neces-
sary for the implementation of a plan undev
Section 706. / That the policy allowing ESAA
pilot funds to be expended in minority isolated
schools not affected by the eligibility plan be
discontinued. (Legislative and Administrative
Task Force, 1977)
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. . GAO Recommendétiéns\-
' «  (January 1978)

, " NACEEO Recommendations

4y

That HEW provide better guidance as to which

schools are affected by a desegregation plan ) |

and about the linkage of ESAA activities to the
desegregation plan so that program officérs can
determine which schools and activities are elig-
ible for funding. :

: development.

Greater émphasis shouldubelplaced upon evaluation

cupational and other real life requirements., It
is particularly important to assess whether minor-
ity group students are developing the survival
competencies to maximize their human growth and
(1974) '

Specific criteria that provides for a consistent
interpretation of Section 707(a)(1~15) should be
developed and made public. Guidance is needed in
interpreting the schope of such terms as:
affected by plan, special training in desegrega-.
tion problems, other personnel services, adminis-
trative/auxiliary services. The members are con-
cerned that ESAA funds may be supporting too wide
a range of activities not really related to the
purposes of ESAA, nor absclutely necessary for the
implementation of a plan under Section 706. / °
That the policy allowing ESAA pilot funds to be
expended in minority isolated schools' not affected
by the eligibility plan be discontinued. (Legis
lative and Administrative Task Force, 1977)

Spending money directly upon basic instruction

to ‘reach the objective of improving reading and
mathematical achievement levels may be good. The
ESAA evaluation studies provide little detailed
information on the processes involved in increas-
ing achievement levels. / We need Much more in-
formation about the effects of such variables as
classroom racial composition, teacher competency,
pedagogical methods and school climate, to deter-
mine the educational factors most conducive to
higher achievement by both minority and majority
students. (Evaluation Task Force, 1977)

of educational curricula and their linkage to oc~ .

schools
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(January 1978)

L W R ks mm

GAO Recommendations_H ;[qg;g;aayavﬂ g

NACEro Recommandations o

‘mining the proportion of nonminority enrollment
necessary to achieve stability in integrated
schools is not appropriate, we recommend that
the Act's definitions of integrated schools be
clarified.’ ‘- :

That the Congress modify the way in which funds
are apportioned under the Act so that LEAs most

in need of desegregation assistance nationwide

are funded., We suggest that Congress consider
nationwide rather than statewide competition for
for funds. Nationwide competition would elimin-
nate the possibility that lower scoring'applicants
in one state would be funded while higher scoring
applicants in others are not.

We recommend that the ESAA grant award criteria
be reviewed to determine if thev carry out the

intent of Congress to target funds to the school
districts most in need of desegregation-related

1f Congress believea that the cxiteria for deter- |
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There is a need to either revige ot repeal Sec~

© tion. 706(C)(iii) Prevention Projects, and 706 (B) |

Integrated Schools projects. The criteria for

~ both of these programs does not appear to con=

-y
3

) planc

tribute nor motivate districts in. the reduction
of minority group isolation. (Legislative” and
Administrative Task Force, 1977)

L2

The Assistant Secretary should evaluate carefully

the feasibility of providing alternative methods

of financing all federal equal educational oppor-
tunity programs, including the provision of fed-
eral block grants to states. (1974)

ESAA's rules and regulations should be revised to
promote equity amony applicants distinguishable
by such facto.s as size, propogition of minority

“studetits and grantamanship ‘expertise. (1975)

ESAA application, receipt and processing proce-
dures sh~uld be reviewed with the intention of .
providing a different form of competitive levels.
Under°a state plan framework the in-state compe-
tition could be on the basis of nature of eligi~-
bility, size of district, date of final phase of
/ -The ESAA program should provide for
multiple year funding for school districts under
an approved state EEQ plan. The extension of
multiple year projects beyond the first project
year award should provide for progressive cost
sharing provisions. (1976)

In the e'rent gsome school districts experience
difficulty in receiving ESAA financial assistance
because they have already complied fully with the
reduction of minority group isolation and hence
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~ GAO Recommendationg -
(Tanuary 1978) - '

NACBBO RecommendatiOns

assistance. Specificalf§ the following points
- should be considered durinq such a review:

whether such factors as the extent of minor-
group isolation and the number and percent of stu~
dents affected by the desegregation plan might be
a more appropriate reflection of need than the
total number and percent of minority students
in the school district;

whether data on financial need and quality
of education afforded in school districts are
available at the state level and, if so, whether
such data would prove useful in evaluating school
districts" relative needs for assistance;

whether the net teduction in minority group
isolation criteria is an effective measure of ex~
pense and difficulty of implementing a desegrega-
tion plan and/or comprehensiveness of the plan.
If a decision is made to retain the net reduction
criteria, two improvements should 'be made: (1)
the policies of establishment eof base year should
be clarified; (2) greater weight should be given
to the more recent reductions in minority group
isolation.

60 |

oY

"do not receive points for same, it is recommended
that sthe application criteria be reevaluated.
Such a reevaluation should determine the feasi-
bility of developing. two sets of criteria, one

‘'specifically for school districts reducing minor-

ity group isolation physically, and the secénd
for school districts already having reduced or
ended minority group isolation, but now in the
next stages of coping with problems incident to
physical desegregation. (1973)

ESAA funds should be made available to LEAs only
for purposes clearly demonsttated by the LEA as
beyond their financial ‘ability to support. (1974)

ESAA application receipt and processing should be
reviewed with the intention of providing a dif-
ferent form of competitive level. Under a state
plan framework, the competition could bé on such
factors as: . (A) Nature of eligibility (court
ordered; voluntary); (B) size of district (large;
medium; small); (C) Date of final phase of plan
(future years; within past 8 years; within last

- 10~15 years). / Monitoring reports by federal

and/or state program officers should be made a
required part of the proposal review process.
The present USOE proposal review process does

" not adequately take into account facets of good

management. There is nd way for the nonfederal
panel to ascertain the performance of a school
district as it pertains to past ESAA prorram
awards. (1976)

The factors used to determine "need" for ESAA
funds be changed so as to award points only with
respect to the number of school children directly
affected by the eligibility plan rather than
awarding points for the number of students and
number of minority students througreut the entire
district. / The factors used to ctermine qual-

ty ' . & '
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GAO Rscommendat#bns
- {January 1978)

NACEEO Recommendations :
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That quidelines be established which will provide.
program officers with sufficient and specific
authority and responsibility for insuring ade~
quate evaluation of ESAA applications. The.
award of pilot project grants to LEAs that are
ineligible and failure to question inconsisten-
cies in panel member comments and numerical
scores are indicators of weakness in adminis-
trative control over awarding ESAA funds and
adequacy of program management.

62

itative score should be revised whereby the auto=
- matic -awarding of points for establishing advis-
gory councils should beé discontinued in favor of
“points only if the applicant provides sufficient
data showing the involvement of advisory councils
. and other interested community people in the
development of the program. (Legislative and Ad=
ministrative Task Force, 1977) -

1
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The Assistant Secretary should evaluate care-
fully the structure and function of the panel
review in _the application process. (1273) )

Recommends continued efforts for improving ad-
ministration of the Act, including more direct
technical assistance to.grant applicants and
recipients, assessing the role of review panels.
The competence of some regional office personnel
in providing technical assistancé is of concern.
The need for more competent technical assistance,
perhaps through improved pre and in-service
training programs is suggested. (1974)

Direct observations as well as testimonies re-
ceived from others reveal insufficient technical
assistance to applicants and grantees. OEEO
should improve technical assistance to appli-
cants and grantees. / OEEO should monitor care-
fully the composition, roles and functions of
ESAA funding review panels to assure adherence

to regulated criteria and procedures. OEEO

should investigate carefully the existence of
panel inconsistencies and where appropriate in
stitute procedures for monitoring the composi-
tion, roles and functions of panels participat-
ing in application review and whoere necesiary
initiate methods effective in rehi-iv o 10

(1975) o 6

consistoncies,
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The Division of ﬁﬁual Educational Opportunity
should develop a'unifoxm method of evaluating
the quality of technical assistance being pro-
vided by ESAA program officers. / The DEEO
should develop standard criteria and definitions
for the categories of individuals who comprise

- the nonféderal panel review. / The DEEO should

require the nonfederal ESAA review panelists to
sign a statement to the effect they understand
the desegregatibn plan that underlies the appli=-
cant's request for ESAA funds. / DEEO should
utilize a more extensive prepanel review of the
proposal prior to submitting the proposal to the
panelist, theréby avoiding the problem of having

.the panelist. influenced,by the inclusion of.ac- .

tivities not directly related to nor necessary
to support the development or implementation of
én eligible plan. / Specific criteria that pro-
/vides for a consistent, uniform iaterpretation

of Section 707(a'(1-15) should be made public.
The members are-concerned ESAA funds are support-
ing too wide a range of activities not really re-
lated to the purposes of ESAA. (1977)
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Alabama

Annigton City Bd. of Educ.
Barbour County Bd.. of Educ.
Birmingham City Bd. of Educ.
Butler Co. Bd. ¢f Educ. (Greenville)
Clarke Co. Bd. of BEduc. (Grove Hill)
Coffee Co. Bd. of Edvc. (Elba)
Conecuh Co. Bd. ¢f Educ. (Evergreen)
Dothan City Bd. ¢£f Educ.

Elba City Bd. of Educ.

Elmore Co. - (Wet.umpka)

Escambia Co. Schools (Brewton)
Gadsden City Bd. of Educ,

Greene Co. Bd. of Educ. (Zucaw)
Henry County ~-~~ (Abbeville)
Huntsville City Bd. of Educ.
Jefferson Co. =~ (Birmingham)

Lee County ~~ (Opelika)

Limeston County (Athens)

Madison County (Huntsville)

Mobile County Publi¢ Schools
Montgomery Public Schools

Opelika City Bd. of Educ.

Pike County (Troy)

Talladega City Bd. of Educ.
Tuscaloosa City

(Clayton)

Total

Alaska

Nome Public Schools

67

$

113,641

$

$

L L L L R P

FY~1978 ESAA GRANT AWARDS -

120,480
63,650
386,354
128,651
99,656
110,376
108,310
157,244
88,244
119,748
110,087
188,834
130,541
96,744
258,362
187,622
101,360
87,057
164,096
1,06+~,843
402,044
179,774
61,105
103,473

4,634,296

204,054

Basic Grants

-

Foreman 5.D.

Arizona
Glendale Elaem. Schools
Roosevelt School D. £#66 {Phoenix)
Temple S.D. #3

Tot&l

Arkansas

“Ragusta Public Schools

Bearden School District #3
El Dorado S§.Dh. #15

Budora Special 5.D.

$25

Hot Springs S5.D. #6
Junction City Public School
Lewisville S.D. #1

Little Rock S.D.

Marianna 8$.D. A
Monticello S.D.

Pine Bluff s.D. #3
Texarkana Ark 8.D. #7
Warren S.0.

Total

e LOINE AU e AN

$ 259,390
269,434

723,937
$1,252,761

$ 56,847
53,784
288,158
75,029
47,915
192,266
64,712
53,659
770,488
22).,606
84,645
125,122
261,634
67,025

92,362,890
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o~ California - Colorado
ABC U,8.D. (Cerritos) L $§ 478,862 v Denver City SD #1 ) $ 1,022,168
Alum Rock Elem. 8.D. (8anh Jose) , 282,940 - Bast Otero 8.D., R-l (La Juanta) 155,875
, C Berkeley USD 483,901 . Pueblo 8.D, #60 : * 583,957
.o El Centro 8,D, - 474,111 : Rocky Ford 8.0, #R=2 ) 43,615
. Fullerton -Elem. B.D. 454,265 : Sheridan S.D. #2 (Englewood) * 104,055
R Inglewood USD . . 198,097 .
v Jefferson 8.D," (Paly City) : 286,968 Total $ 1,909,670
c Jurupa USD (Riverside) 414,731 : ¢
La‘Hambra City §.D. o 416,349 : o
: , Los Angeles USD 5,204,958 ' :
oL Monrovia USD _ 212,982 ' Connecticut
: New Haven USD Reg. #9 (Union City) 318,782 : R
» - North Montery Co. USD (Moss Landing) 360,571 Bloomfield Bd, of Educ. ' $ 163,411
o0 . Oceanside USD _. - 468,096 ., Canton Bd. of Educ. : 56,344
: Orange USD 155, 357 : ) Har~ford Public Schools 213,132
Pajaro Valley USD (Watsonville) . 374,898 Hamaen Bd. of Educ. 100,517
Paramont USD 325,640 New Haven Public Schools Lo 387,149
Pasadena USD 553,882 ' ' Norwalk Public School System 305,009
Pittsburg USD 230,359 , .
| Pomona USD 507,499 ' Total . $ 1,225,562
> Ravenswood City S.D. (Palo Alto) . 148,060 :
I Redwood City sD ° ' 371,402
Riverside USD - . 499,517 ‘
. © San Bernardino USD 309,951 i Delaware
» San Diego USD 1,662,092 .
Sar Francizco USD C 1,136,731 : Appoquinimink SD (Odessa) $ 176,419 "/
. Santa Barbara 8D ’ . n 223,145 . New Castle Co. Plng. Bd, (Wilmington) 527,813 ./
. Santa Maria Elementary S.D. ¢ 297,794 S '
“Sequoia Union High S.D. (Redwood) 484,244 ' Total . $ 704,232
South whittier 8.D. 385,007
Stock' n USD : - 1,122,565
Val Verde S.D. (Perris) 162,739 )
Vallejo City usp 441,656 . Digstrict of Columbia
wWashington USD (West Sacramento) 363,476 x
. Whisman SD (Mountain View) . 115,700 , D.C., Public School System $ 1,979,799
\ .
Total - $19,927,327
|
N (
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Florida

Alachua Co. School Bd. (Gainsville)
Broward Co. $ch., Bd. (Ft. Lauderdale)
Dade Co. School Bd. (Miami)

Duval Co. Sch., Bd. (Jacksonville)
Highlands Co. Sch, Bd. {Sebring)
Hillsborough Co. Sch. Bd. (Tampa)

Lee Co. School Bd. (Ft. Meyers)

Leon Co. Sch. Bd. (Tallahasee)
Okaloosa Co. Sch. Bd, (Ft. Walton Beach)
Orange Co. Public Schools

Palm Beach Co. School Bd.

Santa Rosa Co. Sch. Bd. (Mjilton)

~Volusia Co. Sch. Bd. (Deland)

Total

Georgia

Atlanta Public Schools "

Baldwin Co. Bd. of Educ. (Milledgeville)
Bibb Co. Bd. of Educ. (Macon)

Brooks Co. Bd. of Educ. (Quitman) -
Claxrke Co. S.D. (Athens)

Dodge Co. Bd. of Educ. (Eastman)
bougherty Co. Sch. System (Albany)
Effingham Co. Bd. of Educ. (Springfield)
Glynn Co. Bd, of Educ. (Brunswick)
Hogansville City Schools

Lamay Co. Bd. of Educ. {(Barnsville)
Lanier Co. (Lakeland)

Mdbuffie Cu. (Thomson)

Muscogee Co. S.D. (Columbus)

Pike Co. Bd. of Educ. (2ebulon)

Richmond Co. (Augusta)

Savannah Bd. of Public Educ.

Social Circle Bd. of Educ.

Pelfair Co. Bd. of Educ. (Mirae)

AS

(Cont. next column)

71

$ 156,804
01,083,170
10346:655
745,405
201,987
852,593
212,219
256,476
113,323
395,157
290,169
178,022
206,435

$6,008,415

$ 604,250

134,050 -

376,449

40,148
242,181
177,609

109,631

99,545
179,992
90,703

113,356

120,160
214,211

534,687

155,551
325,640
331,598

68,585
125,576

.
S
!
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. Georgia (cont)

Thomas Co. (Thomasville) . 2
Turner Co. Bd. of Educ. (Ashburn)
Ware Co. R4, of Educ., 5.8. (Waycross)
theeler Co. Bd. of Educ, (Alamo)
Wilcox Co. (Abbeville)

Wilkes Co. Bd. of Educ. (Waepington)‘ .

Total

Hawaii -

Hawa.l St. Dept. of Educ. (Honolulu)

Illinois

Ballwood Bd. of Educ. #88 .
Cahokia Unit SD #182

Cahokia Unit SD #187

Cairo Unit D #1

Carbondale Elem. SD #95
Champuign Comm. Unit #4

Cook Co. Elem. S.D. #144
Crete-Monee &.D.

Danville Comm. Cons. S.D. #118
Decatur Public Schools #61

East Moline S.D. #37

Evanston Co. Consolid. Schools
Joliet S.D. #86

Kankakea S.D. #3

M+ Vernon City $.D. #80

N. vhicago Elem. Dist., #64
Oak Park Elem. S.D, #97

park Forest Elem. Dist. #163
South Holland S.D. #151
Springfield Public Schools
Urbana S}oDo #116

Venice Comm, Unit Dist. #3
West Harvey S.D. #147

Total

e ""‘ )_" ‘.:;», N Wmm«w'ﬁmwM,wgé-_,s._.,,_gq.,_ﬂ}\__u;__,. ;“"‘é"‘“w ;

1‘v

$ 179,405

113,832
23,913
37,861
93,108

150,164
. 64,642,205

151,736,481 °

$ 316,437

13,120
162,734
213,496 =
470,578 .
442,292
170,836
305,494
500,658
241,896
297,199
684,913
356,506
260,499
413,825
382,820
175,842
239,706
479,792
218,465

29,722
151,606

$6,660,214
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Indiana

Evansville~Vanderburgh Sch. Corp.

