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foreword

This is the 13th annual report to Ccongress on federally funded education
programs and the fourth such report submitted by the Department of fduca-
tion. The Annual Evaluation Report responds to Congressional mandates
in 3ectton 417(aj of the General %ducation Provisions Act (GEPA}, in Section
1246 of the Education Amendmeints of 1978, and in Section 1305 of the cduca-
tion Amendments of 1980.

The Planning and Evajuation Service in the Office of Planniang, Budget and
Evaluation, has revised the report's format tnis year to make it more
reponsive to the requirements of those mandates. The new format is keyed
to the specific reporting requirements listed in GEPA. Particular effort
has gone also to reducing the size of the report by focusing on current
information about program operations and evaluation, and to improving the
editorial quality of the report. These changes should make the report more
useful to its intended audience in the Congress and in the Department of

Education.
The three major sections of the new forimat are as follows:

I. Program Profile, which includes legislatior, recent funding his-
tory, program purpose, elfgibility, required assurances, distribution for-
mula, and other pertirent information on requirements for participation;

11. ResPonse to GEPA 417{a), which cortains the major sections of
information specified in the mandate. Part A identifies program goals and
objectives which pertained in fiscal year 1983 to the timplementation of
legislative purposes. Part 8, orn progress and accomplishments, shows how
the program was imglementing goals and objectives fn terms of delivery of
funds and services. Part C, on costs, benefits and effectiveness, ¢ .ma-
rizes what we know from recent evaluations and analyses about how well
program funds and services were reaching intended beneficiaries and about
the effest of those funds and services. Part 0, on plans for program
improvement and recommendations for lagislation, describes the plans of
program offices to improve program operations. and the legislative intitia-
tives of the Administration reyarding that nrogram. Part £, on supporting
studies and analyses, Tists stidies of current relevance which support
the findings reported in Part :;. Finally, Part F provides available data
on program participants and program effectiveness by sex, age, and race
of beneficiaries;

I111. Response to GEPA 417(b), which contains summary information on

evaliation contracts in effect during the fiscal year of the report.
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The GEPA mandate refers to “applicable programs” as the subject of the
report. Program consclidation, reorganization, and termination of author-
fzation or appropriations, have made more difficult than ever this year
the definition of an “applicable pragram®™ for purposes of r2corting.
Nonetheless, we began once again with the all-purpose table of programs
prepared by the Budget Service, as our basic source. As the report
deveioped during fiscal year 1983, we eliminated a few chapters for
programs which had neither received appropriations for that year nor had
grantee projects operating fn the field. We also added a chapter on
programs which the Congress had consolidated in 1981 under the Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act, but whnich kxept alive their {dentity
and activities through the Secretary's Discretionary Fund established
under that legislation.

1 would appreciate further sugsestions on making the report still more use-
ful to you fn your work. Please direct your comments to Edward Slassman,
Policy Analysis Coordinator in Planning and CEvajuation Service, ac
(202) 472-9235 or at the address below.

o) Saan

Gary L. Bauer
Deputy Under Secretary for
Planning, Budget and Evaluation

For copies while our limited

supply lasts, contact: Mr. fdward B. Glassman
Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation

Planning and Evaluation Service
Room 3127, FOB-~6

400 Maryland Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20202

(202) 472-9235
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Highlights of Analyses on the Education Consolidation

and Improvement Act of 1981

Immadiately after the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981
(ECTA) became law, the Department of Education staff prepared a number of
studies and analyses related to the provisions of that Act. Those studies,
beginning in fiscal year 1982, focuted on tha issues that had been debated
during enactment of the law, and on the planning for and implementation of
the programs under Chapters 1 and 2 of the ECIA. During fiscal year 1983,
the findings of several studies and analyses of thosa programs became avail-
able, as did jinformatjon on the first ful! year of operation of programs
ggg:r the Secretary’s Discretionary Fund established by Chepter 2 of the

Issues about Chapter 1 (and Title 1) include the numbers of students being
served, how they and their schools are selected, the nature of services
received by public and private school students, and the effectiveness of
those services. The first year of the block grant called attention io
issues ahout funds distribution and use. Similar issues pertain to the
first year of the operations of the 3ecretary's Discretionary Fund.

Highlights of findings about these ijssues are included below while the
separate program chapters in tha Annual Evaluation Report discuss each
in more detaiil.

1. Findings of Analyses on Chapter 1 (see Report Chapter 101)

0 About students ard services

- Data from the States describing their FY 1982 Part A programs showed
(a) slight declires in students served, (b) emphasis on students in
grades 1 through 6 769% of the students served), and (c) emphasis on
reading (70% of ali participants got reading instruction};

Districts reported using varying eligibility definitions and student
selection procedures, with 44 percent of districts serving all
eligible public schooi students;

45 percent of the Nation's school districts had private school
students residing in Title I (Chapter 1) attendance areas; 56 percent
of them served the private school students in Title I;

Local educators used varying instructional approaches but mostly
pulTed students from their requiar classes for Title I activities,
but use of in-class approaches was increasing;

Local educators perceived the same flexibility in Chapter 1 for
selecting schools as previously in Title [ (although many of those
who noted more flexibility also complained about it).

xi 11
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About effectiveness

Three-year data from sclool years 1979-80 through 1981-82 showed
madest reading and mathematics achievement gains in nearly all grades
2 through 12 each year.

I1. Findings from Analyses on Chapter 2 (see Repor~t Chapter 104)

0

About the distribution of funds

Data from State applications siowed States reserving 19% for State
use, of which 133 (2% of the total) was used for administration, 7%
for hasic skills, 74% for education improvement and support, and 6%
for special projects;

States allocated funds to districts by formula and through State-run
competitions resultiag in funding {increases to two.thirds of the
Nation's districts;

Of the Nation's largest 28 districts and cities, 12 received more
funds under the block grant than under tl.. previous programs, and 16
received less. The funding losses ranged from .03 of one percent to
1.8% of operating budgets.

0 About districts’ uses of the funds

11}, Findings about the Secretary’s Diccretionary Fund (see Report Chapter 119;

Thirty-three States reported to tha Department about their districts!'
uses of the block grant funds. Their data showed 85% 0f the funds
being used for education improvément 224 support, 6% for basic
skills, ang 9% for special projects.

The Americar Association of School Administrators reporied thot
15 percent or more of the 112" districts responding to its

survey ware using their block grant funds for teacher salaries,
staff training, audiovisual equipment. computer hardware and soft-
ware and books o materials.

0

La

The Secretary's Discretionary Program assisted programs of four types:

Those mandated ty the ECIA (Arts in Education, Inexpensive Book
Distribution, and Aicohol and Drug Abuse) which accounted for 37%
of the total funds;

One reguired by the report accompanying the Fiscal Year 1983
Appropriations Act {(Law-related Education) for 3% of the funds;

Three contained in House or Senate Appropriations Commiitee reports
in response (s the Department’'s budget request {Natlopal Orvffusion
Networx, Zducational Television and Technology, 3ad Evaluvation of
the Block Grant) for 48% of tiae fund. ; and

Discretiona~y activities, supported by the remaining i2% of the
funds.

xii
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EOUCATION OF OISAOVANTAGED CHILOREN (CHAPTER 1, ECIA)
FORMULA GRANTS TO LOCAL EOUCATION AGENCIES (CFOA No. 84.010)

Highl ights:

o Chapter 1 of the Education Consdlidation and Improvement Act of 1981
{ECTA) was implemented nationwide for the first time 1in school year
1982-83, replacing the antecedent Title 1, ESEA. Final regulations
and nonregulatory guidance were publiishad (Section 11.8 below).

Study of State Management Practices under Title 1 was completed (II.C).

Oescription of District Practices study was completed {II.C).

00 November 18, 1983, Congress passed the Education Consolidation and
Impr-owement‘i Act of 1981 Technical Amendments, to imgrove the implementa-
tion or £CIA.

/
1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act
'('E%UU of 1981, enacted as part of Subtitle 0 of Title V of the Omibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35 {Expires September 30, 1%27).

Funding Since 1979:

Total Total Appropriations
Fiscal Year: Authorization: Appropriation: for LEA Grants: 1

1979 $ 5,680,447.,238 3,228,382,000 $2,776,577,501
1980 6,291,969,913 3,215,343,000 2,633,000.000
1981 7,047.423,325 3,104,317,000 2,611,386,972
1982 3,480,000,000 3,160,394 ,000 2,562,753,163
1983 3,480,000,000 3,200,394,000 2.727,587,568

Purpose: To provide financial assisteance to local educational agencies
(LEAs) to meet the special needs of educationally deprived children.

El1gible Recipients: Chapter 1 provides formula grants to LEAs. Chapter 1
also makes payments to State educational agencies (SEAs) for administration
and for State-operated programs, to the outlying territories, and to the
Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of Indian children.

Eligible Beneficiaries: Chapter 1 provides services to educationally depri-
ved children residing in school attendance areas with high concentrations
or numbers of children from low-income families. Comparable services myst
be provided to educationally deprived children who 1ive in eligible attendance
areas but who attend private schouls.

Chapter 1 Formula: The Oepartment calculates county illocations based on a
Tormuia which takes into account., among other things, the numbers of 5-17
year old children in low-income families and the average State per-pupil
expenditure, SEAs provide sub-county allocations to LEAs.
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Applicant Requirements: [LEAs submit applications to SEAs for approval at
ieast every tnree years. Specific items of information must be updated
annually. Applications must describe the programs and projects to be
conducted, and must contain the following assurances:

0 Projects are conducted in attendance areas having the highest concen-
trations of low-income children or having uniformly high concentrations
of such children. Projects may also be designed to utilize part of the
available funds for services which promise to provide significant help
for all educationally daprived, low-income children.

Annual assessments of education needs are conducted in order to deter-
mine which children w11l receive compensatory education and what needs
will be addressed.

Projects will be of sufficient size, scope, and quality to give reason-
able promise of substantial progress toward meeting the special educa-

tional needs of the children being served, and are designed and imple-
mented in consultatifon with parents and teachars of such children.

Projects will be evaluated in terms of their effectiveness.,

Provision for services to educationally deprived children attending
private elementary and secondary schools will be made.

Reco~ds and information necessary for fiscal audit and pregram evalua=-
tion will be maintained.

IT. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417\a)

A. Goals and Objectives:

During FY 1983 the Oepartment's principal objectives with respect to this
program were as follows:

o Publish program regulations.

o Provide nonregulatory guidance which increases State and local flexi-
bility in the design, implementation, and administration of programs.

Establish a program to assist State and local educational agencies in
improving the quality and cost-effectiveness of their Chapter 1 pro-
Jects,

Develop procedures for cellecting participation and evaluation informa-
tion from SEAs.

Progress and Accomplishments:

Final regulations for Chapter 1, ECIA were published on Novemper 19,
1982. Tne regulations reflect the intent of Congress, ir. enacting
Chanter 1, t0 “elimindate burdensome, unnecessary, and unproductive
paperwork and free the schools of unnecessary Federal supervision,
direction, and control.”




8. Progress and Accomplishments: {continued)

In July 1983, "Nonregulatory Guidance to Assist State Educational
Agencies in Administering Ffederal Ffinancial Assistance to Local
Educational Agencies for Projects ODesigned to Meet the Special
Educational Needs of Educationally Deprived Children Under Chapter 1
... was disseminated. The interpretations and policies contained
in this document are binding only on officials of the U.S. Department
of Education. SEAs are encouraged to develop altemative approaches
to providing compensatory educational services that may be more in
keeping with local needs and circumstances, so long as they are not
fnconsistent with the Chadpter 1 statute and regulations.

Under the “Secratary's Initiative to Improve the Quality of ECIA,
Chapter 1 Projects,” a new program of competitive grants was begun
to provide assistance to SEAs in expanding or developing activities
to identify, validate, disseminate, or impiement program improvement
strategies. In FY 1983, the Department made 21 grant awards, total.
ling $1.048 million. .

In August 1983, the Department published & form for use by States
in reporting Chapter 1 student and staff counts and student achieve.
ment information.

C. Costs, Benefits. and Effectiveness:

In that year, approximately $2.5billion were distributed
to about 14,000 eligible school districts. States reported serving
approximately 4,670,000 public school students and 184,000 private
school students during the regular school teem, and 187,000 students
during the summer. Grade levels served ranged from prekindergarten
{1ess than one percent of those served) through 12th grade (about one
percent of the children served); 59 percent of the chilgren receiving
Title 1 services were in grades one through six.

Program Scope: The most recent data about this program are from school
year 1981-82.

Declines of roughly 12 percent were indicated in the numbers of public
school students served in Title 1 between 1978 and 1981. A similar de-
cline was noted in tle number of private school students served. The
nature and intensity of services Provided to private school participants
ware generaliy comparable to those received by public school students (E.1).

As reported by 40 States, 54 percent of Title [ participants in 198182
were white, 32 percent were black, 11 percent were Hispanic, c¢ne percent
were American indian/Alaskan Native and one and a half percent wers
Asian/Pacific Islanders (E.l).

Types of Senefits Provided: In school year 1981-82, 70 percent of all
program participants received compensatory instruction in feading, and
42 percent received supplementary mathematics instruction {E.l). Other
major instructional service areas included language arts {20 percent
of the students}, limited English and English as a second language (11
percent), and other instructionai, e.g., social studies {22 percent}.
In addition, support sarvicas such as attendance ang guidance counseling
(21 percant) and health/nutrition (13 percent) were also provided (E.1).




C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness: (continued)

The average Title I student received four hours of special program
instruction a week, ir small classes averaging 9.8 students (E.2).

Local project funds supported approximately 177,000 full-time cqui-
valent staff positions during the 1981-.82 school term (of which 85
percent were teachers or teacher aides) and an additionat 18,000 pos-
itions during the -summer term. Inservice training was provided for
almost 275,000 personnel, of which 84 percent were teachers oOf teacher
aides.

Program Administration: Two mdjor studies have recently been completed
Jhich describe local and State administration of Title I.

The Description of Qistrict Practices study (E.2) found:

o Oistricts used widely varying definitions and procedures for select-
ing students to receive program services -- 44 percent of the dis-
tricts sampled reported serving all eligible students, with small
districts more likely to serve all eligible students than large
districts.

The predominant instructicnal setting was a pull-out program, but
the use of in-class instruction was increasing -- 30 percent of the
districts used an in-class appreach for at least some of *heir
sarvices.

Title | Oirectors reported that 81 percent of the districts' Parent
Advisory Councils (PACs) advised local administrators on program
planning, implementation, or evaluation. however, for each of
these areas, a substantial number of PACs ({(at least 19 percent)
gave no jnput. Requirements related to PACS were viewed by Title I
Oirectors as among the most burdensome and least necessary.

Few cistricts reported any difficulty in meeting Title I's main-
tenance of effort, comparability, or excess cost provisions. A
large proportion of Title I Oirectors were generally favorable to
Chapter 1's revised funds allocation requirements.

Over half the district administrators believed that Chapter 1 afford-
ed the same flexibility in selecting schools as did Title I; however,
a similar percentage were concemed that reluxed school selection
requ?rements would make 1t more difficult to target services effec-
tively.

Phase III of the Description of Qistrict Practices Study was com-
pleted on Septemper 30, 1983. Detailed descriptions of solutions
to problems faced by local school officials operating Chapter 1,
ECIA programs were developed. These materials focus on: describing
useful strategies for serving nonpublic and secondary school students,
designing in-class projects, and using teacher judgment scales in
combination with objective data sources for making student selection
determinations.




c.

Costs, 8enefits, and Effectiveness: {continued)

The Study of State Management Practices (E.3) found:

0

A majority of States (39) monitor their programs for quality as weltl
as for compliance. Program quality monitoring included such activi-
ties as classroom obseprvation, teacher interviews, and reviews of
evaluation findings. The “"quality-oriented" States intended to con-
tinue about the same level of monitoring under Chapter 1, even in
1ight of fewer Federal requirements; however, monitoring activities
would be affected by any funding level changes.

Twenty-two States made rules, generally designed to'help districts
implement quality programs. Oistricts had difficulty differentiating
State rules from Federal rules.

Nineteen States reported a reduction in paperwork as a result of going
to a three-year application cycle. Under Chapter 1, State coordina-
tors thought they could streamline the application approval process,
for instance, by developing consolidated program applications.

A majority of State coordinators said that evaluation data were im-
gortant to improve programs, and they encouraged their districts to
use evaluaution results. Approximately 30 Coordinators planned to
continue using the Title I Evaluation and Reporting Syscem (TIERS).
though possibly in a modified form., to collect Chapter 1 information.

Program Effectiveness: Based on tne results of student achievement test-

ng States reported the following resuits in reading:

Table 1

1981-82 Title | Reading Achievement Results
for Students Tested on a Full-Year Schedule
(Based on data from 47 States)

Weighted
Number mMormal Curve Equivalent Percentile
Tested Pretest PpPosttest 21N Pretest Posttest

28 30
23 26
23 28
24 29
24 30
24 28
a3 28
22 25
i? 20
3 19
16 18

39.0
36.4
7.4
38.2
38.7
7.4
7.7
35.8
2.0
1.2
30.6

91.464
107,891
108,376
113,194

95,846

64,161

57,938

31,544

12,473

10,567

7,388
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Table 2

1981-82 Title I Reading Results
for Students Tested on a Fall-Spring Schedule
(Based on data from 47 States)

Weighted Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile

Number
Grade Tested Pretest Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest

19 32
18 29
19 28
19 28
19 28
19 26
19 25
19 25
18 23
15 20
13 19

252,404
238,607
229,700
215,766
180,989
132,655
101,807
55,431

10 28,851
11 15,250
12 8,148

39.8
38.4
37.8
37.8
37.6

36.1
35.8

35.9
34.7
32.2
31.1
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achievement testing:

. States reported the following results based on student mathematics

Table 3

1981-82 Title 1 Mathematics Results

for Students Tested on a Full-Year 3chedule
(Based on data from 47 States)

Weighted
Number Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile
Tested Pretest Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest

31 36
27 33
29 33
28 35
28 35
26 30
26 31
26 28
23 24
25 26
21 22

51,093 39.6 42.7
65,626 40.6
64,180 40.8
68,596 41.8
63,949 41.8
41,735 39.1
36,696 39.8
21,385 37.6
10 7,806 34.8
11 6,764 36.4
12 4,507 33.9
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C, Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness: {continued)

Table 4

1981-82 Title | Mathematics Achievement Results
for Students Tested on a Fall-Spring Schedule
{Based on data from 47 States)

Weighted
Number Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile
Tested Fretest Posttest wain Pretest Ppostlest

20 40
20 34
19 35
21 34
21 33
22 31
22 31
19 31
22 31
19 27
20 27

91,568 32.7 44,
106,286 3z. 41.
115,586 3l. 4l.
116,045 3z, 41.
98,710 32. 40,
70,787 33. 39.
54,156 33. 39,
26,247 32. 40,
10 11,136 33, 39,
11 5,941 3l. 37.
12 3,158 32,
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For school year 1981.82:

o In reading, the "average" Title I elementary student was at about
the 24th percentile when selected to participate in the program
based on a fuil-year test cycle {usually spring-spring tasting).

In reading, the "average" Title [ student performed at the 19th per-
centile wh2n selected for participation based on a fall-spring cycle.

In mathematics, the "averagc” Title I elementary student was at the
28th percentile when selected on a full-year cycle.

In mathematics, the “average"” Title I student performed at tviie 20th
Parcentile when selected on a fill.spring cycle.

Students selected on a fallwspring cycle appeared at pretesting to
score consistantly below those selected on an annual cycle. However,
by spring posttesting, the scores Of both 9roups were comparable.

For school years 1979-80 through 1981-82:

0 In each of the three years, modest reading achmevement gains were found
in nearly ail grades.

Modest mathematics achievement gains were also found 1n neariy all grades.

High school students selectad for Title { tend L0 Je nesdier compared .
to their peers rhan students selected at the elementary grades.

¢
'
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. C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness: (continued)

o Mullin and Summers (E.4), in a review of 47 studies of compensatory
education through the 1970's, published findings similar go those
reported by SEAs and by other ED studies, such as the "Sustainiryg
Effects Study.” Overall, they claimed that: "programs have a
positive, though small, effect on the achievement of disadvantaged
students”; most results are overstated due to methodological errors;

o gains appear to be greater in earlier years (though they are generally
not sustained); and, gains are not consistently associatea with
eithzr dollars spent or with the application of any single educaticaal
‘o approach.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

The Administration has proposed legislation t7 peemit LEAs and States
to implement Chapter 1 as a voucher Program. Parents of educationally
disadvantaged children selected for participation would receive a voucher
to provide for participation of the child in compensatory education pro-
grams in the school district, in private schools, or in public schools
cutside the district.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C:

1. State Performance Reports, 1979-80 through 1981-82.

Reports for 1979-80, 1980-81 and i981-82, U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation, Washington D.C.,
October, 1983,

. la. ESEA Title I Grants to Local Educacion Agencigs -- A Summary of State

2. Llocal Operation of Title I, ESEA 1976 - 1982: A Resource Book,
Advanced Technology, Washington D.C., June 1983. (Summary report of
Phases [ and 11 of the “Description of District Practices" study).

2a. Summary Report on Phase 1I1 of the District Practices Study,
Advanced Technology, ¥ashington D.C., September, 1983,

3. A Study of State Management Practices: Looking Back at Title 1
and Toward Chapter 1, American Institutes for Research, Palo Alto,
Californ1a, August 1982.

4, Mullin, Stzphen P., and Summers, fnitz A. "Is More Better? The
Effectiveness of Spending on Compensatory Education." Phi Delta
Kappan, January 1983, pp. 339-347.
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[£1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b) .
The following studies are under way or are scheduled to begin in FY 1984:

o Techn'zal Anendments to the Education Consel!idation and Improvement

Act, whith were enacted on November 18, 1983, mandated a new "NMational -
Assessment of Compensatory Eduration.” The National Inititute of '
Flucation will nanage this activity, which will both examine educatienal
effects of compensatory education pragrams on participating children as
well as develop 3 national profile of Chapter 1 programs. Interim reports
are due to the Cong¢ress in January and July of 1986, with a final report
duz in January, 1987.

Contacts for Further (nformation

Program operations:  john Stachle, (202) 245-3081

Program studies: “obert Stonehi}l, (202) :15.9401

Notes

1/ Excludes Sp~eial Incentive Grants and State-operated programs
(witict. inciude the Migrant Education Program, the Program for
Heglected or Delinquent, and the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program).




MIGRANT EDUCATION PROGRAM (CHAPTER 1, ECIA)
FORMULA GRANTS TO STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES TO MEET
THE SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF MIGRATORY CHILDREN
(CFDA No. 84.011)

Highlights:

® New legislation proposed to reduce the time period for children to be
counted as "formerly migratory" (section 11.D. below).

New regulations proposed to oetter focus the Chapter 1 Migrant Educa=
tion Program (section 11.D. below)

New legislation p2ssed as part of the technical amen:amerts to ECIA
maintaining the existing definition of “currently migratory chilg"
(section I1.D. below)

1. PRDGRAM PROFILE

Legisiation: P.L. 97-35, Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidetion and
Improv-ment Act of 1981, enacted as part cf of Subtitle D of Title V of
the ?mnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 198). (Expires September 30,
1987).

Funding since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorizstion Appropriation

1979 $209,593,746 $209,593,74
1980 245,000,000 245,000,000 1/
1981 266,400,000 266,400,000
jog2 255,744,000 255,744,000
1983 255,744,000 255,744,000

curpuse:  To establish and improve programs to meet the special educational
geeds of migratory children of migratory agricultural workers or migratory
ishers.

tate migrant education program directlv, through subgrants to
loc.l educational agencies (LEAs), or through :rrangements with public or
nonprofit private agencies. Two or more SEis may apply jointly for a
yrant to support a migrant education program that benefits elijible migra-
tory children in those States.

Elfgibility: A State educational agency (SEA) may apply for a grant to
operate a %

Applicant Requirements: An applicant SEA must submit a State Plan and cost
estimate which meet the reqguirements of and contain the information out-
lined in current regulations.
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Formula: The Department of Education calculates State allocations based
on the number of full-time equivalent migratory children aged 5-17 years
residing in a State ove:r a 12-month period and the State's average per-
pupil experditure 2/. Prior to FY 1975, the number of migratory children
was based upon estimates of numbers of migrant children supplied by the
U.S. Department of Labor. Beginning in FY 1975, however, State allocations
have been based on migrant studeant counts contained iz the Migrant Student
Record Transfer System (MSRTS), a computer system housed in Little Rock,
Arkansas under contract to the Department 3/.

Buration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are reviewed and awarded an-
nuaily, Projects typically operate for one fiscal year; however, uaspent
funds may be carried over into the next fiscal year.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Grantees are required to maintain appro-
priate accounting, personnei, performance and other program records for
program audit and evaluation.

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Ohjectives

During Fiscal Year 1983, the Department’s principal ¢bjectives with respect
to this program were as iov.lows:

0 To modify, through regulations, the definition of “currently migratory
child" so as to" require, as a condition for eligibility under this cate-
gory, that a child’s education be interrupted as a result of a geographical
move and that work in seasonal agriculture or fishing be the parent's pri-
mary occupation.

To focus the program more effectively on children who are truly migrutory
by emending the authorizing statute to reduce the time that & formerly
migrant child can receive services from five years to two years.

0 To award qrants for projects designed to operate in school year 1983-84.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

0 A Notice of Pruposed Rulemaking was published on December 3, 1982 pro-
posing new reguiations (including the definition change noted in II.
A. above) for the Chapter 1 migrant program.

An amendment to the authorizing legislation was proposed to the Cone-
gress on February 4, 1983 to reduce the period of eligibility for
services for "former migratory” children.

The Department awarded %1 new Basic grants ranging from 327,659 to
$73,541,560 across States and 13 Interstate and Intrastate Coordina-
tion grants to seven different 3>tates at an average cost of 5158,976
ner project.




C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: The following table indicates the number of full-time equi-
valent students registered on the MSRTS since 1977. These counts serve as
the basis for program funding. One full -time equivalent eQuals 365 days of
enrollment on the MSRTS. A count of the actual number of students identified
as eligible for services and enrolled on the MSRTS is also listed below.
Many students are not enrolled for the full calendar year, which accounts
for the difference between FTE and actual counts.

Calendar Year Full-time Equivalent Number of Elrgible Students
Students (ages 5-17)

1977 296,430 467,796
1978 323,500 494,417
1979 366,460 522,154
1980 398,798 550,253
1981 417,298 577,483
1982 426,014 593,042

The Migrant Education Program has yrown from 121 projects serving approimate-
ly 43,000 students 1in 1967 to 3,300 projects serving approximately 593,042
students in 1982,

Types of Benefits Provided: HNearly all migrant children (97 percent) who
received any 1nstructon funded by the Migran® Sducation Program received
jnstruction in reading or lanquage arts; 6 ofercent recefved instruction
in mathematics; and 39 percent received instruction in one or more other
subjects (E. 3).

Program Effectiveness: MNo recent data are available about the effectiveness
of services provided under this program.

fnalyses of data from the last national impact study (E. 3) failed to indicate
any consistent, Significant relationship between pre-to-posttest score gains
for migrant childrer in grades 2, 4, and 6, and any variable that had to do
with compensatory instructicn provided by the Migrant Education Program, or by
any other funding source. In fact, no relationship was foung between Sscore
gains and attendance in school.

The national impact sStudy did note that, in terms of their pretest scores
in reading (and, to a slightly lesser eatent, their pretest scores 1in
mathematics)}, migrant children in grades 2, 4, and 6 show Significant
educational disadvantage. In early 1978, migrant children in grades 4 and
€ had mean scores 0.8 of a standard deviation below the grade-level counter-
part general population in reading, and 0.6 of a standard deviation below
the counterpart general population in mathematics (because the migrant
population is significantly over age in grade, the age-based discrepancy
would be much larger). On the reading test, across all three grages, it
is estimated that at least 48 to 62 percent of the migrant children scored
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Program Effectiveness {Continued)

below the 25th percentile for the population as a :+w0le; on the mathematics
test, at least 27 to 39 percent scored heiow the 25th pesccentile. Wie
degree of Chis disadvantage overshadows all other education-relate: faztors
far these children.

With regard to mobility, none of the information readily accessible to the
national! study revealed as great a degree uf movement the migrant popu-
lation as wys generally expected. Migrant educatcrs .cie, hcwever, that
the greater difficulty experiencud in keepiny track of the mor2 mobile
members of the population (whe are often unidentified, unservad, and out
of school) distorts the inferences made about the wobility of migrant
¢hildren from accessihle records (from the study's survey or from the
MSRTS). Study data do, however, permit valid inferences abcut the mobility
of the opopulation served: 24 percent cof the estimated population of
372,000 children served by the Migrant Education Program were enrdlled in
more than one school district in 1977; 30 percent were enrolied in oly
one district, but for less than the full school year; and the remaining 46
percent {or nearly half) were enrolied in one district for the full school
year. {However, approximately half the children enrclled in one district
for the entire year were classified as active migrants.

Two recent studies conducted by the U.S. Department of Education (E. 1)
and the 4.S. General Accounting Office (E. 2) suggest that migrant educatics
programs in several States are not actively serving the mos: mobile students.
It must be noted, however, that each of these two studies had judgmental
site selection coupled with a restricted range of sites. At the same time,
the two studies do indicate that certain local migrant education programs
are serving substintial percentages of students who are either not mobila
or have nnt gxperienced educaticnal disruption dug tc migration.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendatiins for Legislation

Curing Fiscal Year 1983, four separate actions were prcpnsed to alter the
scope and effect of the Migrant Education Program:

proposed Changes in Program Reguiations. On Oec2mper 3, 1982, the Depsrt-
ment of Education Pubiisned a Kotice of Proposed Rulemaking {NPRM) for the
Migrant Education Program. [t coatained two major changes: the proposad
new definition of “currently migratory child,” adding the requirement thav
the child's education must have been interrupted as a result of a move within
the past 12 months, and the proposed new dofiniti-as of "migratory agricul.
tural worker” and "migratory fisnmerman" which require tphat the seasonal
agricultural or fishing work of the child's parent or guardian be nis
“primary occupation.”
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0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation
{Continued)

The purpose Of these changes was to insure that the program serves only
those whose education s disrupted directly by mobility and that funds are
targeted on children of parents truly dependent upon their mobility. As
noted above, several studies of the Migrant Education Program indicate
that local programs may be serving significant numbers of children whose
education is not so disrupted and who may not have had special educational
needs caused by it.

Proposed Changes in the Program Statute. On February 4, 1983, the Oepart-
ment proposed a statutory change to reduce the period of eligibility for
“formerty migratory” children from five years to two years.

On November 18, 1983, Congress passed a set of technical amendments to
ECIA (P.L. 98-211) that amend Section §55(b) of ECIA by requiring that
the Department continne to use the definitions of “currently migratory
child,” "migratory agricultural worker” and “migratory fisherman® which
were in effect on June 30, 1982 in regulations prescribed under subpart 1
%Ggarz}'B of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

Proposed Reduction in the Migrant Education Budget. The Oepartment's

1scal year | udget requested 329,434,000, a decrease of $126,310,000
from 1983. The proposed reduction Was intended to: reflect a reordering
of priorities within Chapter 1 to shift funds toward the LEA grant program
and be 1in line with the proposed legislation and regulatory changes out-
lined above.

E. Supporting Studies ard Analyses Cited in Section C Aove:

1. State of California Department of Education, Review of the Eligibility
of Migrant Children tor whom Funds were Awarded Under Iitie I of the
clementary and Secondary Education Act tor Fiscal Years Ended September
30, 1980, 1982 and 1983. U.5. Oepartment of tducation, Office of the
TInspector Generai. Washington, 0.C., 1983,

Analysis of Migration Characteristics of Children Served under the
Migrant tducation Frogram. U.5. General Accounting Office,
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1983.

Lomprehensive Summary: Study of the ESEA Title I Migrant Education
Program. Research Triangie Institute, Research Triangle Park, NC
March 1981.




Other Supporting Data:

Estimate of Migrant Population Distributed by Grade in 1977:

Estimated Percent of
Grade Population Population

P 1,100
15,500
36,300
35,900
37,800
37,300
33,800
36,300
36,400
30,900
25,900
21,500
14,400
8,700
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Ethnicity of Migrant Children in 1977:

Percentage Estimated

Population
aotai

1,000
1,500
49,800
239,800
13,800
3,000
62,800
371,800

American Indian or Alaskan Mative
As1an or Pacific Islander
Non-Hispanic Black

Mexican American

Puerto Kican

Other Hi1Spanic

Non-Hispanic wmte

Total
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Source: E.3

I11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (d)

No fyrther studies related Lo this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further [nformaticn

Program Operations: Louis J. McGuinness (202) 245.2222

Program Studies: James J. &nglisn (202} 245-9401




Notes

1.

Section 193 of ESEA Titie I requiraes that grants for the Part B State-
operated programs (Migrant, Handicapped, and MNeglected or Delinquent)
be awarded as authorized. This :s referred to as "off-the-top funding"
or being "fully-funded,” in contrast to LEA grants that are reduced as
necessitated by appropriations. However, starting in FY 1980, Congress
placed a cap on the amount authorized for each of the Title I State-
operated programs by specifying a specific funding level for each
State-operated program in the appropriations process. The Omibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 capped the authorization for the
State-operated programs at 14.5 percent of the total appropriated for
Chapter 1.

Changes made in the law by the Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-
561), as reflected in current regulations, include providing a mechanism
for adjusting the count of eligible migrant children in each S3tate
during the summer months in order to reflect the spectal needs of
migrant children for summer projects and the additional costs of oper-
ating these projects.

The Migrant Student Record Transfer System 15 a computerized data
system that receives, stores, and transmits educational and health
information on children participating in Chapter 1 migrant education
projects in each of the 50 States, the District of Colusbia and Puerto
Rico. Schools are responsible for entering into the system information
on the health and education of each migrant child served. When chiid-
ren move to new locations, this information can then be retrieved by
their new teachers and by school health officals.

Conference Report on H. R. 1035, Edu~ation Consolidation and Improvement
Act of 1981 Technical Amendments. Conference Report {H. Rept. No. 98-
574). Congressional Record - Housa. November 18, 1983.




FORMULA GRANTS TO STATES FOR

NEGLECTED OR OELINQUENT CHILOREN
(CFOA No. 84.013)

T. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act
of 1981 (ECIA), enacted as part of Subtitle O of Title V of the Omibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35 (Expires September 30, 1987)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 33,182,207 $ 33,182,207
1980 32,391,655 32,391,655
1981 33,975,000 32,875,000
1982 32,616,000 32,616,000
1983 32,616,000 32,616,000

Purpose: To provide financial assistance to meet the special educational
needs 0f children in institutions for neglected or delinquent children or
in adult correctional 1institutions for whom a State agency is directly
reponsible for providing free public education. The programs and projects
provided must be designed to support educational services supplemental to
the pasic education of such children which must be provided by the State
agency.

Eligibility: State agencies which are directly responsible for providing
Tree pubiic education to children in institutions for neglected or delin-

quent children or to children in adult correctional institutions may
receive grants.

Formula: The grant for each eligible agency is equal to the number of
children in average daily attendaice (a5 determined by the Secretary)
receiving free public education in the agency's school multiplied by 40%
of the State's average per-pupil expenditure (but nc less than 80% of
the U.S. average per-pupil expenditure and no more than 120% of the U.S.
average.)

Applicant Requirements: Every three years, each State agency must submit
an appiication Co tne SEA conforming with Chapter 1 requirements, any
applicable regulations, and such criteria as may be established Dy the
SEA.

Ouration and Phasing of Assistance: ECIA grants are for one year. Unspent
tunas may de carried forward Into the anxt fiscal year.

Transition Services Funded in Fisca! Years 1981 ang 1982: 1/ Under Section
153 of ditle [ or tne :lementary and Secondary tcducation Act of 1965,
1ocal educational agencies coyid apply for oiscretionary qrants o support
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Transition Services Funded in Fiscal Years 1981 and 1982 (Continued)

projects in schools other than State-operated institutions to facilitate
the transition of children from State-operated institutions for neglected
or delinquent children back to *he local schools. Funds were first appro-
priated for the Section 153 transitiomal services program in FY 198]
($900,000) and an additional $864,000 was included in the fourth continuing
resolution for FY 1982. The program began in 1982 using funds from both
the 1981 and 198Z fiscal years. M application notice was published in
the Federal Register on April 23, 1982, and 64 applications were received.
Twenty-one projects were funded, ranging in size from $20,000 to $209,911
for 12 months. The transitional services provided could include compensa-
tory education, counseling, peer tutoring, and re-entry orientation. Mo
continuation of the transitional services program is planned.

[1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goal and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with respect to
this program were as follows:

0 Issuance of regulations for State Agency programs under ECIA Chapter 1.

o Development of nonregulatory guidance for State agancies services to
children in neglected or delinquent jinstitutions.

Progress and Accomplishments:

A notice of proposal rulemaking was published on Oecember 8, 1982,

Final Regulations for State Agency programs under EC1A Chapter 1 are
now in the clearance process.

Nonregulatory guidance for neglected or delinquent nstitutions is
being developed.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: Ouring the 1982-83 school year, 670 State institutions
received tormula grants. Unifoem data were not collected on the parti-
cipants in Chapter 1 State programs for neglected and delinquent children;
therefore, it is not possible to report with certainty fhow many children
were served. In the future, States will be required to report on the
numbers of children served 1in their State Performance Reports. The
first set of data are due on February 1, 1984,

Program Effectiveness: All projects are required to conduct evaluations
and to submit the results of tpe evaluations to the State education
agencies, but tne State education agencies are no longer required to submit
evaluation reports to the Department of Education.
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Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness {Continued)

Twenty-cne States did report on their 1980 and 1981 Title I programs for
neglected or delinquent children. Because there was no prescribed format
for the reports, the information varied widely among the States, and it
was not possible to compii: achievement summaries. Several of the States
did note problem areas, however, that included shortage of staff, inade-
quate funds, difficulties measuring program impact, and difficulties en-
countered by students attempting to make the transition from the institu-
tion back inte their commnities.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above:

1. System Development Corporation. Reports for Contract Number
300-76-0093:

Volume 2. Compensatory G&ducation and Confined Youth: A National
Evaluation of Title 1 Programs in State Institutions for Neglected
or Delinquent Youth, 1977.

Yolume 3. Post-release Experiences of Students trom State
Correctional Institutions, 1979.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None,

ITI. RESPONSE TO gEPA 417(b):

No studies of this program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Jobn Staehle, (202) 245-3081
Program studies: Judith Anderson, {202) 245-9401
Notes

1. 4e include this information in the FY 1983 report because grants
were awarded too late in FY 1982 for inclusion in that year's report.
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CONSOLIDATION OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS FOR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION--CHAPTER 2 STATE BLOCK GRANT (CFDA No. 84.151)

Highlights:

0 Actions for full implementation of this program completed.
{Section [[.8 below)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 97-35, Chapter 2 of the Education Consoli-
dation and Improvement Act of 1981, enacted as part of Subtitle
D of Title V of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981,
‘1 y.8.C. 1243. (Expires September 30, 1987)

Funding:

-

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1982 $589, 368, 000 $442,176,000
1983 $589,368,000 450,655,000

Purpose: To assist State and local educational agencies to improve
elementary and secondary education, through consolidation of 42
elementary and secondary education programs into 2 single auther-
jzation. The goal is to reduce paperwork and assign responsi-
bility for the design and implementation of programs to Tlocal
educational agencies (LEAs). State educational agencies (SEAs)
have the basic responsibility for the administration of the funds.

Eligibility: A1l States including the District of Columbia and
ruerto Kico; and the Insular Areas, including American Samoa,
Guam, Northern Mariana [slands, Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands, and Virgin Islands.

State Assurances: State applications must describe the allocation
of funds among the authorized purposes, including the allocation
of funds required to provide equal henefits for children enrolled
in private schools; and provide for cuntinuing consultation with
an appointed advisory committee, for annual evaluations of the
supported programs, for the maintenance of records required for
fiscal audits and program evaluations, and for public dissemina-
tion of certain information.

Local Assurances: Applications from LEAs must describe the allo-
catton of tungs among authorized purposes; assure compliance with
the requirements of Chapter 2, including the participation of
private school children; agree to keep records for fiscal audit
and program evaluation purposes, and gprovide such information
to the SEA; and consult with appropriate groups regarding the
design and implementation of programs.
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Formula: The Secretary is authorized to reserve up to | percent of
the Chapter 2 appropriation for the Insular Areas, and up to 6 per-
cent for discretionary programs. The remainder is alloted to SEAs
based on the State's percentage of the Nation's population aged
5 to i7. No State receives less than 0.5 percent of the remainder.
The SEA is authorized to reserve up to 20 percent of the funds
for administration of the program, and for grants and contracts
to support the various authorized purposes. The balance of the
funds the State receivey are distributed to LEAs on the basis of
a formula developed by the State and approved by the Secretary.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Funds are available for
expenditure at SEA and LtA levels in the year for which the funds
were appropriated and the succeeding fiscal year.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: SEAs and LEAs are required to
keep such records as may be required for fiscal audit and program
avaluation for five years. Audits must be conducted every two
years; evaluations every year.

II. RESPONSE TD GEPA 417(a)
A. Goals and Objectives

During 7Y 1983, the Department's principal objectives with res-
pect tc this program were as follows:

o Publish program regulations which peemit State and local
discretion and limit administrative Durden to the greatest
extent possible.

Prepare nonregulatory guidance in a format chosen to
address the questions of State and local education officials
involved in program implementation.

Prepare summaries and/or analyses of information contained in
State applications or voluntarily submitted by States to inform
ED officrals of program operations.

Receive State applfcations and/or amendments, approve amended
State fund distribution criteria for the 1983-84 school year,
dand issue grant awards on July 1, 1983.

Progress and Accomplishments

Final program reguiations were publisned on November 19, 1982.
Comments received on the NPAM were favoracle and generally
indicated a recognition that the goal of substantially reducing
reguiatory ourden had been accomplished.
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8. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

0 A expanded version of the nonregulatory guidance document dis-
tributed in Mirch, 1982 was prepared and distributed to Chief
State School Officers and State Chapter 2 Coordinators during
FY 1983.

o Charts summariZing the planned allocation of funds among
authorized program puiposes at the State and local levels
were prepared and distributed to ED staff and State Chapter
2 Coordirators during FY 1983,

o With the exception of Missouri and Nebraska, all State ap-
plications, amendments, and/or distribution criteria were
appropriately processed, and grant awards issued by July
1, 1983. Missouri and Mebraska were delayed because of the
arrangements to provide services to private school children
in those States.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Funds Distributed for State Use: During Program Year 1982-83,

the First year of program operations, States reserved for their
own use a total of $83,092,771 (or 19.0% of the total). Cf this
amount States allocated 12.9% for administration, 7.4% for Sub-
chapter A {Basic Skills), 73.6% for Subchapter B {Educational
Improvement & Support), and 6.1% for Subchapter C (Special Pro-
jects). States allocated the preponderance of support (51.6%)
to "Improving Planning/Management/ Implementation of Educational
Programs,” a purpose under Subchapter B (See E.4 below).

Funds Distributed to Local Education Agencies: LEAs received a
total of $352,009,097 under State-developed formulas. Based on
information voluntarily supplied by 33 States (E.5), the alloca-
tion of funds across purposes is skewed toward Stbchapter B
{84.8%) with Subchapters A and C receiving §.0% and 9.2% of the
funds respectively. A total of $35,096,86] was budgeted for the
purchase of Library Resources, Textbooks, and Instructional ma-
terials. An additional $50,035,7990 went for Instructional
Equipment .

States’ distribution formulae were examined in order to describe
their characteristics (E.7). The majority of States distributed
at least 70% of the funds reserved for LEAs on the pasis of
enroliment. More than haif of the States included no more than
two high cost factors in their formulae; these high cost factors
tended to first include a measure of economic need (e.g., Chapter
1 eligibles, AFDC recipients) followed by either a measure of
population sparsity or a measure of the presence of exceptional
students, particularly students requiring special education.

35




104-4

Preliminary Program Effects: A preliminary survey of States in
early 1283 tollowing Cnapter 2's enactment (E.6) found that the
roles of State govemment actors were changing, that level-funding
practises were bdeing re-examined, and that ED's “policy of non-

regulation” was causing uncertainty on the part of State officials.

The researcher faund some school officials concerned that:

0 ECIA might continue to cause administrative burden because of
requirements to serve nonpublic school students and the uncer-
tainties of State and local administrators regarding types of
records to maintain for fiscal and programmatic audit purposes.

o ECIA could encourage conservative responses that retain
antecedent Zategories and procedures because of the lack of new
standards.

o The inclusion of ESAA in the block grant and tre reduction of
funds 11 Chapter 2 from amounts appropriated for the antecedent
program: coutd jointly result in funding losses for urban gis-
tricts and less money being spent for desegregation purposes.

Initial Program Results: Three subsequent studies partially

contradict those early conclusions. A survey of Chapter 2‘s effects

on administrative burden (E.1) found that eleven of the twelve
Chapter 2 administrators interviemed agree that there has been a
reduction of administrative burden on local scho¢ls, primarily
due to simplitied applications, and that Chapter 2 has transferred
more authority to State and lucal officials.

Case studies of Chapt:er 2's implementation in nine States (E.3,
page 44) suogested the following conclusions:

0 the implementation process has gone smoothly.

0 seven of nine States have supported the status quo with their
State set-asides while two have planned to refocus the SEA's
capabilities.

0 LEAs may be using the flexibility of Chapter 2 funding to
support long-term district goals which might otherwise have
gone unfunded.

Funding Effects on Urban/Large LEAs: An analysis of the fiscal
gfrects o apter on the iargest cities and districts
(E.2) showed that these districts received a $27 million or
30 percent reduction in funds in the first year of Chapter 2.
These same districts had sus.ained an even greiter reduction
($96.4 milian) the year pefore. Sixteen of the 28 received less
funding under Chapter 2 than under the antecedent programs; Twelve
received more. Of the sixteen gistricis which lost funds, tne
total loss equalied over 329 million or about 40% of the total
national reduction.
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uses of runds (E.5) 1indicated that approximately 6% of the LEA
funds would be spent on desegregation programs, a decrease from
antecedent funding levels. It 1is considered likely that a
greater percentage of LEA funds is being ysed for activities
benefitting desegregation although not reported under that program
purpose.

. . Desegregation Impacts: The Oepartment's summary of planned LEA

Of the 28 urban/iarge districts studied (€.2), 24 received grants
under ESAA to support desegregation efforts. Fifteen of these
districts lost funding under Chapter 2, eleven of which have
court-ordered desegregation plans. Ten of these eleven districes
received supplementary Chapter 2 grants from their States. It
is not know for what purpose these supplemental fundS were
expended; however, in Texas state grants were made tO LEAs toO
support desegregation activities (£.3).

Program Effectiveness: At this time there is no information on
the program’s effects o0n the improvement of education. States
are reouired to prepare annual evaluation reports beginning with
the 1983-84 school year. In addition, a nationsl evaluation
study of the Chapter 2 program 1s scheduied to begin in FY 1984.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legisiation

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Aralyses Cited in Section C:

1. Effects of the Chapter 2, ECIA Block Grant on the Administra-
tive and Paperwork Burden Imposes on Local School Districts,
Advanced Technology, Reston, Vicginia, July, 1983.

2. Fiscal Effects of the Chapter 2, ECIA Block Grant on the
Largest Districts and Cities, Advanced Technology, Reston,
Virginia, June, 1983.

3. Kaleidoscopes: Emerging Pattems of Response and Action in
ECIA Case Studies of Chapter 2 In Selected States, E.H.
White and Company, Washington, D.C., June, 1983,

4. How SEAs Plan to Expend the Block Grant Funds Reserved for
Their Own Use, Department of Education, Washington, 0.C.,
April, 1983.

5. How LEAS Plan to Use Their Block Grants, Department of Educa-
tion, Washington, D.C., April, 1983.

6. The New Federalism in Education: State Responses to the 1981
tducation Consolidation and Improvement Act, Rand Corporation,
Santa Monica, Califomia, February, 1983.

7. A& Examination of Criteria Used in the Distribution of Funds

to Local Educational Agencies, Pepartment of Education,
Washington, D.C., August, 1982
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F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

FII. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

Two studies, one a continuation effort (see E.3), are currently
vnder way and due to be completed over the next two years.

Mticipated Campletion Title of Study
Date

July 1984 Nine State Case Studies of the Implemen-
tation of ECIA Chapter 2

September 1985 A Study of Local Operations Under Chapter 2

of the Education Consclidation &
Improvement Act +

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Allen J. King, (202) 245-8223.

Program studies: Carol Chelemer, {202) 245-9401.




GENERAL AI0 TO THE VIRGIN ISLANOS
(No CFDA number)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 95-561, Section 1524 (Expires September 30, 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $5,000,000 $ -0-

1980 5,000,000 3,000,000
1981 5,000,000 2,700,000
1952 2,700,000 1,920,000
1983 2,700,000 1,920,000
1984 2,700,000 1,920,000

Purpose: To provide general assistance to improve public education 1n the
1rgin Islands.

Eligibility: Only the Virgin Islcads is eligible for funds. Since it is a
direct entitlement program, it is administered by a Signed agreement between
the U.S. Department of Education and the Department of Education of the Virgin
islands.

Applicant Requirements: The Virgin Islands sends in a proposal once a year
which includes informatjon on how it plans to address such educational problems
as the lack of adequate classroom shace, the inadequacy of specialized remedial
educational programs, and the inappropriateness of instructional materials.

Ouration and Phasing of Assistanc2: The funds are awarded on a ¥arly basis.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: The Department of FEducation of the Virgin
Isiands 15 responsible for submitting an annual report describing how the
funds were used.

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Boals and Objectives

In the application for FY 1983, the Virgin Islands identified the following
objectives:

o To reduce severely overcrowded conditions for children, teachers, and
personnel, and

o To correct t potential water and asbestos health hazard in all public
educational facilities.




B.

D.
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Progress and Accomi']ishments

Full implementation oF the 1983 apPlication was delayed due to funds
being withneld pending the final decision in Unitad States of America

v. Board of Education of the City of Chicagqu. Final funds wers releasad
in 2arly rY 1984.

Costs, Bonefits, and Effectivenass

Construction of 25 classrooms providing space for approximateiy 750 children
and teachers, and a curriculum center for the District of St. Creix serving
13,600 children and 1,000 educators

Renovation of classrooms, educational facilities, and schnol offices accom-
modatin_ approximately 1,200 educators or suppert staff and 15,000 students

Performance of critical maintenance, including cleaning and repairing of
cistems which are the sole source of water at all public schools

Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The Congrass has appropriated $1,920,000 for this program in 1984, No changes
are being proposad in the legislation.

E.
1.
F.

Supporting Studies and Analyses

Program grantee files.

Other Supporting Data

None -

[11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No

studies +f this program were conducted 1n the preceding year.

Contacts_for Further Information

Program Operaticns: Edward Battiste (202) 245-8506

program Studfes:

Rhonda L. Lewis {202} 245-9401
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CIVIL RIGHTS TRAINING AND ADVISORY SERVICES
(CFOA No. 84.C04)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE
Legislation: P.L. 88-352, Titie 1V of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1979 Indefinite $ 41,350,000
1980 " 45,675,000
1981 * 37,111,000
1982 $ 37,100,000 24,000,000
1983 37,100.0Q00 24,000,000
1984 37,100,000 24,000,000

Purpose: To provide technical assistance, training, and advisory services to
School districts that are coping with the special educational problems caused
by the desegregation of their schools with respect to race, sex, and national

origin.

El1gibility: State education agencies (SEAs), school boards, public agencies,

private nonprofit agencies, and institutions of higher education are eligible
to apply for a grant. Grants may be made for local aducational agency projects,
SEA projects, Desegregation Assistance Cesters (0ACs), and Training Institutes.
Local educational agencies and Training Institutes have not been funded since
Fiscal Year 1981. Host DAC awards are made to institutions of higher education
although any public agency (except an SEA or LEA) or private, nonprofit organi-
zatin can apply.

Applicant Requirements and Criteria for Awards: OAC and SEA applications which

address race, sex, and nationa! origin issues must receive a score Of at least
60 points on the selection criteria contatned in the Titie 1V regulations.
Applications are evaluated according to the extent to which they demonstrate
their familiarity with the need for desegregation assistance in their States,
a commitment to race, sex, and national origin desegregation, the quality of
the plan to provide assistance to LEAs, the quality of the staff who would
carry out the project, and the reascnabieness of proposed costs.

Quration and Phasing of Assistanc2: Grants are awarded for a one-year
period. The Secratary may provide for the continuation Of OAC awards for up
to tvo additional years and for the contfnuation of SEA awards for up to four
additional years.

11
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Obligations of Grant Recipients: 8oth 0ACs and SEAS must submit annual reports.
In addition, they must comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Title IX of the E£ducation Amend-
ments of 1972, the Age Oiscrimination Act of 1965, and appropriate provisions
of EDGAR and the program regulations.

[I. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a}

A. Goals and Objectives

During Fiscal Year 1983, the Department’s principal cbjectives with respact to
this program were as follows:

o To increase the number of SEAs participating in the Title IV program,
thereby increasing SEA capacity for assisting desegregating school
districts within their States.

o To strengthen cooperat between the DACs and the SEAs.

B. Progress and Accomplishments:

0 There was an 18% increase in the number of SEAs awards made between FY 1982
and 1683, There was also a $2 million shift in funds from DACs to SEAs.

0 Each DAC included in its continuation package a strategy to meet the objec-
tive of strengthening cooperation between the DACs and SEAs.

€. Cost, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Grants Awarded: The following table presents data on Fiscal Year 1983 Title IV
awards {t.l}.

Total Percent of Amount Percent Average
Appli- Total  Applicants Awarded of Total Award
Category cations Awards Funded (thousands} Funds {thousands)

Race
DAC 17 17 100 4,280 18 § 252
SEA 36 34 a4 4,871 20 143
Sex
CAC 12 12 100 2,783 12 231
SEA 46 44 a6 5,318 22 120
Mational Qrigin
DAC 11 11 100 2,927 12 766
SEA 37 34 74 3,312 16 112
TOTAL 139 152 23,951 Ta0 ~187

'n Fiscal ‘Year 1983, 157 awards were made n gne areas Of race, sex, ana
national origia, Of these, 112 were SEA:z and 40 were DAC continuations.

42
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Types of Assistance: SEAs and OACs provided technical assistance 1in areas
refating to race, sex, and national origin such as assisting in the preparation
and adoption of race desegregation plans, in the development of programs to
increase understanding of pub. ¢ school personnel conceming the problems of
sex bias, and 1n the development of instructional programs for students whose
dominant language 15 not English.

Program Effectiveness: HNO evaluation of this program has been done since
1976, The 1976 study found that Title IV needed more Federal direction to
focus on needs directly related to desegregation (E.2). As a result, many
recommendations from the (976 study were incorporated into the 1978 Title IV
regulations as weil as recommendations from three other related studies.

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommencations for Legislation

The 1984 appropriation for this program is $24 million, fthe same as 1983.
Since the 0ACs will nave finished the final ye{~ of taeir three year awards,
there will be an open competition. The Oepartment will also continue its
emphasis on capacity-building within S€As.

E. Suporting Studies and Ana.yses

1. Program grantee files.

2. Crocker, S., et al., Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964: A Review of
Program Operations (2 volumes}. Santa Monica, Califcmia: Rand Corpora-
tion, §976.

3. King, N.J., Thomas, M.A., & Grauvbard, M.H. Title IV of the fivil Rights
Act of 1964: Expansion of Program Responsibilitlies. Santa Monica,
California: Rand Corporation, .97/,

4, Mogin, B. Tne State Role in School Oesegregation. Menlo Park, California:
Stanford Research Institute, 1977.

5. Title IV and School Deseqgregation: A Study of a Neglected Federal Program.
Washington, D.C.: y.S. Commission on Cival Rights, 1973.

F. Other Supporting Qata

None.

I1I. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies related to this program are currentliy in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Curt1s Cvates, (202} 245-2484

Program studies: Rnonda Lewis, (202) 245-9401
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FOLLOW THROUGH - GRANTS TO LOCAL ENUCATION AGENCIES
AND OTHER NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS TO PROVINE SuepQRTIVE
SERVICES TO LOW-INCOME CHILDREN IN THE EARLY GRARES
{CFDA No. 84.014)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: ‘the Follow Through Act; enacted as Subchapter C, Chapter 8 of
suptitie A of Title VI of the Omibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981
(Public Law 97-35). Section 561{a) of Chapter 2 of the Fducation Consolida-
tion and {mprovement Act Of 1981 consolidates Follow Through into the Chaptar
2 Block Grant program on a phased hasis over three years.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorizztion Appropriation
1979 . $ 70,000,0m0 $ 59,000,000
1980 85,000,000 44,250,000
1981 100,000,000 26,250,000
1982 44,300,000 19,440,000
1983 22,180,000 19,340,000

Purpose: To sustiain and augment in primary grades the gains that children
From Tow=-income Tamilies make in Head Start and other quality preschool pro-
grams, and to evaluate various instructional models implemented at Follow
Through sites,

Eligibility: Grants since 19727 have been made only on a continuation basis;
T.6., to be 2ligible for a Follow Through grant an applicant must have
received a grant from Sollow Through in the precading fiscal year.

Other Requirements: Follow Through LEA grants have a matching requirement
of 20 percent and at least 50 percent of the children enroiled in the pro-
ject must have had Head Start or other quality preschool experience. Some
LEAs have had the matching or preschool requirements waived. In general,
Follow Through funds can be used only to supPlement educational or compre-
hensive services already available to the c¢nild.

Program Activities: Follow ‘hrough provides discretionary grants to 1ocal
education agencies (LEAs} to operate local Follow Tnrough Projects; to
institutions (e.q., higher education or regional laboratories) to develop
and sponsor tha instructional models implemented in Follow Through sitas;
and to selected lacal projects to conduct exbanded demonstration activities.
Some large districts have implemented more than one model and Gthus have
multiple projects. For each project, an LEA is required to imglement ap
innovative instructional model, provide comorahensive services and spegiil
activities in the areas of physical and mental health, social services
and nutrition; and conducy the program in 2 contaxt of effective <ommunitly
servica ana parental involvement. Nineteen of the £% LEAs partigipating
in Follow Through 21so function as 2esource Canters and frovide expandad
demcnstration sarvicss.
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Program Funding: Follow Through grantees are forward funded on an annual
pasis; 1.e., monies obligated in FY 1983 will support services in the
1983-832 academic year. Follow Through was consolidated into Chapter 2 of
the Educatinn Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 on a phased basis
over three years. As a result, section “87 of Chapter 2 repeals the Follow
Through Act effective October 1, 1934,

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

0 Orderly review of grant continuation proposals.

0 Tfhcourage presentation of individual project data to the E0 Joint Dis-
semination Review Panal (JORP). The IDRP reviews evidence of project
effectiveness for many programs in EN,

B. Progress and Accomplishments

0 Nuring FY 1983 there were A1 LEA projects, 15 model sponsors, 18 resnurce
centers, and 4 research projacts. Approximately 3n,0NN children were
involved,

o Applications for review by the JDRP are b&ing evaluated by the orogram.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

Background: Follow Through activities wers the object of major evajuation

studies during 1970-1980. furing this peariod, Follow Through was con-

sidered an experimental program with the major focus of evaluation on the
models of instruction that sponsors helped school districts implement. A
variety of studies were undertaken with the primary objective being the
evaluation of childrens' academic achievement (See E£.8). After the studies
were completed, various onptions for the Follow Through program were ex-
plored. (See E.4, E.S5, E.10, £.11) Plans were made for a new generation

of Follow Through studies but these plans were never implemented. (See
E.10, E.11) The only new artivities since the completion of the national

studies have heen: The establishment of resource centers at some of the
sites having persuasive evidence of effectiveness as determined by the ED
Joint Nissemination Review Panel (JORP); a continuing program of submission

of individuai projects to the JNRP; and an examination of the factors

and consequences associated with parental involvement activities in Follow
Through.

Costs: Follow Through currently serves approximately 30,M0 children at
about $647.0N per child. [In 1982, awards were made as follows:

projects at Al LEAS wewaammecmaaaans $15,945,957
1S Sponsors aeeeaaaaawas 1,534,138
{Source: E.1) 18 Resource Centers ---. 1,314,487

NIE Spec¢ial Projects --. ANN,N0N

45




1n7-3

Evidence of Effectiveness: .

Hational Longitudinal Evaluation Studies: The national &avaluation (See
L.A, 7} tacused On assessing ouZcomes for children in 18 sponsored models,
plus somz unsponsored sitas., The performance of Follow Through children,
grouped at the site level, was compared to that of children from similar
socio-economi¢ backgrounds who did not participate in Foliow Through. The
effects of the iInstructional models were assessed over three cohorts
{entering qroups) of children on 4 variety of measures, including reading,
mathematics, spelling, language arts, abstract reasoning, and self-asteem.
Egsmost recent data from the national evalvation were gathered in spring,

Key findings from the evaluation reports completed in 1977 were as follows:

0 The effectiveness of each Follow Through project varied substantially
fron: site group to site group; overall model averages varied little
in comparison.

o Several models that emphasized basic skills showed greater effective-
ness in heiping children achieve these skills; children in these
models also tended tn have higher scores on affective measures, such
as an index of self-esteem,

0 Many models showed no greater effectiveness Overall than the programs
for comparison children, who tended to have received other zompensa-
tory education, such as Title 1 sarvices. .