Jowa
Ft. Dodge County S.D.
Waterloo Comm. S.D.
- Total
Kansas
Doége City USD #443
Wichita USD
Total
-
T
Kentuckx

Bardstown Bd. of Educ.

Jefferson County (Louisville)
Owensboro

Paducah 1.S.D.

Richmond 1I.S8.D.

Trigg Co. Bd, of Educ. (Cadiz)
Washington Co. Schools (Springfield)

Total

$ 588,699
$ 93,428
196,408

$ 289,836
$ 54,800
~476,331

$ 531,131
$ 94,279
534,210
126,602
125,083
118,780
87,379

. 66,814
$1,153,147
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" © Louisiana

Ascension Parish (Donaldsonville)
Avogelles Parish (Marksville)
Bienville Parish (Arcadia) .
Caddo Parish (Shreveport) :
Catahoula Parish (Jonesville)
Concordia Parish (vidalia)
Lbera Parish

Jefferson Parish (Gretna)
LaFayette Parish

Monroe City School Board
Orleans Parish

Rapides Parish (Alexandria)
Richland Parish (Rayville)
St. Charles Parish (Luling)
St. James Parish (Lutcher)
8t. John Baptist Parish (Reserve)
8t. Landry Parish (Opelousas)
S§t. Mary Parish (Franklyn)
Union Parish (FParmerville)
Vernéh Parish (Leesville)
Webster Parish (Minden)

Total

!

Maryland
Annae Arundel Co. P.S. (Annapolis)

bDorchester Co. Bd., of Educ. (Cambridge)

Frederick County
Montgomery Co. P.S. (Rockville!

Prince George's Co. Bd. of Edw . (Upper

Marlboro)
Somerset Co. P.S. (Princess Ann-;

Total

L

$ 184,667
- 275,370
246,166
562,746
209,778
147,740
307,362
332,153
329,508
230,445
1,199,822
262,742
167,298
315,019
229,586
205,121
310,868
96,352 .
128,810
128,779
264,733 .

$6,135,065

$ 682,058
270,586
227,291
496,003

1,407,836

262,840

$3,346,614

74




Magsachusetts -

Boston Public Schools
Brooklin Public Schools

Total .

Michigan .

Airport County S.D. (Carleton)
Baldwin Comm. Schools

Detroit Public Schools

Dowagiac Union 8.D.

Ecorse Public Schools

Grand Rapids Public Schools
Kalamazoo S.D.

Lansing §.D.

Pontiac S.D.

Westwood Comm. Schools (Inkster)

Total
Minnesota
Minneapolis Public S8chools
8t. Paul Public vchools
Total .

Mississippi

Brookhaven Municipal Sep. S.D.
Calhoun County S.D. (Pittsboro)
Chickasaw County £.D. (Houston)
Choctaw Co. School System (Ackerman)
Columbia Muticipal Separate §.D.

{cont. next colunmn)

7o

$l,003;ﬁ62
108,114

$1,111,976

$ 134,600
134,388
2,530,651
184,748
229,665
673,862
590,065
437,883
.388,297

168,969
$5,473,128

$ 394,892
285,008

$ 679,900

$ 205,602
125,727
99,920
109,142
165,386

T e —
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Missisgippli (cont.)

Pesoto County s D. (Hernando)
burant Municipal S.D¢ -
Greene Co. Schools (Leaksville)

'Jackson Municipal ‘Sep. 8.D.
Lee County S.D. (Tupelo)

Lumberton Line Cons. 8§.D.

Marion CO. School System (Columbia)
Newton County Unit Schools (Decatur)
Newton ‘8Special Muni. Sep. S.D.
Okolona Public Schools

Pascagoula Muni. Sep..8.D. 64-601-09-48
Senatobia City Echools

South Pike Cons. S.D. (Magnolia)
Simpson County Schools (Meddenhall)
Water Valley Line Cons. S8.D. .
Webster Co. 8.D. (Walthall}

Total

Migsouri
Ferguson Reusganized S.D. R-2
Kansas City S.D.
st. Louis Public Schoouls
University City School Dist.

Total

Montana .

Lane Deer S.D. #6
Mryor Co. Public Schools

Total

,:wIMmPSMWMwMW%MwMJ?i GERBBRINE Yo £ 11 e F

$ 501,555
45,357
101,450

1,253,698

108,812
85,185
98,597
74,627
37,631

. 98'008'
66,634
87,922

382,616

i

1,
105,888

$3,989,802

[

$ 394,075

2,114,457
1.022,138
_ 131,184

$3,661,854

$ 103,227
36,800

bt mtrtnn it

$ 140,027




Nebraska

Omaha S.D.

New Jersgey

Asbury Park Bd. of Educ.

Bayonae City S.D.

Carteret Bd. of Educ.

Erglewood Public Schools

Pairfield T-wnship Schs. (Bridgeton)

Hamilton Township Bd. of Educ. (Trenton)

Hoboken Bd. of Educ.
Irvington

Jersey City Bd. of Educ.
Long Branch Public Schools
Montclaire Bd., of Education
Pemberton Township Schools
Plainfield Bd. of Educ.
Rahway Bd. of Educ.
Roselle Public Schools
Salem City Bd., of Educ.
Teaneck

Union City

Vineland

Total

New Mexico

Bloomfield Municipal Schools
Bernalillo Public Schools
Carlsbad Municipal Schools
Cobre Cons. Schools

Espanala Municival Schools
laas Vegas City Schools \
Ojo Caliente Ind. S.D. #6
Pecos Ind. §.D.

Questa Ind, 8.D. #9

(Cont. next colunin)

7'

$ 557,716

§ 104,242
166,076
220,704
246,671
178,990

96,243
186,005
174,441
591,902
209,744
478,111
156,623

124,284
297,556
281,532
194,534
357,610
171,767

199,975

$4,437,010

$ 52,085
181,099
314,578

61,879
276,395
88,809
107,761
129,696
51,970

."--~

| New Mexico (cont.)

Santa Fe Public Schools
Santa Rosa Cons. Schools.
Socorro Cons. Schools
Taos Municipal Schools
West Las Vegas S.D, #1

Total

New York

Buffalo City School District
Community S.D. #3 (N.Y.C.)
Community $.D. #4 (N.Y.C.)
Community S.D. #6 (N.Y.C.)

Community 8.D. #9 (Bronx)
Community S.D. #11 (N.Y.C.)
Community $.D. #13 (Brooklyn)
Community S.D. #1% (Brooklyn)
Community S.D. #18 (Brooklyn)
Community S.D. #19 (Brooklyn)
Community S.D. #20K (Brpoklyn)
Commuriity S.D. #21 (Brooklyn)
Community S.D. #22 (Br%oklyn)
Community S.D. #24 (N.Y.C.)
Community S.D. #25 (Flushing)
Community S.D. #30 (Long Island)

Community S.D. #260 (Flushing)
Freeport Bd. of Educdtion
Greenburgh Central S{D. #7
Lackawanna City School District
Niagara Falls City S.D.
Poughkeepsie City S.D,

Rochester City S.D.

Rockville Centre U.F. School Dist.
Syracuse City S.D.

Total

$ 131,396
106,378
174,262
283,629

93,845

$2,053,782

$ 1,540,883,
839,452

583,020
464,552
243,160
453,119
"61,530
304,427
418,767
198,855
917,980

996, 344 .

1,534,508
596,615
+ 506,300
625,617
513,687
303,930
276,779
233,068

811,111 .

496,631
940,744
79,459

873,117
$14,813,655
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North Carolina |

Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools
Cumberland Co. Bd. of Educ,
Edenton-Chowan :
Elizabeth City - Pasquotank P.S.
Gates Co. Bd. of Educ.

Greensboro City Bd. of Educ.
Goldsboro City :

Harnett Co. Bd. of Educ.

High Poing Public Schools

Moore Co. Schools (Carthage)

Orange Co. Bd., of Educ. (Hillsborough)
St. Pauls City Schools NN
Statesville City. Schools

Vance County Schools

Wake County Public Schools (Raleigh)
Wayne Co. Bd. of Educ. (Goldsboro)
winstqn~Sa1em/Forsyth Co. Schools

Total

North Dakota

Halliday s.D. #19
Solen 5.D, #3
Turtle Mountain Comm. Sch. (Belcourt)

Total

Ohio

Cleveland Public Schools

Dayton Co. School District
Jefferson TWP Local S8.D. (Dayton)
Shaker Heights City S.D.

Warren City Schools

Xenia City Schools N

Total

79

$1,071,307
493,280
135,865
85,948
17,139
852,480
159,770
467,152
367,934
222,934
162,368
107,534

159,482 -
201,427

739,573
419,733

950,820

$6,614,746

$ 32,900
64,649

30,703

$ 188,252

$2,494,722
1,616,252
148,903
341,383
434,401

325,648

$5,361,309
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| Oklahoma
Ardmore City Schools h
Bufaula Public Schools
Frederick ISD #158

Grant ISD #3

_Hugo City Schools iI~39
- Morxis Public 8.D. I-3

Muskogee City Schools

Okighoma City I.D. #89

Okmulgee Public Schools

Pleasant Grove Public School System
Porter School District #1~3 :
Salina Public Schools 1I~16

Sapulpa ISD #33 . '

Warner Public School D. 1-74

Total

Oregon
Multnomah School D. #1 (Portland)

Pennsylvania

Aliquippa S.D.
Clairton S.D.

Erie S.D.

Farrell Area S.D.
Harrisburg 5.D.
McKeesport Area S.D.
Norristown Area S.D.
pPhiladelphia S.D.

West Chester Area 5.0,
York City S.D.

Total

e T T T

TG L .'ww

$ 106,386
89,833
51,929
42,745
41,722
21,760
86,481

562, 281
91,176
42,844
83,379
41,802
64,866

37,570
$1,364,774

$ 449,427

$ 103,666
201,954
428,533
230,394
223,569
396,702
171,850 °

2,531,547/
240,476
153,778

$4,682,469

o
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, Rhode Island Tennaessee
Central Falls School Dist. § 184,205 Chatrahooga Public Schools $§ 749,521
Covington City Schools 88,191
Humbold¢ Bd. of Educ. . 81,150
, Jackson, City Schools - 66,622
South Carolina ‘ Metro Nashville~Davidson Co. P.S. 831,9C3.
_ Shelby Co. Schools (Memphis) 366,210
Anderson Co. 8.D. #5 $§ 174,312 Tipton Co. Bd. of Educ. . 202 u41
Charleston Co. S.D. . 206,657 Trenton Special S.D, 51,453
Chester Co. 8.D. 178,297 T
Fairfield Co. Schools (Winnsboro) 143,546 Total $2,437,941
Florence Co. 35.D., ¥2 (Pamplico) 157,610 ' ' 7/
Greenville Co. School Dist. 424,824 )
Greenwcod S.D, #50 121,662
| Hamt on §.D. #1 195,872 Texas
Kershaw Co. 8.D, 269,163 ‘ -
Lancaster Co. $.D. 196,499 Alto ISD - $ 49,520
Marlboro Co. S.D. 298,353 Amarillo IsD 305,114
MnCormick Public Schools 165,779 Austin ISh ‘ : ' 414,255
Orungeburg Co. $.D. #4 (Cordova) . 126,460 -Avinger 18D : 35,290
o Rickland S.D. #1 (Columbia) 600,808 Burton 18D 39,097
@ Saluda 8.D. #1 123,77% ‘ Center ISD 76,762
Sumter .0, #17 : 191,292 Centervilie 1SD — 14,200
Williamsburg Co. S.D. (Kingtree) 167,761 Commerce 13D 57,312
: T Crockett ISD 74,328
Total %4,342,679 Crobsy ISh 102,385
Crystal City 1sD 84,864
Daingerfield~idne Star ¥SD 114,475
~ Dallas 18D 3,434,096
South Dakota . Dekalb 18D 70,315
' Dickinson 18D A 123,861
Eagle Butte Public Schools - $ 82,085 ' Donna 18D 99,492
Lower Brule Schocl Bd, 81,945 Eagle Pass ISL 148,672
Marty Indian School 72,838 Edcouch~Elaa 1sh 146,705
McLaughiin S.D., #15-2 16,831 Bdgewoed ISD (San Antonio) 181,600
Shannon Co. I8D #G5~~1 70,36G% Edinburg Cons. 1sD ‘ 400,437
Waginer Comm S.D. #11-4 16,893 - El Paso 18D 541,458
Elgin ISD 110,394
. Total § 400,597 Ennis ISD 129,015
) Fannindel ISD (Ladonia) 30,000
Ferris ISD 87,885

(Cont. next column)
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‘ Texas ({cont.) ' _ ' Teras (cont.,)
Ft. Bend 18D § 144,788 S8an Antonio XSD ' . $ 999,567
Pt, Worth 18D , + 1,995,487 : . San Augustine ISD 89,939
i Frost ISD . 37,395. San Felipe Del Rio iSD - ' - 175,123
i Galena.Park 18D 175,767 Sherman 18D 146,680
- Galveston 1ISD ’ 72,515 Smithville ISD 53,340
o - Gilmer ISD N o 90,251 * South Park 18D : 208,761
. Goliad 18D . 197,490 . Southgside ISD 169,152
" Hallsgville ISD 61,804 Taylor I8D " ’ 134,162
Hardin Jefferson ISD 115,020 Terrel ISD 117,698
Henderson ISD . 129,797 Texarkana ISD 180,853
Hitchock 18D 74,800 Waelder 18D ' T 41,878,
Honey Grove' ISD - - 83,440 S Waxahachie ISD 186,116
Hooks ISD - - 65,429 Weslaco ISD 166,696
Houston ¥SD & \ 1,818,435 , West Orange-Cove CISD ' 215,816
. Hubbard ISD - 68,896- West Oso ISD 96,451
Italy ISD 48,993 Whitewright ISD . 42,950
Jasper ISD ; 148,078 Zapata Co. ISD ) 51,014
Jefferson ESD R 102,700 . )
. * Kagnack 18D , 89,836 Total $18,394,048
-+, ‘La'Juya ISD R - 75,813 . ) .
.+ La Marque ISD 93, 580
! Lamar. CIsD 165,034
Libexty Eylapn i3D #908 S 111,607 o tah
* Lockhart 149 . © 117,306 ‘ e
Longview IsD ' “ 337,860 Jordan 8.0, (Sandy) , $ 105,856
. Malakoff I&D _ 77,476 « Salt Lake City S.D. : 229,185
"McAllen XSD 163,492 -
"Mercedes ISD 109,234 ) Total § 335,041
Mexia ISD , 73,489 ’ .
Milfigrd 18D ' 34,700
Nacobdoches IsD . T 156,874 i ,
” North Forest 1ISD 269,464 ! virginia
Oakwood ISD . 69,545 -
Palestine ISD . 212,518 Albermarle o+ Dept. of Educ., - $ 141,690
Fharr-San Juan-Alamo ISD 276,429 ‘hlexandria City Public 5¢hools o 146,412
Pewitt ISD 91,354 ' Amelia Co, School Board 138,502
Rio Grapde City CISD 148,482 Charlottesville Public Schools 277,027
Rio Wondo 18D ' 149,180 Chesapeake Public Sch, Bd. $%3,823
Robstown 1ISD ' . 162,052 ‘ Danville Public¢ Schools 279,665

(Cont. next column) (Cont. next column)
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Virginia (cont.) ‘ ' Wisconsin oo
Essex Co. Public Schools , $ 98,178 . Milwaukee Public Schools $1,212,656
Fredericksburg Clty Public Schools 179,788 Racine USD 325,740
Halifax Co. South Boston Cty, Sche. 183,873 : ' Y
Hampton Virginia City Schools 61,425 . . .  Teotal 81,538,396 "
Henry Co. Public Schools 179,510 ’ ‘ o
Hopewell School Board ~ 161,137 s ’
Isle of Wight go. Schools 291,114
Martin City Schools . 142,075 Wyoming
Newport Newg School Bd. ’ 258,965 . ,
Norfolk City School BG&. 627,190 Ethete D #14 - $§ 47,235
Pittsylvania Co. School nd. 253,906 . Pt. Washakie S.D. #21 ' 37,466
Roanoke City Public Schools 374,197 Fremont Co., S.D. #6 (Paviillion) 58,822
Richmond Public Schools 158,239 St. Stephens Indian Sch. Educ. Assoc. 44,298
Bouth Boston City Sch, System 60,262 ’ )
— Total $ 187,821
Total $4,706,978

Washington
Pasco S.D. #§1 . $ 235,435

Seattle School Dist. §1% 817,675
Tacoma S.D. #10 . 472,150
P
Total $1,525,260 .
BASIC GRANTS 'TCTAL $155,386,602
West Virginia
Berkeley Co. Bd. of EdGc. $ 77,135
Fayette Co. Bd. of Educ. 85,080
Jefferson County Bd. of Educ. 111,257 ‘
Kanawha Co., Schools N 119,571 to.
Ohio Ce. Bd. of Educ. ' 67,778 : .o
| Total $ 461,421 . o

86
86

e



: ' ] Alabama

Birmingham City Bd. of Educ.
Clarke County (Grove Hill)
Macon County (Tuskegee)
Mobile County Public Schools
Montgomery Public Schools

Total
Alaska
NONE
| Arizona
o
1 Nogales U.S.D. #1
Phoenix Elementary S.D.
Roosevelt 5.D. #66 (Phoenix)
Total
Arkansas
Camlen S.D., #35
Little Rock S.D.
Marianna S.D. #A
Total

$ 283,258
108,562
53,403
422,151

251,475
$1,118,849

$ - 89,375

175,400

297,510
$ 562,285

$ 94,182
190,979

170,€13
$ 455,774

Pilot Projects

California

alum Rock Elem. §.D. (San Jose)
Berkeley USD :

Conmpton USD C o o
Del Paso Heights 8.D, (Sacramento
E1 Rancho USD (Rico River)
Jefferson S.D. (Daly City)

Los Nietos 8.D. (Whittier)

* New Haven USD (Union City)

Pittsburgh USD

Pomona USD '
Ravenswood City. S.D., (Palo Alto)
San Diego USD ‘

San Francisco

San Ysidro §.D.