0 There were statistically significant differences in resource utili-
zation hetween Follow Through and comparison programs. However,
costs ser pupil in Follow Through were, on average, asproximately
the same as FSEA Title I.

0 There was large across-site variability in adjusted costs of the
same classroom model.

These evaluations aroused considerable controversy {See £.9) because of the
lack of positive findings coupled with methodological inadequacies in study
design. Among the fArgblems most often cited are: the lack of mpdel imple-
mentation data; an inability to detect differences because of tow statis-
tical sower {an effect of attrition); and inappropriate cCOmparison groups
with children of higher socio-economic status who were raceiving aid Ssuch
as ESEA, Title [,

Education MNepartment Joint Dissemination Review Panel {.JORP} Approvals:
Currentiy, tnere zre 4] validated proJects out Of the 5i now 2eIng runged
(i.e., 70% 0of all Follow Through arojects). Ses £.3) This is in stark con-
trast to tne earlier national evalvation of Follow Through peajects and pre-
sents an 2ntirely different and much ~more nositive Micture. In late summer
1977, 36 Fol. w Through projects were presented to the JDRP, Evidence of
effectiveness for sach project was reviewed by the osnel and 21 projects
were ‘udged 2xemnliary; f.e., these 21 oroiects were Judged to have oresentad
Jersuasive svidenca of arogrim 2¥924T14enRSS ang To De Suitaonie “or qation-
vige 4issamination. These 2! Projects cs9resentad 300ut 14% ar all Foliow
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Through projects. Since that time, 27 more Projects have heen validated
by the JNRP. Why sych a large discrepancy exists between the national
evaluation and the JORP process is being studied by the Planning and Evalu-
ation Service in ED.

Parent Involvement Study: Follow Through was one of four programs examined
In the area of parent involvement. The study (1981, See E.2) findings
indicated that, in keeping with its regulations, Foliow Through parents are
often invoived in a variety of activities at the local sites. Since there
is considerable variation in the manner in which sites interpret requla-
tions, there is a wide range in terms of breadth and intensity of parental
involvement activities., However, in most sites of the Follew Through pro-
gram, with its commitment to parental involvement as a central focus of
the program, there were more activities with greater benefits than were
present in sites associated with the other programs.

Benefits:

follow Through as Service: More than half the children currently served
receive nstructicn in sites certified a3 supplying exemplary instruction.
However, because sites have been funded only on a continuation basis since
1972, many children in greater need were never directly served by the
program.

Follow Through as Experiment: Follow Through has provided the opportunity
to gather 1ntormation on what works with young disadvantaged children., HOw-
ever, valuable information was lost because the program was managed only
for services in the individual sites. For instance, the program office
sometimes required Follow Through spansors to instruct non-Follow Through
teachers in Follow Through districts even though these teachers' ciassrooms
were being used as comparison groups in the national evaluation. Such
practices led to problematic and inexact comparisons. Also, the national
evaluation failed to link student outcomes with project implementation
which generally obscured the causal links to achievement.

Foilow Through as Oissemination: follow Through practices have spread well
beyond sites directly tunded by the progran. Two States have adopted Follow
Through practices on a statewide basis and a recent survey by sites and
sponsors indicates over 700 non-follow Through communities are adopting
Follow Through models or methods. However, the model sponsors have never
been directly funded to disseminate the models even when a large majority
of sites served by the sponsor have been certified by the JNRP. Resource
centers were only implemented at local sites, none of which had training or
experience in dissemination. In contrast to the sites, the sponsors have
Tong and varied experience in training people to implement the models. The
irony of this situation is that the sites with resource centers had to sub-
contract with their model sponsors to train LEA personnel to demonstrate
mode] practices. (See E.12)

The 3705,00n.00 of Follow Tnrough monies allocated to the National Insti-
tute of Education (N[E) supports four projects to support locally developed
school imprcvement efforts which are aot related Lo past grant activities
under the orogram.

4
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In general, Follow Through has previded measurable benefits to participating
children, information on what works and how to measure it, and has hag its
model practices adopted in a number of sftes outside Folloy Through, MNone-
theless, the history of the program is marred bty the failure to reconcile
the service and experimental conceptions of the program.

D, Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:
None, The program is scheduled to be phased into the Chapter 2 block
grant program,

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above:

1. Follow Through Grantee Reports, 1983,

2. Study of Parental Involvement in Four Federal Education Programs,
Systems Development Corporation, Santa Monica, CA, 1982,

3. Joint Oissemination Review Panel Submissions, Department of Education,
Washington, D.C,, 1979-1982,

4, A Search for Potential New Follow Through Approaches. Cambridee, MA:
Apt Associates, Inc,, 1980,

5, Opportunities for Studying Later Effects of Follow Through, Camoridge,
WMA: Abt Associates, Inc., 1380,

6. Volume [[-A, Mational Evaluation: Patterns of Effects. Cambridge, MA:
Abt Associates, Inc., 1977, .

7. Yolume [I-B. WHational Evaluation: Detailed Effects. Cambridge, MA:
Abt Associates, [nc., 1977,

8, The Follow Through Evaluation: A Technical History. Yalt Haney, Huron
‘institute, Boston, MA, 197/,

9, Harvard Educational Review. Volume 48, Number 2, 1978, Perspectives
on tne Follow ihrough tvaivation (A semes of articles representing dif.
ferent views on the Follow Through studies.)

1n. Planning Information for Follow Through Experiments, A series of 12
reports by & Foilow ‘hrough sponsors on implemantation and measurement
of cutcoma, 1979,

11, Joint Model Project. High Scope Foundation, 1979,

*2. A Policy Study of Resource Centers for the Division of Follow Througn.
The Hetwork, Andover, MA, 1380,

F, Other Supoorting Data:

{one,
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I1I. Response to GEPA 417(b):

No studies of this program are planned or in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Eugene Thurman (202) 245.2500
program studies: dJerry Burns (202) 245.8877
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SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS (IMPACT AID):
MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS
(CFDA NO. 84.041)
I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 81-874, as amended by P.L. 95-561, 97/-35, and 98-94
(Expires September 30, 1985)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1979 1,308,166,000 1/ 786,000,000 1/
1980 1,404,900,000 792,000,000‘2?
1981 1,487,700,000 706,750,000
1982 455,000,000 436,800,000
1983 455,000,000 460,000,000 3/

Purpose: To help compensate school districts for the cost of educating
children when enrolliment and the availability of revenues from local sources
have been adversely affected by Federal activities, and to assist local
educational agencies affected by major or pinpoint disasters.

Eligipility: Local educational ageacies (LEAs) mey qualify under any of the
following provisions:

o Partial loss of tax base (10 percent or more of assessed value of real
property) as a result of the acquisition since 1938 of real property by

the United States (Section 7).

¢ Enroliment 2f ¢hildren who reside on Federail property and whose parents
are in the uniformed services or work on Federal prcperty ("a" children,
Section 3).

o Enroliment of chiidren who reside on or whose parents work on Federal
property or are in the uniformed services ("b* children, Section 3).

o Location in 2 pinpoint or Presidentially declared major disaster area
{Section 7).

current Formula: The following criteria were in effect for FY 1983 payments:

o If "a“ nupils reoresented 20 percent or more of an LEA's average daily
attendance (ADA), then nayment for “a" pupils was 954 of the LEA's FY
1981 "a" payment;
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Current Formula (Continued)

o If “a" pupils represented less than 20 percent of an LEA's ADA, then
payment for "a" pupils was 90 percent of the LEA's FY 1981 "a"* payment;

o Payment for "b" pupils could not exceed the amount of such payment
in FY 1982.

o Payments based on “a" and/or "b" children must exceed 35,000 in order to
be paid.

o Section 3(d)(2)(B) authorizes increased rates of payment for children
under specified circumstances to the extent necessary to enable a school
district to provide a level of education equivalent to that provided by
comparable school districts. Districts that qualify for increascd p~rment
rates under Section 3(d){2)(8) were not subject to the above »srcentige
;igitsilbut total payments calculated under this section were limited to

15 million.

Restrictions on Funds: For those districts receiving Section 3 payments for
handicappad children of military personnel and handicapped children residing
on Indian lands, the funds must be used to meet the needs of these children.
Also, school districis serving Indian children must adopt policies and
procedures assuring that there is parental involvement in planning appro-
priate programs for these students. In general, funds are commingled with
State, Tocal and other resources that are used for general operating expenses
which benefit all students.

Administrative Responsibility for Section 6 Funds: The Department of Educa-

tion retains admimistrative responsibility for Section 6 even though funds
have been appropriated to the Defense Departmert since 1982. Section 6
authorizes payments to Federal agencies or local educational agencies to
educate children who reside on Federal property when no LEA is able, because
of legal or other reasons, to provide a suitzbie free public education for
these children.

{I. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

Ouring FY 1683, the Oepartment’s principal! cbjective with respect to this
program was to implement the provisions of the Continuing R=s0lution for
FY 1983, p.L. 97-377.

B. Progress and Accomplishments:

Priority funding was given to “a" districts if "a" pupils were 20 percent or
more of the 1983 total ADA, as required by the law.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness

Program Scope: Ia 1983, payments were made to 2,100 sciool districts on
behalt of ¢ million federally connected children. This is compared to
1,200 districts serving 500,000 federally connected children in 1951.

Oisaster Assistance: One hundred and nine LEAs were awarded approximately
$17 million to repair damage to school facilities csused by severe storms
and flooding, mud slides, high tides and tornadoes in 1983,

D. Plans for Program Improvement dand Recommendations for Ledislation

Ouring FY 1984, the Oepartment will be rewriting regulations for this pro-
gram to clarify and simplify those currently in place.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses cited in Section C above:

None.

F. Other Suoporting Data

None.

I1I. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No further studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for further Information

Program Operations: Robert Farning, {202) 245-8171
Program Studies: Fritz Edelstein, (202) 245-8638

Hotes
1. Ooes not include disaster provisions.
2. Includes $20 million supplemental for disaster assistance.

3. Amount provided by the 1983 Continuing Resolutions.
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SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEOERALLY AFFECTEO AREAS
{IMPACT AlD): CONSTRUCTION
(CFOA NO. B4.040)
[. PROGRAM PROFILE
Legislation: p.L. 81-B15 as amended by P.L. 95-561, 97-35, and 98-8

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal year Authorization Appropriation
1979 70,000,000 30,000,000
1980 indefinite 33,000,000
1981 indefinite 50,000,000
1982 20,000,000 19,200,000
1983 20,000,000 80,000,000 1/

Purpose: To construct and repair or provide grants to local educational
agencies (LEA's) for the construction and repair of urgently needed minimum
schooi facilities when enrollment and the availability of revenues from
local sources have been 2<v2rsely affected by Federal activities.

Eiigibility:

0 Districts in areas experiencing an increase in Federal activity. E'igi-
bility is determined by the increase in the nunber of children residing
on Federal property and/or the numbers of children who reside with a
parent empioyed on Federal property (Section 35).

0 Districts ynable to finance the non-Federal portion of the project or
where the grant project has been adversely affected by a natural dis-
aster. (Section B)

o DOistricts experiencing a temporary Federa)l impact (Section 9).

0 MWhere no tax revenues of the State or any political subdivision may be
expended for the free public education of children who reside on Federal
property or no district is able to provide a free public education for
these children, the Secretary is authorized to make arrangements for the
construction of minimum school facilities necessary for the education of
these children. (Section 10)

o VUistricts that are comprised mainly of Indian lands ot which provide a
free public education to & substantial number of children who res!ie on
Indian lands (Section 14{(a) and (b)).

o Districts comprised mainly of Federal lands and which have a substantial
number of inadequately housed pupils (Section 14(c)).

o Districts whose buiidings have been destroyed or seriously damaged by
natural disaster (Section 16).
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Funding Priorities: In recent years, the Congiess has adopted apr--~oriations
language that overrides the funding prioriiies established in the .utheriZing
Tegislation. The Continuing Resolutions ‘or FY 1483 provided specific sums
for certain sections: $3,000,000 for Sections § and 14(c), $10,000,300 for
Section 10, and $10,000,000 for Sections 1l4{a) and 14(b). Public Law 98-8
(known as the 1983 Jobs Bill) provided additional sums of $25,000,000 for
Sections § and 14(c), 10,000,000 for Section 10, and 325,000,000 for Sections
14{a) and 14(b). Priority rankings are established within each saction t¢
reflect urgency of need and to ensure a systematic distribution of funds.

If appropriations are not sufficient to fund all projects, applicants

will remain on 2 waiting 1ist until funded as long 2s they contince to mest
eligibility requirements.

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417{a)

A. Goals and Objectives

¢ To continue to reduce the backlog of requests for funding of construction
projects.

8. Progress and Accomplizhments:

0 Reduced the size of the backiog of eligible projects by 1l percent -~
$§72.7 million and 56 projects.

C. Costs, Benefits and Effectioness ‘
»

Oistricts Served: From the start of this program thraugh FY 1983, Federal
assistance has been provided for over 6,600 projects, of which 340 have
been in school districts serving children whc reside on Indian lands. (S=2e
E.l and £.2)

Program Scene: For 1983 thero were 29 new projects under Sections 5 a.d
14(c), 23 new projects under Section 10, and three under Sections 14{a) and
14(b).

0. Plans for Frogram {morovement and Recommendations vor Legislation

l. New regulations are heing drafted now.

E. Supoorting Studies and Analyses:

1. Condition, Safety and Adequacy of Schools Serving Children Who Reside on
Indian Lands, OHEW, 1979.

2. Administration of Public Laws 31-3i4 and 81-815, OHEW, 1978.
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F. Other Supporting Data

None.

II1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No further studies related to vhis program are currentiy in progress.

Contacts for further Information

Program Operations : William Phillips, (202) 245-8427
Program Studies : Fritz Edelstein, {202) 245-8638
Hotes

1. Amounts provided by the 1983 Continuing Resolutions and Jobs Bill Supple~
mental Appropriation.
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ALLEM J. ELLENNDER FELLOWSHIPS (CFDA No. R4.148)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Lagislation: Public Law 92-506 {(Joint Resolution of October 19, 1972).
ExPiration da%e: September 30, 1984.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal vear Authorization Appropriation
1979 $1,0n0,000 $1,000,900
1980 1,000,000 1,000,000
1981 $1,000,000 $1,000,000
1682 $1.,000,000 $ 960,100
1983 1,000,000 $3,0n0,0001/
1984 $1,000,000 £1,90n,000

ourpose: Public Law 92-506 authorizes the Close-Up Foundation tO award
FeTTowships to disadvantaged Students and their teachers to enzhle them
to participate in the Washington public affairs program,

Eligibility: The program is a Washington-based political educatich pro-
gram managed through funds appropriated to the Close-lp Foundation for
economically disadvantaged secondary school students and their teachers.

Applicant Reauirements: The Close-Up Foundation must assure that fellowa
Ship grants are made to economica.ly disadvantaged saccadary school stu-
gents and to their teachers. Not more than one secondary school Leccher
in each school may preceive a fallawship in any fiscal year and every ef-
fort will be made tn achieve participation of students and teachers from
riral and small tow areas as well 3s from urhan areas.

The Foundation program s Community-bDased, i.e., local interest and support
is required for participation in the program. Ellender Fellowship funds
are matched on a 50% pasis by other public and private funds withir sach
community. Recipients are chosen by each school and criteria for selestion
vary from essay contests to interviews by teachers. In each pParticipating
community, an £llender Fellowship is awarded to a student of low ar mnderate
tacome 3nd to a3 teacher from each secondary school according to criteria
astanlisned by the Board of Nirectors of the Ciose Up Foundation.

In addition to participants directly funded by the Fellowship, ther2 are

others wn0 raceive grants from alternata sources of funds, pay their own
expenses, OF 2am funds in school and comewun ity Projects Lo covar expenses.

{1. RESPONST TO GEPA ¢17{a)

A. foals and "biectives

"0 ardvide Tow income Secondary $Cn00l Students and Tneir reiCnnes 2000rtin-
171e8 7o laaemn 3ho % r2gresenlative governmént ana the Jemocratic arncass.
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8. Proaress and AccomRlishments

Ellender Fellowship grants (and Close Up Foundation funded Community fel~
lowships} were made to approximately 4,700 students and teachers in 1983.
These grants included costs of room, becard, tuition, administration, in-
surance and transportation, and averaged about $319 per participant.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: Including the Ellender recipients, a total of 15,216 stu~
dents and teachers from 47 areas participated in the Washington Close Up
Program. (Students from schools for the hearing and visually impaired
participated on a national basis.)

Since 1979, in an effort t0 reach additional s€co.dary school students and
teachers with citizenship education programs, the C(Close Up Foundatien
Washington Seminars were telecast over C-SPAN (Cable Satellite Public
Affairs Network}. The format consists of discussions between Washington
leaders and high school students, most of whom were Ellender Fellowship
recipients. More than 2,500 secondary schools had access to these programs.

Close Up also publishes written materials including a Teachers Cuide to
C-SPAN; Current Issues, a booklet that examines contemporary questions;
Perspectives, a book of readings on government operations with articles by
Teading members of Congress, representatives of the Executive and Judicial
branches and others; and The Washington Notebook, a workbook designed to
help prepare students far their Washington experience on (Close Up.

Types of Benefits Provided: The program consists of a week-long series of
meetings, seminars, and workshops with members of Congress, members of the
Executive and Judicial branches of government, Congressional committee
staff members, lobbyists, reporters, foreign government representatives,
and others. Close Up provides technical assistance and support to local
education officials, business leaders and civic organizations who Cooperate
to develop government education programs that complement the Washington
learning experience.

Program Effectiveness: The (lose Up Foundation contracted with Social

Education Associates (see E-1) in 1975 to conduct a preliminary imPact
assessment. On measures of aficotive change such as political awareness,
efficacy, self-confidence, and interest 1in political affairs, students
were shown to have undergone pesitive changes of a statisically significant
nature.

One important way to measure program effectiveness is in the airea of part-
icipant growth. Program enrollment grew 1n 1983 by mare than 2,000 partici-
pants and the number of cCommunities or regional areas grew from 241 to 47.
Every student and teacher participant is regquired to complete a survey on
the educationzl content of the program which generates data for program
modification., A comprehensive evaluation program designed to measure 10ng
term cognitive and behaviora! effects was implemented by the Close Ut
Foundation and bequn during the 1980-81 program year. A program reéview
was conducted by the Social Science CEducation Consortium (see E-2) of
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Boulder, Colorado in conjunction with the Social Stydies Nevelopment Center
at Indiana iniversity. Representatives from these organizations intensively
studied the program and interviewed participants. (ne concliusion drawn
from their report states that “...Close Hp has developed a unique and
exemplary approach for providing enriched, intensive instruction about
the federal qovernment. As a result of their one-~week experience, students
appear to acquire additional knowledge, to hold more positive attitudes
about politics, and to feel more competent tpo participate in political
activities."

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for legistat’un

In order to improve ths program, the (lose Up Foundation annually offers
approximately 200 administrative feliowships to a wide variety of lesaders
and sccial science experts. These participants provide evaluation inform-
ation, critiques, and suggestions directly to the Close p Foundation
personnel for possible changes in the format of the program.

In 1983 Congress approPriated a double amount for the Ellender Fellowship
Program in order to place the program on a forward funded basis. The
appropriation provides for $1.5 million for school year 1982-83 and $1.5
miltion for school year 1983-84, The 1984 appropriatiocn includes $1 miliion
for school year 1984.35,

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above:

1. Evaluarion Report: An Assessment of the I[mbact of 2 £0se~ub on Studeni
warticipants, “etrofoiitan Lleveiand., S0ciai kAucation Assnciates,
Bloominagton, Indiara, 1975,

2. Close-n Exoerience: A Report on a “eek in Washinaton, N.C. Social
Science tqucation Consortium, Aoulder, Colorado, Sammer 1981,

F. 0Other Supporting Data:

Close Hp Foundation (see text). Arlington, VA: 1981, To extead Support of
Allen J. Ellender Fellowships. Hearings before the Subcomnittee on Elamen.
tary, Secondary and ‘Yocational Education of the Committae on Education and
.abor, House of Qedresentatives, 34th fongress, Ind Session. Hearings held
in washington, NC: fGovernment Printing Office, 1976,

[II. RESPONSE 71 GEPA 417(b):

o studias of this program are planned or in srogress.

fontacts for ~ur<ner Information

Srpgram operations: fGail 3eaumont, {202} 245.2331

°rogqram affeclrveress: Tetsuo kada, 792) 245.3877
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Hote

1. In 1983 the Congress apprupriated a double amount in arder to place the
program on & forward funded basis. The apProPriation for 1933 provides
51.58 million for school year 1982-1983 and $1.5 million for school year
1983-84,

59




11-1

INOIAN cDUCATION--FINANCTAL ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL EDUCATION
AGENCIES AND [NDIAN-CONTROLLED SCHOOLS FOR THE EOUCATION OF
INDIAN CHILDREN - PART A (CFDA Nos. 84.060 and 84.072)

Highlights:

0 Revised Report on the Definition of Indian submitted. ([1.8)}

0 Secretary Bell recommends no c¢hange in the statutory definition of
Indian. (i1.0}

0 Phase-out of Indian Education Programs proposed n 1984 Budget. (I1.D)

o Major Impact Study completed. (II.C)

I. PROGRAM PROFILc

Legislation: #P.L. 92-218, Title !V, Part A, as amended, 20 U.S.C. 24laa-
?4i??. (Exprres September 30, 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization 1/ Apprevriation
1979 $640,297,800 3 48,000,000
1980 640,297,800 52,000,000
1981 722:214,792 58,250,000
1982 667,770,717 54,960,000
1983 775,442,758 48,465,000

Purpose: Part A of the Indian Education ACt supports programs to address
the educational and cuiturally related academic needs of Indian students
in public schools and in reservation-basaed, Indian-controlled schools.
Objectives for the program include: {1} improving academic performance
in the basic skitls; (2) reducing dropout rates and improving attendance;
(3) increasing Indian Pparental participation in educational oolicymaking;
and (4} nelping puplic schools become more responsive to the needs of
Ingian ¢mildren.

Assistance To Local Education Agencies and Tribal Schools: Part A grants
are made cn & formuia basis tO focai education agencies l/. Local educa-
tion agencies (LEAs} are eligible that enroll at least 1§ Indian chtidren
or in wrich Indian cmilaren consittute at least 30 percaat of the totail
enroliment. Thesaz limitations ¢o not apply to LEAs located 1n Alasxa,
Califormta or Oc'ahoma, or located an, OF 1n sroximity to an [ndran reserva-
tion.

60




111-2

Assistance to Local Education Agencies {Continued})

As the result of p,L. 95-561, certain tribal schools are treated as LEAs
and can thus receive formula grants under this program. In order to qualify
for a grant, a tribal scheool must be operated by a tribe or an Indian
organization controlled or sanctioned by an Indian tribal government and
either (1) operate under contract with the Bureau of Indian Affairs {BIA)
and in accordance with P.L. 93-638 or (2) meet standards established by
the BIA under Section 1121 of p.L. 95-561.

Assistance to Indian-Controlled Schools: The liidian-controlled schools pro-
gram is authorized by a set-aside of an amount not to exceed 10 percent of
the amount of the Part A formula program. Tribes and Indian organiza-
tions and certain LEAs that operate schools on or near : servations may
compete in two areas: (1) for funds to help get a school started and
become established; and (2) for funds to develop special enrichment programs
that are supplemental to an already established program. Many, but not
all, of these schools are thus eligible for formula grants.

Applicant Reguirements: Applicants must hold a public hearing, arrange for
the seiection of an indian parent committee, conduct an assessment 0f the
educational needs of Indian students, and design a project that is responsive
to those needs and includes plans for evaluating the effectiveness of
the project. Applications must certify the number of Indian children
anrolled, and have the written approval sf the Indian parent committee.

Quration and Phasing of Assistance: Projects may be approved fer periods
up to three years. Grants are awarded on a twelve-month basis. Renewals
are made oniy through reapplication for continuation on an annual bacis.

Obligations of Grant Recipierts: Financial and performance reports are due
once a year. Project records must be maintained for five years.

I'l. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

Ouring FY 1983, the Cepartment’s principal objectives with respect to this
program were as follows:

0 Fulfill the Department's further obligations under Section 1127 of the
tducation Amendments of 1978, which called for » study of the.definition
of Indian, and recommendations on possible changes in the present statu-
tory definition.

0 Audit at Teast one-third of the local Part A projects, and provide tech-
nical assistance as needed to correct specific deficiencies or improve
the overall effactiveness of local projects.

o Complete processing of grant applications for the 1983-1982 school year
and issue notification of awards by May 1983.
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3. Progress and Accomplishments:

0 Revised Report on the Definition ¢Ff Indian was submitted to COngress on
September 29, 1982. This report included new data from the 1980 Census
and a special analysis of Indian Student fertification Forms on file in
a national sample of Part A districts as of the spring of 1982, @n
Oecemper 30, 1982, the Secretary formally recommended to the Congress
that no changes be made in the statutory definition of Indian. Further
details are provided under Section 0. below.

o In 1982, 320 projects, representing 29 percent of all Part A grants to
LEAs, had been audited and an Audit Report sent to Congress. In addi-
tion, the five Resource and Evaluation (Centers provided services on
qug?St to locat projects, and made 197 site visits during the year.

o All grant applicaticns were processed and notifications of awards issued
by May 27, 1983,

0 Supplementary information on services provided to Indvan students in Part
A districts under other Federal programs was obtained through the Part A
Impact Study already under way at the start of the year.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: In Ffiscval Year 1983, 1,083 grants totaling 344,031,321
were made to school districts based on total Indian enrolliments of 304,790,
Based on findings of the Impact Study (E.1}, 78 percent of aill Indian
students enrolled in schools with Part A prejects are estimated t0 have
peen direct recipients of special services funded by Part A, for an average
cost per student served of $221 (E-1). An adaitionai $4,381,392 went to
35 Indian-controlled scnools serving 7,490 students.

Program Scope: An analysis of the Impact Study was based on an estimated
Zb'gs',TIrP'a_‘Lrt A - eligible students in K-12 i1n the sawple universe of 865
projects in 1981. Students were divided almost equally among the follow-
na grade ranges: X-3 (30%); 4-6 (23.5%); 7-9 (23.5%) and 10-.2 {23%)
The largest proportion (44%) of the students participating wn Part A
projects attended schools In districts on or near reservations, while the
next largest propertion (27%) attended school 1n other rural areas.
Otners were enrolled in urpan non-metropolitan (19%) and metropolitan
(10%) areas (E.1).

Types of Services Provided: Most project activities are diracted toward
1mproving pasic s«11i%, cultural awarsness or stugent attituces, and
attendance or gersistence 0 school {(E.1}. Specific activities in support
of these oojectives 1n¢lude orovision of tutors or zlassroom 319es, counse-
1ing ang home v151ts, and INStruction n Indran mstory, culture, and
crafts. About one-fifth of the prolects also provige smail amounts oOF
financial assistanca O students wnose situation mignt NOL otnerwse permit

o001y

fu11 particisation in grojact ar scnool activities ‘SL1).
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C. Costs, 8enefits, and Effectrveness

Program Effectiveness: The following summary is based on findings presented
In the recently completed Impact Study (E.1).

Based on locally administered achievement tests, Indian student Scores have
risen significantly over the past ten years, and are now only slightlybelow
the average scores 0f non-Indian students in Part A districts. Wmle there
is ro conclusive evidence that these gains are directly attributabie to pro-
ject services, local project staff and parent committee members generaliy
rate these services as having had a positive impact.

Evidenca obtained from Indian Student attendance records in Part A districts
indicates that average attendance may already be at the national norm for
all public school students--about 161 days per year. Nevertheless, improv-
ing attendance 15 a primary objective in 60 percent of the local projects
studied and substantial amounts of time are devoted to attendance fmprove-
ment efforts. Overall, there appears to be a slight negative relationship
between attendance improvement efforts and actual attendance, but this may
simply reflect the tendency of local projects to make a greater effort in
areas where there are greatar needs for improvement. Other evidenc? indi-
cates a slight positive relationship between effort and actual 1mpact as
perceived by teachers, project staff, and parents.

With respect to attitudes toward school and sSelf, available comparisons
between Indian Students who participated in Part A activities during the
1981-1982 school year and other Indian students who did not Participate
provide some direct evidence of positive 1mpacts, but the differences
observed are relatively small and are open o th: interpretation that
pre-existent differences in d4ttitude may be a facter n determining parti-
cipation n project activities.

Pareatal Involvement: Parent committees are organized and function in the
areas emphasized by Part A legislation and regulation. Project directors
report them to be the most heavily involved group (compared to project
staff, Indian students, school staff, tribal leaders, and other parents)
1n determining Indian student needs. Forty-five percent of the project
directors said the committees made recommendations (which were adopted
about half the time}. Parents and school personnel are generally suppor-
tive of the programs. fout half of the tribal leaders, however, have
negative comments about the projects, the staff or what 15 taught.

LEA Impacts: Part A projects have had modest impacts on classroom level
curricuia and ceaching practices, according to School administrators.
Principals of 82 percent of survey schools report improvement 1n oOver-
all school curriculum duye to Part A projects, and Principals in 58 percent
of these schools indicatad project materals were usad by some teachers in
their schools.
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p. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for lLegislation

During Fiscal Year 1983, two separate actions were taken or proposed for
the Part A program. Each of these actions is discussed below.

Recommendations on Changes in the Statutory Definition of Indian. Secre-

ta.y tell submtted nis recommendations on th1s subjest becember 30, 1982.
Based on testimony obtained at fourteen public hearings conducted in the
Spring of 1980, findings reported in the Revised Report on the Definition
of Indian {E.3), public comment on this report, ana the recomnendations of
a special Work Group convened to advise him on this subjecl, the Secretary
recommended that the present statutory definition be retained. In communi-
cating this recommendation, the Secretary also expressed the judgement
that much of the cantroversy surrounding the definition of Indian stems
from the fact that this definition simul taneously controls both eligibility
for service and the determination of grant amounts.. As a result, any
liberalization of the definition designed to afford wider latitude to
local school officials in determining eligibi#lity for services would have
aaverse consequences from the standpoint of fiscal accountability. (E.3)}

Proposed Phase-cut of the Indian Education Programs. The Department’s 1984
Budget 3/ requested 31.2 mllion tor an orderiy phase-out of the Title
IV Indian cducation Program.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses:

1. The Evaluation of the Impact of the Part A Entitlement Program Fuynded
nder Title [V, the Indian Education Act, Development Associates,
Inc., Arlington, Virginia, July 1983.