Stockton USD '

val Verde S.D. (Perris)

Total

Coloraéo
Denver City SD #1
Rocky Ford School D R-2
South Conejos SD #10

Total

gonnectigut

© Hartford Public Schools #249

NMew Haven Public Schools

Total

'ﬂyﬂfﬁvﬂs%ﬁmﬂﬁﬂ%MWﬁmdwm-nuv9»'

$

260,499
178,231
779,726

96,685
263,853
392,990
198,701
520,556
252,760
138,069

106,800

365,730
599,371
471,300
219,625
131,679

o+ m i

$4,

$

976,575

254,252 .

27,355

69,260

$

$

———

$

350,867

128,612
188,122

316,734
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' ' Delaware ' : - " Hawaii
’ New Castle Co. Plng. Bd, (Wilmington) § 81,722 - , . Hawaii St. Dept. of Educ. (Honolulu, $§ 406,402
' : ) ’ C o 2 applicants)” . | . o
District of Columbia -
, : ‘ : Illinois
: District of Columbia Public Schools $ 553,731 : LN . |
2 Cairo Unit District #1 . $ 178,652
. Harvey Public Schools D. #152 . 303,789
, Meridian Comm. Unit SD #109 - 225,241
Florida Venice Comm,. Unit Dist. #3 230,862
' = West Harvey SD #147 : 127,048
Broward Co. School Bd. (Ft. Lauderdale) $ 293,200 . - ‘
Dade Co. School Bd. (Miami) . 345,847 : Total $1,065,592
Duval Co. School Bd. (Jackse..ille) 328,673
Hillsborough Co. School Bd. (Tampa) 180,906
Palm Beach Co. School Bd. ' ‘210,092
Kentucky
Total $1,358,718
& Jefferson Co. Bd. of Educ. (Louisville) $§ 168,884
T
Georgia
Louisiana
Atlanta Public Schools § 251,000 :
Bibb Co. Bd. of Educ. (Macon) 189,842 , - Bienville Parish (Arcadia) $ 46,568
Brooks Co. (Quitman) 105,994 . Caddo Parish (Shreveport) 24,856
Butts Co. Bd. of Educ. (Jackson) 106,176 Monroe City School Board 154,959
. Dooly County (Vienna) 135,696 Orleans Parish 208,990
Hancock County (Sparta) 196,201 St. John Baptist Parish (Reserve) 183,724
Randolph Co. School System (Cuthbert) 98,746 St. Landry Parish (Opelousas) 65,938
Richmond Co. Bd. of Educ. {Augusta) 136,841
Ve Savannah Bd. of Educ. 156,536 Total $ 685,035
- Wilkes Co., Bd. of Educ. 49,005
« Total $1,426,037
Maryland
Prince Georges Bd. of Educ. (Upper $ 98,857

Marlsboro)

!
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Massachusgetts

Boston Public Schools

Michigan

Buena Vista §.D. (Saginaw)
Detroit Public Schools
Highland Park 8.D.
Pontiac S5.D. )

Total

! Mississippi

Amite Co. School System (Liberty)
Claiborne Co. Educ. Agency (Pt Gibson)
Holmes Co. School Dist. (Lexington)
«Jackson Mun. Sep. S.D.

LeFlore County S.D. {(Greenwood)

McComb Mun. Sep. S.D.

Oktibbeha Co. Schoolus (Starkville)
South Pike Cons. 8.D. (Magnolii)

,Tate County 8.D. (Senatobia

“

Total

Migsouri

Kansas City 8.D.
St. Louis Public Schools

Total

$ 270,131

$ 14,122
-818,376
373,864

63,658

$1,270,016

$ 175,952
74,241
64,036
87,254

173,913
123,050
192,263

. 140,952
41,686

>
$1,073,347

$ 237,379
~_3s4,121

$ 591,500

Montana
"~
Browning Public Schools
8t. Ignatius S.D. #28

Total

Nebraska

Winnebago Public Schools

New Jersey

Englewood Public Schools
Jersey City Bd. of Educ.
Newark City Bd. of Eduec.

' Total
New Mexico
Cobre Cons. Schouls
Santa Fe
Taos Mun. Schools
Total

New York

B

Brooklyn Comm.. S.D. #13
Brooklyn Comm. School Dist. #18
(Brooklyn) N.Y.C. Bd. of Educ.
Buffalo City S.D.

Community S$.D. #3 (N.Y.C.)

N.Y.C. Comm. S.D. #4

Rochester City S.D.

Total

92

§ 53,970
: 9,415
§ 63,385
$ 49,700
§ 114,793
321,147
752,204
$1,188,144
$ 27,500
42,806
65,824

$ 136,130
§ 792,954
859,794
392,547
201,171
645,752
743,368
32,712
$3,668,298
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North Carolina

Edenton-Chowan Schools
Fayetteville City Bd. of Educ.
Gates County Bd. of Educ.
Goldsboro City Schools

St. Pauls City Schools

Total

North Dakota

Dunseith S.D.

Ohio

East Cleveland City Schools
Jefferson TWP Local S.D. (Dayton)
Warrensville Heights City Schools

Total

QOklahoma

Fillmore Elementary School (Milburn)
Gore ID #6

Grant ISD #3

Hulbert ISD

Kenwood SD #30

Milburn ISD

_ Salina Public Schools 1l-16

Total

LA

o

§ 93,516
153,649
281,650
223,756

85,486

$ 838,057

$ 33,274

$ 522,989
240,857

470,723
$1,234,569

$ 27,544
39,030
21,064
42,674
38,472
31,879
41,802

$ 242,465
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. Pennsylvania
Farrell Area SD '
Harrisbuxrg SD
Philadelphia SD

Totai

South Carolina

Charleston County SD

Marlboro Co. SD (Bennetsville)
Richland SD #1 (Columbia)’
Hampton County SD #2

Sumter SD #17

Williamsburg County SD (Kingtree)

Total

South Dakota

' Shannon County ISD 65-01

Tennessee

Davidson Co. Public Schools (Nashville)
Fayette Co. Bd. of Educ. (Somerville)

Total

§ 188,601
281,638

727,430

31,137,669

$ 140,694
70,306
234,326
148,219
90,753
214,298

898,596

$ 46,875

$ 481,841
187,696

$ 669,537
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Washington

Beaumont ISD ] 6,640 : Seattle SD #1 $ 137,064
Cotulla ISD 27,060
Crystal City ISD : 144,520
Dallas ISD 892,922 . ,
Donna ISD 87,015 : \ Wisconsin
BEdcouch-Elsa ISD 82,682 ‘ _
Edgewood ISD (San Antonio) 246,931 Lac Du Flambeau SD #1 $ 126,089
Edinburg Cons. ISD ) 237,269 ’
Ft., Worth ISD 285,046
Galveston 1ISD 79,330
Houston ISD 324,888 Wyoming
La Joya ISD 153,664 -
Lockhart ISD 97,198 St. Stephens Indian Sch, Educ. Assoc. $ 19,380
LyFord Cons. ISD 152,628
McAllen ISD 65,385
Mercedes ISD 60,050
North Forest ISD (Houston) 162,466
Oakwood ISD 30,990
Phar-San Juan-Alamo ISD 40,878
I Rio Grande City CISD 57,616 .
v Rio Hondo ISD 131,950 ‘ ) -
[ Robstown ISD . . 142,628 e a
San Antonio ISD 133,550
San Felipe Del Rio CISD 128,986
West Oso ISD (Corpus Christi) 55,965

Total $3,828,257
. PILOT PROJECTS TOTAL $32,234,039

Virginia

Brunswick County School Bd. $ 85,628 oL
Charles City Co. Public Schools 93,674
Isle of Wight County Schools 105,505
Goochland School Board 122,600
King and Queen Co. School Bd. 3,523
King William County School Bd. 127,321 B4
Petersburg S&hool Board 245,405 &
Richmond Public Schools 122,108
Surry County School Board 119,730

Total $1,025,494
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Nonprefit Organizations '
Alabama ' California
Alabama Ag and Mech Univ. (Normal) $ 92,654 . Berkeley Stage Company $§ 38,271
Univ. of Alabama (Birmingham) 97,983 Calif, State Univ. (Los Angeles) 157,560
*Miles Col. (Birmingham)($12,312)($132,326) 144,638 The Childrens Collective Inc. (Los 148,060
Mobile Comm. for Support Pub. Schools 73,111 Angeles) '
Mobile Co. Council PTA 36,690 ° Council for Peace and Equality in 225,754
Spring Hill College (Mobile) 66,280 Education (Los Angeles)
_ Eastside Opportunity House, Inc, 54,748
Total $ 511,356 : (Stockton) .
. Hispanic Urban Center, Inc. (Los Angeles) 284,343
Instit. for Teacher Leadership (Los 545,094
Angeles)
Alaska Outwaxrd Bound Adventures,-Inc. (Los ) 86,079
: Angeles) ~ )
Kegoayah Kozga Library Assoc. (Nome) ] 46,129 Outward Bound Adventures, Inc., (Pasadena) 74,245
] San Diego Urban League, Inc. 164,675
: Stockton Metro Ministry 134,020
i T.L.T, and Assoc. (Marina Del Rey) 157,902
a Arizona . Twelfth Night Repertory Co. (StudioCty) 203,733
|
. Santa Cruz Co. Child Care Center, $ 98,255 - Total $2,274,484
Inc. (Nogales) f
Valle Del Sol, Inc. (Phoenix) 158,730
Total $ 256,985 . g Colorado
| Bonfils Theatre of Denver Center $. 21,688
. Boys Club of Denver Inc. 57,892
Arkansas .~ ERA Incorporated (Denver) 41,530
Operation Comm, Talent (Denver) 36,295
Little Rock Panel of Am. Women, Inc. $ 95,422 Partners, Inc. (Denver) 8,931
*Urban League Greater Little Rock, Inc. 112,884 Westside Mexican Folkloric (Denver) 14,000

Total $§ 208,306 ~ * Total $ 180,336

* 2 applicants

L e
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Connecticut

Connecticut Dance Theatre {(Denver) '$ 49;633
Dixwell Comm. House Inc. (New Haven} 34,1785
New Opportinities for Waterburg 60,338
+ . Total $144,756
Delaware
Christi  Cultural Arts Cntr (Wilmington) $24,972
Nat'l Conf. of Christians and Jews 27,017
(Wilmington) *

Total . $51,989

District of Columbia

Nat'l Conf. of Christiamns and Jews $ 4,743

YMCA of the City of Washington 253,076 .
‘Total ' $257,819
Florida

Broward Co. Bd. of Comm. (Ft. Lauderdale) $ 86,645
Elizabeth H. Faulk Fndn, Inc. (Boca Raton) 38,257

Florida Internat'l Univ, (Miami) 114,797
Jacksonville Urban League 51,385
Univ. of North Florida (Jacksonville) 106,202
Nova University (Ft. Lauderdale) 106,068
Tampa Urban League, Inc. 160,511
Urban League of Broward Co. (Ft. Lauder- 56,032
dale)
Total $719,897

99
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Georgia’

. chatham Cncl on Human Relatns (Savannah) ~§167,216.
Clark College (Atlanta) 58,160
Gainasville-Hall Co. Boy's Club . .- . 100,193
Georgia State Univ. (Atlanta) 57,402
Literacy Action, Inc. (Atlanta) - 73,520
Metro Columbus Urban League, Inc. 144,098
savannah State College 51,165

Total $651,754

Hawaii
Alu Like, Inc. (Honolulu) ' $ 69,641
tlawaii Co. Bcon. Oppor. Inc. (Hilo) 33,194
Kavai Econ. Oppor., Inc. (Lihue) 64,671
Mavi Econ. Oppor. Inc. (Kahului) 53,932
Total $221,438

: x;g-i‘f"'l"j’ﬂ

, Illinois
Aspira, Inc. of Illinois (Chicago). $222,844
Chicago Urban League 425,239
Latino Institute (Chicago) 68,313
Project Seed, Inc. (Chicago) : 142,184
volunteers in Uervice in our Neighbor- _.83,648

hood (South Holland)

' ‘fotal $942,228

Indiana
Indianapolis Urban League . ‘ $151,540
Nat'l Assn. of Cuban Am. Women (Ft. Wayne) 40,640
Youth for Crispus Attucks, Inc. (Indian- __ 40,185

apolis)

Total $232,365
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Iowa : . ‘ Massachusetts
Waterloo Comm. on Human Rights $'32,979 " Boston Indian Council. Inc. $ 56,034
Reg #5 Resource Center (Dorchester) ..80,511
. Total $136,545
Kansas :
Young Women Christian Assoc. of Topeka '$ 33,199
: Michigan -
Focus: Hope (Detroit) $219,449
Kentucky Latin Am. for Social and Econ. Dev. 179,505
. (Detroit)
Fifteenth Dist. PTA (Louilsville) $ 71,848 Metro Detroit Youth Foundation 156,120
Louigville Urban League 53,124 Ren Out Reach Center (Detroit) 160,920
Total $124,972 Total v $715,994
) Louisiana Minnesota
=]
T CAA, Inc. (LaFayette) $ 5,895 Minneapolis Urban League $ 50,669
Catholic Social Services (LaFayette) 138,639
Greater New Orleans Educ. TV Fndn. 120,761
Progressive Men's Club, Inc. (Springhill) 48,326
St. Marks Comm. Center (New Orleans) 132,153 Mississippi
Urban League of Greater New Orleans) 178,075
Greensville Comm. for Support of P.S. $126,571
Total $623,849 Jackson State University 150,266
Pearl River Valley Oppor., Inc. (Columbia) 49,738
Tougaloo College 163,984
Maryland Total $490,559
Anne Arundel Co. Econ. Oppt. (Annapolis) $131,939
Concerned Parents for Education Excel 40,744
(Celumbia) Missouri
Nat'l Conf. of Christians and Jews 75,662
- (Marlow Heights) e East Central Bd. (Kansas City) $ 34,644
. Student Asst. Projact, Inc. (Col. Park) 97,537 Met. Intrnat'l Church Agency (Kansas City) 101,078
Young Men's Christian Assoc. (Bowie) 46,466 St. Louis University 134,616
Total $392,348 Total $270,338
Q . ].();2
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Mont.ana ., ' New York (cont.) ’
Dull Knife Memorial Col. (Lame Deer) $ 28,969 Manna House Workshops, Inc. (N.Y.C.) $ 21,950
‘ . : pPuerto Rican Traveling Theatre Co. 132,886
St., Matthews and St. Timothy's (N.Y.C.) 59,836
New Jersey Total $1,837,101
Blacks on the So. Side, Inc. (Bridgeton) $164,736 -
Jersey City Educ. Center 9,137 .
Urban League for Bergen Co., Inc. 120,000 North Carolina
Total $293,873 Bethlehem Center (Charlotte) $233,905
Charlotte~Mecklenburg Youth 156,238
Gethsemane Enrichment Program 123,397
Nat'l Conf. of Christians and Jews 102,273
New Mexico Winston-Salem Urban League, Inc. 31,7563
American GI Forum of New Mexico $ 5,835 Total $647,566
Canyon Landing, Inc. 20,955
Eddy Co. Comm. Action Corp. 49,841
- Lordsburg Optimist Club 63,772
= LULAC Comm. Center (Silver City) 54,900 North Dakota
! Suenos de Esperanza (Santa Fe) 57,738 :
N.D. Instit. of Comm. Understanding $ 14,250
Total $253,041 (Bismarck)
- New York Ohio
Aviation Devel Cncl. (Flushing) 271,244 Columbus Metorpolitan Area Comm. $166,0063
Boys Harbor, Inc. (N.Y.C.) 143,843 payton Urban League 180,182
Broad Jump, Inc. (N.Y.C.) 104,896 Greater Cleveland Interchurch Co. 104,900
Buffalo Area Metropolitan 147,816 Greater Columbus Education Foundation 87,076
Creative Resources Instit. (N.Y.C.) 163,189 Kids That Care, Inc. (Dayton) 10,785
Creative Resources Instit. (Hackensack, 160,549
NJ-New Yoxrk) Total $549,006
Encampment for Citizenship, Inc. (N.Y.C.) 116,805
GvoMoEo' Inc. (NOYOCO) 52'378
Genessee Econ. Ministries (Rochester) 102,755
Jazzmobile, Inc. (N.Y.C.) 358,954