2. IEP Project Audit Report for FY ,982.

3. Revised Report cn the Definition of Indian, Oepartment of Education,
Washington, 0.C., September, 1982,
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. F. Other Supporting Data:

Selected Characteristice of Indlan Students Participating n Part A
Projects Serving At Least Thirty Students and in Operatica
for At Least Three Years: 198.-1982 School Year

Characteristics of _ Grade Renge
Part A larticipants 4 -8 7-9 10 - i2 '
Mile 49% 46% 474
nly English used at home 79% 86% 85%
Reccive free or subsidized
school lunch 6% 74% 60%
Mean school attendance level
(1980-81, nat'l norm=161 days) 163 days 162 days 156 days
Mean reading achievement
{spring 1981; nat'l norm=50) 47.7 45.5 45.8
| Mean math achievement
(spring 1981, nat'l norm=50) 48.0 46.6 46.9
Source: t-1 -

[11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

program operations: Hakim Khan, (202) 245-8020
program studies: Dorothy Shuler, (202) 245-8344
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Notes

Authortzation fiqures are basad on formula which weights Indian student
counts by average per-pupil expenditures in the State., Actual grants
are rateanly reduced in proportion to the amount of the appropriation.

This objective relates to an assessment of current budget policy for the
Department’s Indi2n Education Programs.

Indian Cducation: dJdnstification of Appropriation Estimates for Commit-
tees on Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1984,
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SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR INOIAN STUDENTS--PART 8
(CFOA Nes. 84.061 and 84.087)
[. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 92-318, Title IV, Part 8 as amended, 20 ¥.S.C. 3385.
{Expires September 30, 1984.)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1979 $ 45,000,000 $ 15,500,000
1980 45,000,000 15,600,000
1881 45,000,000 14,500,000
1982 45,000,000 14,880,000
1983 45,000,000 12,600,000

Purpose: Part 8 authorizes a variety of discretionary programs designed to
improve the quality of educational programs for Indians. Specific activities
authorized under Part 8 include:

Planning, pilot, and demonstration projects to plan for, test, and de-

monstrate the effectiveness of educational approaches for Indian students
at the preschool, elementary, and secondary levels. All grantees are Indian

tribes, organizations, and institutfons.

Educational service projects to serve Indian nreschool, elementary, and sec-
ondary school students if other educational programs or services are not
available to them in sufficient quantity or quality. All grantees are
Indian tribes, organizations, and institutions.

Educational personnel development projects to train Indians for careers ia
education. (here are two pograms: Section 1005(d), making awards primar-
ily to universities, and Section 422, making awards primarily to Indian
tribes and organizations.

Fellowships for Indian students in the fields of medicine, law, education,
business administration, engineerira, and natural resources. Awards are
based on financial need, academic recsrd, other potential for success, and
Tikelihood of service to [ndians upon graduation. Priority is given to
graduate students.

Resource and Evaluation Centers to provide technical assistance and dis-
seminate information to Indian education project$ and applicants. The
Centers conduct workshops, make site visits, ard prepare and distribute
printed materials.

Applications for Part B awards are reviewed by panels of outside field
readers and agency program specialists. Awards are based on criteria
specified in regulations. Funds appropriated in one fiscal year are gener-
atly used for activities that tak: place during the next fiscal year.
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I. Prcaram Profile {(Continued)

Projects may be approved for periids of up to three years with the ex-
ception of Educational Personnel Development projects which may be vor
up to four years.

II. RESPONSE TD GEPux 417(a)

A. Goals and Qbjectives

Ouring FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with respect to this
program were to:

o support programs that will improve educaticnal quality and that have the
potential for benefiting large numbers of Indian students (Planning,
Pilot, and Demonstration projects and Resource and Evaluation Centers)
with a decrease in emphasis on providing direct educational services;

0 supg * programs that address the continuing need to help Indians become
better represented in specific professions by placiug emphasis on pro-
viding assistance to Indian graduate students {Educational Personnel
Development and Fellowships).

B. Progress and Accomplishments

In 1982, awards were made {o 54 Indian tribes and organizations and 12 uni-
versities. These grants reached approximately 6,000 childeen and ;,000
trainees. In FY 1982, awards were made to 59 Indian tribes znd organizavions,
and 8 universities to serve 7,200 children ard 950 trainees. Mosc o7 the

1983 grants were continuations frem prior, multi-year commstnents.

Five technical assistance resource centers were funded in 1982 to provide
technical assistance to all projects funded under Title IV, Centers
conduct workshops with project staff and parent groups in their region to
improve project management, including needs zssassment and evaluation
activities. Of particular importance is the dissemiration of information
about promising practices in programs serving Indian children.

C. Cos.s, Benefits. and Effectiveness

Cver the ten-year history of the Indian Education Act, zome £00 grants
totaling more than $'00 million have been awarded for preschool,elemeatary.
and secondary projects. At the higher education level, $18 milifon has
supported the training of svout 4,800 aducational personnel and $8.8 aillion
has heen awarded for neariy 1,400 fellowships.

That Part 3 projects nave promoted the ability of Indians to become a~ucit-
ed and productive citizens and exercyse leadership in the Indian community
is suoporzed by datz from a racently comoleted study, The Tracking of
#igher Education Students Supoorted Urder the indian Zducat:or ici.

68




112-3

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

The Fellowship program has a 68.8 percent completion rate for individuals
seeking degrees, compared with the 18 percent completicn rate for all
Indian undergraduates reported in a 1978 GAO study of Indian college sty-
~nts. Of the Fellows who earnaed degrees, 96.5 percent were employed after
graduation.

Of the participants in the Educational Personnel Qevelopment program,

69.2 percent completed their university programs and earned degrees. Of
those individuals, 92.2 percent were employed after graduation as teachers,
administrators, librarians, counselors, and other specialists. These
projects successfully placed most of their graduates in positions serving
Indian students.

Planning, pilot iand demonstration projects provided innovative educational
programs in such areas as basic skills, curriculum development, counseling,
dropout prevention, career awareness, early childhood, and computer-
assisted instruction. The projects serve approximately 3,700 students
annually, and they too manifest examples of success. One project estab-
lished a curriculum resources center that serves as a community resource
library for Indian history and culture. Two public school districts adopt-
ed the Part B books, pamphlets, and audio cassette curriculum, and the Part
8 staff has provided in-service training for personnel in those districts.

The Part 8 Educational Services program has served approximately 3,300
students annually through the following types of activities: tutoring,
bilingual-bicultural education, early childhood education, guidance and
counseling, remedial basic skills, dropout prevention,and career education.

Sixty-five percent of local project staff responding to a survey on degrees
of satisfaction with the services they receive from their Part B Resource
and Evaluation Center indicated that they were "moderately” or "very"
satisfied with the assistance they received. Satisfaction in terms of
"helpfulness" also increased from 66 percent in 1981 to 73 percent in 1982,

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Lzgislation

For a description of the Administration's budget proposal for this and
other Title IV programs, see Section [I.0 of Chapter 111.
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E. Supporting Studies ard Analyses Cited in Section C Above .

-3 {mpact Study of Parts 8 and C of the Indian Education Act, Communications
Technology Corporation, 1981,

Study to Track Particinants in the Higher Education Programs Funded by
the 0ffice of Tndian Education, Native American Research Associates,
1981.

Conduct User Survey and Performance Review of Indian Education Resource
and Evaiuation Centers, Native American Consultants, Inc., 1982,

Program review materials.

F. Other Supporting Data

Not applicable.
[I1. RESPONSE TC GEPA 417(b)

Not apolicable,

Contact “or Further Information

Program Operations: Hakim Khan, (202} 245-8020.
Program Studies: Dorothy Shuler, (202} 245-8364




SPECTAL PROGRAMS FOR INDIAN ADULTS--PART C
(CFDA No. 84.062)

f. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 92-318, Titie IV, Part C, as amended, 20 U.S.C. 1211a.
(Expires September 30, 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1879 $ 8,000,000 $ 5,930,000
1980 8,000,000 5,830,000
1981 8,000,000 5,430,000
1982 8,000,000 5,213,000
1983 8,000,000 5,531,000 1/

Jurpose: Part C authorizes a range of activities designed to improve
educational opportunities below the college ievel for Indian adults. Pro-
gram abjectives include: 1increasing literacy; improving basic skills; in-
cr2asing the numb~r of Indian adults who pass the high school equivalency
examination. These goals are achieved through the use of materials which
reflect Indian culture and heritage.

Method of Operation: Specific activities authorized by Part C include:

Educational services projects to provide educational opportunities for
Indian adults. Projects focus on adult basic educaticn to develop literacy
and basic skills and on secondary education, including preparation for

the high school equivalency examination. Many projects aiso offer consumer
education and special services needed by adult students, such 2s academic
and career counseling, aptitude and vocational testing, and job referral.

Planning, pilot, and demonstration projects to test and demonstrate
innovative approaches to aduit education specifically designed for Indian
adults.,

Grants are made primarily to Indian organizations and tribes. Funds
appropriated and awarded in one fiscal year are generally used for
activitfes during the next fiscal year. Projects are approved for periods
of up to three years.

il. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417{a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983 the Department's principal objective with respect to this
program was to empnasize the educational service projects, since they are
more directly aimed at serving the immediate needs of Indian aduits,
while at the same time reserving a small amount of .unds that could be




A. Goals and Objectives {Continued)

used for experimental purposes and for designing programs that might be
particularly effective in the education of Indian aoults.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

Part C grants totaling $500,000 were first awarded in 1973. Over a ten
year period, more than 340 million has been spent for adult education
projects. In fiscal year 1982, $5.2 million supported 49 projects for
ware than 15,300 [ndian adults. In FY 1983, $3.5 million supported 33
projects for more than 10,400 Indian adults.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

While the educational needs of Indian adults are still great, there have
been suhstantial improvements. Between 1970 and 1976, for example, the
percentage of Indians from 20 to 24 years of age who had completed high
school rose by 12 percentage points.

The value of these educational prodrams for Indian adults is documented

in a 1981 study (see E, below) which reports that most of the participants
enrolled in Part C programs are seeking to update their educational

level and to improve their chances of obtaining employment. The study
concludes that during fiscal year 1979, 72 percent of those enrclled in
Part C basic education projects improvad their basic skills such as

reading and math. Four hundred and twenty-two [ndian adults (12 percent)
were reported to have attained better jobs because of their Part C GED
educational assistance.

0. Plans for Program Imorovement and Recommendations for Legislation

For a description of the Administration's budget proposal for this
and other Title IV programs, see Section [1.0 of Chapter 111,

In 1984, the BIA has requested approximately $53.7 million for adult
education.

L. suoporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section € Above

An Imoact Study of Parts B and C Proorans and Projects Funded Under
Title [V, the [ndian zducation Act. Communication Technology Corporation,
Apr'll log!o

£. Qther Suoporting Data

ot aoolicanle.
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II1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

Nor applicable.

Contact for Further Information

Program Operations: Hakim Khan, (202) 245-8020
Program Studies: Derothy Shuler, (202) 245-8364

Notes

1. Includes supplemental 1983 appropriation of 31,938,000 available
until expended.




ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION PROGRAM
(No CFDA Number)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiation: Since 1982: “"Secretary's Discretionary Funds" {Subchapter D
of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981). (Ex-
pires September 30, 1%s7). Prior to 1982: the Alcohol and Drug Abuse

Education Act.

Funding Since 1979:

Ficcal Year Authorization Appronriation

1979 $ 10,0C0,000 $ 2,000,000
1980 14,000,000 3,000,000
1981 18,000,000 2,850,000
1982 3,000,000 2,850,000
1983 - 1/ 2,850,000
1984 .- T/ 2,850,000

Purpose: To help schools and communities assess and respond to alcohol
and drug abuce, by becoming aware of the compiex nature of the problems,
and develop _ strategies aimed at its causes rather than merely its
symptoms. The program strongly encourages a coordinated school-community
effort in preventive education, with an emphasis on reducing the socially
disruptive behaviors often associated with abuse.

Method of Operation: Contracts are awarded to five Regional Training

and Resource Canters. These centers award grants to public school
districts and private schools for trafning school teams in devising and
applying methods of dealing with each team's unigue alcohol and drug

abuse probiems. The ultimate beneficiaries of this training are students
‘n grades 7-12; the training is provided at the regional centers. The
remaining program funds 99 to support a contractor that provides a national
deta base and program support and evaluates subcontractors.

Cblications of Contract Recipients: The five regional centers provide the
training and guidance in devising an individually-tailored program that

is to be instituted by the school teams, upon their return to local
schoole. The teams are obligated to establish and maintain that program.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives: The major implicit goal (and function) of the
srogram has bean to provide technical assistance through its regfonal
centers to as many school teams as its funding {ievel since 1981) could
acromme date. The program is pursuing dual goals:

Goil l-=To identify, demongtrate, evajuata, 2nd disseminate effective
trategies for aicohol and drug 2buse prevention, and
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IT. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a} {Continued)

Goal 2--To train tea:s of school administrators, teacners, counselors,
parents, students, law enforcement officials and other public service and
community leaders to prevent or reduce destructive behavior associated
with alcohol and drug abuse.

The program is, therefore, primarily a training and demonstration program
through which local agencies provide direct services to youth.

8. Progress and Accompl® “ments: In FY 1982, the program's 3$2.8 million
budget provided 4/5 s:hool., 1n 90 States with field training and technical
assistance; additionally, 137 interdisciplinary school-teams received
intensive 7-day training programs and technical assistance. The intermed-
iate beneficiaries of the school-teams training were an estimated 8,400
educational personnel who received guidance and direction in the individ-
uval school programs that were instituted; the ultimate beneficiaries are
an estimated 260,000 students {and their parents and communities) of the
schools which established these programs. .

C. Costs, Benefits, und Effec iveness:

There are no evaluation data on students’ alconol and drug use behavior
before and after the application of various program intentions.

The school-team approach has been recognized as successful in integrating
parents, students, educators, and the community im their efforts to deal
more effectively with alcohol and drug abuyse prevention; the Department’s
effurts have been endo-sed by inclusion in the President's Federal Strategy
for Prevention of Drug Abuse and Drug Trafficking in FY 1982.

D. Plars for Mrogram Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

There is to te more emphasis on parent involvement in the program.
There will be a new competition for the Regional Centers.

£. Support‘ng Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above:

A report on the "School Team Approach” was prepared under Grant No. 78-JN-
AX-0016 from the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, U.S. Department 2f Justice, "The School Team Approach Phase
ang Evaluation," Social Action Receaich Center, San Rafael, California,
January 1381,

In che same year, a study was completed by OPBE, "An Impact Study of
Personnel Trained by the Aicohol and Drug Abuse Education Program,” A. T.
Kearrey, Inc., Alexandria, Virginia, May 198;7.

-3
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F. Other Supcorting Data:

Mone.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

The Alcohol and Drug Abuse Program is prasently conducting its own
evaluation to be concluded on September 30, 1984,

Contacts foi Further [nformation:

Program Operations. Myles Doherty, (202) 472-796G
Program Studies: Myles Doherty, (202) 472-7960
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WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL EQUITY
{CFDA No. 84.083)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

tegislation: Public Law 93-380, Section 408; 86 Stat. 554; 20 U.S.C. 1866,
as amended by Section 325 and 501{a) of Public Law 94-482; g0 Stat. 2220
and 2335 and Public Law $5-561, Title IX, Part C.

Fuading Sincz 1979:

Fiscal Year Authori zation Appropriation
1979 $30,000,000 $ 9,000,000
1980 480,000,000 $10, 000,000
1981 $80,000,000 $ 8,125,0M00
1982 % 6,000,000 $ 5,760,900
1983 $ 6,000,000 % 5,760,000

Purpose: To promote educational equity for women in the United Statns and
to provide financial assistance to enable e.ucational agencies and insti-
tutions to meet the requirements of Title IX of the Education Amendmants of

1972.

Program Strateqies: There are two legislated strategies to achieve srogram
goals. The Tirst is a program of demonstration, development, and dissemi-
nation activities of national, general, or statewide significance. The
second strategy {never implemented due to funding constraints) is to direct
assistance to projects of local significance to support t'e operation of
nrograms of egual educational opportunities for both sexes, including
activities to achieve compliance with Title IX. According to the Act,
this second Strateqy can be undertaken only when appropriations for the
program exceed %15 million. Efforts are made to avoid duplication of pre-
viously funded ideas and to ensure gg .graphic diversity.

Eligibility: Public igenc:2s, nonprofit private agencies, organizations,
and institutions -- including student and <ommunity groups -- and individ-
uals are eligible to receive grants.,

Applice~* Requirements: 4 proposal must be submitted that meets require-
%ents for wWomen's caucational Equity Act (WEEA) grants or requests for

. oposals.

Nuration and Phasing OF Assistance: Awards are made annually, some for
multi-year projects althougn one year is the normal duration of an award.

Dhligations of Grant Recipfents: A final report at project end, semi-annual
progress and financial reports are required. Refore c¢ontinuation awards
can be made, project status 1s examined. For audit purposes, program
accounting records must be maintained.
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I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and (bjectives

Cearating ob_ actives for FY 1983 have been established for the development,
dissemination, and evaluation of the Program, as follows:

0 The Program Office makes grants according to a preset distribution of
funds in tne following Priority areas:

Program Prigrities 1983 Planned Distribution

Model projects on Title IX compliance 15%

Model projects on educational equity
for racial and ethnic minority women
and girls

Modc’ projects on educational equity
for disabled women and girls

Mode] projects to influence leaders
in educational policy and administration

Mocel projects to eliminate persistent
barriers to educational equity for
women 20%

6. Other Authorized Activities 25%
The WEEA Publishing Center produces and markets mode} products and stra-
tegies, as approved by the WEEAP and PAVAC, to potential users nation-

wioe, Authority for this activity is contained in P.L. 95-561, 20 uSC
3342, Sec. 932.

Prograss and Accomplishments

Sixty-seven grants totaling approximately five million dollars were
awarded in FY 1963. The grants were awarded in the following Priori-
ties and distribution:

Program Priorities 1983 Actual O1stribution

Hoael projects on Title IX compliance 18%

Model projects cn educatinnal equity
for racial and athnic minority women
and girls

Yodel prozects on educatiocnal aquity
for disapled women anc¢ qirls

4ooei projects to influenca teaders
n 24uUcaticndl Joi'CY angd 2gministration

78




115-3

B. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

5. Model projects to eliminate persistent
barriers to educational equity for
women 21%

f. Other futhorized Activities 13%

0 WEEAP's publishing center, the Education Development Center, continued
providing publ shing services under a directed sole-source contract
extension. Totals to date are 105,423 products sold and 14,614 orders
processed. In FY 1983 there were 216 different products. On the ave.
rage, 77 of each were sold at an average cost of %$6.87 each,

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Effectiveness and Progress: A two-phased study of the WEEAP was
conducted under contract to the U.S. DNepartment of Education. Phase one,
completed in January 1981, was an Evaluability Assessment (E.l.) which es-
tahlished the operating objectives for the proqram and analyzed the factors
which aided or obstructed their achievement. Phase two, completed in Ne-
cember 1981, was a Rapid Feedhack Evaluation (E.2.) which collected data
on the extent €0 which the objectives were befing met. Data collection
methods included in-depth interviews, site visits, and computer analyses
of sales records and coded informalion on purchase invoices. Production
and sales data from the WEEAP Publishing {enter indicate that the program
has met its first two objectives of deveioping a broad range of products
and marketing them nationwide. Myst of the materials were. in the areas cf
staff development, curriculum and career development. Over 200 products
are available through the WEEAP Publishing Center.

Product users accomplished, to their satisfaction, most of the outcomes
they expecterd. The most frequentiy reported expected outcomes were:

o find WEEAP-cdeveloped products and approaches useful as equity
activities and projects are initiated and implemented;

0 increase awareness of and achieve positive attitude changes on the
part of students, educators, and administrators toward educational
equity issucs and women's issues; and

0 train edusational and administrative personnel in equity-related
skills, approaches, and product utilization.

WEZAP 2roducts were frequently used in combination with other resources.
Wwhile this suggests that the WEEAP products are ¢lexible enough to be
integrated easily with other materfals, it rules out the possibility of
attributing success directly to WEEAP product. and approaches. Thus,
while YEEAP materials were widely used and users report satisfaction with
the materials, the effects of the materials in improving equity an. oppor-
tunities for women are not known.
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C. Costs, 8enefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Program Administration: On July 26, 1983, the General Accounting Office,
a¥ tne request of three mempers of tne L.S. Congress, reported on Proce-
dures for Making Grant Awards Under Three Department of Education 0is-
cretionary Grant Programs. (E&.3.) One program was the WEEAP. Speciric
information was requested, including: how and by whom 9rant funding prior-
ities are estabiished; how field readers who review grant proposais are
recruited and selected; the field reader selection criteria; the training
and orientatien provided to readers: procedures for reviewing, scoring,
ranking, and selecting grant applications; the extent to which final se-
lections differed from reader recommendations; the process used to deter-
mine final grant amounts; and the percentags 0f requestea funas that
successful applicants received in }92) and 1982,

Findings: To respond to the questions, GAQ staff interviewed appro-
prmate ED staff and reviewed rilevant files. They found that:

0 The Secretary of Education 15 required to set priorities for funding
grants.

0 In 198] the fieid readers were selected by tne WEEAP staff from a list
of names outained from such sSources as educational organizations,
other ED offices, and former g9rantees. |[n 1982 raey were selected by
the Office of the Assistant Sacretary solely f.om a list referred by
ED's Field Reader (Qutreach Program. This Program was established
in March 1982 because of concern in ED tnat the same individuals were
being used as readers year after year. Through the Outreach Program,
ED attempted to identify new readers and to give more responsibiiity
to senior ED officrals for selecting readers. In tne GAO's oginion,
one {one percent} of the 1931 readers and 1} {203} of the 1982 readers
did not meet any of the Program's criteria for selecting field readers.
They note, howaver, that the critaria are subjective.

o Specific criteria wers usad by the reacars in evaiuating and scoring
applications. The n<ividual readers' scores were then standaroized,
averaged, and reordered according to the average.

0 When selec*ing appiications for funding, ED officals may deviate from
tne field reader ranking. However, deviaticns must he explained. In
1982 tne Oepartment funded WELAP applications according tO0 rank arder
{to avoid the illusion of favoritism. ]

o To determine final funding levelis for each approved appliication, pro-
gram staff review proposad budgets to 1gentify both allowabie and wnat
appear i0 be unnecessary types of <osts, or 0sts that exceed pre.
astablished Program quideitnes. They rthen recommend a oudget <0 tne
Ass1scant Secratary. Most WEEAP grants were funded at more thzn 90
sercent oFf the amounts ra2questad.

9. Plans for Program Imorovement ing Recommencations for Legislation

“he Acministraticon racuestac no FuUNcing Tor tne Women's Education ftuity
srogrzm For f 1984 j@cause tARIP SrIOr1Tly was TO Jrovige fiexinl2 resourcaes
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Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendat.icns for Legislation
{Continued)

for States and s$chool districts to use on this or other programs that meet
1ocal needs. The Congress, however, has funded the WZEAP at 35,760,000,
Thig level of funding is the same as for FY 1983.

E. SupPorting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above:

1. Evaluability Assessment oY the Women's Educational Eouity ACt Program,
American [nstitutes for Research, Palo Alto, California (January 1981},

2. Rapid Feedback Evaluation of the Women's Educational Equity Act Program,
Amé,1¢an Insti1tutes for Research, Palo AILO, Califrornia (vecember 19817,

3. Procedures for Making Grant Awards Under Three DePartment of Education
U1§cFEt1onarx_§£En£.Enggﬁpms, report by tCthe U.>. General ACCoOunRting
Office (July 1983), -

4. Momen's Educational Equity Act Program 1982 Annual Report. U.S. Depart-
mens of Education (1982).

F. Other Supporting Pata:

None.

IIT. RESPONSE TO GEpA 417(b):

No further studies of this program are pianned or in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Rosemary Wilson, (202} 245-2465

Program Effectiveness: Kathryn Crossley, (202) 245-8877
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MIGRANT EOUCATION
HIGH SCHOOL EQUIVALENCY PROGRAM (HEP)
AND COLLEGE ASSISTANCE MIGRANT PRNGRAM (CAMP}

(CFOA Nos. 84.141 and 84.149)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-329, Titte IV, Section 4:8A as amended by P.L.
93-3;4; 20 USC 1070d-2 and P.L. 97-35; 20 uSC 276. (Expires Septembar 30,
19A5

Fundwing Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorizavion Appropriation
(Both Programs) HEP CAMP
1980 $ 12,000,000 S 6,160,000 1,173,000
1981 9,600,000 6,095,000 1,208,000
1982 7,500,000 5,881,200 1,159,680
1983 7,500,000 6,300,000 1,200,000

Purpnse: HEP assists students who are enyaged, or whose families are
engaged, in migrant or other seasonal farmwork to obta: tne equivaient
of a secondary school diploma and subsequentiy to gain employment or be
placed 1n an  institution of "higner educaticn or other postsecondaary
education or rraining. CAMP as:zists such students enrolied in the first
undergraduace year at an institution of nigher educition to pursue
successfully a program of pestsecondary education.

Trpes of Services Provided: HEP provides outreach, teaching, counseling
and placement services n order to recruit and serveé eligible migrant
and seasonal farmworker dropouts who are beyond the age of compulsory
school attendance. HEP participants receive room and bozrd and stipends
for their personal expenses. They are housed on 2 college or university
campus and may make use of the cultural, recreatienal, health, and other
campus facilities. CAMP provices services neaded U2 nelp oarticipants
complete the first undergraduate year. These services include tutorinng,
social counsaling and assistance n ob%aining grants, loans, and work-
study funds Lo assist with the remaming three undergraduate school
years. CAMP participants receive tuition, ro3m 2nd board and Stipends
fnr oersonal expensas.

Eiigibility: Grants are made to Institutisns &f micner educiti-n {IHES)
or 9ther pupitc or nonprofit Private agencies {wh1ch cooperate withr an
THEY,

Apolicant Recuirements: M appiicant collage or university must swmit
3 glan anc cost estimate wnich meet the ragquireaments sf and contain <ne
nformazian outlined 1 current redulations.
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fluration and Phasing of Assistance: Discretionary grants are approved
and awarded annually. The project period is generally twelve months
but multi-year projects may be approved. I[If a project is approved on
a multi-year basis or is renewed, carry-over provisions apply.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Grantees must submit annual financCial
status reports and a final performance report. Grantees must maintain
complete accounting, personnel, performance and other project records.

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)

A  Goals and Objectives

No special goals were set for these programs in Fiscal Year 1983.

Progress and Accomplishments

Not Applicabie.

C. Cost, Benefits, and Effectiveness

HEP Program Scope: Nineteen HEP grants to IHEs and assuciated public or non-
profit private agencies located in 15 States and Puerto Rico were awarded
for school year 1982-83. The total number of students served through
school year 1982-83 HEP programs was approximately 2,308, The 19 funded
HEP programs ha¢ enrollments ranging between 45 and 180. (Source: E. 1}

CAMP Program Scope: Six grants to IHEs and associated public or nonprofit
private agencies in four States (CA, 7X, OR, and WA} were awarded in
Fiscal Year 1982 for school year 1982-87, The total number of students
served through the 1982-83 CAMP programs was 471 and the six funded
projects had enroliments ranging from 30 to 125. (Source: E. 1)

HEP /CAMP ProgPam Costs: For school year 1982-83, ngﬁ qﬁ%al funding for
nipeteen HEP projeccs (serving 2,305 participants) /was $5,851,000. The
total funding for six CAMP projects {serving 471 garticipants) was
$1,159,580. The average cost per participant was 32,538.40 for HEP and
$2,462.17 for CAMP. (Source: ¢. 1)

These figures should be compared to a cos* analysis done in 1980 by Clark,
Phipps, Clark and Harris, Inc., under contract to the U.S5. Department of
Labor {whick formerly administered HEP and CAMP). According to their
report, "Evaluation of the High School Equivalency Program (HEP) ard
the College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP)" (Source: “E. 2):

«. The annual cost per strdent in HEP ranged from $1,284 to 3$3,777. The
median expenditure was $2,347. Because HEF was totally a residential
program, it was far more expensive than 3 local GeD program. Costs
for such 10cal programs in New York State were S$110 for the "Adult High
School Education Program" (AHSEP) and $200 for the "Feliowship Education
Training Program" (FET"). Job Corps, which was also residential but
with @ vocational training emphasis, cost 33,149 per participant.




¢. Cost, Benefits, and Effectivenass {Continued)

Programs which emphasized career education without the GED were less
costly than HEP because of cheir non-resigential character. The "Learn
and Eam” program 1n Florida averaged $843 per student. “Learn and Earn”
's for an 1nschool population and the primary objective is to keep
farmworker youths in school. Job placement rates in these programs
were not as high as in HEP. "Upward Sound," which has a summer residen-
tial component in addition to weekend tutoring and remedial programs,
was only slightly less expensive ($1,738) than HEP.

The program that was most comparable to CAMP in objectives and target
poputaticn was the Department of Education's Special Services Program.
The tatter was Jjuaged to be substantially less effective in retaining
students in postseccndary education. While CAMP had a retention
rate of about 85 percent, Special Services has an overall success
rate of 61 percent distribuced among the “ollowing outcomes:

‘- made satisfactory academic progress. 36.6%
- transferred to another wnscitution 7.9%
- graduated 16.7%

CAMP provided support services for the first year of college while
Special Services covered all four years. CAMP averaged $1,983 per
student annually; Special Services cost only $353,

Program Effectiveness: According to the study (E. 2) conducted in 1979-80
by Clark, Phipps, (tark and Harris, Inc.:

o0 In 1979, approximately two-thirds of the HEP participants passed the
GED examination (as compared to 56 percent in 1973), and 78 percent
ware placed in jobs or postsecondary training or education programs;

distorical data on CAMP participants showed high retention rates and
satisfactory grade attanment {v.e., GPA of 2.0, or average grade of
“C") and low non-positive termmnations (7.2 percent or less).

. Plans for Program [mprovement and Recommendations for Legislation

Juring Fiscal Year 1983, o= major action was proposeq to alter the scop2
and effact of HEP? and CAMP: The Deoartment's Fiscal Year 1984 budget
requested no funas for HEP and CAMP for Fiscal Years 1983 and !984.
This action was basad on the costs of the two programs relative to tae
costs of altematiy2 programs available for thesa scudents.

Supooriing Studies and Analysis

Summary 0f Facts and Ficures on HEP/CAMP. Mig-ant Education 2rogram,
dasnington, 0.C., Novemoer 982,

Zvajuatien of =he #Hign Scnool Ecurvalency ?rogram (HEP) and tne
Coliage Asststenca Mig¢rant Program {LAAP), Jldaek, PRIpos, liark,
ang ~arris, :C., ~asniwndton, J.C. sune | 280,
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F. Other Supporting Data

. 1979 HEP/CAMP Prograws
Participanis' Characteristics

{Percentage of Total Per Program)

Ethnicity HEP CAMP
Hispanic 35.9% 95.2%
White 13.4% 3.0%
Native American 13.1% 1.1%
Black 7.3% 0.7%
Asian American 0.2% 0.0%
Eskimo 0.1% 0.0%
ige

Under 21 82% 64.4%
Age 21 or over 18% 35.6%
Sex

Men 61.6% 45%
Women 38.3% 55%

Source: E.2

{11, RESPONSE TO GEPA 317(h)

No studies pelated to this program are currently 1n progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Lours J. McBuinness, {(202) 245-2181

Program Studigs. ,.dJames J. English, (202) 245-9401
.%-éx.
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ARTS IM EDHCATION PROARAM no assigned CFIA number)

I. PRNGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Section 683(h} of the Education Consolidation and Improve-
ment Act of 1981, P, 97-35, 20 U.S.C. 3851. (Expires September 23N,
1987} Formerly Title {Il of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1955, p.L. 95.361,

Funding Since 1979:

Fisca! Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 320,000,000 £3,000,000
1980 20,000,000 3,500,000
1481 20,000,000 3,153,900
1982 3,150,000 2,025,000
1983 by 2,025,000

Purpose: To conduct demonst. 3tion orograms regarding the involverent of
handicapped peoPle in all the arts; to foster greater awareness of the pesd
for arts programs for the hardicapped; to sponsor model programs in the
performing arts for children and yout.': and to supPort 2 pational network of
state arts and education committees.

Method of Mperation: The program is conducted through noncompetitive

qrants to the Mational Committee on Arts for the Handicapoed and the John
F. Xeanedy Center for the Darforming Arts. In FY 1987 the grant amounts
were 31,350,000 and 5A75,MNN respectively.

Duration of Assistance: f4.ants arc made for a twelve-month seriod with
~anawal through reapolication on an snnual basis.

¥
’ IR :-.‘.:,
Cbligations of Gran. Recinients: Financial and performafc pieeports are due
once a year. ’

IT, RESPONSE TN GEPA 117

1, feals and Obiectives

There wepre no unique ohjectives n FY 1943,

8, 2ragress .ad Accomplisnments

Mot aoolicahla,




1172 .
. 17-2 .
r. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness )

RBenefits Provided: Program records (£.1) show ttat 1n FY 1982 the MNationgl

Committee on Arts for the Handicapped supported 204 Very Special Arts

Festivals across the country. In addition, it held N0 training sessions

for teachers, artists, and parents regarding arts programs for the handi-
i capped.

S The Kennedy Center's progrim supported, in part, two types of
v henefits:
1. the American College Theatre fFestival
2. activities of 47 Blliance for Arts Education committees
In FY 1983 the Kennedy Center's supported activities expanded to include :
the “Imagination Celebration," a program fc~ children and youth,

Ponulation Served: Table 1 below summarizes the number of program
participants in FY 1982 hy activity area. (E.1)

TABLE 1
FY 1982 Activity Number and Type of ParticCipants
Yery Special Arts Fastivals 300,000 handicapped students
Training Programs 228,795 teachers, artists, parents
American 0llege Theatre 975 college students
festival
Alliance for Arts Education 146,000 s:udents, teachers, and parants P .
Srograms :

%, Plans for Prcgra Improvement and Recermendations for Legislation

bl
* s e

-

Yone,

t. Supporting Studies and Analyses fited in Section C Above

1. Annual ‘Performance Reports, Program Files, NESE.

F. Mther Supporting Data

one,

ITU. RESF USE TO AEPA 417(h)

Yo studies related to this program are pnlanned,

Contacts for Further Information .

Program operations: Yay Heary, (202) 215.9213

Proqran studies: faroi Chelewmer, 202) 245 N

87
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Notes

1. This program is one of several activities authorized by ECIA, Chapter
2, Subchapter B, The maximum amount authorized fo. Subchapter D is
6 percent of the amount appropriated for Chapter 2. Subchapter D also
establishes 2 minimum Jeve! for the Arts in Education progran of

$2,025,000.

. . b R
e e ——————
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[NEXPENSIVE RONK NISTRIBUTION -xNGRAM  (no assigned CF9A numher)

[. PROGRAM pROFILE

Ler slation: Section 583(b} of the Education Consolidation and Improve-
ment Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35, 20 U.S.C. 3851. (Expires September 130,
1987) Formerly Title II, Part C of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1965, pP.L. 95-5A1,

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 3 9.000,000 $6,000,000
1980 10,000,000 A, 500,100
1931 11,000,000 5,850,000
1932 1/ 5,850,000
1983 T/ 5,850,000

Purpose: To support the distribution of inexpensive books to students
three years 2ld through high school age to help motivate them to leam to
rea d.

Method of fAperation: The prajram is administered thrcegh a sole  source
contract awarded .o .2ading is Fundamental, Inc. (RIF)

Authorized Activities; RIF allocates Ffunds to local community associations
which then distribute cthe books. Community support through voluntoer acti-
vities by educators, parents, librarians, and business and civic Tlaaders
is a key element of the prngram. Projects may support up to 75 percent
of the cost of book purchases, in general, and 100 parcént of book Zosts
for migrant children. RIF alco works with appruxima*tely 125 book publishers
to provide discounts on hooks.

Nuration of Assistance: The contract is awarded for a twelve-month period
W#1th renewal made through reapplication on an annuat hasis.

Fligations of vontractor: Financiai and performance reports are due once
a year,

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A, foals and fNbjectives

Tnere werz no unique ohjectives in FY 1943,

3, Progress and Accamplishments

ot applicanle.




€. Costs, Renefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: In FY 1981 about 2.4 million children in 3,800 cOmmunities
received books through the efforts of more than 100,000 volunteers. {E.1)

Yenefits Provided: In FY 1983 about 7.4 million bosgks were distributed.
Since 1975, the program has distributed almost 49 million pooks. {(E.T)

Program Effectiveness: The sole evaluation study of the program was carried
out 1a (980 dy tne General Research Corporation. (E.2) The two objectives
of the study wers to:

1. determine the effectiveness of the [ROP in generating reading
motivation; and

2. describe the process by which books are acquired and distributed to
childres,,

Lack of funding precluded the completion of work on abjective 1 which would
have 1ncluded a pre. and post-analysis about the influence: on, and attitudes
of, childrea toward reading. The final report is descriptivae of the program's
activities and effects rather than analytic. [t found that the program
was enthusiastically supported by schonl pe-~soanel, parents, volunteers,
and sponsoring community agencies. Respondents reported their beliefs

that tne program represented the only source of books most participating
¢hiidren had in their nomes, that it stimul-ted greater parental invoive-
ment in their children's rzading, and that it had heneficial imoacts on
SChool-commun ity and School.pareat relaZinns.

. Plans for 2r0gram I(mDrovemant and Recommendations for Legisiation

Mme.

Supoorting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section € Zhove

innual edorts of RIF, Inc., OESE. .

in Evaluation of the Right-to-Read inexpensive Kook M stribution
Progra®, f@neral Research Corporation, “c lean, Yirginia,
October, 1980, .

F. 0Other Supporting Data

“ane.

TEI. RESPOMSE 70 5823 11 7{h):

Mo furtner s-udies r2lated to =M1S 2racram 23re 3lanned,




Contacts for Further Informaticn

Program operations: Xay Menry, (202) 245-8213

Program stydies: Carol Chelemer, (202) 245-940)

Notes

].

This program is one of several activities authorized by ECIA Chapter 2,
Subchapter . The maximum amount authorized for Subchapter D is A
percent of the toal amount aporopriated for ChaPter 2. Subchapter D
also establishes a minimum for the Ilnexpensive Book Nistribution

Program of $5,850,000.




SECRETARY'S OIS RETIONARY PROGRAM--OTSCRETIONARY ACTIVITIES

TO IMPRO-% ELEMENTARY ANO SECONOARY EOQUCATION
(CFDA Nos. 84.122, 84.073, and 84.123)

Highlights:

0 Grant comperitions axsisted projacts to implement the recommendations
of the Matiuna! Commission on Excelience in Education, including severat
Jn teacher 1nc tives, parental choice, and school boards. {Section
[1.8 below)

Four (rograms snecified in the budget or Congressional reports were
implemented: the WNatiopal Diffusion Hetwork, law-relateu Education,
Education Telaviston and Technoiogy, and the Evaluation of the Block
Grant. (II.8)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiarion: Section S5B3{a) of the Education Consolidation and Improve-
merT Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35, 20 U.5.C. 3851. (Expires Seytemper 30, 1987)

Funding:

Fis-al Year Authorizavion Appropriation

T3 7$28,765,000
Y

Purpose: To garher and disseminate irformation on the effectiveness of
programs to meet the needs of 1ndividua's served by the Education Con-
scliaation and Imorovement Act (ECIA)} and to assess the needs of those
ndividuals, to support research and demonstrations related to purposes
of the ECIA, to mprove educationai personnel training, and to assist
State and tocal educators in their implementation of the ECIA.

Structure: ihe 3ecretary's Discretionary Program assisted programs in
tour caterori:s: (1) those mandated by the authorizZing statute (Arts
in Educatior, 2lconol and Orug Muse, and Inexpensive Book Distribugion
2/}, {2) that required by report ‘danguage for the Fiscal Year <983
appropriationsy act (Law-relited Ecucation), {3) those ncluded 13 ‘the
pudget request or House or Senat. commitree reports (Mational Dirffusion
Metwork, Educationat Television and Technology, and Evaluation of the ICIA
Chapter 2 3lock Grant), and (4) new discretionary nitiatives undertaken by
the Oeparument. Table 1 agepicts the funding flow for tne Secretary's
Oiscretionary Program in terms Of thosa 7our categories of orograms. This
chaster driefiy describes activities under categories (2) tarougn {(4), 2/




Tabie 1. Secretary's O1scretionary Pr.3ram, Fiscal Year 1983
Intended Funding Flow: (iotal, Mandates, Jppropriation Repori
flecommendation, Responses to Departmental Requests,
Secretarial Initiatives

Funding Flow
Total Appropriation: $28,765,000

(1) Programs Mandated by the ECIA 2/ [10,725,000]
Arts 1n Education $2,025,000
Inexpensive Book Distrbution 5,850.000
Alcohol and Orug phuse 2,850,000

Subtotal $19,040,000

(2) Program and level of funding
1n Appropriation Act report: (t,200,000]
Law-related Education

S.ototal $17,040,000

{3) Congressional Responses to Oepartmental
Budget Requests:

Programs cited in t'ouse or Sena’e Committee : (13,710,318)]
reports:
National Qiffusion Network 310,000,000
Educational Television and
Technology 2,710,318
Evaiuation of the Chapter 2
8lock Grant 1,000,000

Subtotal 5 3,329,684

(4) Oiscretionary Portion, for Secretary's
In1tratives: § 3,329,682




qQ

Structure: (Continued)

Category 2: Praogram recom.ended by Appropriations Act report

Under the lLaw.related Education Program, the Department assists projects
to institutionalize activities about the legal sy:tem .n elementary and
secondary classrooms. The Secyetary's Discretionary ?Program provided
nearly 81 miilwon Far law-related education 1in Fiscal Year 1983,

Category 3: Programs cited by House or Senate Committee reports in
response to the AGMINISLration's Cudget request

Under the National Diffusion Network, organizations that have developed
praducts or practices certiried by the Department's Joint Dissemination
Review Panel and that have NetworX dgrants disseminate information about
those efforts throughout the Mation as "Developer/Demonstrators.” Agen-
cies nelp local educators learn about the cercified products or prac-
tices through support from "State Facilitator Grants.” Both types of
grants are awirded competitively and may last as long as four years
depending on performance and availability of funds. Contracts are aiso
awarded competitively and for varying lengths of time for organizations
tc provide technical assistance to NON drantees and to identifv and
assess promsing practices., The Secretary’s Discretionary Progrim pro-
vided $10 million for NOM 'n Fiscal Year 1983,

Under the tducaticn Television and Technologv Program, contracts and
grants are awarde¢ competitively to organizations both to develop,
refine, and distribute edvcational television programs and to develop
projects and scnool-based demonstrations of educational technology.
The Sec¢' :tary's Discrecionary Program provided 52.710,318 for educaticnal
televi: on and tecnnology wn Fisc.} year 1683,

Under the effort rg evaluate the Chapter 2 8lock Grant, the Department
supported numerous studies and a state sponsored evaluation conference.
These are described more in Chapter 104 of this Report.

Category 4. The Secretary's New Initiatives

spedral Initratives 1n Fiscal Year 1983 included a grants ccmpetitiorn

to, fund research and demonstraticn proiecis on three themes: improving
the quatity of teaching inrough incentives, strengthening school boards,

.and expanding parental chaice. The <ecretarj s Discretionary Program

spent over $2 miilion on projects under these themes :n Fiscal Year

-1683. Cther Secretarial I[n'tiatives wern {ifteen projects mziuding

new activicies sucn 4s tne Zonveding of :ine Maticnal Commission on
Exc2llence :n Zaucaticn and regional meetings fo discuss its findings,
or centinuatien of QrﬂvTOUSiV fusdeq 2fforts (such as Ciltes 1n Schools).
These fifteen orojecls rorallsa 31,192,782 n Fiscal vear 1983,
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. IT. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)

A. Goals and (bjectives:

OQuring FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with respect to
this program were as follows:

o Through the Secretary’s Special Initiatives, to
- stimulate the i-plementation of the recommendations of the Mational

Commission on Excellence in Education through support of research
and demonstration activities, and

]

- stimulate research and demonstration of effectiva means to increase s
parental choice, promote teacher incentives, an. strengthén SCNhOO]
boards.

o Through the National Diffusion Network, to

- disseminate more information in ihe Secretary'’s priority areas,
especially in technology applications, adult literacy, and teaching
of math and science,

increase number, quality, and geographic spread of adoptions of
exemplary efforts, and

- provide technical assistance.
Through the Education Television and Technology program, to

continue t0 make avariable high-quaiity educational television
programming, particularly for children, and

assist States and localities in making good use of new wnstructicnal
technologies, notably microcomputers.

Through the Law-related Education Program, to ¥
- as$ist sites in making educac1qngl accivities about the legal SYs . :M
part .of the curriculum,

Progress and Accomplishments
- 1

riffeen projects were funded to implement the Natiuna. Commission on
Excelience n Educa® "on's recommendations, totaliing ju.t over §)

ai)lion.

Proposals funded wncluded a demonstration of tncreasing parental cheice
throunh open enrollment across a district's schools, 12 projeci. on
»2acher incentives, and I on school boards.
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Progress and Acromplis'ments: (Continued)

¢ The National Dirfosion Network continued suppurt of &3 State Facilitator
and 91 Oeveloper-Bem mstrator ygrants; funded 24 new 92rojects in tech-
nology, literacy, readirg {9rade < and above), science, and math;
assisted the implementation of ten “technology lighthouses" funded
initially in FY 1982; identified o00 aew promising grojects in different
geographic areas; and gave technical assistance to 35 projects about
their submissions to the Joint Oissemination Review Panel.

o The Educational Television and 7Technology program funded 12 school-
basad technology demonstrations; funded three <continuations of pro-
gramming, storage/capticning and training efferts; and achieved over
5,000 placemenii of educatisnal a2rodrams on public, Ccommerciai, and
¢able television.

L., Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Efforts Funded: Over 250 Cotcracts and Qrants were awarded from the Fiscal

Year 1983 funds: 33 in the Secretary's specific priority arceas; 175 Dy the
National Qiffusron Network; 15 in Educational Television and Yechnology; 14
in Law-related Education; and about 2% wn other areas.

Cost and Eff-ctiveness:

L

0 Under the Secretary's priority aress, awards ranged from about 56,0
to over 33J0,000. T.ey supfort activities auming school year 1983-84,
so 10 data on their affectiveness are available yet.

0 Under the National [iffusion Network, costs are roughl- $700 per school
or apout S§ Der studeat sarved. The effectiveness of ihe effory gan de
assassad 1n terms of the number and Jengrapmic spread of Sites adopting
examplary orojects. educators' sacisfaction with the products being
distrmbuted, the degreéa to wnich exemplary gractic»s are faithfully
implementea 1n the adopting sites, and the 92wns in S.udent performance.
Data cn each are presentad below:

o Spread of Exemplary Projects: RBRased upin fiqures compiled from
FY 1933 project appiica..ons (5ae E.l oelow), program staff estimate
tnat 14,000 scaools were adopting and 'aplementing exemplary projects.
More tnan &85,00C .ducators received Training to use proausis and
practires, and approxwmateiy 1.7 mllion studencs, or ¢ percant
of fall 1982 elementary/secondary enrollmen!, are bdewing sarved Oy
proje:ts adopted 1n thesa new s gas,

iz =

o Firdelsty of Project Implemenzatadn: ¥ azrlier evajuatior (I.2
repcried wnat  or-'ects Impsementad v1i <he NN were reasonsadly
fai1tnful Lo developer scecaifiCzticns. Simitiarty, resuits from
curreat studies f:,2 and £.3} nave snow tnat NOM pUilect adopters
are 1mpiement ing tne naw praciices with consscarania 7 mbigy.

J6

..'.___.__._.____I__'.L_.__—.-!-. RN S S—

PRI JUPE S N SR



L]

OFFICE OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION AMD MINORITY LANGUAGES AFFAIRS




119-7

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

In order to award grants early enough for planning and implementation
of demonstrations during school year 1984.85, noticas ahout grant
competitions supported by the Secretary's Discretionary Fund will

be published earlier in the year.

Proposed NON program regulatwns will require previously funded projects
to provide evidence of gains in student achievement.

Supporting Studies and ﬁna!ysis Cited in Section C Above:

National Diffusion Network analyses of Grantee Applications.

Crandatl, David P. and Associates, People, Pol_c_ gs‘nd Practices:

Examining the Chain of School Improvement, Voiumes [-X. Andover, MA:
the Network, Inc., 1983, . ,

Crandalt, D.P., C.L. Thompson, and J.A. Taylor, The National Diffusion

Network: A Special Report. Andover, MA:; The NETWORK, Inc. Novemper
1980,

Campeau, P.L,, et al., final Report: Evaluation of Project Information

Package Dissemination and Implementation. Palo Altc, CA: American
InsCitutes for Research, January, 19°9.

Emrick, J.A., Evaluation of the Naitional Djffusion Network, Vols. 1
and 2, Menlo Park, CA: Stantord rResearch Institute, 1977.

Steams, M.S., Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Information
Packages: Volume i-Summary Report. Menio Park, CA: Stantord Re-
search Instizute, 19/7/.

11, RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No studies about programs supported by the Secretary's Di séretionary Fund
are in progress.

Contact for Further Information

Program Qperations:

Nationa) Ojffusion Network: Lee Wickline, {202) 653-7000 *
Educational Television and Techology: Jean Marayanan, [202) 254-3356

law-relatad Zducation: George Rhodes, (202) 245-3223

Oiscretionary Grant Competitions: Mry Jean Lelendrs, (202) 426-6426

2rogram Studies: /n Weinneimer, (202) 245-3877

38




Notes

1. Section 563 of ECIA authorizes up to six percent of the funds
appropriated for Chapter 2 of the ECTA to be ysed for the
. Secretary's Discretionary Fund.

Each of the three programs mandated by law in the Secretary's
Discretionary Fund is covered by a separate chapter in the
Aanual Evaluation Report.
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BILINGUAL EDUCATION--OISCRETIONARY GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES,-
STATE EOUCATIONAL AGENCIES, INSTITUTIONS HIGHER EDUCATION,
AND NONPROFIT PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS
(CFDA No. 84.003)

" HIGHLIGHTS

0 Administration proposed amendments to the Bilingual Education Act
known as the Bi1ingual Education Improvements Act of 1983 (11.0).

o The Secretary submitted a Congressionally mandated report on bilingual
education programs involving parents to the House Appropriations
. Committee on January 7, 1983.

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-10, as amended by P.l. 95- 561 Title VII1 of ESEA
of 1065; 20 U.5.C. 3221-3261.

Funding Since 19?9:

Fiscal Year g Authorization Appropriation

$ 232,000,000 $ 161,400,000
299,000,000 171,763,000
446 ooo 000 1/ 161,427,000
139, ’970.000 3/ 138,058,000
139 970,000 2/ 138,057,000

Purpose: To develop and carry out programs of bilingual education in
elementary and secondary schools, ftncluding activities at the pre-
school level, which are designed to meet the educational needs of
children of limited English proficiency (LEP); to demonstrate effective
ways of providing such children with instruction designed to enable them,
while using their native language, to achieve competence in English;
and to build the capacity of grantses to continue programs of bilingual
education after Federal funding ceases. .

Program Cor~~nents: The Office of Bilingual Education and Minority
Canguages At.airs administers the ESEA Title VIl 8ilingual Education
Program and funds 12 subprograms. Basic Projects in Bilingual Education,
Oemonstration Projects, and Desegregation Support .Projects will be dis-
cussed in this chapter; the rem2ining 9 programs are discussed fn other
chapters. A description of the three programs follows:




Program Components {Continued)

1. Basic Projects in Bilingual Education. A Basic Project grant is award-
ed to establish, operate or improve programs of bilingual education to
assist chitdren of limited English proficiency as defined in the legis-
tation to improve their fﬁglish language skills. Programs supported by
the Bivingual Education Act are intended to assist children to be able
to enter an all-English-language educational program as soon as possible.
At present, LEAs are required to design programs within a framework that
requires the use of English, and to the extent necessary, the child's home
language in instruction ix non-language subject areas. The projects are
intended to build the capacity of the grantee to maintain programs of-
bi}ingual education when Federal funding is reduced or no longer avail-
able.. ‘

2. Demonstration Projects. This prograp provides financial assistance
to demonpstrate exempiary approaches to providing programs of bilingual
education and to build the capacity of the grantee to'maintain those pro-
grams when Federal funding is reduced or no longer available. In addition
to demonstrating exemplary practices, these projects must meet the re-
quirements that apply to the Basic Projects Program.

3. Dese3regation Support Program. This program provides financial assist-
ance to local school districts which are implementing desegregation
plans to meet the needs of minority group children who are from an
environment in which a dominant language is other than English and who,
because of language barriers and cultural differences, do not have
equality of educational” opportunity. The program supports bilinglal-
bicultural instructional projects and curriculum development projeeds.

Eligibility: .Loci? educational agencies, institutions of higher education
appiy?ng Joiatly /with one or more local education agencies, or an ele-
mentary or secondary school-operated or funded by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs.or a non-profit organization or Indian tribe are eligible for the
Basic Grant and Oemonstration program. ’

tligibility for the Oesegregation Support Program is contingent upon a
local school district meeting the requirements of Section 606(2) and 606
(c} of the Emergency School Afid Act (ESAA), as amended’by P.L. 95-561.3/
The first requirement is a section dealing with school districts imple-
ment ing desegregation plans; the second provides guidelines concerniny in-
eligibility for assistance. [If an applicant - school district does not
meet the requirements in Section 606{c) of ESAA, the Secretary uses -
the procedures for show cause conferences established by regulations
under T.tle VI of ESAA. The Secretary uses the procedures for franting a
waiver of ineligibility described in Section 606(c} and in regulations
implementing -that section. A nonprofit private agency, institution, or
organization may apply for a grant if it has received a request for
curriculum development from an eligible local school district or one that
has received 2 waiver of ineligibility.




Program Coméonents (Cont.inued)

Applicant Requirements: 7o be eligible for assistance in the Basic Pro-
Jects program and the Demonstratio.. Projects program, an appiicant must
meet the requirements found in the reguletions applicable to those pro-
grams. The requirements include: .

1. An applicant must establish an advisory council to assist in fhe de-
velopment of its application. Requirements pertaining %o advisory coun-
cils are contained in 34 CFR 501.20.

2. An applicant must oprovide for the oparticipation in its project of
children enrolled in nonprofit private schools in the area to be served,
whose educational needs; language(s), and grade level{s) are of a similar
type to those which the project is intended to address. Requirements per-
taining to private school participation are contained in 34 CFR 501.21.

3. An applicant must include adequate auxiliary and supplementary training
programs for persons who are participating in, or preparing to participate
in, the programs of bilingual education to be supported by the proposed
project. Applicants should refer to 34 CFR 501.13(b) and (c) for the types
of training activities authorized and to 34 CFR 500.41 for the rates :for
allowable costs for trainees participating in the training activities.

4. A local educational agency, applying as a sole gr joint applicant, is
required to hold at least one meeting, open to ¢he public, to discuss the
contents of its application. Requirements for scheduling and holding this
open meeting are contained {n the Education Oepartment General Admini-
strative Regulations (34 CFR 75.139.75.141). The local .educational agency
must complete the certification form in the application package. This
requirement must be met regardless of whether the local educational agency
{s designated as the applicant under 34 CFR 75.128.

5. Joint applicants must complete a spectal certification form fn the
application package.

6. An applicant must provide a copy of its application to the appropriate
State educational agency in its State {in advance of submitting it to the
Oepartment of Education. Requirements pertaining to State educational
agency review are contained in 34 CFR 500.20.

An eligible school operatad or funded by the Bureau of Indian Affairs must
submit its application for comment to the Secretary cf Interior or his
or her designee, using procederes outlined tn 34 CFR 500.20(c).

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Awards for the Nemonstration and

Basic roject programs are for a project neriod ranging from one %0
three years. Desegregation grants to local districts are also for 2
period of one %0 three years. Nonprofit orgQanizations applying for the
Desagregation program are eligible for 1-5 years of assistance. Contine
yation of a multi-year award is conditioned on the aveiiaoi‘iry of funds’
and grantee's demonsiration of satisfaciory progress toward achiaving

103




201-4

Applicant Requirements {Continued)

program objectives. Following negotiation with the approved appTicant,
the Education Nepartment Grants Officer send$ notification of the grant
award to the recipient.

Oblinations of Grant Recipients: Specific reporting requirements are con-
ta3ined 1n the grant document. Periodic audits should be made as part of
the recipieats' systems of financial management and internal control to
meet the terms and conditions of grants and other agreements.

TI. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives:

1. The Oemonstration Projects Program's funding priorities as established
by the Secretary in FY 1983 were on serving the following populations:
exceptional children, juvenile delinquents, preschool children, and
recent immigrant: children. The Oemonstration Projects Program also had
funding priorities for new projects that demonstrated exemplary approaches
to the following components of a program of bilingual education: community
or parental involvement, curriculum development, instructional technology,
and participation of children whose language is English.

2. No new goals were identified for the Basic Projects Program or the
Oesegregation Program. ’

B. Progress and Accomplishments:

0 Federal financial assistance’ in the amount of approximately $76.1
million was provided to 551 projects located in local educational
agencies throughout the United States during FY 1983. This included
305 continuation awards and 246 new awards.

Twenty-five new demonstration program awards focused on the five prior=
ity areas cited above, with 25 continuations also being made, for a
tot>Y of 50 awards.

C. Costs, 8enefits, and Effectiveness:

Program Costs: In FY 1983, $84,126,000 was awarded through grants to
jocal school districts for Basic and Nemonstration Projects. For the
1982-83 school year, Title VII projects spent approximately $351 per
enrolled LEP student. This amount 1s hased on the total funds awarded to
Tocal districts divided by the number of LEP students served.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness - Grants to School. Oistricts
{Continued)

Oistricts Served. In FY 1983, 531 Basic grants were awarded to districts
to serve abouf_fTQ,?BQ LEP and 45,896 non-LEP students speaking more than
80 different languages. Under the Oemonstration Projects program, 50
projects in 23 States were funded to serve about 11,050 studants %peaking
. 2) different Tanguages. Since the firs® grant awards were made in 1969,
over 700 different school districts have received one or more basic
grants. These districts include about 70 percent of all students usualiy
spe2king a non-English language 'and inciude almost half of all districts
with significant numbers of students who usually speak a non-English
language. Eleven desegregation support projects operated at a cost of
$2.4 million in FY 1983.

Students Served: Title VII 8asic Projects served 216,789 LEP students and
45,896 non-LEP students during the 1983-1984 school year through 551
projects. Thirty percent of the projects served fewer than 200 students,
34 percent enrolled from 200-399 students, and 36 percent served over 400
students. -

. A recent study funded by Title YII found that Spanish is the most frequent
project language (74 percent). However, more than 90 different languages
were found in the Title VIl projects (ET). Only one Tanguage group was
served by 73 percent of the projects, but 13 percent served three or more
language groups (E1). .

Two~thirds of school principals interviewed in this study classified their
Title VII LEP students as performing below natfonal norms while one-third
of the principals classified non-LEP Titlie VIl participants as below
average fn achievement (E1).

Student Coverage: The adequacy of program coverage depends on how many
children need pilingual education. The extent to which there are programs

funded by State and Toca! governments must 2130 be considered. For the
1982-83 school year, Title VIl reported serving 159,900 children in 498
Basic Projects and 15,850 students in 6] Oemenstration Projects. Addition-
al federally funded bilingual education and Engifsh as a second language
(ESL) sarvices were provided o 492,347 students (school year 1981-82)
under Title I, ESEA. Additional federally funded services are providod
by the Refugee Assistance Act to 143,000 children (see Chapter 203) and
the Migrant program (see Chapter 102, janguage Services unknown).

In 1982 at least 42 States had bilingual education programs. The £ducation
fommission of the States estimates that in 1980, State programs served
760,000 students (E2). Estimates for the 1981-82 school year are not
available. The number of stddents served by purely local programs fs
unknown. If there was minimal duplication among these Federal! and State
programs and considering there are also locatly funded programs, as many
as 1,500,000 students may have been served in 1981-82,




2. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness .(Jontinued)

Eligibility for Title VII Assistance. According to the Act, Timited Eng-
l1ish proficient students are eligible for Title VII assistance. The
regulations implementing Title VII, ESEA define “Timited English profici.
sncy," with reference to an individual, to mean an individual who was not
born in the United States or whose native language is other than English;
who comes from a home environment in which a Tanguage other than English
is most relied updn for comsunication; or who is an American Indian or
Alaskan native and comes ‘from an environment in which a Tanguage other
than English has had a significant impact on his or .her lTevel of English
languagé praficiency and who, “by reason thereof" has sufficient diffi-
culty in urderstanding,speaking, reading, and writing the English language
to deny the individual the opportunity to learn successfully in classrooms
where the language of instruction is English. Local districts in which
such students are enrolled gre eligible to apply for Title VII assistance.
Title ¥II grants are awarded on a discretionary basis.