\
(Cont. next column) '
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Oklahoma

Muskogee Co. Comm. Action
Tulsa Urban League
Urban League, Inc. (OKlahoma City)

Total
\(‘
Oregon
Urban League of Portland
Pennsylvania

Bayfront Nato., Inc. (Erie)
Greater Philadelphia Federation
Griffith Heights Soc. Ser. Assoc.
(Aliquippa)
Woodrock, Inc.‘(Philadekghia)
. o

Total

Rhode Island

Providence Corporation

" South Carolina

Alpha XI Omega Chapter (Charleston)
Columbia Urban League, Inc.
Community Care, Inc. (Columbia)
Greenville Urban League .
Marlboro Co, Improvement Comm,

Total

1E AL e gl aan At il aig el Ak
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$ 41,085
57,261

66,968

$165,314

$ 45,509

$105,051
65,441
53,083

113,142

$336,717

$ 23,420

$ 39,305
132,369

71,798
16%@8

54,606

$465,256

e Mwu s,

Tennessee

Memphis Urban League

Nashville Panel

Nat'l Conf. of Christians and Jews
{(Nashville)

Nat'l Conf. of Christians and Jews
(Memphis)

Panel of Amaricans, Inc. {Memphis)

Total

Texas

AAMA, Inc. (Houston) $ 174,957
Afro American Players, Inc. (Austin), 87,792
Alpha Merit Committee, Inc. (Dallas) 96,10%
American GI Forum (Dallas) 87,570
Center for Human Dev. and Eval. (Houston) 96,700 -
Citizens for Gond Schs Fndn (Houston) 91,056
Extend-A-Care, Inc. (Austin) 54,927
Fndn for Quality BEduc., Inc. (Dallas) 47,953
Fuerza Del Los Barrios (Ft. Worth) 97,030
Grant Chapel A.M.E. Church, Inc. (Austin) 77,280
Hope Development, Inc. (Houston) 164,557
Houston Area Urban League 123,457
Human Systems, Inc. (Dallas) 95,792
Nat'l Conf. of Christians and Jews (Dallas) 89,630
Panel of American Women (Houston) 49,435
YMCA of Metro Ft., Worth 315,419

Total $1,749,660

Utah

School Volunteers (Salt Lake City) $ 38,212

AR P
s i acaerekians 20,

$110,539
69,117
8,223

120,025

32,464

$340,378

Weber Cncl of Spanish Speaking Org. (Ogden) 3,238

Total

$ 41,450




Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity, Inc.
(Chesapeake)
Dept. .of Development Program (Hampton)
Fi Bachu (Norfolk) :
Health Welfare Recrea. Plan, »f the
_ United Comm., Inc. (Norfolk;
“ N.C.I.E. Yes I°can (Norfolk)

Total
{ ' Washington
. /

Chief Sgattle Cnecl
Coalition for-Quality Integration

(seattle)
' Total
1
0\ 7
it Y Wisconsin
Coalition for Peaceful 8chools
(Milwaukee) ’
Wyoming
Cncl. for Native American Growth
(Riverton) ¢
NPO TOTAL

virginia d

'$ 89,552
117,003

66,18
130,502

60,1708

$463,946

A,
v

$ 53,811
58,792

© $112,603

$113,573

§ 17,966

$17,070,882

o
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@ . Rilingual Grants
!
Arizona p New York
Nogales USD #1 , ~$238,236 Brooklys Comm, S. D. #19-K $ 500,486
N.Y.C., Bd, of Educ. . 264,195
s r,,.”»— N © NOYICI Comm-. SuDo #3 466'063
Y N ’ N.Y.C. Comm, SqDa “4_ 817'055
f California
. ) : Total $2,047,799
. San Francisco USD ' $811,699
Texas
Florida
: Donna ISD , $ 170,316
/ Broward Co. FL School Bd. (Ft.Lauderdale) § 204,140 : " Eagle Pass SD 130,355
Dade Co. School Bd. (Miami) . © 566,944 Edgewood ISD . ‘ 196,621
Florida Internat'l Univ. (Miami) 94,431 | - : gdinburg ISD 219,983
Hillsborough Co. School Bd. (Tampa) 629,358 El Paso ISD ) ' 84,652
! ' : Pharr~San Juan-Alamo ISD 328,817
Ny Total $1,496,873 Reg, #1 Educ. Serv. CTR (Edinberg) 166,572 o
! ' Robstown ISD ’ : : ' 182,480
San Antonio ISD _ 482,607
, ' San Felipe Del Rio ISD 122,067
Hawaii West Oso ISD (Corpus Christi) 97,418
Weslaco ISD o ' 224,439
Hawaii St. Dept. of Educ. (Honolulu) $678,517 - :
HI Co. Ecofi. Oppor. (Hilo) , 270,192 . . Total $2,406,327
total $948,709 . Funded out of CAN 2001139:
Rio Grande ISD (Texas $168,144
zapata Co, ISD (Texas) ‘ 138,888
© Loujsiana :
- Total $307,032
Libera Parish S. Bd. $319,751
Jefferson Parish School System 109,571
LaFayette Parish School Bd. 219,584
FUNDED OUT OF CAN 2001137 (only) $8,598,549
Total $648,906
BILINCUAL TOTAL $8,905,581 °
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Special Projects

. Emergency Special Projects (532~B) Territories (532-C)

Greene Co. Bd. of Educ. (AL) $ 45,277 American Samoa Dept. of Educ. $ 241,705
Inglewood U.S.D. (CA) ' 11,408 Guam Dept. of Education 568,973
Los Angeles U.S.D. (CA) 3,615,654 ‘ pPuerto Rico Dept. of Education 1,426,723
Los Nietos School District (CA) 65,010 Saipan Dept. of BEducation (TT) 68,907
vallejo City U.S.D. (CA) 240,321 T Dept. of Education 149,985
Denver School District #1 (CO) 110,387 Virgin Islands Dept. of Educ. . 576,888 .
New Castle Co. Plng. Bd. §(DE) 6,614,100 I ;
Jefferson Co. Bd. of Edudh (KY) 1,143,946 (532-C) Total $3,033,181 /
Boston Public Schools (MA) 2,844,632 ' _ I
Metropolitan Planning Project (MA) 89,186 A R
Springfield Public Schools (MA) , 159,577 : .
Detroit Public Schools (MI) ‘ 2,610,994 ' . Arts (532-D)
Escorse Public Schools (MI) 66,015 )
Lansing School District (MI) . 584,043 Alabama St. Cncl. on-Arts & lumanitics $ 100,000
Ypsilanti School District (MI) . 272,319 ' Arkansas Arts & Humanities . _ . 100,000
Minneapolis Public Schools (MN) 671,863 Califor#ia Arts Council . 100,000 '
| St. Paul Indep. Sch., Dist. #625 (MN) 488,322 Connecticut 8t. Dept. of Educ. - 66,814 .
A Laurel Municipal Sep. School (M%) 117,676 Distript of Columbia Public Schools 100,000
| Kansas City School District (MO) 2,926,578 Fine Arts Council of PFlorida 100,000
8t. Louis Public Schools (MO) 624,574 Georgia Council for Arts & Humanities © 100,000 -
Ohana School District (NE) 1,641,288 : 1llinoig Arts Council 66,815
Bayonne City School Dist. (NJ) 456,816 Kentucky Arts Commission 100,000
Elizabeth Bd. of Educ. (NJ) 324,300 Louisiana St. Dept. of Educ. 66,815
“Morris School Dist. (NJ) 102,666 Massachusetts Cpel, on Arts & Humanities 99,556
Buffalo City School Dist. (NY) 824,412 " New Mexico Arts Commission K " 100,000
Mount Vernon Public Schools (NY) 274,994 ot Oklahoma Arts & Humanities Council ¢ 100,000
Cleveland Public Schools (OH) 1,630,918 Pennsylvania Dept, of Education 100,000 .
Mansfield City S$chool District (OH) 177,791 . Rhode Island Dept. of tdunation 100,000
Millwood Public School (OK) £8,761 South Carolina Arts Commission 100,000
Red Rock I-3 (OK) 94,728 Texas Commission on Arts & Humanities 100,000
Austin Indep. School Dist. (TX) 77,626 virginia Comm., of Arts & Humanities 100,000
Seattle School District #1 (WA) 4,084,574 Washington Office of Supt. Pub, *nstit. ___100,000
Milwaukec Public Schools (WI) 2,702,280
(532-D) Total $1,800,000

(532-B) Total 635,783,040
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Math (532~E) | " : | _ Preimplementation (532~J)

Project Seed, Inc. (CA) $ 750,000 Los Angeles U.S.D. (CA) ; $ 100 OOQ“
San Diego Ue8.D. (CA) 68 1183 o
New Castle Co. Planning Bd. (DE) ‘ 95,414 P
” Indianapolis Public 'Schools (IN) . -+ .96,054
Student Concerns (532-F) e o Minneapolis Public Schools (MN) : 71,538
. - - Cuyahoga Co. Bd. of Comm. (OH) , . 90,482
University of SO Alabama $ 181,597 ; Kent State University (OH) . . 44,526
COm? EAffaigs & Ec?n.)oev., Del. Office 218,674 ‘ : Seattle Schgoi District :1 (?A) 93,324
of Econ. Oppor. (DE ' ‘Supt. of Public Instruction (WA) 49,230
Broward Co. Bd. of Commission (FL) 172,540 . P ~ . '
Florida State University 817336 ’ . {532=3) : Total $ 708,981
University of Kentucky 159,870 : “
University of Michigan . ) 278,809 , : . . : . o
Jackson State University (MS) 155,464 - _
University of Oklahoma ° 114,387 ‘ “ : § Other Special‘Projects 4532-K)
4 . g ;
o ) © . 7 {532~F) Total - $1,362,677 Farmington Bd. o: Ed“ﬂcation €Ty $ 96,921 !
. ‘ L o : A I Glastopbury -Bd. of Educatian {CT), ; . 54,150 ¥
: ‘ - ) o . ‘Simsbury Bd. of Education (CT) . 66,226 -
- } : : oL T : T Com e ~Wese~Hare£osd-Public—Sehoeis~4CT) -—1964036-
a Compensatory qucétiOn (532-H) o ' _ West Irondequoit Centxal S.D. (NY) : 1,086,717
| > g ;
Montgomery Public Schools (AL) - § 84,183 T o (532 K) Total - §1,500,050
Sequoia Union HS District (CA) 301,196 , :
School bistrict. #1 City Co. Dgnver (CO) 28,083
Springfield Public¢ Schools (IL) 112,412
Des Moines Indep. Comm. Sch. Dist. (IA) 64,324 ) -
Jefferson Co. Bd..of Educs (KY) 299,672 - o o i : '
» Boston Public Schools (MA) 686,353 C SPECIAL PROJECTS TOTAL $50,606,618
Detroit Public Schools (MI) 555,409 ‘ - ; A
Ferguson Reorganized School (MO) 29,127 - ' o .
School District of Omaha (NE) 214,350 ‘ :
Buffalo City School bistrict (NY) 743,901 S . o ' d
Community School District #21 (NY) . 612,176 : .
Dallas 18D (TX) 372,764
Milwaukee Public Schools (WI) 1,564,739 . ,
(532-~H) Total 85,668,689
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fducational Television ' _ : Magnet (589) {cont.) _
) T ! - o ) #

.B C TV {(CA)~-~ ' $1,750,000 - Indianapolis Publie Schools (IN) - $ 183,620
visual Communications (CA) - 300,000 , Jefferson Co. Bd. of Educ. (KY) ' 168,317
Community Television (FL) . 300,000 Orleans Parish School Bd. (LA) 343,915
WGBH Educational Foundation (MA) 2,200,000 Montgomery Co. Public Schools (MD) 144,841
Greater Wasnington Educ. Telecom. 1,600,000 ' ‘Boston Public Schools (MA) : 111,465

Assoc. (VA) - Lawrence Public Schools (MA) 109,752
* International ITV Co-op, Inc. (VA) 300,000 : ' Inkster Public Schools (MI) . - 63,022
School bistrict of Highland Park (MI) 1,093,229
ETV Total $6,450,000 , Independent School District #625 (MN) 488,322
' Kansas City School District (MO) 365459

Montclair Bd. of Educ., (NJ) s 440,776

: - ' Teaneck Bd. of Educ. (NJ) . 591,322 ¢
funded by 20011.) > ' Vineland Bd. of Edue. (NJ) 80,000
N * : Buffalo City Schools (NY) 1,104,80)
Great Plains Nat'l Library (NE) $ 400,000 ' ’ Community School District #4 (NY) 177,186
New York St. Educ. Dept. (NY) L 300,000 Ithaca .City School District (NY) 97,900
Vegetable Soup (NY) 72,000 . : - ‘New York City Bd. of Educ. #22 (NY) 406,322

WA State University’ 352,780 ‘ gew York City Bd..of Educ. #3 (NY) 255,526
WA State University : 17,022 ) ewburgh City School District (NY) 93,800
WA State University - "400,000 Rochester City School District (NY) 250,363
WA State Uniwversity _ 64,743 ' Syracuse School District (NY) ' 241,471
KWSQ-TV (Pullman, WA) ' . 300,000 Cleveland’Public Schools, (OH) 240,565
Spot Duplication 142,000 : .Columbus City School District (OH) © 315,336

Coa . ' Dayton City.Schoodls (OH) ~ 674,890
Total $2,048,545 . Providence School Dept. (RI) : 230,000

' Co Dallas Indep. School District (TX) 132,490

Seattle School District #1 (WA) 1,181,957

Milwaukee Public Schools (WI) - 2,002,359

Jtagnet (585) :
LAdnek 022l (589) Total  $14,937,713

El Dorado School Disvrict #15 (AR) $ 52,302

Chula Vista City Sch. District (CA) - 179,770 )

Compton U.S.D. (CA) 208,227 -

Los Angeles U.S.D. (CA) - 505,889 K ' : _ Neutral Site (590)

San Diego U.S.D. (CA): . 437,011 _ o K : .
San Frapncisco U.S.D. (CA) . 453,475 » Community School District #4 (NY) $ 131,350
.Stockton U.S.D. (CA) 583,785 (

Bloomfield Bd. of Educ. (CT) ‘ 69,330 {590) Total $ 131,350
Bd. of Public Education (GA) ot 55,112

Kankakee School District No. #111 (IL) 61,190

Waukegan Public Schools (IL)\ 42,116

(Cont. next column)
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PREFACE

The information in thisvreport was compiled from
- pumerous 0ff1ce of Education documents made available through
the National Advisory Counc11 for Equal Educational 0pp0rtun1t|es.
Every effort was made to present the most accurate
data possible. When information was inconsistent, the most
recent data available was used. However, it should be noted
that slight variations in selected data'wiiI not prevent the
reader from gaihiné an insight into the broad overall composite
p1cture of Emergency School Aid Act funding.

Unless otherwise noted al] monetary amounts are shown

o

in thousands.
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INTRODUCTION

The objective of thds réport is to present a |
comprehens1ve overview of the Emergency School Aid Act
funding from 1973 to 1977. The information presented should
enable the reader to obtain a clear understan'ing of the
fundlng caracteristics of ESAA including: the amountiof
funds distributed, the location of fund rec1p1ents, the
specific program categorles funéed the longevaty of funding
for individual recipients, project s1ze. and other unlque
funding qua11t1es. | |

The report is divided -into ihree major sections. The
first éection éharts the distribution\of fundé nationally,
éegional]y, and locally. The second zéction presents an
analysis of the fund distribution. fSpecﬁal characteristics
of category funding details are presented in the third |
section.

| The report is not intended to be interpreted as an
evaluation of fund distribution. The facts are presented as

compiled from appropriate docunments.
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FUNDING EXPENDITURES

Funding expenditures for the'nationa1, regional,
and state levels are presented in this section. The

nationél distribution indicates the total funding level by-

program category fdr each year from FY7?73 thro.gh FY77.

The regionq] distribut .un compares regional funding 

in each program category for each year named. The state

Tevel distribution gives the overall amount awarded to each

state from FY73 through FY76.

1. Total ESAA Funds Obligated by Program Category

Total funds obligated under Tit]e'VII of the
Emergency School Aid Act from 1973 through 1977 dmounted fo
one billion, one hundred thirty six million, five hundred -
thousand, eight dollars ($1,136,500,008.).