Tdentifying such children has .turned out to-be very difficult. Estimates’
of the number of students whose ability to learn ir an all-English speaking
classroom is hindered by their dependence on a non-English Tanguage range
from 934,000 (ES) to 3,600,000 (E3). The latter figure is the Timited
English prefictent (LEP) estimate from the Children's English 2nd Services
Study which used the Language Measurement and Assessment Instruments
(LM2AT) tesu to classify children who are first identified from non-Cng-
Tish home backgrounds. It must be noted that these procadur2s make it
possible for English speaking students from non-English Tanguage back-
grounds to be classified as LEP. For example, a recent study among the
Cherokee nation found the LMEAT test classfied 50 percent of the monoling-
ual English-speaking Cherokee students as LEP (E19)4/.8arnes (E4} reanai-
yzed the Children's English and Services Study data taking an additional
factor, language dominance, into account and found that over two-thirds of
the estimated 3.6 million limited English proficient students speak
English as their dominant language. Barnes concluded “the number of chil.
dren whoce oppoertunities to benefit from education are curtailed by
dependcnce on a language other than English is almost certainly not more
than 1.5 million and possibly less than 1 million." The current statute
which defines LEP student eligibility for Title VII programs does not
include consideration of language dominance. )

Selection of Students: 1In 1976 the AIR study (E6) found that fewer than
one-third of 11tle VIl enrollees in “Spanish/English Basic Pprojects"
were 1imited English speaking. Consequently, the 1978 amendments to the
Act included a provision that “a program of bilingua., instruction may
jnclude the participation of children whose language is English, but in
no event shall the percentage of such children exceed 40 percentum.”
what little data that are available from recent studies suggest that
while improvements have been made in targeting services, problems still
exist in some projects.




{. Costs, Benefits. and Effectiveness (Continued)

The Classroom Instructional Component Study (E1) found that in self-
.contained classrooms, 43 percent of the students were LEP; or 57 percent
of the students served by Title VII projects in self-contained classrooms
were non-LEP. Several audits by the Departient‘'s Offices of the Inspector
General have found scme Titie.VII projects exceeded the 40 gerceat limi-
tation on the participation of children whose native language is English,
-The Inspector General-has made recommendations to the Office of Bilingual
Education and Minority Languages Affairs regarding the procedures used
to identify Title VII participants so that they may be improved to further
reduce the enroliment of English-speaking students (£7,8,9).

In addition to the question of compliance with the 1978 Amendments, the
statute does not directly address the question of language dominance.
LEP students can, under current provisions, be English dominant. Indeed,
- under some circumstances, monolinguil English speaking students can be
classified as LEP.

Language Use. The Bilingual Education Act defines a “program of bilingual
education” as a program of instruction designed for children of limited
Englich proficiency (LEP) in elementary or secondary schools in which
there is instroction given in and study of English and, to the extent
necessary t0 allow 2 child to achieve competence in the English language,
the native language of the LEP children. To the extent necessary, a
program of bilingual education must provide native language jnstruction
in all courses or subjects of study which will allow a child to progress
effectively through the educational system.

Of the 524 projects operating in 1980.81, §1 percent utilized the native
lanquage only until students could participate in.Engiish instruction
(EI?? {No infcrmation is available on how long children are kept in
the program.) Of the projects, 38.9 percent taught eitner reading or
all subjects in both Tanguages all the time. Five percent used an ESL-
alone program, and 5 percent provided oral instruction in the native
language while teaching all subjects in English (E1).

Teachers reported the percentage af miautes per week of time given to
the use of English for instruction by subject: English (86 percent); ESL
(82 percent), native language arts (12 percent); math (71 percent);
socfal studies (72 percent), science (73 percent); cuitural enrichment

(61 percent) (E1).

Project Ooeratfons. According to a recentiy completed study, projects in
Tocal aistricts receiving Title VII funds are somewhat more likely to
serve grades 1-3 (80-85 percent) than to serve students in the higher
elementary grades {59-70 percent), or in grades 7 and 8 (28 percent).
Among the goals stated for projects newly funded in 1980-8! were English
skills (97 percent of the orojects), social studies/cultural heritage (32
percent), math/science (79 percent), inservice training (79 percent)

coilege cqursework (58 parcent}, and native Tanguage skills (57 oercenti

{g81}.
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C. Cosis, Beﬁéfits. and Effect ivaness (Continued}
o

According to Title VII evaluation reports, twice as maﬂy projects reported
teaching math in the non-English languaye as 2 project emphasis as did
teaching math in English. Reading in the non-Erglisk language was given
as a2 profect emphasis by S0 percent more projects as emphasized English
reading. The most frequently mentioned project objective in the avaluation
reparts was ceaching the miwority culture and history, which is required
. by Title VII legislation (E1).

Accord‘ng to 2 recent study, three-quarters of the projects employed a
full-time project ‘director. The average project employed -6-8 aides, 8§-
percent in fullstime positions. - Most projacts also employ resource
 teachers, Aides were most often used for ESL and native language arts .
instruction (E1).

An advanced degree was held by over one-quarter of the classroom tea s
and over half the resource teachers. Bilingual education®certiffcates
were held by about 40 percent of the classroom teachers. Teachers hid
79 years experience. Ninety-seven percent of classroom teachers re-
ceived inservice training in 1980-8). Two-thirds of the teachers report-
ed they ware proficient in a non-English language, and half the teachers
repurted having taught Jsing & non-English language at ;some point durfing
their career {£1).
One-third of the project directors and half the principals reported using a
pull-out 2pproach, either exciusively or in cembination with 2 clausrocm
program. Use of pull-out was greater at the higher elementary grades and
varied considerably by subject with 37 percent pull-out for ESL and 8
percent pull-out in science and social studies. Spanish only projects
were less 1ikely to use opull-out. than were other languages (E1).
: £
One-third of school cirincipals reported scheduling problems due to mylti-
ple programs for LEP students (E1).

Improvements in Prigram Implementation. The first national evaluation of
Title VII (Eh,E10) completed in 1377 presented data on the quaifty of
program implementatfon. Experts generally assessed these data as indfcat-
fng there were serfous shortcomings in program implementatfon. A recent
descriptive.study of Titie VII classrooms in the 1980-81 schoo! year
reports that project ufrectors-fndicated that there have been considerable
improvements fn program implementation (E1).

The data showed that 91 percent of project directors safd- they had a
written plan for administering the project. Ninety-four percent of these
directors safd they followed their plan, and 71 percent fndicated that
their plan fncluded written management objectives. The data also Showed
that 81 percent of project dfrectors reported that they had prepared
multi-year project plans for their dnitial oproposal, Seventy-eight
percent of these project directors indicated that they had implemented
their multf-year project plans to 2 great or very great extent (E1).
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.C. . Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness {Continued)

Program Effects: How effective is Title VII? This is a difficult question
to answer, ine large majority of project evaluations are so flawed in
their research design that they cannot be used e assess the impact of
the program, Each Title VII grantee {is required by law to conduct a
project evaluation, For the 1980-8]1 school year, there should have been
550 evaluation reports; there were 355, Of these, only B4 were found to
meet minimum levels of scientific quality to explain whether or not the
program had an effect on the participants (E11), OBEM.A is taking steps
to improve evaluation quaiity,

The first {and only) national evaluation of Title VII found in 1975 that
Title VII had no effect on math performance and 1 nagative 2ffect on
English (E10). More recently, in a review of the evaluation literature,
of both Title VII and non-Title VII bilingual education programs, Baker
and de Kanter (E12,13} found mixed results for bilingual education. For
both English and math, some programs achieved gains,some were ineffective,
but some had negative effects.

In a survey of teachers in Title VII projects, great or very great project
impacts were raported in the following areas by percentage of teachers:
Spoken English (58 peruent), Cuitural Awareness {70 perc.nt), Academic
Skills (65 percent), Reading (62 percent), Native Language {69 percent),
Self-Image (Bl percent), and Attitude Toward School (79 percent) (E1).

Capacity Building. One of the mejor intents of the basic grant program
1$ to provi imited, short-term intervention in an LEA to improve the
LEA's capacity for meeting the needs of limi.'d English pr.ficient stu-
dents, Many (EAs have received Title ViI assistance for considerable
periods: 314 (40 percent of all LEAs receiving grants) LEAs have received
Titie VII grants for six years or more; 111 LEAs have received grants for
ten years or more., R

To assess probability of institutionalization, the Title VII project and
district staff were asked in a recent study if the project was effectively
accomplishing its goals ond meeting local needs. Almost three-quarters
of the superintendents who were interviewed believed the project was
effectively accomplishing its goals to a great or very great degree., In
addition, approximately two-thirds of teachers considered the project to
be a definite advantage or a vital addition to the district's educational
system, However, district administrators were concerned about their
ability to continue the project without Federal funding., Seventy-six per-
cent of superintendents, B2 percent of Federal program coordinators, and
72 percent of principals said that Dilingual education services would be
reduced or dropped if Title VII funding was reduced or discontinued (%£1),
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

In addition to emphasizing strongly the development of school districts'
capacity to serve limited English proficient children, the legislative
proposal would restructure the basic grants to school districts program,
revising program goals and criteria and ending long-term aid to districts.
Funding priority would be given to districts serving children with the
greatest immediate need: those whose usual language 1is not English.

Finally, budget policy 1s phasing out desegregation grants.
E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above:
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QOther Supporting:Data:

Supplementary Fact Sheet
- 1983

Basic Grants 00000 LR R R R A R AR R A N NN YN NN s 84’126’000

BGSfC Grants to LEAS..Q.loollollooloolooolooololoo 76’126’000
" Number of projects supported...cvecvecssocnesnes 551
Number of new ProjectsSiciciieiecnecctootoncnnesns 246
Number of LEP children served.i...ccveciennnnones 216,789
Average per pupil expenditure...ceiievescocccnss $351

Demonstration Grants t0 LEAS...eeveieetecceees «.ee. $ 8,000,000
Number of projects supported...... teerronrsosuae + 50
Number of new ProjectScecrrcecrecrrarcareceas voo 25
Number of children Servedieceeiiececrecrcccece reo 11,050
Average per pupil expenditure Criecccaneens $724

Special Demonstration ContractsSeeceerssccerccnanes $ 500,000
Number of CONLrAaCLS.veesetectocctrocrconcosnnues 1

Total ProjeCts-OﬁiooiolioloolIlnIll 601
Number of children servedi..secececcrrereccnares 182,508

Desegregation Support GrantsS...ceeeeee revesesunenes $ 2,400,000
Number Of ProjectS.iccsecereecirerrecrtioccccraree 11

IT1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

0

In FY 1983, Development Associates was awarded a contract to begin
the first ghase of the Congressionally-mandated longitudinal evaluation
study which will determine the impact of services to limited English
proficient students.

SRA Technology began a major evaluation which will study immersion
programs in the United States as compared to more traditional bi-
Tingual education approaches.

Other studies funded under Part C which are relevant to the Basic'Grant
program include:

--Advanced Technology will be examining local school districts which
do not receive. external funding, but are able to build capacity. °

~-Naomi Gray, Assocfates will examine services provided to junior
and senior high school language minority/limited English proficient
students.

-=Pecision Resources will examine Census data to determine the number
of limited English proficieat students in the United States.
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[I1. Response to GEPA 417(b) (Continued) .

--The National Center for 8ilingual Research will pe validating
the LMBAI, an instrument which evaluates language proficiency.

--M:SA, Incorporated will be studying Title VII programs which service
native American and Alaskan native limited English proficient stu-

dents.

-=COMSIS will be reviewing the state-of-the-art of education technolo-
gies implemented in programs of instruction serving LEP students.

--Human Resources Corporation will be examininggthe needs of and
services t0 Hawaiian and other Pacific I[slanders.

--The Educatisnal Testing Service will be supplementing the National
Assessment of Educational Progress with questions for limited Eng-

1ish oroficient students.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Rudy Cordova, (202) 245-2609 {Basic Program)
Rudy Munis, (202) 245-2595 (Demonstration Program)

Program Studies: Jan Anderson, (202) 245-8364

‘ Notes

Includes $90,000,000 for tilingual vocational training and 38,000,000
for bilingual desegregation programs.

This authorization is established by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35.

Section 587{a) of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act
(ECIA) of 1981, P.L. 97-35, repeaied the Emergency School Aid Act
(ESAA). However, Section 751 of Title VII' was not affected. The
provisions of ESAA incorporated by reference into Section 781 of
Title YII remain in effect for purpose of the Desegregation Program
authorized under Title VII.

There 1S some concern that the LMIAI may mis-identify some students;
in this-case, Cherokees. In the absence of more data, some research-
ers believe it should not be presumed that Cherokee students who are
English ‘dominant' are English proficient to an extent similar to
native English speakers. They believe that there are many native
American students who are monolinqual English speakers or who are
Englisn dominant, but «ho are LEP, nevertheless.
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BILINGUAL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS--DISCRETIONARY GRANTS TO
STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES, HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS, AND
PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS (CFDA Nos. 84.077,- 84.099, and 84.100)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE:

Legisiation: P.L. 94-482 as amended by P.L. 94-40 (20 U.S.C. 23D1-2461).

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Apgrogriation

$ 70,000,000 $ 2,800,000

80,000,000 4,800,000

90,000,000 3,960,000

735,000,000 1/ 3,666,000 2/

735,600,000 I} 3,686,000 2/
Purpose:  Bilingual vocational programs are authorized under the Voca-
tional Education Ac¢t, as amended. These programs provide awuits, who
are of limited English-speaking ability, both occupational training and
job-relatied English language skilis. They also support the training of
bilingual vocational instructors and the deveiopment of instructional
materials. .

Eligible Recipients: Applicants eligible for bilingual vocational
training grants and cantracts include: 1local educational agencies, ap-
propriate State agencies, postsecondary education institutions, private
nonprofit vocational institutions, and nonprofit educational or training

. organizations especially created to serve a group whose language as
normally used fs other than English. Private-for-profit agencies and
organizations are eligible for contracts.

For bilingual vocational instructor training grants (84.099), the
following agencies or institutions are eligible for grants or contracts:
{a) state agencies and (b) public and private nonprofit educational
institutions. Private-for-profit educational institutions are eligible
only for contracts.

A1} instructional materials development is covered under- the Federa!
procurement reguiations for contracts. Eligible agencies are determined
by the kind of procurement {8A, Small Business set-aside, etc.) used.

Applicant Requirements: Applicants under bilingual vocational training
(84.077) myst submt the appiications to the appropriate State Board
for Vocational Education for review. Applications must be prepared
and submitted to the Education Department’ in accordance with program
announcements and estadblished deadlines. Based upon evaluations and -
recommendations of outside experts and intemal reviaw, the Director
of OBEMLA approves new applicstions for support.
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Program Profile {Continued)

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Awards are for a project period
ranging from e to five years. Continuation of a multi-year grant is
conditional on the grantee's demonstration of satisfactory progress
toward achieving. program objectives, and the availability of funds.
Funding 1s usually for a twelve-month period.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Audits will be made of State and local
organizations carrying out this program at least once every two years.
Specific reporting requirements are contained in the grant document.

IT. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a}

A. Goals and Objectives: No special goals or objectives were identified
for this program in FY 1983.

B. Progress and Accompl ishments: Research was conducted in the area of
bilingual vocational training, as well as training sessions (E1, EZ,
E3) provided.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

Students Served. In FY 1983, 12 student training projec¢ts under bilingual
vocationai training (84.077), totalling $2,396,000, recruited and trained
1,195 persons of limited English-speaking ability. Since the inception .

of the program, 137 projects and 11,831 trainees have been funded.

Personnel Trained. Six Bilingual Vocational Instructor Training Projects
(84.099) trained a total of 183 bilingual vocational instructors, aides,
and auxiliary personnel in FY 1983. Since the beginning of this program,
981 individuals have been trained.

-

Types of Benefits Provided: Under the bilingual vocational training
program, project activities train indi#iduals with limited English-speak-
ing ability for gainful employment as semi-skilied or skilled workers
in environments where English 1is the language normally used. Under
the bilingual vocational instructor training program, individuals are
provided traintng in vocational skills, methodology bilingual education,
Jjob-related ESL 1instruction, job placement techniques, or related
course work so that they can become instructors in bilingual vocational
training programs. :

Program Effectiveness: There have been no evaluations of this program
since 1980 (c49). nat study included orojects tnat were not federally
funded.
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for lLegislation:

.

The Administration's proposed Bilingual Education Improvements Act of
1983 will authorize funds for bilingual vocational education. Out-of-
school youth and adu'ts of limited English proficiency qualify for
vocational training in the proposed legislation. The present Bilingual
Education Act limits vocational training activities to students in
elementary and secondary schools with funding availabie only to schooi
districts. , :

Pians for program ‘improvement are to provide training and technical
assistance to currently funded projects as an attempt to improve their
performance and increase their retention and placement rates.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Peterson, Morris, and Berry, Dale. Strategies for Qutreach Services
in Bilingual Vocational Training Programs. Washington, D.C.:
Kirschner Associates, Incorporated, 1983.

-

2. Clelland, Richard W. and Feldman, Mona A. Vocational Careers in

Which a Language Other Than English is an Asset. Bethesda, Maryland:
Miranda Associates, 1982. '

3. MacDonald, Ross et al.. Improving Techniques in Teaching/English for
the Job. Rosslyn, Virginia: InterAmerica Research Associates, Incor-
porated, 1982. -

Berry, Dale, and Feldman, Mona. Evaluation of the Status and Effects
of Bilingual Vocational Training. Washington, 0.C.: Kirschner Associ-
ates, Incorporated, 1980.

F. Other Supporting Cata:

None.

ITI. RESPONSE-TO GEPA 417(b):

Ouring FY 1983, Juarez and Associates of Los Angeles, California received
& contract award to prepare a report identifying successful strategies
used in the six currently funded bilingbal vocational instructor training
projects.

Contacts for Further Informaticn

-~

Program Operations: Richard Naber, (202) 447-9227
Barbara Greenberg, (202) 245-2595
Program Studies : Jan Anderson, (202) 245-8364




Notes

1. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P... 97-35 establishes
an authorization for the Vocational Education Act of $735,000,000.

2. Section 183 of the Vocational Education Act, as amended, specifies
that avaflable funds are to be divided among the tnree different
programs as follows:

0 Sixty-five percent for the activities supportec¢ unoer the Bilingual
Vocational Training Program ("4.077).

o Twenty-five percent for the activities supported under the Bilingual
vocaticnal Instructor Training Program (34.09%).

0 Ten percent for the activities supported under the " Bilingual
vocational Instructional Materials, Metheds, and Techniques (84.100).




TRANSITION PROGRAM FOR REFUGEE CHILDREN--FORMULA GRANTS TO
STATE EPYCATION AGENCIES (CFDA No. 84.146) 1/

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 96-212, Section 412 of the Refugee Act of 1980
(8 U.5.C. 1522); Refugee Assistance Amendments of 1982 P.L. 97-363.

Funding: )
Fiscal Year hiﬁﬁthorization Approoriation 2/

1980 Indefinite $ 23,168,000
1981 Indefinite 25,268,000 3/
1982 Indefinite 19,740,000
1983 Indefinite 16,600,000

Purpose: To provide Federal assistance to State and local educationa)l
agencigs to meet the special education needs of eligible refugee child-
ren enrolled in elementary and secondary schools. The grants are to help
schools.meet the special educational needs of refugee children and may be
used to develop capacity through funding special curriculum materiais,
bilingual teachers and aides, remedial classes, and guidance and counse!-
ing services required to bring these- children into the mainstream of the
American education system.

: \
Eligibility: The program grants funds to State education agencies to
assist local educational agencies in providing special services tc elig-
ibte children. The State must have an approved ptan for the administration
of refugee ressttlement programs on file with the Office of Refugee
Resettlement in the Department of Health and Human Services.

Administration: The program is adwinistered ty the Department of £ducation
via an interagency .greement with the Department of Health ard Human
Servicrs.

Netermination of Grant Amounts: This program has no statutory formula.
Tne Secretary awards grants to States using a weighted formula pased on
the number of etigible chiidren enrolled in public and nonprofit private
eiementary and secondary schools in the State and the recency o¢f their
“arrival in the United States. States then award grants to local s5ciool
districts based on the nuymber of refugee children the schaol districts
reported to the State. States may use u4p to one percent of the total
award for administrative costs. Awards are for a twelve~-month period.

Obiigations of Grant Recipients: Specific reporting requirements are con-
tained on the 9rant document. There is no matching requirement. Periodic
audits are. made as part of the recipient's system of financial manage-
ment and internal control to meet terms and conditions of the grant’ award.
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Obiectives

Other than following the annual formula gi:ant procedures, no new gc3ls or
chbjectives for FY 1983 were identified for this program.

8. Progress and Accompl ishments: Not applicable.

C. Costs, 8enefitis, and Effectiveness:

Students Served° For school year 1982-83, $3,000,000 of FY 198)1 funds and

1982 funds were used for the education of refugee child-
ren° 14-3 207 children were served for an average af $159 per child. For
the same "school year, $6,000,000 was appropriated under Section 501(a) of
the Refugee Edusation Assistance Act of 1982, as amended, for the 2ducation
of Cuban and Haitian entrant children and 11.427 children were served for
an average cost of 3525 per child.

The Secretary determines the amounts of the awards to State educational
agencies (SEA) based on a count of the eligible children enrolled in
public and nonprofit private ele.entary and secondary scnools in the
States, For each year in which funds are made avajlable for this program,
the Secretary announces a count date when SEA's must count the children
aljgible for assistance. State and local educational agencies reyort
considerable inconvenience and frustration because of uncertainties re-
garding the availability of funds fn most fiscal years. Some State aed
local agencies may experience difficulties in arriving at accurate counts
because identification of children eligible for assistance invoives privacy
jssues which in some cases are governed by State and local law.

Geographic Distribution: For school year 1982-83, the States reported
that there were 143,20/ eligible refugee children enrolled fn the Nation's
elementary and secondary schools, The seven States with the largest
refugee children enrollments have a total of 84,740 refugee children or
61 percent of the total refugee children enroliment. California alone.
accounted for 33 percent of the total.

Enroliment Decrease. Between school year 1981 and 1982, total refugee
chiidren enrofiment decreased by 16.5 percent. Thiriy-eight States Show-
ed a decrease in refugee chiidren enroliment and 11 States showed 2n in-
fncrease. States with large refugee children enrolliments, California,
Pennsylvanta, New York, and Oregon showed a 13 percent de:rease.

Instructional Methods. 8ilingual edycation was used fn 17 States (requir-
ed Dy State iaw in four States). In addition, thirteen States used ESL,
13 States used ESL/bilingual, and 10 States oa:rated a wutorial program.
Thirty=-one States ooeratad summer programs. ny local educators are

making extensive use of the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Educa-
tion, the regional Bilingual £ducation Service Centers and the Indochinese
Materials Ceanter in Kansas City, but the usa of these resources is spotty.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness {Continued)

Beration of Program. An evaluability assessment of this program (E1)
tound that the average estimated iength of supplementary services 1%
2.8 years for the elementary level and 3.3 years for the secondary level.

SEA-identified Problems: The majo problem identified by SEA staff was
lack of bittngual school staff. Cultural differences were a second
important probiem. Eleven States complained about lack of funds and the
uncertainties of the funding schedulc. A 1982 study found that in
past years, awards to SEAs were miscalculated, necessitating corrections
and re-corrections that have caused some SEA personnel to lose confidence
in federal administration of the program. The Oepartment has since
taken steps to correct these probiems. .

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

NOI'I eo

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above:

1. Jung, Steven M, et al. Evaluability Assessment of the Transition
Program for Re igee Children. Palo Alto, Califomia: The American
Institutes of Research, September 1982.

F. Other Supporting Data:

Nope.
ETI. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

Not applicable.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Jonathan Chang, (202) 245-2822
Program Studies : Jan Anderson, (202) 245-8364

Notes

1. Ouring fiscal years 1980-1983, Congress also made special sppropria- -
tions to meet the special educational needs of the Cuban and Haitian
entrant children. The Secretary of Educatfon requested and received
a FY 1980 appropriation of $7.7 million under Section 203 of the
Elamentary and Secondary Education Act, as amended. Fiscal year
funding for Cuban and Haitian entrants for 1981 {36 million), 1982




Notes (Continued)

3.

($5.7 million), and 1983 (S5 mi.'ion) was made available under Section
501(a) of the Refugee Equcation Assistance Act of 1980, as amended.
Appropriation language limited eligibility for FY 1981, 1982, and
1983 funds to those school districts with at least 10,000 entrants
enrolled in the districts' schools.

Appropriations under this authority were made to the Oepartment of
Health and Human Services and were then transferred to the Department
of Education. These appropriations do ne* include funds for Cuban

and Haitian entrants.

Appropriations made in FY 1981 were used for a two-year period.




BILINGUAL EOUCATION TRAINING PROGRAMS--DISLRLTIONARY GRANTS
TO LOCAL SCHOOL OISTRICTS, STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES, INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER EOUCATION OR NONPROFIT PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS
(CFOA No. 84.003)

Highlights

o The Office for Bilingual! Education and Minority Lanquages Affairs
initiated a phase-down of the Fellowship and phase-out of Schools of
Educaticn Projects Programs (I[-0}.

[. FROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-10, as amended by P.L. 95-561, Title VII of ESEA of
1365 U.3.C. 3221-3261.

Funding Since 1979: -

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

$ 232,000,000 $ 161,400,000
299,00C,000 . 1,763,000
446,000,000 %j 161,427,000
139,970,000 &/ 138,058,000
139,970,000 2/ 138,057,000

Purpose: Training Programs, School of Education Projects, and Fellowship-
Frojects provide financia! assistance to local education agencies, insti-

tutions of higher education’ (IHEs}, State education2l agencies and nonpro-

fit private organizations to provide training and develop capacities to

tratn individuals who are participating in or are preparing to participate

in programs of bilingual education.

Program Components: i

1. Training Projects. . This program provides financial assistance to
establish, operate, or inprove trainirg programs to train bilingual edu-
cation teachers and to train administrators, paraprofessionals, parents
and other personnel participating or preparing to participate in bilingual
education programs. Three types of projects are funded under this prog-
gram:

0 PrOJects that provide undergraduate and graduate degree-oriented train-
ing, and develop and improve training programs at IHE's;

0 Projects that provide non-degree training to improve the skills of pdr-
ents and educational personnel participating in prograns of bilingual
education; and

Projects that provide training to State educational ageﬁcy personnel
to improve their skills in carrying out their responsibilities with
regard to programs of bilingual education.




Program Components {Continued)

2. Schools of Education Projects. This program provides financial as-
ststance to institutions of higher education to develop or expand their
capacity to provide degree-granting bilingual education training programs.
Funds are used to pay salyries of instructors tn bilingual education,
with 3 declining Federal share of costs over the three.year grant.
1t the participating university provides tenure, it must provide equal

opportunity for tenure to the faculty member{s) hired for the project.

3. Fellowship Program. This program provides fellowship assistance to
full-time graduate students in post-masrter's degree programs who are
preparing to become trainers of teachers of bilingual education. The-
statute and regulations require a recipient to work in authoriZed activi-
ties for 3 period of time equivalent to the time for which the student
received assistance under the program or pay back the assistance received.

Eligibility:

1., Teaining Projects. Those eligible for asststance under this program
are a local school district; a State education agency: an institution of
higher ecucation or a nonprofit private organization that appiies after
consultation with one or more school districts or with a State edrcation
agency; or an institution of higher education or 2 nonprofit private
organization that apolfes Jjointly with one or more school.districts or
with 3 State education agency.

2. Schools of Education Projects. Those eligible for assistance under
this program are an institution of higher education with 2 school,
department, or collage of education gr & bilingual education training
program. Appitcants must apply after consultation w.th one or more local
school districts or with a State educatfon 2gency or an institution of
higher education with a school, department, or college of education or a
bt 1tngual education training program that applies Jjointly with one or
more local school districts or with a3 State education agency.

3. Fellowship Program. An {nstitution of higher education that offers 2
program of Stucdy ieading to ,3 degres above the master's level in the
field of training teachers for bilingual education is eligible to partici-
pate in this program. An individual is eltgible to apply for a fellowship
under this program if this individual: (1) is a citizen, a national or 2
perminent resident of the United States; (2) is in the United States for
_ other than a temporary purpose and can provide evidence from the Immigra-

tion and Naturalization Service of his or her {ntent to become 2 permanent
resident; or (3) is a permanent resident of the Amesrican territories; and
{4) nas been accepted for encollment 2s 2 full-time student in 4 course
of study offered by an fnstitutios of higher education approved for
participation in this program. The course of study must lead to a degree




Program Components {Continued)

above the Master’s level in the field of training teachers for bilingual
education.

Applicant Reguirements:

1. Training Projects: To be eligible for assistance, an applicant must
meet the requirements found in requiations applicable to this program,
including the following:

0 A local educational agency, applying as either a sole or joint appli-
cant, is required to hold at least one meeting, open to the public, to
discuss the contents of its application. The local educational agency
must complete the certification form in the program information package.

Joint &pplicants must complete a special certification form in the
program information package.

An applicant must provide a review copy of its application to the
appropriate State educational agency in its State in advance of submit-
ting it to the Department of Education.

Certain applicants must establish an advisory council to assist in
the development of an-application.

Schools of Education Projects.

An applicant must provide a review copy of its applic-tion to the
appropriate State education agency in its State in advance of submit-
ting it to the Department of Education.

Fellowship Program.

An institution of higher education submits an application for partic-
ipation which provides evidence of the institution’s eligibility
and addresses the criteria in thé program requlations.

An individual submits an application for a feilowship to the partici-
pating fnstitution(s) of higher education which he or she is attending
or wishes to attend.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants to entities other than local
school districts are awarded for a period of one to three years. Grants
to entities other than local school districts are awarded for a period
from one to five years and are subject to the procedures and criteria
in EDGAR for setting the project period and determining whether to make 3
continuation award. However, in the case of an application under the
School of Education Projects Program, the Secretary approves a project
period of three years.




Applicant Reduirements {Continued)

In the Fellowship Program, appiications from institutions of nigher edu-
cation are approved for a periud of from one Lo five years. Actual fellow-
ship awards by the institutions are approved for one year although students
may be awarded fellowships for a maximum of two years, 1f maintaining
satisfactory progress in a post-master's program and up to a maximum of
three years, if maintaining satisfactory progress in a doctoral program.

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a}

A. Goals and Objectives: Ouring FY 1983, the Oepartment's princibal
objectives witn respect to the Training Project Program were as follows:

o Fund programs proposing to certify bilingual teachers fn science, math,
and educational technology.

Fund training orograms designed to encourage parents to work toward
a degree or credential in bilingual education.

Progress and Acceiuplishments:

OBEMLA provided financial support to 136 institutions of nigner educa-
tion that have trafned and/or certified 6,200 bilingual education
teachers.

Approximately one-fourth of all teachers with bilingual academic
training were trained in programs receiving support from ESEA
Title VIT (E3).

Twenty-five projects were funded to improve the skills of parents and
others in carrying out their responsibilities in programs of bilingual
education.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

FY 1983 awards totalled $13.9 million for 136 undergraduate and graduate
training projects. An additional $2.2 million was awarded for 22 short-
term training institutes and $448,000 was awarded for 8 SEA tralning
projects. Y.

Quring FY 1983, 427 feliowships were awarded at 33 institutions of higher
education, totaliing $3.6 miilion. Ouring the period 1975-1982, 312
students recefved a degree through the Bilingual Fellowship Program.
Spanish was the non-English language of 80 percent of the graduates.
Post-graduation employment was found in colilege teaching by 40 percent-
of the graduates, in administrative positions {23 percent), as teachers
{13 percent}),-and as local school specialists {11 percent}. Males account~
ed for 47 percent of the graduates (E5).
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT

There are two principal questions to consider din assessing the training
programs. First, what is the quality of training provided? No infor-
mation is avatlable on this jssue other than information on the number
of teachers who are working in programs of bilingual education who have
been trained in Title VII teacher training programs.- Second, how much
training is needed? The number of trained bilingual teachers needed
depends on (1) the number of students needing bilingual education,
(2) what constitutes a trained teacher and {3) how mény trained teachers
are ndw available.

1. Eligible Population. The question of how many students need bilingual
instruction 1s addressed in Chapter 201, the Title VI1 Bilingual Program.
Depending on the instructional needs of the LEP students being served and
how they are defined, there are somewhere between 1 million and 3,600,000
students needing bilingual education.

2. Training of Bilinqual Teachers. Not all teachers who instruct limited
Engiish proficient students have réceived formal training in either ESL
methods or in bilingual education. Some ESL or bilingual education
training was reportes by 344,800 teachers, byt full bilingual training
including {1) non-English Tlanguage arts, (2) .teaching non-language
subjects in a non-English language, {3) bicultural, and (4} ESL was
reported by only 33,500 teachers. Training in ESL alone was reported by
30,100 teachers and an additional 103,600 teachers had traintng in both
ESL and bilingual methods (E4). .

Degrees Granted. Colleges and universities reported granting 3,782 Bach-
elor’'s degrees and 2,931 Master's degrees in Dilingual education in the
three years beginning with the 1977-78 school year. Title VII funded
programs produced 63 percent of the Bachelor graduates and 75 percent of
the Master's degree holders. The number of Bachelor degrees per year in-
creased 25 percent between 1977-78 and 1979-80. Master's degrees increas-
ed 12 percent (E3}. ' .

Federal Stipends. Over half the enrolled students are receiving some
Tinancial support from Title VII.

Teachers Trained by Title VII. According to the 1982 Teacher Language
“31lls durvey, ’ teacners have received some Title YII provided

training which represents 16 percent of all teachers with some bilingual
traintng, Only 2,400 (6 percent) of the Title VIl trained teachers
received ESL-only training. Title VI! trained teachers wese slightly
more likely to be uorkfﬁg in a bilingual ot ESL program in the 1980-81
school year than were teachers with other bilingual education backgrounds.
0f the 39,100 Title VII trained teachers, 22,100 {57 percent) were teaching
in a bilingual or ESL program compared to 49 percent of all teachess
with some formal academic traitning in bilingual education. Prior to

126




C. Costs. Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

1976, 12,700 teachers graduated from college with Title VI{ provided °
academic preparation. An additional 11,500 Title VII prepared teachers
graduated between 1976 and 1980 (E4). N

Enrollment Levels. For the 198182 school year, 5,891 students were en-
rolied in Titie VII supported training programs. In 1979-80, 3,472
students were enrolled in Title VII supported training programs. Ouring
the year an additional 927 students were enrolled in non-Title VI[ pro-
grams. Within the Title VII supported program, there were 1,311 students
enrolied in Bachelor's level programs, 887 at the Masters level and 294
Doctoral students (E3).

e

Spanish was the non-English language of B6 percent of the enrolless in
Bacheior's programs and of 95 percent of the enrollees in Masters pro-
grams. Non-Title VII programs were not as heavily concentrated in Spanish.
An RMC study of Title VII and non-Title VII Teaacher Training programs
compieted in 1981 indicated that 79 percent of enrollees at ali levels
were native speakers of a.non-Erglish language, usuaily Spanish. Eighty-
six percent of enrollees were fluent in a non-English language (E3).

Curriculum Content: Courses on culture are the most frequent curricular
area in Dilingual education teacher training programs. Looking across
associate of arts (AA) programs, bachelor of arts (BA) programs, masters
programs (MA), and doctoral programs (Ed0) the percent of curriculum
devoted to culture was 32 percent, 25 percent, 19 percent, and 23 percent, °
respectively. The percent of the curriculum devoted to general issues in
bilingual education from the AA to EdD level was 11 percent, 15 percent,
16 percent, and 15 percent, respectively. Teaching English as a second
language courses were a low priority of Dilingual education teacher
curricula with no courses offered in AA programs and 7 percent, 7 percent,
and 5 percent of these courses being offered to BAs, MAs, and Ed0s (E3).

Language Proficiency Requirements. Nearly all projects (92 percent) had a
language proficiency requirement for the non-English language. Most
programs had no requirement of English proficiency beyond those of the
university as a whole. A non-English language was the native tongue of

74 percent of the students (E3).

Length of Program Operation. The average program was 4.7 years old in
1980.

Room to Expand Training. Nearly half (42 percent) of the Title ¥II pro-
sects reported they could increase enroliment at the current level of
rasourcas. Over half (55 percent) of the projects reported difficulity in

“recruiting students. The most often mentioned problems were lac¢kx of
student financial support and not enough staff time available for recruit-
ing activities. Attracting people to the teaching profession is another
problem because of low salaries (E3).




C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Project Continuation. Based on consideration of a number of factors, the
evaluation contractor estimated that 43 perciuat of the projects would
" continue if Federal funds were lost. 34 percent wouid terminate, and it
was unclear for 23 percent. The degree of institutionalization was much
less for Doctoral programs than for programs at other levels (£4).

3. Teacher Availability. Various studies .have estimated the need for
bilingual teachers as ranging from 43,500 to 99,500 (E1,E2). The recent
Teacher Language Skills Survey found there were 140,000 teachers with
experience in teaching in a non~-English. language {32,900 of these teachers
reported Spanish was their mother tongue}. In addition to these teachers
with experience in teaching .using non-English lanquages, an additional
258,000 teachers reported experience ir teaching £SL. Far fewer teachers
were Lrained in bilingual education "(E4}.

Prior to 1976, 12,000 teachers active in 1980-8]1 completed a coliege
program of bilingual teacher preparation. Between 1976 and 1980, an
additional 11,000 teachers completed training. Of the total 24,000
teachers who had completed a bilingual academic program, 16,000 were
using either ESL or a non-English language in their 198081 teaching’
position (E4). '

It is important to note that most of the teachers with experience 1in
teaching limited English proficient students were not employed in their
field in 1980-81. Only 55,500 {40 percent) of the 140,000 teachers with
experience in teaching using a, non«English language were employed in jobs
using the non-English language during the 1980-81 school year. Only
103,000 (49 percent) of the 258,000 ESL-only experienced teachers were
teaching an €S_ program that year (E4).

Teacher utilization improves when training is considered. Of the 92,500
teachers with some formal bilingual academic training, almost haitv (43,300)
were currently teaching in a bilingual or ESL program. Of the 26,400
teachers with full academic bilingual credentials, 17,000 (64 percent)
were teaching in a bilingual or ESL program (E4).

IN-SERVICE TRAINING

In addition to supporting college level programs, Title VII also supports
in-service training through the Basic and Demonstration Projects Program.
Among active teachers in 198081, 95,000 had received some in<Service
training including 21,000 teachers who had received no college preparition
tn bilinqual education {E4).

POST~TR~. NING EMPLOYMENT

Post-graduation employment found 80 percent of the teacher graduates and
86 percent of the teacher trainer graduates were working in some capacity
in bilingual/bicuitural education. Teacher graduates who received Title
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

¥I1 support were no more likely to be working in the field than teacher
graduates who did not receive Title VII asststance. Teacher trainers who
received Title VI1 support were more likely to be employed in bilinquai/
bicultural programs than. non-Title VII supported teacher trainers ?E3).

Teachers Not Working in Their Field. Although 47,500 teachers with some
ESL training were not empioyed in tSL teaching, 71,300 currently practic-
ing ESL teachers r2ported they had not received training in ESL methods.
Of those teachers with some bilingual training, 63,100 were not teaching
in a bilingual or ESL program in the 1980-81 school year. However,
btl;ngual programs employed 20,200 teache’'s who had no bil1ngua1 tratning
(E4).

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations fo. :gislation

The budget policy for 1984 continues efforts begun in 1983 to streamiine
and foc.:s the bilingual education program, including emphasizing develop-
ment of State and local capacity in bilingual education and phasin out
programs of lower priority, including training programs. Reductions will
be made through (1) phasing out the fellowship and schools of education
programs, (2) phasing down the short-teem training institutes programs,
and (3) removing State educational agency training from the Training
Projects Program and placing it in the SEA assistance program under
Support Services.

Funding for the schools of education program ($500,000) will be provided
for continuation awards only, with the intent of phasing it out Dy 198S.
The intent of budget policy is also to phase out the fellowship program.
These programs have contributed successyully to increasing the numb2r of
doctoral students and graduates in bilingual education and have developed
capacity in institutions of higher education in 26 States. They implement
functions that can now be carried out by the institutions themselves and
by individual students using alternative sources of aid available through
Federal postsecondary educatiofh programs sSuch as the Guaranteed Student
Loan Program.

E. Supporting Studies and Anaiyses Cited in Section C Above:

1. Reisner, E.R. The Availabiiity of Bilingual Education Teachers in
Baker, K. and de Kanter, A. (eds.) B8ilingual FEducation: A Reappraisal
of federal Policy. Lexington, Mass.: Cexington BoOKS, 1983,

Kaskowitz, 0., Binkly, J., and Johnson, 0. A Study of Teacher Training
Programs in Bilingual fducation. Yolume II. The Supply and Oemand for
841ingual Education Teachers. Los Aitos, Ca.: RMC Research Corporaticn,
1981.°

Binkiey, J.L. 2and Johnson, D.M. A Study of Teacher Training Programs
in Bilingual Zaucation. ‘Yolume [. Program Descriptions. Los iltos.
£a.: AMC Research Corporation, i98i.
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. E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above (Continued)

4. Final Report of the 1980-81 Teachers Language Skills Survey, InterAmer-
ica Research Associates, lnc., Rosslyn, Va.: May 1983. Contract

300-80-0831.

5. Maria, A.F., The Effects of the Federal Bilingual Education Fellowship
Program on Fellows' Job Placement, Training Satisfaction, Job Satisfac<
tion and Professional Growth. Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of
the School of Education, Catholi¢ University of America, February
1983.

F. Other Supporting Data:

Supplementary Budget Sheet

1983 Actual
Training Programs $ 21,288,000

Fellowship program $ 3,626,000
Number OFf fellowS..cveecesesecccnse sececececes 427
Numbesr of projectsS..cceecececcocoscacencs reesen 33

Schools of Education projects 824,000
Number of projects 24

. IHE graduate/undergraduate $ 14,088,000
Number of students 6 200

Number of programs 136

Short~term training institutes $ 2,300,000

Number of participants 3,833

Number of programs 21

SEA training projects 450,000

Numbesr of projects. 8

11I. RESPONSE TQ GEPA 417(b)

In FY 1983, Arawak Consulting Corporation was awarded a contract to
examine in-service trair ng. The objectives of the study are to identify
alternatives for inservice staff development and then to implement the
alternatives to determine their relative effectiveness and management and
cost demands.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operation: Charlie Miller, (202) 245-2595
Dick Naber, (202} 447-9227
Program Studies: Jan Anderson, (202} 245-8364
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Notes .

1. Includes $90,000,000 for bilingual vocational training and $81,000,000
for bilingual desegregation programs.

This authortzation is established by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation

2.
Act of 1981, p.L. 97-35.
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STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES, INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

. BILINGUAL EDUCATION SUPPORT SERVICES--LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS,
(CFDA No. 84.003)

Highlights

“0 The Office for Bilingual Educction and Minority Languages Affairs
established Multifunctional Resource Centers (I1.D).

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-10, as amended Sy P.L. 95-561, Title VII of ESEA of
I§§5 20 U.S.C. 3221-3261. )

Funding Since 1979:

.Fiscal Year Authorizetion - Appropriation

$ 232,900,000 $ 161,400,000

299,000,000 171,763,000

446,000,000 1/ 161,427,000

139,970,000 2/ 138,058,000

. 139,970,000 2/ 138,057,000

Purpose: The Support Services Projects Program provides financial assis-
tance to strengthen programs of bilingual =2ducation and bilingual educ:-
tion training programs.

Program Components: In FY 1983, support services activities included:
tate tducation Agency Projects for Coordinating Technical Assistance;
Evaluation, Oissemination, and Assessment Centers, Materials Development
Projects Program; and B87ilingual Education Service Centers, the activities

of which were consolidated into Multifunctional Resource Centers; and
Research and Development Program.

1.5tate Educational Agency Projects for Cocrdinating Technical Assistance.
The State tducational Agency érojects for Loordinating lechnical AsSis-
tance pPovides Federal financial assistance to State educational agencies
for projects designed to coordinate technical assistance provided by

other agencies in support of programs of bilingual education funded in
their States under Title VII.

2. Bilingual Education Service Centers {phased out}/Multifunctional Re-
source Centers. Biiingual Education Service Centers (BESCS) provided,
tratning and other techntcal services to programs of bilingual education
and bilingual tratning programs within designated regfonal service cen-
ters. These centers, with the exception of one in Southern California, were
phased out in 1983, More specific services were designed for the newly
formed Multifunctional Resource Centers.

3. Evaluation, Dissemination. and Assessment Centers (EDACs). These cen-
ters assist programs of bilingual education and bilingual education train-
ing programs within regional service areas in assessing, evaluating, ang
and disseminating bilingual education materials.
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Program Components (Continued) . .

4. Materials Development Projects Program. This program awards grants and
contracts to local school districts or institutions of higher education in
conjunction with one or more school districts to develop instructional and
testing materials for use in programs of bilingual education and bilinguai
education training programs. ~

5. Research and Development Program. This program authorizes:(a) research,
development, and evaluation activities funded by the U.S. Department of
Education t0 enhance the effectiveness of bilingual education and other
programs for persons who have language proficiencies dther than English;
and (b) dissemination of information regarding teaching and learning,
bilingualism, and limited English-proficient student achievement which is
useful for programs of bilingual education.

a., Resear-o:hi Development and Evaluation is supported under Part C of
itle Vii. 3ince » research and evaluation activities have focused
ont areas--assessment of national needs for bilingual education,
improvément of the effectiveness of services to students and improve-

ment in Title Y11 management and operation.

b. Dissemination of information related to bilingual education and ser-
vices t0 children with limited English proficiency is the responsibii-
ity of the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education. Newsletters
and publications are widely disseminated to existing projects, State
education agencies, and government decision-makers.

Eligibility: N

1. State Educational Agency Projects far Coordinating Technical Assis-
tance. uynly State educationa! agencies are eli1gible for assistance,

2: Multifunctional Resource Centers. Those eligible dinclude: (1) in-
.stitutions of migher education {including junior colleges and community
colleges and private nonprofit organizations) which apply, after con-
sultation with, or jointly with, one or more local educational agencies
or a State educational agency; {2) local educational agencies; and (3)
State educational agencies,

3. Evaluation, Dissemination and Assessment Centers. Those eiigible for
assistance are a jocas school district or an institution of higher edu-
cation that applies Jjointly with one or more local school districts..

4. Materials Develooment Projects Program. A local school district or
institutfon of higher education that applies jointly with one or more
local school districts is eligible for assistance under the Materials
Development Projects Program.

5. Research and Development Program. Awards uynder this program are made
by grant ang contract on a competitive basis.
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Program Components (Continued)

Applicant Requirements: A grantee myst employ bilingual personnel for
the project to the extent possible. State Educatichal Agency Projects
for Coordinating Technical Assistance must submit an assurance that
they will comply with the “supplement not supplant™ requirement.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: 1n the case of an application sub-
mitted Dy a local school district, the Secretary approves a project period
of from one to three years. The duration of grants to applicants other
than local school districts is determined by procedures and criteria in

EDGAR. Funding will usually be for a 12.month period.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Audits are made of State and local
ocrganizations carrying out this program at least once every two years.
Periodic audits should be made as part of recipients' systems of financial
management and internal contrcl to meet -terms and conditions of grants
arnd other agreements.

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

1. State Educational Agency Projects for Coordinating Technical Assistance.
Promcte coordination and communication among State educationdl agencies

{SEA) and between SEAs and Title Vil service providers. Encourage increas-
ed SEA involvement in Title Vil activities at the local 1&vel. Clarify
regulations governing the program to eliminate misunderstandings regarding
purpose of assistance and eligible activities.

2. 8ilinqual Education Service Centers. To package technical assistance
strategies 1n preparation for phase-out and to continue providing re-
quested technical assistance to Tocal school districts.

3. Evaluation, Dissermination, and Assessment Centers. To upgrade technical
assistance activities to local school districts in the area of evaluation,
based on the results of current Department findings, and to disseminate
information on useful curriculum and instructional practices.

4. Materials Deveiopment Projects Program. Encouriage development of in-
structional materials at the i¢cal level. Where assistance for melorials
development is requested, supplement’ grants for Basic and Demonstration
Projects to provide for that activity.

5. Research and Development Program. To respond to Congressional mandates
included 1n Part C of the 1978 Amendments to Title VII, ESEA.
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8. Progress and Accomblishment. .
o Initial consoiidation of services provided by BESCs, EDACS, and Mater- *

{als Development Programs into 16 Multifunctional Resource Centers.

o In FY 1982, Part C funded six new research studies and continued
twenty other ccatracts and grants. In FY 1983, twenty research and
evaluation activities were funded. Three were continuations from FY
19820 A [ . *

i
1. State Educational Agency Technical Assistance Projecfs

o]

Program Scope: The lJegislation limits State educational agencies to an
award amouni that does not exceed 5 percent: of the total amount awarded
under Part A of the 8ilingual Education Act to the local educational
agencies within their respective States during the preceding fiscal year.

Forty-two projects with a total expenditure of $3,820,915 wsre served
by this prooram in FY 1983.

Benefits Provided. State educational agencies coordinate technical assis~
tance provided by other agencies in support of programs of bilingual
education funded in their States under Title VII, ESCA. Examples of SEA .
coordination activities include--{1) coordination of assistance provided
by other agencies to elementary and secondary schools within the State

. v

to fmprove the quality and adequacy of instruction and management of
programs of bilinqual education assisted under Title VII; and (2) coor-
dination of the evaluation by other agencies of programs of bilingual
education assisted under Title VII to determine their effectiveness.

2. Multifunctional Rescurce Centers

Program Scopes Ten millfon dollars in FY 1983 were targeted for sixteen
centers, riftteen (15) were funded to serve the entire country with the
exception of Southern California which is being served through an extended
grant for the Bilingual Education Service Center until a new contract can
be let for a Multifunctional Resource Center.

Benefits Provided: Multifunctional Resource Centers: (1) design and imple-
ment a muitidistrict, multiagency approach to provide support services
for butiding the capacity of districts to improve instructional programs
and other support services designed specifically for limited-English
proficient students in sixteen service aress; (2) provide technical.”’
assistance to Title VII basic project grantees to improve proje<t manage-
ment, documentation, and evaluation; {(3) coordinate with the Nationai
Clearinghouse for 8ilingual Education (NC3E), other support service
centers and other federally funded centers or projects, to deveiop and
implement a stratagy or process for exchanging information and planning
to improve the delivery and quality of support services provided by
centars; and (4) coordinate with State educational agencies in their

-
*
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

ptans for providing technical assistaace to ensur that the Centers'
pians complement the SEAs' plans for assisting, with State or Federal~
funds, the Title VIl projects operating in the States.

3. Evaluation, Dissemination, and Assessment Centers

Prgiram Scope: ‘There were three EDACs in FY 1983, funded at $1.87 mi 1ion.

Benefits Provided: These centers evaluate the effectiveness and appropri-
ateness of materials for use in programs of Dilingual education or in |
biTingual education training programs; they publish and disseminate eval-
uation methods and materials; they assess the pumber of children in need
of bilingual education, the number of and need for Dilingual education
teachers and personnel, and the need for curriculum materials and student
assessment instruments; they develop instruments and procedures for use
in needs assessment surveys; and they ¢rain State educatior agency person-
nel-and othei; working with programs of bilinQual education in the
sejaction of appropriate evaluation and assessment methods and materials.

-

4, Materials Development Projects Program

Program Scope: Materials development was allocated $3.8 million in FY
1983.

Benefits Provided: Three major activities are authorized for materials
development projects: (a) developing, testing, and disseminating
instructional and testing materials for use in programs of Dbilingual
education; (b) developing instructional materials for use by institutions
of higher education in training persons who are participating in, or
. preparing to participate in, programs of bilingual education; and (c)
conducting needs assessments Lo -“atermine specific needs for materials
development. .

5. Research and Development Program

Program Scope: The Department awarded $5.24 million for research and
evaluation Studies and evaluations. Another $1.5 was budgeted to the
Kational Ciearinghouse on Bilingual Education.

Benefits Provided: Part ( research results are beginning to provide
nrormation for policy and management. Since 1979, sixty studies have
been supported, including basic research, applied research, development,
and evalvatien. A major focus of these documents is on research findings
of studies funded by the Part C research funds. The Clearinghouse aiso
provides specific information on request. A toll-free number expedites
these-requests. The National Clearinghouse is currently operated by
InterAmerica Research Associates, Inc., with joint funding from Title
VI1 and the National Institute of Education.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued) .

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recomnendations for Legislation

The five support services programs are being affected by proposed legis-
lative. budget, and administrative changes:

0 \Th e proposed Bilingual Education Improvements Act of 1983 will strength-
en the role of State educational agencies in assisting OBEMLA to monitor
bilingual education programs and provide technical assistance to them.

0o Budgetarv and administrative changes are consolidating the functions
of the -Materials Qevelopment Projects Program, the Evaluation, Dissem-
tnation, and Assessment Centers, and the Bilingual Education Service
Centers into one entity in FY 1983, the Multifunctiona! Resource
Centers.

The proposed amendments and changes reflect Administration philosophy
that the appropriate Federal role in education is to strengthen State and
local discretion in decision making. They also reflect the changing
needs and resources of local districts and States. The changes will
improve the current law while maintaining its basic g0als and structure.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above:

None. .

F. Other Supporting Oata:

Supplementary Budget Sheet

1983
Actual

. SUPPOTE SBrVICES ..veveeveeccssoscensssancenssesssd 16,557,000

SEA t“hN1ca] assistanceoooooooooooooooooooooooooos 3.9?03000
NUNDQF Of pr‘OjeCtS...................ooo........ 42

Studies and evaluatioNS..eeeceecccsscscsccsssssssed 5,280,000
ClaaringRoUSE. . covveecerescrocccessnnsasseeseaees 1,500,000
AdViSOrY COUNCT).reeeeeeecesesecscssccsessosssnses 117,000
Materials development and dissemination........... 5,690,000

Number of materials development gréntS.......... 10
Summary Basic ProjeclS.ceecececcsossccssonncnnns 62
Numner Of anchQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQQ...QQQQQQ.QQ 3

Multifunctional Resource Centers......eeceeeeesse.d 10,000,000
NUMOBr Of BrOJBCIS..ceccnncossscscosscncsosssses 15
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IT1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417({b}

In FY 1983 Part C research activites began:

0 An evaluation Of the management and information disseminmation activities
of the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education by Pelavin
Associates, Washington, D.C.

A study of Title VII funded State education agency coordination of
technical assistance activities to examine the technical assistance
capabilities available to local school districts and the types of
technical assistance which State educational agencies are delivering,
by SRA Technolody, Mountain View, “alifornia.

Kumerous basic research grants were awarded to study the English
language acquisition characteristics of Vietnamese students (Center
for Applied Linguistics, Kashington, D.C.)s the instruct onal

strategies which some LEA®s are using to assist LEP students to make
the transition to all-English classrooms {Linda Ventriglia, Boston,
Massachusetts); and the causal relationship between the development
of bilingualism, cognitive flexibility, and social-cognitive skills
in Hispanic children (K. Hakuta, Yale University)., A contract was
also awarded to develop research questions relevant to Title VII
on the basis of current research and the proposed amendments to
Titie}VII (Decision Resources, Washington, D.C.). )

p—

Contacts for Further Information:

Program Operations: Rudy Munis (202) 245-2695
Program Studies: Jan Anderson (202) 245-8364

Notes

1. Includes $90,000,000 for bilinoual vocational training and $81,000,000
for bilingual desegregation programs.

2. This authorization is established by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35.
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AID TO STATES FOR EDUCATION OF HANDICAPPED IN STATE
OPERATED AND STATE SUPPORTED SCHOOLS {CFDA No. 84.009)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-313, £SEA Title I, Sections 146-147 as amended
by P.L. 93-380, P.L. 95-561 and as consolidated by P.L. 97-35, ECIA Chapter

1, Section 554{a) (2)}(8). (Expires September 30, 1987)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal year

1979
1980
1981
1982
1983

Purpose: To provide Federal assistance to State Agencies which are directly

Authorization

143,353,492
150,000,000
165,000,000
171,092,000
146,520,000

Appropriation

143,353,492
145,000,000
156,625,000
146,520,000
146,520,000

responsible for providing free public education to handicapped children.

Restrictions on use of funds: State agencies are authorized to use these
funds only for procrams and projects that are designed to meet the special
educaticn and related service needs of handicapped children. Handicap
categoi'ies include mental retardation, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired,
visually handicapped, emotionally disturbed, ¢ thopedically impaired, deaf-
blind, specific learniny disabilities, multi-handicapped, and other health
impairments requiring special education.

Formula: Each State's share is determined by a statutory formula. This
formuia is based upon the number of eligible handicapped children counted in
average daily attendance {ADA), multiplied by 40 percent of the State per-
pupil expenditure {but no less than 80 percent or more than 120 percent of
the national per-pupil expenditure). The amount is ratably reduced based

on the appropriation available for distribution.

vwhere the

tEligir,le Children: Children in State-operated or State-supgorted orograms,

pfus handicapped children in local education agencies {LEAs
following conditions are met:

0 The c¢hild must have been reported previously in the ADA of a State agency.

0 The child must be currently enrolled in an appropriately designed special
2ducational prorram in the LEA.

o The LEA must receive from the State agency an amount equal to what the
State agency receives from the Federal Government for the children.
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301-2 .

Administration: This is a State-administered program. Applicaticns for

- project funds are submitted by participating institutions/schools to their
supervising State agency. Those applications approved by a State agency
are forwarded to the State education agency (SEA) for final approval and
release of funds. A1l participating institut,. s/schools must submit end-
of-year reports to their State agencies accounting for the expenditure of
funds and providing an evaluation of project activities.

RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)

A. Goals and Objectives:

Ouring FY 1983 the Oepartment’s principal objective with respect to this
program was to continue financial assistance to States to assist them in
providing services to eligible handic¢apped children.

B. Prugress and Accomolishments:

?

The children served through the program tend to be more severely handicapped
than ¢hildren supported under Part B of the Education of the Handicapped
Act. Under th's program the State ¢an obtain a higher Federal contribution
per child than under the Part B program.

C. Costs, Benefité. and Effectiveness

Services: Ffunding in FY 1983 provided services for about 246,000 children in . .
programs administered by 135 State agencies. .

Excenditures: The average Federal per-pupil contribution was $596 per year.

Children Served: Children benefitting under the program in 1983 are dis-
tributed across the following handicap categories: Mentally Retarded -
102,779; Deaf-Blind - 1,170; Orthopedicaliy Impaired - 11,047; Other Heaith
Impaired - 3,992; Visually Handicapped 9,798, Speech Impaired 14,021;
Specific Learning Oisabled 22,112; Hard of Hearing 4,044; Oeaf 22,184;
Emotionally Oisturbed 39,555; and Multihandicapped 15,112 (see E.1 below).

State Administration: Procedures in State education agencies have changed
to place more importance on the total special education program, and ensure
systematic monitoring of providers for compliance with State and Federal
requirements. This includes procedures for ensuring fulfilliment of the

P.L. 93-380 local education agency transfer provisions. Fiscal account-
ability is maintained in most States by more than one State agency.w.ch at
1e3ast one being the State education agency. (E.2)
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p. Plans for Program Imorovement and Recommendations for Legislation:

Nons.,

Supparting Studies and Analysis:

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services program data.

Assessment of Educational Programs in State Supported and State Operated
Schools; Rehab Group, Inc., Falls Church, Virginia, September 1979,

F. Other Supporting Data: WNone.

111. Response to GEPA 417 (b):

No further studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for further information

Program Operations: Slagle Allbritton, (202) 245-0085
Program Studies: tugene Tucker, (202) 245-8877




(CFOA No. 84.027)

‘ 302-1 '
HANDICAPPED SCHOOL PROGRAMS .

Highlights

o The number of handicapped children served under this program continued
to rise in FY 1983. A large part of this increase was due tp the
‘growing numbers of students identified as learning disabled {[I.C).

o A five-year longitudinal evaluation of the State grant program was
completed. The study tracked the implementation of P.L. 94-142 in 22
school districts in nine States. It found progress in implementing
?ajor)requiremeﬁts of the law, although some problems have persisted

II.C).