These funds were distributed through ten major
program categories:

" Basic Grahts

Basic Grants are awarded to eligible school gi;tricts
to meet the special needs incident to the elimination,
~reduction, or prevention of minority group segregation and
discfimination and to assist elementary and econdary school
¢hildren in overcoming the educational disadvantages of

minority group isolation. Grants may be awarded to any

120
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Téca} education agency (LEA) which is imp]emeﬁting or Wi11
implement iT assisfance is made available, a’desegregation
plan or a plan to eliminate, reduce, or prevent minority

isolation;j'Project activities must be directly reiated to

such activities.

P11ot Projects ) g

R

Pilot Projects are awarded for unusua]]y prom131ng
projects des1gned to overcome the adverse effects of.m1nor1ty,_‘
group isolation by improving the academic achiévémenﬁ‘of
~children in minority isolated schools. To be éliéibke an
LEA must be implementing eithef a desegregat%on plan or'é
plan to eliminate, reduce, or prévent minority group isolation
which would make it eligible for a Basic Grant. In addition,
at least ]5,060 minority students must be enrolled in the
schools 'of the LEA or constitute more than 50 percent ofﬁ

the total LEA enrollment.

Nonprofit Orga.izational Grants

Nonprofit Organization (NPO) Grants are made to
public or private nonprof1t agencies or organizations to'
carr§ out projects de51gned to support the 1mp1ementat10n of
an e1igib1e LEA'plan. LEAs are not e]igib1q to apply for

grants in this category.

Bilinqual Grants
BiJiana] Grants are awarded to LEAs in which

minorily children do not receive equal educational oppor-

12
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tun1t/ due to 1anguaqe-ahd ﬁﬁ]tura] differences. To qualify .
an LEA must be 1mp1ement1ng an e11g1b‘e plan and meet the
’requwrements for a Basic Grant Grants may also be awarded

to nonprofit organ1zat1ons to deve1op b111ngua1/b1cultura1

curriculums at the request of an eligible LEA.

Educational Televis{on Projects

ESAA grants are awarded for the development and
productzon of lntegrated children's television programs of
sound educational va]ue The programs are produced for
children.at the elementary and secondary level in such cate-
goriés as bilingual/bicultural education, reduction of inter-
racia] tension among students, and minority;needs in special

U.s. geographica1 areas.

‘Special Projects

Specia] Projects are awarded from funds specifically

‘ set aside for special programs and projects which the Assis-
tant Secretary determ1nes will make a substantial contributior
to the achievement of ESAA objectives. States and other U.S.
-jurisdictions, local education agencies, and other public
organizations are eligible for assistance for all Soec1a1
Projects except mathematics. Only nonprofit private agencies

are eligible for Special Mathematics Projects.

Evaluation Contracts

Contracts are awarded for national evaluation of
specific programs and projects funded under ESAA and are

administered by the OE 0ffice of Planning,

L2o
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assist LEAs located within or adjacent to an SMSA in the

_Schools, were authorized during the 1977-78 school years.

Slahbl A
H

Metropolitan Area Projects

The 5 percent Ee§ervatidn of funds for Metropolitan

Area Projects wes eliminated under P.L. 93;380; These
projects were awarded to school.districts within or adjacent
to a Standard‘Metropo1itan Statistical Area (SMSA) to further
tﬁe eliminatioq, reduction, or preVention‘b% ﬁinority isola~

tion. Interdistrict transfer funds were also provided to

transfer of minority students f-~r the purpose of establishing

ahd maintaining integrated schools.

The Metropolitan Area Projects were funded for only

one year in 1973.

Two other categories, Magnet Schools and Neutral Site

The greatest percentage of funds were obTigated for
Basic Projects which accounted for 53 percent of the total.
Fvaluation contracts comprised 1css than one percent of the
total. |

Funding obligations remained consistant in all ~
program categories from year to year except for the Sﬁ;cial
projects category. In 1973 it comprised 3.5 percent of the
total obligations. In 1977 the amount had increased to 16.9
percent of the total obligations.

The chart on the following page shows the total

amount of obligated funds for each program category for each

123
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year from 1973 through 1977. It also shows the grand total
obligated each year inc1udihg all program categories and the
grand total obligated for each progﬁgm_cateéofy including thé“

years ftpm 1973 through 1977,

1I. Total Funds Awarded by Region
Total funding levels for the ten regions'are presénted
in this section. Separate charts show the obligated amount

’

for each region iﬁ each major program category.

Basic Project

| In the Basic Project Regions Ivfand VI were coﬁsis-
tent!y highest. Regioﬁs I, VIT, VIII, and X showed very
little variation in funding level and remained at the Tow
end of the funding range. Regions II and III wére consistent
in funding level and regional placement. The greatest
variatfun was found in Regions V andvIX.' Both started with
lTow funding in 1973 and moved into the upper funding level
for the remaining years.

Pilot Project

Funding for Pilot Projects showed the greatest
variation in Regions IV and IX. Region X received minimal

funding in 1975. Regions IIT and V and VI were consistent

all five years.
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| TOTAL ESAA runns |
OBLIGATED BY. PROGRAM CATEGORY v

R e L e ST Py

T LI TTNIYTR Y by rorr saana

b mwhw{fﬁ_f, DAETY LA -2 1
. 5

s 1973-1977
) " - e | verienze | pry Special | | Metre | - Magnet Neutrall.

Basic Pﬂg{t Nonprofi_t BiH‘_nguaI ETV Projects Evaluation Schools | Schools site ‘ “'ROTAL\
1975 T— o , _ : — ” L
1777375,085 21,959,309 20.081,176 £,888,013 11,3??.943 A~ 6,834,184' 2.280.000q 5,448,052 o - 194,532,263
1373 ,, T —T . : -
185,260,929 27,115,785 | 19,896,476 19,857,958, 6,890,232 10,844,757 | 2,489,000 — - 233,355,147 . '_‘
1975 o | | . . — i .
135,386, 235 33,948,000 | 18,103,000 | 9,052,000 7,793,999 §.4593716 2,257,000 o - - 215,000,000
1¢G,032,618 31,920,088 17,197,342 | 9,148,450 _8,ﬂ65,870 36,151,990 3,632.973 — — -— 244,599,331
1977 ' ' T - ' |
131,977,273 32.}17,562 17,995,681 | 8,124,493 | 7,450,000 | 42,323,256 | 1,750,000* s 6,853,727 1 421,276 249,Q}3,268
PALIY — | - | |
£3C,332,190 147,061,244 46,070,924 41,966,044 104.613,903_ 10,458,973 | 5,448,052 | 6,853,727 | 421,276 1,136,500,008

93,273,675

* Estimated, accurate figure not available.
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Nonprof1t 0rganizat1ons

¢

”The fund1ng for the nonprqfwt organizatmons showed,

wminimal varuauions from yéan to year and from region to

n . " 2 B F)

regaon.

Bx]angual Programs o

©~

Only three regions received funding all five yearéi”

Regions ‘11, IV, and IX. Reg1on v d\d not receive any fundzng
Regxon VII recewved only one year of funding and Regwons III

“and X .eceaved,two years of fundipg.

Educat1ona1 Te]ev1sion

| Only Region I received f1ve years of fundwng Regions
VII and VIII received no funding.. Reg10ns V, VI, and IX wvere

funded for all years but one. | - %

Spec1a1 Projects

Spec1a1 PrOJect funds were concentrated in Reglons II,
IV, and IX. Region I started with zero funding in 1973 and
moved into top funding in 1976.

Evaluation

4

Region IX received exclusive funding in evaluation.
-
Only one other region received any funds; Region III in 1976.

Figures for 1977 were not available.
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BASIC PROJECT
TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED BY REGION 1973 - 1977

Vi

y

'vii-'

VIt

_;x-]

42,682

RURICE

34,569
34,901

34,508°

6,631
14,248
12,780

15,928

2, 886
30, 714
25,965
26,109

R

3,119

2,413

3,520
3,677

' 1’402
3 ?87

2 709
2 782
2,466

-9 177:
19 "9

20,418

21,748
19,162
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| ” . T PROJECT
* . foaL FUNDS AWARDED BY REGION 1973 - 1977 -
e R R S x‘j-szi.'f vir ., Ix,

1975 132 6,750 't 3,220 4880 1,869 4,260 a4 3 6s
1976 620 4,02 3,02 9,468° 1,929 4,331 582 665 . 2,287 . -
1975 387 7;912' 3,129 | '11;254 2,147 . 5,566 191 729 2,605
%6 585 5,024 2,80 9,006 2,526 5,500 699 504 4,768
1977 605 4,760 2,633 7,942 3,01 5,627 .:,537' B9 5,173
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B SR U NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS . o
© TOTAL FUNDS AwAéoeo BY REGION 1973 - 1977
R IR T S S S L vrr.“’m it otk X
R 425 2,082 2,873 6,245 1,716 4,629 ' 136 . 235 1,495 @ 244
gL 268 2,653 2,150 4,699 2,502 3,516 59 . 30/ 328 252
. N 1975 325 - 7B 15811 4,138 2,588 3,180 20 /zé;/// 2,98 203

1976 8 23 1,700 300 2,8 2,02 o7 S ;s 2,778 225
V77 325 2,269 1,206 4,080 . 3,73 3,091 @2 302 2,9% 24
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EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION |
TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED BY REGION 1973 « 1977

11 11 v v VI VI Vi IX,
1973 4,023 0 1,762 o e 1,29 0 0 3,500
1974 2,524 250 0 0 1,773 1,852 0 0 0
1975 1,910 1,800 0 250 250 1,924 0 0 1,660
1976 2,500 2,300 250 250 0 0 0 0 3,166
0 0 3,68

1977 600 0 300 300 2,000 602

et
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* SPECIAL PROJECTS |
TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED BY REGION 1973 - 1977

L 1 ST § S S S L e L L
1673 o  3.7% - 367 2819 0 34 20 o 904
1974 200 3,234 602 2,088 563 909 290 264 2,662
1975 1,500 2,196 55 .99 491 970 263 0 1,99
@ 1976 5,039 4,753 703 4,821 11,025 4,226 2,225 430 2,028
1977 - | '
13%
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111

A

v

v

VI

,‘ VII

VIII

X

1973
1974
1975
1976
1977

o o o ©O

o 0O o O

o o © o

o o o ©

O'O o o :

o o o o

2,280

2,489

- 2,257

1,507

o o o o
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I1I. Total Funds Awarded by State Level

| The fund1ng plcture at the state level shows a w1de _
range of patterns. Two states, New Hampshlrg and Vermont, djd'
not receiJé any fbnds.. Majne received funding only one year.
Hawaii, Nebraska, Rhode Islénd. Wisconsin, and Wyoming were
funded for three years. The remainder were funded for all
four years shown in fhe distribution chart. A number of
states started with minimal funding and increased markedly
dur1ng the rema1ning years: Arlzona, Callfornla, Colorado,
I11inois, Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Michigany and
Wisconsin.. Others reversed the process by starting Qith a

higher funding 1eye1 and decreasing over’ the years including:

Arkansas, Nevada, North Carolina, Oklahomh;.Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee;’Virginia, and the

Virgin Islands.

142
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1

~Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
.California
- Colorado

~ Connecticut
Delaware

TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED BY STATE LEVEL

-1

District of Columbid&

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
I1linois
Indiana
Towa

Kansas

' Kéntucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
‘Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

”

19731976
1973 - 1974
7,492,471 10,792,634

122,899 178,479
828,432 72,378,212+
4,478,602 4,446,146
16,460,074 28,049,297
-, 904,586 2,743,999
1,974,206 2,926,710
298 ;488 811,643
2,951,674  -3,284,189
11,988,701 12,980,781
8,655,946 11,388,084
— 255,201
137,510 188,704
4,871,834 7,290,994
505,390 2,305,190
278,215 307,257
926,340 1,105,486
1,316,367 2,042,518
8,739,112 9,039,642
- 249,402
2,444,265 3,263,927
5,865,838 3,436,707
3,001,633 6,225,612
535,441 1,514,805
4,532,402 5,319,245
1,336,434 2,877,807
188,641 219,676
— 58,174
679,835 333,924
-89

143

1975

7,306,445
166,263

1,615,681

2,809,873

28,507,103
2,988,832 .

2,052,395

624,114

3,290,919

10,638,653

9,236,183
2,101,437

. 202,405
6,249,266

2,124,291
160,930
811,917
1,696,560
7,397,675

G

3,412,115

6,076,581
5,438,665
663,166
5,616,653
2,115,374
335,691
49,128
37,101

. 1976

. St

6,710,212

209,723 -

" 1,820,489

2,559,122

© 30,938,112

3,015,327

2,252,871
640,428

3,209,151

11,489,754

8,024,876

2,773,598

- 214,811
6,784,458
1,726,563

168,917

783,758
5,080,246
7,246,149
3,734,363
9,841,238

13,644,080

588,377
5,853,653
4,730,842

323,381
1,168,079

204,488
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New Hampshire
New Jersey .

~ New Mexico

New York
North Carolina
North Bakota
Ohio

Oklahoma '
Oregon

- Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Hashington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Hyoming

Guam

Puerto Rico
Trust Territory
Virgin Island

TOTALS

!

TOTAL FUNDS'AMARDED BY STATE LEVEL (CONTINUED)

1973—~1976
1973 1974
3,042,634 5,327,085
1,850,440 3,283,037
23,504,275 24,272,400
9,919,720 10,902,766
98,500 199,794
1,632,974 2,798,500
2,402,760 3,645,318
522,101 . 497,133
- 5,356,850 5,255,513
1,602,968 ' 983,344
7,064,353 7,449,436
195,776 485,859
5,763,558 4,660,601
24,429,560 25,053,110
285,041 565,625
10,850,805. 7,987,600 -
1,350,851 2,107,878
133,762 379,503
- 922,623
- 155,289
622,095 663,522
428,496 1,500,000
204,303 270,612
1,584,106 776,065
194,532,262 233,355,147
~90-~ 144

4,462,601

3,000,484

26,281,420
7,152,472
166,274

2,315,374
2,222,920
453,006
4,669,264
343,949
6,950,201
369,415

3,994,824,

26,618,954
405,722
5,803,568
956,464
422,736
1,434,364
188,438
569,846
985,940

© 089
645,413

215,000,000

5,406,959
2,934,247
26,563,142 °
7,990,914 -

T 1777\',‘48]

" 4,677,665

4

1,924,907
432,174
4,390,897
6,032,252
364,192,
3,821;1801
27,550,315
745,661

6,121,481
1,588,531
407,116
4,394,940

212,539
585,858
731,166
287,835
626,310

244,599,331




FUNDING ‘ANALYSIS

Tiue funding analysis section provides details on:
(1) total funds obligated and appropriated by program
category, {(2) total ESAA obTigatidns by region %n descending
rank order, (3) fhe‘names of the ten sta?es receiving the
greatest amount of funds gach year“from 1973 through 1976,
(4) the names of the ten states receiving the greatest number
of grant awaris for 1974- 1976, and 1976, (5) the total number
of requests and awards by program ategory, and (6) the total
‘funds awarded and the size of the average grant award by
program category for each region.

. 1. Total Funds Appropriated and Obllgated by
Program Category

Three categories have consistently obligated the
major portions of their appropriations. They are the Non-
Proflt brgan1zat1ons, the B111ngua1 Projects, and the
Evaluation Contracts. During the year 1975 the obllgated
funds most nearly mafched the appropriated amount of fund§ in
all program categories. Information on appropriations wére
not available for 1977. | )

The chart on the following page gives the funding

details on appropriations and obligations.
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Appro. = Appropriated TOTAL FUNDS APPROPRIATED AND OBLIGATED BY
0bli. = Obligated PROGGRAM CATEGURY FROM 1973 - 1977 '
1973 1975 1977
Appro. Obii, | Appro. | Appro. |ObMi. |
Basic LEA Grants . 134,485 .135,2331!- 136,600 {140,033 131,997 |
Pilot Projects " 34,191 21,90 ||  37.3 27,116" 33,008 | 33,948 32,250 51.920| ' ' 32,118
Non-Profit R 7 '
Organizations - 18,235 20,081J] 19.9 19,746 18,]03 18,103} 17,200 | 17,197} | | 17,995
" I | |
Metropolitan Area : . » .
Projects 1 ,397 5,448 0 - 0 -
- s i
| . ‘ ,
91 Bilingual/Bicultural ' ' e \
v Projects 9,117 8,888 10.0 9,958 9.1* 9,052 8,600 | 9,148 8,125
— | ) |
Educational -
Television 11,397] 11,366 7.5 6,890 6.8% 7,794 6.450 | 8,466 7,450
Special Projects 6,838 6,834 12.4 11,745 .3 8,613|| 43,750 | 36,152
1
Evaluation . . .
contracts . Z,ZSOF 2,280 2.5 2,489 2.3*| 2,257 2,150 | 1,683
Magnet Schools -~ o - - ws - - -
Neutral Site
| o Planning -- e - - | .o - - .-
FRIC g | . I

+*Amounts in millions. o . N " —— _-WM‘MMM
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IIL‘ *otal ESAA Obligations by chxnn in

Desccnd1ng Rank (Order

Firom 1973xthrough 1977, Kagion 1V ranked first-and
Qegion VI ranked ‘second in totul ESAA obligations. Regw&ns
fr, 111, V, and 1X varied in positions 3,4, 5, and 6.
Reg1on 1 retalnad the number f pos1t1on Regions VII, VIII,

nd A remained in cne of the three bottom levels of funding.

./

The maddle ranks of 4, 5, and 6 showed the greatest
discrepancy among the amounts of funding from year to year.
The chart on the fullowing page shows the details for

rank, region, and amount of obligations.

14§
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TOTAL ESAA OBLIGATIONS BY REGION
~ IN DECENDING RANK ORDER 1973 - 1977

BRI AT s P bt it il CER ol B e L T e e

ORI AL 1 10 ¢
N 3

1973 Tyera | 1975 | 1976 197 74

Rank ' — - | .

Region Amount || Region |Amount | Region Amount Region | Amount I|. Region | Amount

S i e e R e i e e
. .
] W |56,734 | IV 60,217 || IV 51,168!'_,,1v 50,003 | 1V 51,060
2 ol vt a0 | i |esaer |V 38,836 | VI |42,215| ,vI  |42,388
— 1= i '
3 11 28,560 IX 31,951 X 33,016  IX 36,951 v 40,929
4 1 | 22,03 | 11 28,876 || 11 25,946 | II 33,388 I {37,823
5 IX 18,795 || 111 |20,982 | 111 18,151 v 31,182 11 33,506
6 y 10,628 | v 20,056 |V 17,958 111 | 19,043f 111 [ 17,260
7 I 9,533 1 7,576 || I 7,568] 1 12,004 | 1 7,986
3 V11 2501 viil | 4,670 | vInI 4,826 VIl 6,852( VI 5,816
9 X 2,133 VII 4,349 | Vi1 2,403  viir | 4,839 viil | 5,207
10 viin | 1,673) X 2,972 | X 1,795 X 2,0391 X 5111
T L S

. *hoes not inglu

dn egvaluat

........

“

100._
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111, Ten States Receiving Greatest Amount of
Funds in Total ESAA Obligations

California, Texas, and New York received the greatest

amount of ESAA funds for the years from 1973 throtgh 1976.

Detailed informatioh was not available for 1977. California

e -

started in the third place rank in 1973 aud moved into first
for 1974, 1975, and 1976. Texas started in first rank in

1973 and moved into second in 1974, and retained that position

o v R WL

through 1976. New York started in 'second rank in 1973 andA
moved into third and retained that position through 1976.
Florida placed in fourth or fifth rank consistently. North
Carolina ranked sixth in all years except 1976. Below the
sixth ran Louisiana, Alabama, Georgia, Virginia, South
Caro]ina; and 111inois varied in rank each of the four years.

After the third rank position the obligations dropped

sharply but remained fairly consistent.
The chart on the following page gives the details on
the funding level for the top ten states by rank, state, and a-;h

amount of obligation.
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-TEN STATES RECEIVING GREATEST AMOUNT
OF FUNDS IN TOTAL ESAA OBLIGATIONS

1973 - 1977
1973 | 1974 1975 | 1977
Rank State Hmount || State it _ State Amount
T A ey T T I R A M 2T . Y
1 Texas | 24,430 Calif. - | 28,049 Calif
2 “ New York | 23,504| Texas 25,053 | Texas 23,968) Texas
3 | Calif. 16,460]1 New York ; 21,272 | New York | 20,847 New York
o !
4 Florida 11,989] Florida 12,981 || Florida 10,321} Michigan | 13,644
Q |
' 5 Virginia 10,851” Georgia 11,388 | Georgiu 8,851 Florida 11,490
North North Nor%h , Méssa-
6 Carolina 9,920 Carolina 10,903 Carolina 7,091 chusetts 9’?4]
7 Louisianal 8,739) Alabama 10,793 || Alabama 7,004 Georgia 8,025
8 Georgia | 8,656 Louisiana| 9,040 Louisiana| 6,859 North 7,991
. ! ! ’ Carolina ’
9 Alabama | 7,492 Virginia | 7,988 S0uE 6,675 Louisiand 7,246
’ 9 ’ Carolina ? !
South South .
Q '2 10 Carolina 7,064 Carolina .7,4491 I114nois 6,249 I11inois 6,784
153
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IV. Ten States Receiving Greatest . -~
Nuniber o? Awardg ' -

Texas far exceedéd all other states in the number of
awards and each year exceeded the next closest state by
approximately 100 percent. Calmfornia rema1ned in second

pqii;jén throughout. The rank from three‘through-ten remained
Iquite consistent in number aithough different states occupied
the different rank positions each year. \ |

| The chart on the following page shows the rank, state,
and number of grants for the top ten states. Complete data‘

was not available for the years 1973 and 1977.

154
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TEN STATES RECEIVING GREATEST
NUMBER OF AWARDS 1974 - 1976

155

Goarolina

vt T YR ST T a1 st o8 vv—rnv<-v-*ﬂ—‘rv—"‘;-k ‘Qf.‘—--—'F-'*MV-—-‘a e

ORI g ARG T 1 ¥ " ud

e A o da e e

| 1973 “ 1974
) .
' State | Number Number
1 Texas 160 |Texas
2 “ ’ Ca11forn14 77 {Californial 63 f Californiq 70“
3 Georgia 48 liLouisiana 58‘ Louisiana 3é”
2 L
4 * Alabama _47 lVirginia 58 || Georgia 35
X '
§ 5 Lowisiana 46 |Georgia 5g || South 35 éi
w g1 || Carolina
“North
6 New York 45 “Cmnna 54 || New York 31
7 Hv Virginia 40 ||Alabama 51l Virginia K}
8 \ New Mexicd 35 [South 47| New Mexicy 29
9 Oklahoma 33 {{Arkansas " 46 || Arkansas 27
South North
o 10 “ Carolina 30 ||Ok1ahoma 42 Carolina 27
ERIC | ‘
T North 29 New York 39 ?}??ﬁﬁ?q 26

o a e e yrt o T e
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V. Total Number of Requests and
Awards by Program Category

As might be anticipated the numbef of requests far
exceeded the‘number of awards. Thé largest discrepancy
occurred in Educational Televisioa with séven_(7) awards
from 51 requests in 1976 and.efght (8) awardélfrom 33 requests
in 1975. The number of awards for Pilo; Projects varied
slightly. The number for No&prqfit Organizations reméined very
consistent. Although small, the‘number of awards for'Education
Television and Evaluation Contracts remained highly consistent.
Basic Project awards increased for two years, dropped- to a ‘
low in 1975 and remained near the original number during 1976

and 1977.

Pilot Project awards increased for four years and

"dropped slightly during the fifth year. Except for 1974

the number of Bilingual Project awards decreased each year.
The chart on the following page shows the number of requests

and awards by prograh category. .

Incomplete data 1imits comparisons for all years noted

. in each category.

15
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TOTAL NUMBER OF REQUESTS AND AWARDS
BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 1973 - 1977

i . /
| A "
1973 1974 1975 C 1976 1977
Requests | Awards [[Requests |Awards | Requests | Awards Requests'/ Awards || Requests | Awards
Basic Grants 589 468 430
. . il

Pilot Projects 181 -9 150 214 | . ' 251 179 , 162
Non-Profit .

Organizations 486 241 . 238 400 205 401 215 205
Metropolitan Area ,

Projects 14 -- -= .- - -- -

'l‘ ' .
S | Bilingual/Bicultural ' ,

Projects 39 47 92 34 82 32 : 24
Educational ' /

Television 5 10 33 8 51 7 9
Snecial

Projects 51 51 60 36 108 74 152
Evaluation Contracts 3 2 - 2 23 7

L i 1

Magnet Schools R .- - - - -- 12
Negtra1‘51te . . . . . L 4

Plann i q

AT
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vi. Total Funds Awarded and Aveéagé'Grant
) Award by Program Category

The information regarding the total fund§ awarded and
the average amount of c¢ach grant award for each prograﬁ
c&tegory is presentedﬂfor each region in the following charts.
‘The average size of BasiCIQrant awards ranged from $933000 in
Region VIIT in 1973 to $917,900 in Region Il in 1975. The
greatest number of Basic Grant awards ranged from $93,000 in
Region VIII in 1973 to $917,000 in Regijon IY in 1975. .The
greatest_ndmber of Basic Grant awards were in the $200,000
to $500,000 category.

Pilot Project award§ ranged for an average ofﬁ$35,ood
in 1973 in Region VIIT to $879,000 in 197¢ in Region II. The
largest ﬁumber of Pilot Project‘g?ant award; were in thé
$100,000 to $?00,000-catégory.

' Most Nonprofit Orgarization grant awards fell below
$200,000 with the greatest number below $100,000. |

Averages for Bi]inéual,Program have 1ittle significance

since the number of grants in each region ﬁs vary limited.
‘Many .times only one grant per -region is recorded. The range
fqr average grant award size varied greatl, from $1,333,000

, in,Région VI in 1973 to $110,000 in Region IIT in 1973. The
range within each region was also great. Fov example, in
Region VI in 1973 the average grant award was $1,330,G00.

In 1976 the average had dropped to $154,000 and there were no

grants recorded in 1977.

160
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REGION I .
{OTAL FUNDS AWARDED AND AVERAGE GRANT AWARD
BY PROGRAH CATEGORY 1973 - 1977

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Total Average Total 1Average Total Average| Total Averagell Total Average
r«:W e A — b ey B 2 bt o AT I AT R T \ - ‘WW = T
Basic Grants 1,902 480 3,026 | 4,351 363 2,250 450 2,553 284
Pilot Projects -~ 132 132 620 ‘ 387 387 585 293 605 303
Non-Profit
. Organizatiors 425 '06 | 268 325 46 281 47 325 35
Bi1ingua1/8icu1tura1
Programs 328 164 222 0 0 539 539 589 589
, -
§ Metropolitan Area
) Projects 2,708 902 - - -- - - .- -- --
Educational 4,023 | 4,023 2,524 1,910 955 || 2,500 833 600 300
Television |
Special Projects 0 0 200 . 1,500 500 5,939 660 2,607 434
' |
Evaluation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Magnet Schools - - - ol - - -- - 576 288
= - . !
neutral Site ’
\ Planning | } o - T o T o 130 130
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TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED AND AVERAGE GRANT AWARD .
BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 1973 - 1977 : .

1973 1974 197 1976 | 1877
Total Average |~ Total Averagel| Total Average Total Average| Total Average
=2 = : PP | SOEee e PR OSSN S T | S St e sl eemre
Basic Grants 13,040 522 16,035 . . 17,419 917 17,493 648 13,063 653
Pilot Projects 6,750( . 844 - 4,042 ' 7,912 879 . 5,124 | 512 4,760 680
tion-Profit ‘- 2,082 116 2,653 sl s | 2,213 s | 269 | 189
Organizations ? ’ I ? ?
é%]ingua]/sicuftural . | ) | .
Programs 1,045 1,045 | 2,661 . 681 681 1,465 732 1,433 | 1,433
é
© |, Matropolitan Area L . - . _ .
' TPeojects 1,906| 1,906 e -
PR
Educational . | |
Telovision 0 0 250 i 1,800{ 1,800 | - 2,300 | 2,300
Snacial Projects 3,736| 1,245 3,324 . 2,196 439 4,753 528
r |
| ] | i'
Evaluation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
: %
Magnet Schools R L -- e - - e -
Neutral Site - » . » » . } }
; Planning |
‘ f

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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REGION FII
TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED AND AVERAGE GRANT AWARD
BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 1973 - 1977 o .
| 1973 1974 | 1975 |] 1976 1977
l' Total Average]| Tota) Average‘ . Total Average | Total® |Average Total Average
e S T R T T i e o S~ —— mm:.. b AT e T TS TR TN T A
Basic Grants 13,706 | 343 | 12,230 | | 13,228 358 | 13,346 | 318| 10,700 | . 306
Pilot Projects 3,220 © 268 3,072 3,129 > 224 2,860 179 2,633 165
Nofi-Profit ‘ N o S o
Organizations 2,873 85| 2,150 SRURERY gl 85| 1,206 71
B111ngua1/81cu1tura1 ] ' _ ‘ ' | .
Throprans 1m0 |- Mo | 265 S of. o of 0 0
$ Metropolitan Area 0 0 e vb - - -- - -- -- |
Educational .
Tetevision 1,762 1,762 0 0 0. 0 250 250 300 300
. R , ’ T
Special Projects 367 | 367 602 , 55 55 703 100 2,019 184 C
Evaluation 0 0 0 0 0 176 131,
Magnet Schools ST I - - |\ e - T -l 308 308
Heutral Site
| Planning o I T " " o T ) ""J{ i\ 96A 96
, | - o 166y
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| REGION TV
TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED AND AVERASE GRANT AWARD
BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 1973 - 1977

jee L

16975 19076 1977
Average || Total Amount I Total |Amount
o WWJ*WW-
Basic Grants 42,682 253 134,901 264 34,504 252
Pilot Projects 4,384 153 9,006 196 7,942 199
Non-Profit o
Organizations 6,245 87 4,697 | . 4,133 92 3,941 82 4,080 85
Bilingual/Bicultural
Programs 1,116 1,116 1,195 1,395 697 2,084 695 2,292 17§
Metropoiitan _ e . . e . .
Ares 502 126 -- --
Educational .
Television 0 0 0 250 250 250 250 300 300
Special | ‘ , .
Projects . 2,419 302 2,058 992 124 4,821 371 1,947 ZZZ
Evaluation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Magnet Schools - - - - - - -~ -- 0 0
Neutral Site . . . . . e . . 0 0
Planning i : .
1b8 W
(78]

16
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REGION V

... TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED AND AVERAGE GRANT AWARD
BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 1973 - 1977

ERIC 169

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EHABINI AT CTF I S0 D ST 560 TH01 VR Pormy it § S WATPIC Y FAAHTIA AV TIVIR POl tomitng # WP 117 31 A WY ot 41 (X000 B AR IRV B 1

TR SUEI I f N R il e

1973 " 1974 | 1975 " 1976 1977
Total Average“ Total _Aver‘ageu Total Averagell Total Average | Totai Average
Y S = s L e e mm‘ b = e - T O | m‘mm-
Basic Grants 6,631 368 14,248 12,780 492 15,928 514 18,785 537
h | |
Pilot Projects 1,469 | 490 | 1,929 2,047 258h 2,526 | 281 3,921 392
{

O oraanizetions 1,716 95 | 2,542 2,558 111" 2,337 9| 23| 12|
Bilingual/Bicultural

Progrars 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0
Metropolitan

Area 0 0 - - o T T T
Educational '

Television 811 811 1,773 250 250 0 OI 2,000 2,000
Special i’ -

Projects 0 0 563 491 123 11,025 848 9,513 732

S

Evaluation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Magnet Schools - - - -- -- - . “- 3,372| 1,124
Neutral Site

Planning - "" "" "“" - "- " . 16,;5 | 66

o @
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TPVREGION VI

TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED AND AVERAGE{GRANT AWARD
| ' BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 1973_f 1977
“ 1673 1974 1975 1976 | 1977
Total |Averagel Total Average Total Average Total Averagel Total Average
——t——— e — WWMLW a"w wm. » > ]
Basic Grants 25,886 173 30,714 25,965 201 26,109 170 26,313 189
r . :
Pilot Projects | 4,261 125 4,331 5,556 96 5,500 81 5,627 99
Non-Profit
Organizetions 4,629 72 3,516 3,180 88 2,992 73 3,031 74
Bilingual/Bicultural
Programs 4,616 1,330 4,149 4,455 171 3,387 154 0 0
2
3 Metropolitan _ . . . . . . .
i Ares 334 334 -
~ Educational |
Television 1,269 1,269 1,852 1,924 962 0 0 602 602
Special .
Projects 314 78 909 970 139 4,226 423 4,523 110
Javeimens /{'
Evaluation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Magnet Schools -- -- - - - -- - --
Neutral Site . . - .
vianning o
Q
171
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REGION VII 3
TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED AND AVERAGE GRANT AWARD
BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 1973 - 1977

“ 1973 19074 1975 l[ 1976 1977
" Total Average| Total Average| Total |Average Total Average
Basic Grants 1,751 250 3,119 | ‘ 2,413 172 3,677 525
Pilot Projects 444 444 582 : 191 '? 95 “ 699 140 637 159
—
Hon-Profit | j
Orgenization 136 34 259 270 45 407 51 332 55
Bilingual/Bicultural '
Programs 0 0 99 -0 0 0 0 0 0
|
5 | Metropolitan
C P Areas 0 0 o - - T - mT - T
Educational | |
Television 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Special Projects 210 210 290 263 263 2,225 445 804 201
|
Evaluation 0 0 U 0 0 0 0
Magnet Schools -- R .- - -- -- -- -- 366 366
_ I
, Neutral Site . . » . . N N . 0 0
e AL L ; S
Y 1 ?7 3 ” | | | | | 1 7 4!3
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1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Total .[Average Totai Average || Total [Average Total |Average Total Ave. age
Basic Grants 1,402 93 3,287 2,709 135 2,182 116 2,466 145
Pilot Projects 35 35 555 729 104 594 74 579 58
Nen-Profit _
Crganizations 235 29 310 287
Bilingual/Bicultural y
Progras 0 0 154 730
Metropolitan
Area 0 0 B o o
Educational
Television | 0 0 0 0
: g
Speciu. Projects 0 0 264 0
L—.
Evaluation 0 0 0 0
Magnet Schools - -~ -- - -
- |
i |
feutral Site . . . . )
Planning l )
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TOTAL

BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 1973 - 1977

REGION IX . '
FUNDS AWARDED AND AVERAGE GRANT -AWARD

X

1973 ) 1974 1975 1976 1977
%ota1“ AVerage " Total Average| Total pverage | Total Average Total . Average
oo : s soprpgmmeeze | T romsene RN ey T TR T IR YT nmwmm
Basic Grants 9,177 259 || 19,419 20,418 659 21,748 572 19,162 491
o P ) N
Filot Frojects 675 135 2,287 ‘2,645 240 4,768 341 5,173 345
u/ ¥ | o
Non-Profit . . ' :
Organizations ﬁ']’495~ 100. 3,?48., 2,928 84 2,778 84 2,936 98
2i1ingual/Bicultural = 754 . a K
Programs 4 764 382 13806 1,791 - 448 956 319 1,444 361
letropp™ * -an [ " - . . o . - . .
Ared O‘ 0 .
Educational , A '
Television 3,500 3,500 9 1,660 1,660 3,166 3,166 3,648 3?216
Special Projects 904 301 2,662 1,993 399 2,028 338 4,531 453
. .
< _
Fvaluation 2,280 760 2,489 2,257 1,148 1,507 502
iMagnet Schools - - - - e - - - 902 456
Meutral Site o
Piannirg
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| - - TOTAL FUNDS AWARDED AND AVERAGE GRANT AWARD
oL § . BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 1973 - 1977
197 3 1974 1975 | 1976 1977

Total Average Total |Average Total Averagell Total Averagei | Iota\ Average

W T P Y e e =T mmm T ST s rel § S AT TR AT R I SRy
Basic Grants A ovase | o2 | vees | . [ 1,838 l 1,055 | 279 753 | 376
Pilot Projects 203 | 203 230 | o o) 260 | 260 202 | 242

b
kon~Profit

i Organizations 244 34 252
8"1‘ ’/B“ Ttural ’
ilinguai/Bicultura ) '
~ Programs 206 206 267
}
(ST .
= | Mectrpoliitan
T Area 0 0 T
"Educational
Teievision 0 0 492
Special Projects 0 0 68
| Evaluation 0 0 < 0
Magnet Schools - e .-
![ —
llautral Site
Planning - == .
L e A

7EK£ 179

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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PROGRAM CATEGORY EUNDJNG DETAIL _ -

The two previous sections provided general-
informatlon regard1ng the distributlon of funds and the
- ¢concentration of funds by region and stat,. Th1s section:
,concentrates on individual,proérém detail. It provsdes.f
(1) data on the funding 1ohgév1ty of inﬁiiidual prograhs for
major program categormes, (2) 1nformation on the funding of
multiple program categories to one agency, (3) names of -
d1str1cts that rece1ved smngle grants for over one m111ion

dollars in the various program categories,’ (4) names of

agencies receiving over two million dollars .from 1973 through o
1977 and the‘émount each received,'(s) numbers of applicétions
not funded in 1973 and 1974, (6) names of states reéeiving'_
no.funds in 1973 through 1976, and (7) the number of nonprofit
organizations funded in each staté, the totél amount of funds.
received by that state and the average size of each grant

award. |

1. Number of LEAs Receiving One to- Five Years |
Funding in Basic Programs, 1973 - 1977 ’

Statistics show that districts generally received

multiple years of funding. While seventeen and eighteen percent
&
of the LEAs received one and two years of funding twenty-two

and twenty-nine percent received four and five years of

a

40
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_ funding. However, in the comparison among states, no one

pattern emerged.

g~

Alabama

-Alaska

< Arizona

" Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut '
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida |
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
111inois
Indiana

Towa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

- Mississippi
Migsouri

' Montana

1

NUMBER OF LEAs RECEIVING
ONE TO FIVE YEARS FUNDING
IN BASIC PROGRAMS FROM 1973

1year 2 years 3years 4years 5 years

\

4 16 9 12
\ ' |
| 2
3 7 10 5
7 8 - 6 14 9
5 4 2 3 1
2 N
| 1
g 1
1 2 3 2 5
7 3 7 ’ 7 9
1
] ~
4 3 3 6 4
| 1 1 1
1 1
] 2
2 1 -2
2 4 3 4 /x' IJ
2 2
6 1
) 1 2
|
1 | 1 2 10
1 ‘ 1 1
1 . 1 1
182
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| 42
NUMBER OF LEAs RECEIVING
ONE TO FIVE YEARS FUNDING
IN BASIC PROGRAMS FROM 1973 (CONTINUED)

1 year 2 years 3 years 4, years 5 years

Nebraska | | ] B
Nevada 1

‘New Hampshire )

New Jersey- 1 2 3 3
New Mexico - ‘ 1 1 3 4
New York 4 : 3 4 2 4
North Carolina 6 . 13 4 7 -5
North Dakota 1
Ohio 3
Oklahoma 4 6 2 8 1
Oregon | - J ]
Pennsylvania 1 1 1 6
Rhode Island T .
South Carolina 5 6 2 3. 10
South Dakota 3 1 3 1
Tennessee 3 1 2 6
Texas 23 16 PR V) 25 37
Utah
Virginia : : 9 2 4 7
Vermont ' .
Washington 1 1 i ]
West Virginia . 1
Wisconsin 3 T
Wyoming 1 1 2

F]
183
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I1. Total Number oFﬁ}EAs Receiving One to Five Years

of ESAA Funding in Pilot Programs—1973-1977

While Basic Péojects tended to be funged for a greater
number of years, the same did not hold true for Pilot Programs,
One year funding was received by §8 programs. Fifty-nine
programs received two year;“of funding. But, only'thir§y~six
programs were funded for five y!ars. Generally, in states where
only a small number of projectslwere funded the funding tended
to continue for a greater number of years. Where larger number
of awards were made, the distribution extended from one to five
years. T

Charts on the following two pages show the number of
years funding was received for Pilot Programs by individual

grantees in each of the states.

~11%5=-




TOTAL NUMBER OF LEAs RECEIVING
ONE TO FIVE YEARS FUNDING
IN PILOT PROGRAMS—1973-1977

1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years - 5 years:

Alabama a3 3 2 2
Alaska | N )
Arizona - 2
Arkansas 4 4 6 2

+ california 3 6 5
Colorado 1
Connecticut 1
Delaware
District/Columbia ' 1
Florida o
Georgia 4
Hawaii
Idaho
ITlinois 2 3
Indiana

-t el [N et

- DN
~N
>
4>

Towa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana 5 2 2 3 1
Maine

Maryland | y
Massachusetts _ 1

Michigan } ] ] 1

Minnesota

Mississippi 4 1 2 . 2 1
Missouri 2

Montana 1 1

Nebraska

Nevada




TOTAL NUMBER OF LEAs RECEIVING
ONE T0 FIVE YEARS FUNDING .
IN PILOT PROGRAMS—1973-1977 (CONTINUED)

1 year 2 years 3 year§ 4 years
New Jersey 2 2 1 ,
New Mexico 4 3 3 2
New York 2 ) 3 '
North Carolina 4 2 1 2
North Dakota ]
Ohio _
Oklahoma 3 6 - T 1
Oregon
Pennsylvania 1 1
Rhode Island | |
South Carolina 4 5 -3 //r\\\4
South Dakota ' ‘ -2
Tennessee i ‘ '
Texas 12 5 9 "7
Utah | | '
Virginia - ’ 1 4
Vermont
Washington . 1
West Virginia
Wisconsin : ' 1
Wyoming 2 1

— e — -~ .
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111, Numbers of LEAs Receiving More than One
Program Grant Per Yeavr |

The number of LEAs receiving more than one grant increased
from 1973 to 1977. 1In 1973 no grantee received more than Fhree
grants{ In 1976 and 1977 four ?nd;five grants were received by '
a single grantee. The greatest increase in number of grants
occurred with those grantees receivipg three grants. This number

increased from 20 in 1973 to 48 in 1977.~

NUMBERS OF LEAs RECEIVING
MORE THAN ONE GRANT PER YEAR

1973 - 1977
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 -
2 grants 60 81 16 91 67
3 grants 20’ 19 14 21 48
4 grants 1 ] 5 3
5 grants 1
PROGRAMS  Basic Basic Basic - Basic Basic
REVIEWED Pilot Pilot Pilot Pilot Pilot
Bilingual Bilingual Bilingual Bilingual Bilingual
Special Special Special Special Special
Magnet

el 87

Neutral Site

Ve
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1V. Single Grants Over One Million Dollars
Pror Basic Projects

~ Eiott grantees received ovef{$1.000,000 in single
~basic grants in each of the five years noted. Two were in
Florida, two were in Texas, and Mississippi, New York,
Maryland, and the District of Columbia. had one each.,'0n1y
two grantees receiyed four years of funding over one mi11iond§1uns
and six received three years of funding over one mitlion dollars.
The distribution of large grants was generally widespread
with gr&ntees within'twenty-one states receiving such awards.
“The greatest humber of different recipients of large grants
were‘noted in Catifornia and New York. The largest single
grant noted was for $4,892,000 to the New York City Board ot
Education. Except for San Francisco, the New'Ybrk City Board

Y ’ : .
of Educatien, Memphis City Schools,.Boston Public Schools,

and Detroit Public Schools, large grants tended to be bBetween -

the one to two million dollar category.
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SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION

\ 1973 - 1977 _

“ 1973 1974 1975 19076 1977
!Loca%ipn Amount | Location [Amount [ Location [Amount l Location | Amount !| Location |Amount
o~ - WLWM#- w—mw — ~L~=!m‘-‘.“.-r. ‘
Broward Co Broward Co. Broward Cq. . hBroward Coj Broward Co.

. FL FL ¢ FL FL FL
Dade Co Dade Co. ' Dade Co. Dade Co. Dade Co.
‘ 1,163 1,377 1,522 1,346 1,290
- FL FL _ FL FL FL
Jackson Jackson Jackson Jack§on Jaékson
MSSD 1,760 [MSSD 1,825 || MSSD 1,959:IMSSD 1,872||MSSD 1,596
I MS . MS . MS MS MS o
CSD #3 CSD #3 1 CSD #3 CSD #3 CSD #3
1,031 1,000 1,219 1,211I 2,700
NY NY NY NY i NY ]
Prince Prince Prince Prince Prince |
George's 1,019(George's 1,127 | George's 1,397}|George's 1,396\|George's 1,394
Co MD Co MD Co MU .CQ MD _ Co MD )
DC PSS DC PSS DC PSS DC DC PSS
1,962 2,426 2,204 2,003 1,991
DC DC DC DC
. i;
Duval Co Duval Co Duval Co
1,147 1,109 . 1,018

_ FL FL _FL
San Fran. San Fran. San Fran. San Fran.
uso 2,292 {USD 2,700 3,9411USD 1,077

QA CA CA| | CA N
Houston . Houston Houston Hous ton i Hous ton
ISD 1,99211SD 1,895 1,865 1,988| ISD 1,991
TX TX TX 1 TX TX
Dallas ISD Dallas ISD Dallas Dallas ISD
1,400 1,244 1,273 ; i 2,160
TX| l TX LT ] TX|
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BASIC (continued)
SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION

1973 ~ 1977
i' 1973 1974 | 1975 1976 1977
] )
Locat1on Amount | Location | Amount | Location |Amount |fLocation Amount {l Location | Amount
" — Mmmmmrmm L — T o — oy - D
NYC Bd of NYC Bd of NYC Bd of
3,100 Ed 4,892 3,776
NY : NY
“Pont1au Pontiac o
City SD 1,257(City SD 1,343
MI MI
Ft. Worth Ft. Worth Ft. Yorth Ft. Worth Ft. Worth
I1SD 1,500 1,587 1,701 1,688[1SD 1,833
X TX TX TX X
HProvidence
PS 1,362
RI
Memphis CS
2,212
TN
Metro-
Nashville 1,271
TN
L. -
Chesapeake
PS 1,014
VA
' Hi11sborough Hillsborough . Hilrlsborough
Co. PS 1,124 || Co. PS 1,184 Co. PS . 1,000
FL FL FL }
\ Buffalo Buffalo Buffalo o
PS 1,532 Ps 1,670l PS 1,574
NY NY
Kalamazoo Kalamazoo
PS 1,071 PS 1,003
MI MI
190
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BASIC (continued)
SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION

Ny 1973 - 1977

|| 1973 1974 19756 - | 19076 1077
Location | Amount i Location |Amount Loca@ion Amount “ Locat1on Amount | Location | Amount| .
}.. k&obﬂe Co | Tobite co| 1 '
i8d. of Ed.| 1,500 |{Bd. of Ed| 1,398 _
: V AL Al | |
Pamona Pamona Pamona
USD 1,352 {{USD 1,509{lusD 1,407 .
CA . CAl CA I
[IPittsburgh " Pittsburgh . o
Bd of Ed 1,089 Bd of Ed 1,168 )
Hiagara '
Falls SD 1,399
NY
West Iron-
dequiot 1,500
NY
Harrisburg !
SD 1,272
PA
Pasadena Pasadena
ush 1,126 |[USD . 1,343
CA . CA
Lansing
PS 1,143
MI
Minneapolip
PS . ],3]5 |
» MN
' Kansas Citly
SD 1,136
MO
i g
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_.TBASIC"(continued) .
o ‘ SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION '
. 1973 - 1977

1974 | 1975 | 1976 1977
Location Location Ahount Locaiion Location Amount' Location | Amount
Chattan- - .
ooga PS | .1,010
TN -
CSD #30 .
1,215
| NY .
CSD #25
1,264
N
ganta Ana
1,259
CA
Sacramento
ush 1,845
cA I
1 Boston PS Boston PS . |l Boston PS {
2,769 1,139 1,301
MA| Ma MA
Charlotte «i Charlotte
| Meck 1,394 Meck 1,000
Bd NC Bd NC
Montclair
Bd of Ed 1,079
NJ
CSD # 25
1,193
NY
New Kens.
Arnold. 1,091
|sD PA
192 2




" BASIC (continued)
SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION

1973 - 1977
1973 | . 1974 975 [ 1076 | 1977
Location |Amount || Location |Amount | Location | Amount- | Location |Amount l Location | Amount .
| | CSD # 18| |
1’419 7
NY]
CSD # 21 | I
1,054
NY i
Muscogee
Co Bd of 1,033
Ed  GA
Greensbord
cSD 1,020
NC
Detroit Detroit ,
PS 2,393l PS 3,052
M1 o MI
Dayton Dayton
PS 1,675} PS. 3,478
OH OH
' * St. Louis St. Louis
) NN 1,521} SD 2,278
| Mg MO
‘ Hawai i Hawaii
* Dept Ed. | 1,737 Dept Ed. | 1,742
HI HI|
. Inglewood
UsD 1,161
© CA
SEBthon Stockton
, S 1,063 | USD 1,055
| — A c/
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BASIC (cont:‘,ed)
SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION
1973

- 1977
1973 1974 1 975 1976 197 1
Location |Amount Location | Amount || Location Amount {{Location Amounf" \Locétion Amount
Tt ‘ﬂ%W = B e L e e e L |
Compton ‘
usD 1,419
CA
Wake Co ~
PS 1,331
NC R
San Diego -
1,288 -
CA
[ ' l
194 3
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Y. Single Grants Over One Million Dollars

for Pilot Programs

The New York City Board of Education received the
largest single‘grant for a Pilot Program in ]973. It was
for 4.04 mil]ion. "Two grantees received over one million
dollar grants for two years séquential]y. They were the
New York City School District No. 11 anu Compton Unified
School District in California. A total of eight awards were
made in this funding range. J

A chart on the fo]]owing'page shows the location,
amount, and year ir which the awards for Pilot Programs for

over one million dollars were made.
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m;&#,‘g!ﬁq pne lll(l\:fgt‘l He .

”,wémmmmwwm&wwwﬂmwnyﬁmﬁymmww@mmm@wg§ﬂh_5,__;a;‘_”v;;

.~ - PILOT
SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION
_ 1973 - 1977 '

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Locqtion Amount |Location Amount 1 Location | Amount r Location {Amount || Location [Amount
NYC Bd of “' i I
ED 4,044 :

NY |
Harrisburg |
cSD 1,457

PA

csD #11 CSD #1
1,515
¢Sb #17
1,164
NY
| Compton Compton
uso 1,953 i USD 1,405
_ CA CA
‘ Newark Bd
of Ed 1,003
NJ

Q
I

LS 196
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VI. Single Grants Over One Million Dollars for

Educational Television, special Projects, and
Magnet Schools ”

fad

Educational Television

From 1973 until 1977 twelve sing?e'géants for over
oge mi]lioﬁ dollars were made. Three were issued to BCTV in
Oakland, California, for a total of $9,660,000. Three were
issued to WGBH for $8,047,000. Two were issued to WNTV in
Virginié and UTTW in I1linois. The others wvere $ingle year

funding.

Special Projects

Two Special Project grants of over one million |
dollars were made in 1973, one each in 1974 and 1975, and six
in 1976. The largést number were made in 1977 when a total
of eleven were made. The largest number of grants went to
the Jefferson County Board of Education in Kentucky. Three
were made in a two-year period. Boston received three over
a three year period. The largest single grant was made to
Boston in 1976 for $5,173,000. Boston also received the

largest total amount of funds.

‘Magnet Schools

,

Only one grant for over one million dollars for

magnet schools was made. The arant was to Milwaukee Public

Schools for $2,581,000. Charts on the following pages show the

year, location, and amount of each of the grants in the above

three program categyories.

O
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' "+ BILINGUAL
'SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION

1973 - 1977 .
. . ‘ —-1 ‘
1973 1974 1975 | 1976 1977
Location {mount |Location |{Amount } Location [Amount |l Location l_Amount Location | Amount
wmw ww RO ———— - = sy oo o = - ¥ -vmw-
Dallas o ’ B
S ,24 ' B
ISA ™ 1,246 |
San Fran. - |
uso 1,035 |
- CA |
CSD- #4 . CSD #4
1,067 1,433
NY NY
oA L l'- ".‘ u:' }n u, Vi Lo AL ot . 5. ; "{’"Qﬁ‘?'a\\‘ .
o o hr!f‘k‘ / oy f’*ﬁw\f ) SR g ”q‘
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EDUCATIONAL TELEVISiON
SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION

1973 - 1977
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Location | Amount Location | Amount | Location Amount |lLocation | Amount Location |Amount
BCTV T ) T ey 1 |IBCTV
Qakland 3,500 3,166 1,000
CA CA CA
WGBH . ‘WGBH WGBH
4,023 2,024 2,000
MA MA MA v
KLRM  [IKLRM
' 1,269 18,502
TX
VINVT
1,762
VA
' WTTW WTTW
1,773 Chicago 2,000
| IL IL
KQED
2,348
L CA
NY SEA
2,300
Ny
|
!
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""m.m“’;PECI LPROJECTS AT WW‘”}W’T?{,?"‘.." ‘ 4:r1
SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION
1973 - 1977
197.3 1974 1975 | 1976 |, . 197 |
Location | Amount |lLocation Amount Lozation [Amount ‘\Location Amount [l Location | Amount
‘iﬁ*Dept. 1 _. o & T
of Ed. 1,500
NY
Virgin Is.
Dept. of 1,584
Ed. _
West Iron- West Iron.
dequoit 1,906 '- 1,177
NY NY J
Boston Boston PS - |iBoston PS | .
. 1,310 : 5,173 2,910
= MA MA MA
Jefferson Jeofferson
Co. Bd of| 2,126 Cu. Bd. of 1.426
Ed. K Ed. XY
Jefferson
Co. 8d of, 1,134
Ed. KY
Detroit Detroit
Bd. of Ed| 4,092 PS 3,329
M MI
Milwaukee Milwaukee
3,410 2,835
WS WS
Dallas Dallas
1SD 3,187 || ISD 1,285
X TX
Puerto
Rico 1,130
PR

201




SPECIAL PROJECTS (continued)- - | g
'SINGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLIQN | C LT

1973 - 1977 '
1973 Yoi4 - vers |- 1976 REZ RN
Location ‘| Amount || Location | Amount Locatfoh Amount ‘deatﬁon Amount Jlocation “tAmount |
' . I B , : a ;. ' N Buffalo-SD|
. I : X o : 21,977
2 : ol . , NY
' : ' San Diego |
v _ \ _ 1 SD 1,006
CSD #21 :
1,100
NY
Seattle
SD #1 1,301
A WA |
SF USD
1,039
CA’ |
}
!
L

§ LRIC 201
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" ¢1NGLE GRANTS OVER ONE MILLION
1973 - .1977 )
1973 1974 1975 | 19756 1977
$ Locgtion | Amount || Location | Amount Location [Amount | Location Amount Location | Amount
hap e emp s o g WWPWT B e om S e o e ee e S = ] === ;
Milwaukee :
‘PS 2,58]
WI
.
|
| i _
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VII. Local Educational Agencies Receiving More

Than Two Million Dollars in ESAA Aid

: 3
The .largest single rec1p1ent was San Francisco-with

$19,788,715, followed by the New Yerk City Board of Education
with $16,820,765, Boston with $16,151,867, betroit with
$15,793,811, Dallas with $14,999,661, and Houston with

$14,494,793. Other agencies over ten million dolilars were

New York Community School District No. 3, District of Columbia,"

Dade County, Florida, and Ft. worth Texas

The region W1th the greatest number of agencies
receiving more than two million do]]ars was Region 1IV. Thg
reg1on with the smallest number was Reg1on VITY with only one

 Revion VI had three reciplents of over ten m1111on do11ars.

Charts on the f0110w1ng pages list the LEA recipients .

of over two million dollars in ESAA.aid by region show1ng the. .

tota] amount rece1ved.
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e : 63,
LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

RECEIVING MORE THAN TWO MILLION IN
ESAA AID*, 1973 - 1977.

NAME OF LEA TOTAL ESAA RECEIVED =

REGION 1 Boston, Mass. - $ 16,151,867
Providence, RI ' 2,724,305
| New Haven, Conn. . 4,065,863
REGION II Freeport, NY 8,272,214
- Buffalo, NY S 3,554,785
New York City (Central Board) 16,820,465
Community'éD #3,NY 11,453,934
Community SD # 4, NY 6, 957 835
Community SD # 11, NY 5,024,621
Community SD # 18, NY 3,519,657
» Community SD # 25, NY ( 3,705;24]
West Irondequoit, NY . 4,638,686 -
Niagara Falls, NY 4,911,790
‘Montclair, NJ 3 185;261
Newark, NJ 3,702 287_
REGION III District-of Columbia .13,975,656
- Harrisburg, PA 5,566,827
Richmond, VA 2,292,961 -
Prince George's Co., MD 6,424,002
Norfolk, VA ' 4,031,936
Pittsburgnh, ra 4,659,637 .
Chesapeake, VA 4,278,646 ‘
Anne Arundel Co., MU 3,018,577
- REGION 1V Dade County, FL 13,820,313 -3, -
Broward County, FL 9,442,029 -\
- Duval County, FL " 6,894,597 " -
Hillsborough County, FL 7 850,487 o
Palm Beach Co., FL 3,437,037 °
Leon County, FL 2,061,018 .
Jackson, MS 9,726,025
DeSota County, MS 2,448,506
Mobile City-County, AL 7,546,159
Burmingham, AL 3,568,264
- Montgomery, Al 3,099,353 -
Nashville, TN 6,905,957
‘Memphis, TN 2,414,746
Chattanooga, TN 5,712,143
Atlanta, GA 5,668,756
Muscogee County, GA 4,369,612
Savannah/Chathan Co., GA . 3,022,241
Bibb County, GA 3,369,249

* Basic, Pilot, Bilingual, Special Prcjects, Magnet Schools

EKC L ~135~ 204 .
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'REGION V

¢

REGION VI

" REGION VII

REGION VIII
REGION IX

Charlestori, SC

LOCAL DUGATIONA[ AGENOIES
RECEIVING ; 40?E THAN THO MILLION IN
ESnA ALD*, 1973 - 1977 (éontwnued)

/ -

Charlotte~Meck1enburg, NC
Greensboro, NG

Wake County, NC © -
Harnett Cou?ty, NC
Richland L./ SD #1,
Greenville nGUnty, SC

o

Jefferson Co, KY
Ranuni, MS

Indianépo?is, IN
Pontiac, MI
Kalamazoo, M1

Lansing, MI

Highland Park, MI
Minneapolis, MI
Detroit, MI
Milwaukee, WI

.Dayton, OH .

East Cleveland, OH

Houston, TX .
“Ft. Worth, TX

Dallas, TX
San Antonio, TX
Austin, TX

Weslaco, TX ‘ ; ‘
" E1 Paso, TX | e

_ Orleans Parish, LA

St. Landry Parish, LA

‘East -Baton Rouge Parish, LA

Little Rock,”AK

- Oklahoma City, OK

Kansas City, MO
St. Louis, MO -
Wichita, KS

| Denvef, co

San Francisco, CA
Pasadena, CA
Pamona, CA
Inglewood, CA
Santa -Ana, CA
Stockton, CA
Compton, CA

San Diego, CA

bo,
S
(O Fi

ﬁl365>

Y

4,861,166
4,153,212
3,246,305
2,606,045

. 4,997,774

3,138,166
4,212,891
6,232,699..
3,212,903

4,391,611
4,112,054
3,784,087
2,637,406
2,548,238

- 2,400,003

15,793,811
9,347,754
6,466,455

szsmo

14,494, 793
12,663,545

' 14,999;661

7,919,118
5, 493 280
2,576,221
3,509, 325 ‘

3,404,206

- 20640.576

2,170,620

. 2,916,503

-3, \01 636

2,759,918
4,927,966
3,042,977

1,022,737

19,788,715
€,629,272
7,668,870
4,267,214
3,781,568
4,264,043
4,288,546
2,294,286 .




J Tl

" LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES | T
RECETVING MORE THAN TWO MILLION IN .~ o
ESAA AID¥, 1073 - 1977 (continued) N

Roosevelt Elem. School Dist., Phx., AZ $ 4,409,7'60 L -
Dept of Ed., HI 5,635,550 0

REGION X Tacoma, WA | | 2,576,038
Seattle, WA | : .- 2,519,773
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VIilI. Numbers of App11cat1ons Not Funded and States
"Receiving No ESAA Funds

Although Regions IV and VI had the largest number
of grants funded, they a]go had the largest number of- h
grants not fynded accordiﬁg to the information‘available |
for 1973 and 1974. Region Il and IX shared the next rank in
non~-funded app]ications.lx ' ' ~'°.(v \>'”'

‘New Hampshire and Vermont were the only states that
received no ESAA funding‘from 1973 through 1976. Miane o
received funds.only one ef'the four years, Hawaii, wieconsing
‘ Wyoming,'Guam, Puerto Rico, and Rhode Island did not receive
fund1ng one out of the four years reported \

Charts on the following pages. show the number of
app11cat1ons not funded by reg1on and program categorj for_

1973 and 1974 and the states that did not rece1ve any funds
for each year from 1973 through 1976.

207
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NUMBERS OF APPLICATIONS
NOT FUNDED
Basic-Pilot-NPO .
1973 - 1974 | .
1973 1974
REGION BASIC PILOT  BASIC PILOT - NPO
Region I 2 1 16 14
Region 11 - 17 9 3% 16 38
Region 111 5 33 5
Region IV 50 10 89 2 62
Region V 5 2 om 5 18
Region VI : oz _ 6 s 19
~ "Region VIl S IR 3 3
‘. Region VIII . 5. 1 5. 0
Region IX 7 2 24 7
Region X 1 | 5 2
208
~139-




STATES RECEIVING
~ NO ESAA FUNDS

1973 - ]976

1973 1974 1975 1976
Hawaii New Hampshire Maine Maine
Maine Vermont New Hampshire New Hampshire
Nebraska Vermont Rhode Island
New Hampshire Vermont
Vermont Guam ‘
Wisconsin Puerto Rico
Wyoming

~140-
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1X. Number of Monprofit Orqan1zat1ons per
' State Funded by Year and Amount

Texas and California received the largest number of

grants for- nonprofit organizations with 1156. and 111,
respectively. ThefeeXt”states in descending order were Lou:.
isiana (57), New York (54), Virginia (49), Georgia (47), |
I11irois (47), South Carolina (43), and North Carolina (38).
Grants ranged in size from $11,500 to $291,575.. The greatest

- Rt g, S WAL

number of grants fell in the $50,000 to $120,000 range.

Charts on the following pages show the number_of

|

nonprofwt organ1zatwons that recerved grants -in - eachwstate

with the total amount of funds granted for each year from 1973 -

through 1977.
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ﬁUMBER OF NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
PER STATE FUNDED BY YEAR AND AMOUNT

1421

1973 - 1977
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Ai;bama . 6 6 6 5 8
596,728 625,000 545,495 609,943 545,363
Alaska 1 2 4 1 1
46,550 53,049 49,263 46,001 49,197
Arizona ] 2 2 2 2
71,655 221,539 228,811 254,073 274,075
Arkansas 5 4 3 3 3
435,754 173,975 222,248 207,731 222,159
California 13 .22 27 25 24 -
@gp59,045 2,731,531 2,426,125 2,268,198 2,825,743
Coforado 6 7 7 7 s |
» 192,870 211,211 192,413 179,838 . 192,330
Connecticut C2 3 3. 3 4
: 130,251 114,606 154,462 144,356 - 154,383
Delaware 3 3 - 2 2 3
49,371 58,680 55,514 51,846 55,448
District/Columbia 2 | ] 1 1
197,932 291,574 270,001 252,377 255,502
Florida 10 6 5 7 8
1,548,117 803, 654 767,934 717,908 666,884
Georgia 15 9 7 8 Y
1,268,093 796,883 695,248 649,952 695,096
Hawaii 0 8 5 o5 4
.- 255,005 236,255 920,826 236,164,
1daho ] 1 1 1 1
21,832 30,106 24,600 22,944 24,536
“I11inois 8 10 9 10 10
955,165 1,135,817 988,655 939,624 1,656,135
Indiana 3 3 4 3 3
138,507 241,665 247,910 231,722 246,824
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NUMBER OF NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS (continued)

"

i

PER STATE FUNDED BY YEAR AND AMOUNT 7
1973 - 1977 ~
1973 1974 - 1975 1976 1977
Towa i ] 1 1 1
34,165 36,691 36,237 " 32,508 34,835 °
Kansas 3 ) 1 1 . 0
102,080 85,953 59,477 63,658 --
Kentucky 3 4 3 2 2 :
263,116 - 143,559 133,360 124,626 133,282
Louisiana 25 10 8 8 6
1,588,490 761,716 665,484 622,126 - 617,206
§¢  Maine 0 0 0 0 0
L "Maryland *4 3 4 S 4 1
£ | ; 401,089 615,643 418,554 '391,263 -- 67,748
‘Massachusetts iR 2 3 3 o 2 K
116,770 113,180 . 145,704 136,16 145,625
Michigan & 6 ¥ 7 6
607,237 703,190. . 619,188 578,842 . 619,046
:Minr‘\esota 0 ] 1 | ]
- 56,576 54,104 50,529 54,039
Mississippi 8 8 6 5 6
447,944 574,950 523,313 489,204 523,183
Missouri 0 23 5 4
- 136,690 175,453 269,590 252,922
Montana 1 2 2 1 1
30,981 33,208 30,668 28,425 28,180
Nebraska 0 0 0 1 "
- - - 41,060 43,911
Nevada 1 1 1 1 0
64,081 39,872 37,101 34,962 --
New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0
New Jersey 5 6 5 4 3
544,578 630,423 579,277 541,526 480,887
212




" NUMBER OF NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS (continued)
PER STATE FUNDED BY YEAR AND AMOUNT 79
1973 - 1977 “
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
New Mexico 4 3 4 3
- 200,012 249,223 252,382  149.¢:
- " New York no &2 1 N 9
| 1,537,498 2,022,962 1,788,343 1,671,918 1,788,05¢
North Carolina N 10 7 5 5
959,276 - 791,101 690,676 645,677 690,52
North Dakota 0 1 0 | 1
-- 21,246 - 18,718 - 18,248
Ohio 1 4 3 4 '
. 15,428 404,999 585,653 536,733 585,517
Oklahoma .3 6 5 6 -
N 173,340 200,290 176,39 164 4857 176,307
Oregon 2 e I 1 ]
: 72,150 51,267 49,432 46,160 47,469 .
Pennsylvanié 6 5 5 4 3
4 909,639 626,973 581,010 545,868 296,129
. Rhode Island 1 1 1 ¥
' 177,834 25,568 25,041 24,978
South Carolina 14 9 7 7 6
945,028 573,360 496,323 463,970 496.196
South Dakota 0 2 0 1 0
' -~ 97,543 - 28,686 --
Tennessee 5 7 4 6 -5
217,014 392,776 280,415 339,437 329,930
Texas 30 26 17 20 22
. 2,431,362 2,057,933 1,866,325 1,744,824 1,866,015
Utah 1 2 2 2 4
11,500 44,634 »;44,272 41,335 44,205
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia 19 - 1 8 9 B
.o 1,315,013 573,041 486,064 467,394 498,915
Nashington 3 3 3 2 2 "
103,693 123,699 120,636 109,634 120,09 E
2 :
144213 x
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NUMBER OF NON- PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS (continued) ’
~PER STATE FUNDED BY YEAR AND AMCUNT 73
1973 - 1977
1973 974 1975 1976 1977
West Virginia 0 0 0 0 1
| -- -~ - -- 32,231
Wisconsin | 0 R 1 0 i
| - -— 62,267 -- 111,000
Wyoming .~ 0 0 ] 1 1
' - -- 19,551 17,966 ©~ 19,489
"
i
¥
Y
g
u |
ERIC | ~145-