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part 8; 20 U.S.C. Section
iI%l, 1317 et. seq. (1976 and Supp. V). P.L. 91-230 as amended (expires
September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1979 civicecocosososnns 1/ $ 804,000,000
1980 ccvecececoscseses T/ a74,500,000
198) cevninecenconoones T/ 874,500,000
19820 1cceeccccccasssss 969,850,000 2/ 931,008,000
1983 cceeccccccseseses 51,017,900,000 }y $1,017,900,000

Purpose: The purpose of the Education of the Handicapped Act, Part 8,
!EHEZE[, is to assist States in assuring that all handicapped children have
available to them a free appropriate public education. Under the EHA-S,
grants are awarded to States to help pay for part of the cost incurred by
State and local educational agencies in providing special education and
related services to handicapped children, aged 3 to 21.3/ These grants
assist States in complying with the EHA-8's requirement that all eligible
handicapped children receive the special education and related services
needed to provide them with a free appropriate public education. These
services must be provided in the least restrictive environment and in
accordance with an Individualized Education Program which sats out the
child's unique educational needs. The Act also establishes safeguards so
beneficiaries can chalienge the manner in wnich school districts provide a
free gppropriate publiic education.

Beneficiary Eligibility: Mentally retarded, hard of nearing, deaf, speech
1mpaired, visuaily nandicaoped, seriously emotiona.,ly disturped, ortho-
peqicaliy impaired, other health impaired, children having specific learn-
ing gisabilities, deaf-blin¢ cnildren, or multihandicapped cnildrzn who
require special education and related services are eligible. .
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Program Profile {Continued)

Applicant Eligibility: State education agencies in the 50 States, District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, American Samoa, Northern Mariana Islands, Guam,
Virgin Islands, and Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, may apply to
the Department of Education for participation in the Part B8, EHA program
under Sections 611 and 619. The Department of the Interior, Bureau of
Indian Affairs is eligible for a grant under Section 611. Once States
begin participating, 1local education agencies may apply to their State
education agency for funds.

Application Procedure: States must submit a three-year program plan
which (1) meets the conditions in Section €12 and Section 613 of Part 8
of the EHA, Public Law 94-142 and (2) describes the purpose and activities
for which funds under this Act will pe expended during each of the three
fiscal years covered by the plan. Local education agencies submit appli-
cations to their State education agency for approval.

Award Procedure: Once the program plan is submitted and fully approved,
a grant award document representing the total grant amount for that fiscal
ycar, or portion thereof, if under a continuing resolution, is forwarded
to the State department of education. DOuring the three-year cycle,
amendments may be required in order to mdintain a fully approved plan.

Pre- and Post-Application Regquirements

v
Preapplication Coordination: All public and private institutions and
other organizations 1nterested in personnel preparation should be given an
opportunity to participate fully in the development, review, and annual
updating of the comprehensive system of personnel development. Represent-
atives of private schools must be consulted during all phases of the
development of the project. Children in private elementary and secondary
schools must have an opportunity to participate in the program assisted
or carried out under this grant to the extent consistent with their
number and location in the State. Public hearings myst be held in order
to provide general comment on the annual program plan.

Reports: Annual financial and performénce reports are submitted to the
Department of Education from the State Department of Education.

Formula and Matching Requirements: Funds for the 50 States, the District
of Cotumbia, and FPuerto RiCO, are lallotted on the basis of a certified
count of the number of handicapped children receiving special education
and related services on December 1 o+ the fiscal year preceding the fi.cal
year for which the grant is made. Funds to the outlying areas and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs are allotted on the basis of their respective
need not to exceed 1 percentum of the aggregated amounts available to
States in a fiscal year, as determined by the Secretary of Education.
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Pre- and Post-Application Requirements (Continued)

There are non-supplanting and excess cost requirements. State EHA-B funds
availanie tos%péggtate for direct and support services myst be matched on
a program basgis. The statistical factors used for fund allocation are:
(1) the total number of handicapped children receiving special education
3 through 21 years old; by State and (2) the average national per pupil
expenditure by State. Statistical factors used for eligibility do not
apply to this program. This program has maintenance of effort (MOE) re-
guirements. At least 75 percent of the funds appropriated myst be passed
through by the Staie education agency to the local education agencies.
Up to 25 percent of the funds may be retained at the State level for
support services and administration; however, of the total funds received
direct and by the State not more than 5 percent or $300,000 (whichever
is greatar) may be used for administrative expenses.

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a}

A. Goals and Objectives: As a formuia grant program with detailed legal
requirements the continuing goals of the program are to enforce compliance
with the provisions of the law. [n particular, objectives ara: '

o To ensure that all handicapped children have available to them a free,
appropriate public education which includes special education and re-
latad services designed to meet-their unique -needs.

]
\ o To ensure that the rights of handicapped children and their parents are
protected.

o To assist States and localities in providing for the education of all
handicapped children.

b

o To assess and ensure the effectiveness of efforts to educate those
¢hildren.

B. Progress and Accomolishments

The program's accomplishments are detailed in its annual reports to
Congress. 3riefly:

o The number of handicapped children receiving special education and
related services continued to rise (see Section ().

o States continue to raport increases in the number of preschool-age
handicapped children served. Since 1976-77 there has be2n an increase
of more than 23 percent in the numoer oF preschool cnildren served.




RESPONSE TO GEPA 417({a)} {Continued)

o Just as there have been increases in the child count, there have also
been increases in the number of personnel responsible for serving
handicapped children. For special education teachers and related
services personnel, the number increased from 435,584 in schoo)
year 1979-80 to 440,109 in school year 1980-81 ani 445,695 in 1981-

1982. 3/

o Noticeable expansion of services to Ssecondary and postsecondary-age
Jrandicapped students has occurred. The number of children served
in 1982-83 represents a 70 percent increase over the number served
in 1978.79.

o Fewer than 7 percent of all handicapped children are educated in either
separate schools or scparate environments; of the 93 percent who are
educated in regular schools about two-thirds receive their education
in the regqular classroom with nonhandicapped peers.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: Since the implensntation of the Education For All Handi-
capped Children Act, the number of children Served undar P.L. 94-142 has
continued to grow from 3,485,000 in 1976-77 to an estimated 4,052,595 in
1982-83. There have been some notable changes in the number of children
/}/fxper in handicapping conditions receiving special education and related

Gervit nce-tFe first child count was taken in 1976-77. The most
dramatic change has been for the learning disabled category. [n 1982-83,
1,723,759 children aged 3-21 were counted as learning disabled under
Public Law 94-142, an increase of 119 percent since 1976-77. Counts of
children in other handicapping conditions have ceclined. For example,
for the mentally retarded, 211 but seven States reported a decline in
child count from 1980-81 tc 1981-82. (For more detail, see annual reports

to Congress).
i

The children served were in the following categories in schoo! year
1982-83:

Handicapping Percencage of Number ofs,’
Condition fopulation, Ajed 3-!7 Children, Aged 3-2)

Learning Disabled 4,27 1,723,758
Speech impaired 2.78 1,120,176
Mentally Retarded 1.£8 678,054
fmotional ly Disturbed .78 313,875
Other Health lmpaiced 12 48,104
Multi-handicapped A2 46,459
Hard of Hearing and Deaf A2 50,367
Orthopedical 1y Impaired .12 49,119
Visually Handicapped .05 21,298
Deaf-Blind .0¢ 1,383

TOTAL 10.04 4,052,565
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€. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

. )

The share per child nas also coﬁtinued to grow from $72 in 1977 to $251
in 1983. The following table summarizes these trends:

Fiscal Year Child Count funding Share Per Child
1977 ceeecenns .. 3,485,000 $ 251,769,927 $ 72
1978..... oo 3,561,000 566,030,074 159
1978 . ciceenanes 3,700,000 804,000,000 217
1980 ccececcces 3,303,000 874,500,000 230

ML ] I 3,941,000 874,500,000 222
[5:1: - 3,990,000 931,008,000 233
W 1983ccecccnnces 4,053,000 1,017,900,000 251

The Federal govermment provides only a small proportion, about 8 percent,
of the excess cost of providirg services to handicapped childeen. In
November 1981, the Department o, Education published the results of a major
study estimating the cost of special educatior (Kakatik et al., 981).
Data from that study collected-in 1977-78 estimated that the nationwide
expenditures for the “"added cost" of special education were over $7 billion.
The total cost of special education and related services per handicapped
child served in 1977-78 was $3,577, 2.17 times greater than the cost of
regular education per nonhandicapped child. The added cost of special
education and relalad services above the cost of regular education was an
estimated $1,927 per nandicapped child served. Figures from the Education
Department’s budget indicate that this excess cost will be about $3,i00 in
FY 1984, Of course, there are great differences in excess cost depending
on the child's age, handicapping condition, type of placement, etc. For
example, in 1977-78 the excess cost for providing special education and
related services to a hapdicapped child ranged from $603 for a speech
imp?;red child to SB.Ulﬁeﬂfr a functionally blind child (Kakalik, et al.,
1981). .

Over the past several years a number of studies have been conducted of the
implementation of this program. At the time that P.L. 94-142 was passed
the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped undertook a series of planning
and evaluation studies aimed at monitoring progress in implementing the act
and documenting problems in its implementation.

The most comprenunsive of the studies undertaken was the Longitudinal Study
of the Impact of P.L. 94-142 on a szlect number of local educational
agencies (SRI, 1982). The fifth and final reoort Of that study was completed
during FY 1983. This study indicates that since the law went into effect,
progress has been made in implementing its requirements. #hile LEAs were
first concerned with coming into procedural compliance, attention later
focusad on expanding the scope and comprenensiveness of special education
prograns and related services. The Statz grant osrogram has 31s0 increasad
parents' awareness oOf their rignts unoer ﬁ;}. 94-142, 7he report also

R
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C. Costs. Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

documents examples of some Of the negative effects of the law, such as
increased administrative time, paperwork requirements, and problems determin-
ing the reasonable limits of LEA responsibility to provide services to
handicapped children. *

Another Study which was completed in FY 1983 was a national survey which
examined LEA procedures for referring, assessing, and placing students
(AMS, 1983). The aim of the study was to determine which procedures were
in place to prevent the erroneous classification of children, particulariy
on the basis of race or cwlture. The study found that referral rates for
minority children for assistance of any xind were roughiy in proportion to
their incidence. in the school-aged popuiation. While diagnosticians were
more Vikely to Jjudge minority children as “probably mentally retarded,"”
they were not placed in these programs in larger percentages.

0. Plans for Program Inprovement and Recommendations for Legisiation:

General [..ogram goals for FY 1984 remain the same as those outlined above.
Cu..cressional proposals for reauthorizing this program may modify authoriz-
stion levels, but leave the basic provisions of the program intact.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Applied Management Sciences, A Study to Evaluate Proceditres Undertaken
to Prevent Erroneous Classification of Handicapped Children, Washington,
0.C., May 19B3.

2. U.S. Oepartment of Education, Fifth Annual Report to Congress on the
Implementation of p.L. 94-142 1983 and Sixth Annual Report, 1984. ({Also,
previous annual reports.)

3. Mright, A.R. et al. Local Implementation of p.L. 94-142: Final Report
of a Longitudinal Study, SRl International, Menlo Park, California, Oecember
1982,

4. Kakalik, J.S. et al. The Cost of Special Education, Rand Corporation,
Santa Monica, California, November 1981.

F. Other Supporting Qata:

Not available.

I1I. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No major new studies have been undertaken during the past year. Small
analyses are in progress focusing on State and local expendituras for
special education, and eligibility criteria for speciffc handicapping
conditions. These analyses are part of a contract with Qeci1sion Resources
in Washington, 0.C.
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E. Supporting Studies and Analyses (Continued) .

Further Information Contacts

Program Operations: Slagie Albritton} (202) 245-0085
Program Studfes: Beatrice F. Birman, (202) 245-7997

Notes

1. Authorization: Number of handicapped children aged 3-21 multiplied by
S percent of APPE (FY 1977), 10 percent of APPE (FY 1978), 20 percent
of APPE (1979), 30 oercent of APPE (1980}, and 40 percent of APPE
{1981).

2. This authorization is estabiished by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981.

3. Program activity information.provided for 1983 reflects activities
prior to the enactment of the Education of the Handicapped Act amendments -
of 1983. ’

4. Changes in reporting requirements probably "result in a slight under-
estimate of personnel in 19R1-1982. (See Sixth Annual Report to Congress).

-
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STATE INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR PRESCHOOL SERVICES
TO HANDICAPPED CHILOREN (CFOA No. 84.027)

I. PROGRAM PROFILEL/

Legislation: Education Of the Handicapped Act, P.L. 91-230 as amended,
I4%§. (Expires September 373, 1986.)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropfiation

1979 $17,500,000
1980 e/ . 25,000,000
1381 2 25,000,000
1982 $25,000,000 24,000,000

1983 25,000,000 25,000,000

Purpose: To -stimulate State and local education agencies to expand educa-
thonal services to handicapped preschzol children, ages 3 through 5, thereby

increasing their opportunities to benefit from early educational interven-
tion. ’ )

Eligibility: State education agencies in the 50 States. District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, American Samoa, Northem Mariana Islands, Guam, Virgin
Islands, and Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, may also appiy to the
Department of Education for participation in the Part B8, program under
Section 619. Once States begin participating, local education agencies may
apply to their State educational agency for funds if the State provides local
funding. To establish eligibility, Stat2s must:

0 Make application to the Secretary of Education.

0 Have in effect a policy that assures all handicapped children a free
appropriate public education.

Have on file in the Department of Education an approved State plan to
provide such services.

0 Already be providing services to some preschool handicapped children
aged 3-5.

Distribution of Funds: Grants to States are based on the actual number of
hangdicapped prescnool children ayes 3-5 being served. SEA'S must report to
the Secretary the number of handicapped children residing in the >tate who
were receiving special education and related services on December 1 of that
school year. State educational agencies may distribute funds received under
this program to iocal educational agencies on a discretionary basis.

Ouration and Phasing of Assistance: Grents are awarded each fiscal year
{a 15 month period from July 1 to Septemver 30), with a one-year carryover
provision,
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Obiigations of Grant Recipients: panual financial and performance reports
are suomtted te the bepartment of Education from the State Oepartment of
Education. State education agencies are responsive for auditing expendi-
tures of local educational agencies. .

Relationship to Early Childhood Education Program: As a complement to the
Incentive Grant program which awms at Supporting basic educational and re-
lated services, the Early Childnood Education program authorized by Part C,
Section 623, of the Education of the Handicapped Act Supports demonstration
projects which focus on improving the quality of educaticnal programs for
young handicapped children. The incentive grant program distributes funds
on a formula basis, whereas the Early Childhood projects are fundeg through
the discretionary grant process.

IT. RESPONSE TO GEPA 4l7({a)

A, Goals and Objectives

Quring FY 1983, the Oepartment identi1fied no specific objective for ths

program other than to fulfill its purpose to encourage States to expand

educational programs to hnandicapped preschool children aged 3 through 5.
¥

8. Progress and Accomplishments

Not applicable. (This section 1is reserved for reporting progress and
accomplishmeits with respect to specific operating goals in effect during
FY 1983.)

-

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: In FY 1983, about $103 per cmilae was proviged for the
s children sarved.

Program Scope: Fifty-five grants were made under this program n FY 1983,
srants were made to 49 States, the Distmct of Columbia, Puerto Rico,

Guam, Trust Territories and American Samoa.

Program Effectiveness: The number of handicapped children, ages 3 through
S, sarved dy tMs program has jncreased from 197,000 in 1977 to 242,000 in
1983, It is estimated that this program serves 1.9 percent Of the total
population of children aged 3 through 3 and only about half of all handi-
capped praschooi chiidren in need of services. A significant groportion
(more than half) of nandicapped preschool cpildren aged 3 through 5 are
currently unserved because only 20 States have mandates to provide services
to nandicapped preschool aged children. Those Statas that are sariously
committea o sarving 3 to 5 year oid nandicapped cmildren are providging
sarvicas to 4.3 percent of the total State population of children agea 3
througn 3. Thus, it is astimated that if all States provided sarvicas %0
nandicapped prescnool  c¢midren, the current aumoer deing servea (..2
percent) wouid gouble. Children do not necessariiy receive sarvicas from
thMs program.  The program distributas funds pases On ine numper I Zn1idren
s&ryeq 3y Statas.
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0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

Wone.

E. Supporting Studies and Aralysis Cited in Section € fbove

None.

F. Other Supporting Data

Children Served, Funding, and Average Costs for the Preschool Program:

Fiscal Child : Share Per
Year Count __Funding ¢hild
1977 197,000 $12,500,000 3 64
1978 201,000 15,000,000 75
1979 215,000 17,500,000 81
1980 232,000 25,000,000 108
1981 237,000 25,000,000 108
1982 228,000 24,000,000 105
1983 242,000 25,069,000 110

I1I. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

0 stugies related to this program are currently 1n progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations and Studies: Bill Wolfe
(202) 245-9661

Notes

1. Program activity information provided for 1983 reflects activities prior
to the enactment of the Education of tne Handicapped Act amendments of

1983.

2. The authorization level for the program was determined by an entitle-
ment formula; each State received $300 (ratably reduced according to
the proportion of funds actually allocated by Congress) for every
nandicapped child, age 3 through §, who 15 receiving special education
and related sarvices,




HANDICAPPED REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS
(CFDA 84.028)

T+ PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Section 621, Public
Law 91-230, as amended. (Expires September 30, 1985)

Funding Since 1979

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 19,000,000 $ 9,750,000
1980 21,000,000 9,750,000
1981 24,000,000 7+656,000
1982 9,800,000 2,880,000
1983 9,800,000 4,130,000

Purpose: To establish regional resource centers (RRCs) which provide
advice and technical services to educators for improving the education
of handicapped children.

Eligibility: Institutions of higher education, State educatfon agencies,
or combinations of such institutions and agencies {including local educa-

tion agencies} within particular regions of thz Untted States.

Applican: Reouirements: wNone.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Contracts are approved :or a period of
36 months and are renéwabie annually upon evidence of-satisfactcry develop-
ment and performance. During FY 83, the nur er of centers was cut back to
six.

Obligations of Recipients: Quarterly progress reports and other specified
reports and products.

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 217(a)

A. Goals and Cbjectives

Juring FY 1983, the Department changed the primary direction of the program
from providing services to providing technical assistance. Principal objec-
tives are:

0 lcentifying problems 3nd Drogram assistance needs and developing a
regional Jrogriam assislance needs repgort,

developing progrim assistance agreements hefween RCS anc STAs.

draviding arocrim assistance 0 SEAS,
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A. Goals and Objectives (Continued)

o Establishing RRC advisory committees.

o Evaluating and developing educational programs for handicapped
children.

o Developing special issues.

o Coordinating RRC program activities.

o Cooperating in multi-regional program assistance activities.
o Evaluating and reporting RRC assistance.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o In prior years about 90,000 handicapped children have been appraised
and referred for appropriate educaticnal services.

0 The Regional Resour.ie Centers now provide technical assistance to states
in identifying persistent problems {n serving handicapped children such
as non-discriminatory assessment, parental involvement, &-1 interagency
cooreration. -

0 Focus of program is now on providing technical assistance tc states.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Eifectiveness

Program Scope: FY'83 program funds ($4,130,000) support six Regional
Resource tenters. Current emphasis with reduced funding is now to provide
technical assistance to States. FPrior to 1983, approximately 5,000 persons
were trained in the best available procedures for carrying out the mandate
to provide a free appropriate education for every handicapped child.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

No changes tc the legislation are being recommended.

E. Suoporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above:

None.

F. Other Supporting Data:

Through more than 600 program assistance acti.ities with State and local
agencies, 20,000 teachers, pareats, and administrators received assistance
fram the ceanters in FY 1981, !ore than 250 successful practices have been
identified and shared with other ¢lients.
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IIT. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies are ip progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Slagle Allbritton, (202) 245-0085

Program studies: Eugene Tucker, {202) 245-8364
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HANDICAPPED INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS--DEAF BLIND CENTERS
(CFDA No. 84.025)

I. PROGRAM PROFII®

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Sections 622 and
3;%, PubTic Law. 91-230, as amended. 20 USC 1422 and 1424. (Expires
September 30, 1986)

Funding Since 1979

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1979 ¢ 24,000,000 ¢ 16,000,000
1980 26,000,000 16,000,000
1981 29,000,000 16,000,000
1982 16,000,000 15,360,000
1983 16,000,000 15,360,000

Purpose: To establish a limited number of centers to assure the provi.ion

of the following services to all deaf-blind children: (1) comprehensive diag~

nostic and evaluative services; {2) a program for their education, adjust-

ment, and orientation, which includes prevocational and vocational training

and (3) effective consultative services for their parents, teachers, and
" others involved in their welfara.

Eligibility: Public or private nonprofit agencies, crganizations, or insti-
tutions.

Applicant Requirements: A grant shall be made only if the Assistant Secretary
of the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services determines that
there is satisfactory assurance that the center will provide such services as
stated in Public Law 91-230, Part C, Section 622 (d) (1) (A, B, C,) and (2),
Education of the Handicapped Act.

NDuration and Phasing of Assistance; In FY 83, funding was on a one-year h:isis.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Progress reports shall be made on a monthly
basis, with final reports submitted at the end of the budget period.

[1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A, Goals ano Objectives

During FY 1983, the Dedartment’s principal objectives with respect to this
program were:

0 To epsure that the States wiil have the necessary capacity Lo serve the
deaf-blind children for whom they are responsible, inciuding the provi-
sion of training to personnel in particibPating agencies which are engaged

158 2




8.

0

Goals and Objectives (Continued)

in, or responsible for, direct delivery of services to deaf-blind
children or their familias; and dissemination of materials and informa-
tion about effective methods, approaches, or techniques for the adjust-
ment and education of deaf-biind children.

To ensure the provision of services authorized by P. . 91-230, as
amended, to those deaf-blind c¢hildren from birth through 21 years of
age, in each State served by the center, tp whom ‘the State is not
obligated to make available a free app-opriate public education under
Part 8 of the £HA. See Section slzrz)(ag of the EHA, 20 U.S.C. 1412(2)(8)}.
In the provision of these services, specfal emphasis shall be paid (a)
to expanding the availability of cost-effective, remedial interventions
with deaf-blind infants and young children which are designed to meet
their unique learning needs as identified through on-going diagnostic
services; and (b} to facilitating the effective transition of deaf-
blind children from educational settings to nomal home, community, and
work environments.

Progress and Accomplishments

Continued technical assistance is provided for the devel opment and demon-
stration of pre-school programs and programs for facilitating the transi-
tion of deaf-blind youth from educational to other socfal service programs.
FY 82 funds supported 7 single state and 8 muitistate centers which
sub-contracted with approximately 200 state, local, and private organiza-
tions, which in turn carried out the following types of activities:

{1} Full and part-time educational services including prevocational/
vocational training programs.

(2} Medical diagnosis and educational evaluation.
{3) Family counseling. ‘
{4) Inservice personnel training.

{§) Alternative service programs: satellite homes, community residence
programs, respite care.

(6) Oissemination of information on methodologies, materials, curricyium,
and proczedings of workshoo and training servic¢es.
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Children Served: In FY 1983 about 5,155 deaf-blind children were identified.

Costs, Benefits, and £ffectiveness

0. Plans for Program Improwement and Recommendation for Legislation

Ho legistative revisions are recommended.

‘. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in C Above:

None.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

ITI. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies related to this program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Paul Thompson, (202) 472-7993

Program studies: fugene Tucker, (202) 245-8364




EARLY CHILDHO00 EDUCATINN PROGRAM FOR HANNICAPPER CHILOREN
{CFDA No. 84.024)
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I. PRIGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Sections 523 and 524,
E‘aEéfI-??ﬂ as amended, 20 1,S.C. 1423 and 1424. (Expires Septemser 30,
I Iy -

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 25,000,000 $22,000,000
1980 25,000,000 20,090,000
1981 20,000,000 17,500,000
1982 20,n00,000 16,800,000
1983 20,000,000 16,800,000

Purpese: To support the development, demonstration and dissemination of
experimental educational practices which meut the needs of preschool handi-
capped children.

Eligibility: Eligible apPplicants for contracts and grants are public agencies

and private non-profit organizations,

Applicant Requirements for Grants: Coordination with public scheols is re-
quired and encouraged witn State Departments of Education. Projects may
serve children from birth through eight years o’ age, byt services for

children below age six are emphasized. (Regquirements for contracts are pro-
yided in contract procurement documents.)

Types of Projects Supported: Five types of projects are Supported under this
program.

¢ Demonstration Projects {grants). These are to develop service models basad
on current outstanding practices.

Qutreach Projects (grants). These projects disseminate mode! programs and
facilitata their adoption and implementation in new Sites.

State Implementation Projects {grants). These projects provide assistance
to State Education Agencies in developing plans to provide services to
preschool handicapped children.

Special Projects (contracts). These projects Provide supPortive services
to other program comgonents.

Research Institutes (contracts). These projects conduct long-term resaarch
into the problems of young children. :

uration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants and contracss are awarded annuaily
on tne pasis OF 4 nationai comoetition. £2¢h model demonsiration prosect 5§
approved for a three.year period, byt receives secand- and third-year funaing
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on the basis of successful performance and availability of funds; each out-
reach project is approved for a one-year period, but can reeeive second and
third.year funding on the basis of successful performance and availability
of funds: and each state implementation grant is generally approved for 3
two-year period, but receives second-year funding on the basis of successful
performanca and availability of funds.

oifgations of Grant Recipienls: Recipients are required to contribute at
1east 10 percent of the cost of carrying out projacts funded under this
program, efther fn cash or in Xind  Parent cannot be c™arged for services
provided under this program. " Prggress repurts and final reports are re-
quired.)_jggjjgg;jgns_of contract recipients are gdetailed in individual con-
tracts.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

For FY 1983, some specific objectives for partfhuiar program components are
as follows:

v Demonstration Projects
- to emp.asize projects which demonstrate local/Sta.e/regicnal coordination
among agencies;
- to emphasize programs for children from birth to 3 years of age; and
- to emphasize new models over continuations.
o Qutreach Projects
- to support new outreach projects (as opposed to conlinuvations) to assure
that new models are represented; and
- to encourage maximum dissemination and replication, e.g., en.ouraging
grantees to get approval from the Joint Dissemination Review Panel
{(Jngp). '
0 State Implementation Projects
- to encourage interagency coordination and iavoivement in State planning.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

In FY 1983 this program funded the following projects i,

Type of Project New Continuing Total
Demonstration 45 30 75
Outreach 52 n 52
State Implementation 25 0 25
Special Projects 3 1 4
Research Institutions 0 3 3

TOTAL I 125 | 34 { 159
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spzﬁific characteristics of those funded under particular categories are as
ollows:

¢ Demonstration Projects

43 percent provide services for children frem birth through age 3
36 percent provide services for children from birth through age 8
12 percent provide services for children from 3 through 8 years of age
36 projects represent joint efforts by universities, LEAs, SEAs,
state agenties, and hospitals.

o Qutreach Projects

- All projects are new this year
- T;'EHU-SWGH percent of the funded projects have received JORP approv-
a -

o State Implementation Projects

- FY 1983 projacts demmsgerated more instances of joint working rela-
tionships among State agencies and better use of existing resources.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Pro?ram Effectiveness: A study of the impact of the Handicapped Childhood
riy tqucation Program (HCEEP) was compieted in 1982 (See E.1 below}.
Surveys and site visitation provided datz on 280 projects which completed a
three-year period of demonstration prior to 1981. Children served by HCEEP
projects made dramatic adjustments in regular classrooms. HCEEP Projects
also served as catalysts for generating additional resources through project
_adoptions in new sites and continuation of projects after fecderal funding.
Specific findings are reported below.

Product /Project Adoptions and Dissemination

D Twenty-two HCEEP projects have been approved for dissemination b, the
Joint Dissemination Review Panel of the Department of Educaticn on the
basis of evidenca of effectiye programming and cost of repilication.

The study identified 2,157 raplications: 1,991 as a result of outreach
activities and 166 from projects in the demonstration phase.

More than 3,000 products have been developed by HCEZP project; and exten-
sively disseminated to personnel of other agencies, many through commer-
cial publishers.
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. Costs, Benefits, and Fffectiveness {Continue3)

Prg:_{ect Continuations

o E1qhty percent {30%) of the 297 projects were still continuing to serve
children independent of HCZEP funding. o~
- 1
6 More than 30,200 children have Ycan served in continuation prbjects at no
cost to the HCEEP. \

A

Extent of Services/Cost Savings

o Replication programs Stemming from the work of the WCEEP projects, but not
funded by this program, served 107,850 children.

o For each child served directly in the demonstratfon projects, 6.4 children
recefved services through continuation of demonstration projects and
through replication of projects.

For each demonstration project, an average of 33 children per yedr were
served with other funds. ,

Projects have been active in every State, in several territories, and in
urban and rural areas as speciried by the legislation.

o For every Federal dollar expended in programming, $18.37 has been gene-
rated in programming for handicapped children and their families,

Treatment Gains

o Fifty-five percent {55%} of the children who leave dCEEP demonstration
projects are placed in integrated settings with non.handicapred children,
which is Tess expensive than more specfalized pldcements.

o Sixty-seven percent (67%) of the children who jeave HCEEP demonstration
projects perform in the average and above-average range fn relation to
their peers, according to staff of the reqular and special education

programs to which they gradvate,

0. Plans for Program ImProvement and Recommendations for lLegislation

None.

E. Supoorting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C fbove:

1. “Mn Malysis of the Impact of thesHandicapped Children's Early Education
Program - Final Report.” Prepfred for Specfal Education Programs, U.S. De-
purtment of Education ynder Contract Number 300-81-0661. Roy Littlejomn
Assucfates, Inc,, Vashington, 0.C.; November, 1982,

£f. Other SupPorting Data

None.
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I11. RESPOKSE TO GEPA 417({b):

No further studies related to this program are currently in progress.

‘Conta;ts for further Information

Program operations and studies: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-0085

Notes

1, Research Institutions were continued 1n 1983, but they were fully funded
through 1986 with 1982 money.
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INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS FOR SEVERELY HANDICAPPED CHILOREN
{CFDA No. 84.D86)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

' Legisiation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Section 624;
- Fﬁgl1c Law 91-230, as amended. {Expires Septemper 30, 1986)

Funding Since 1979:

oy
Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
1979 S 1/ $ 5,000,000
- 1980 T/ §,000,000
< 1987 1/ 4,375,000
1982 . §,000,000 2,880,000 .
1983 5,000,000 2,880,000 :

Purpose: To improve and expand innovative educational/training services
for severely handicapped children and Yyouth and improve the acceptance
of such people by the deneral public, professionals, and possible
employers.

Eligibility and Awards: Public and nonprofit private agencies, organi-
zations, or institutions, including State departments of special educa-
tion, ntermediate or locai educational agencies, institutions of higher
learning, professional organizations and volunteer associations. Com-
petitions are held annuaily for new awards or continuations for up to
three years (totai). (Qutside readers judged th FY 83 appiicants in
terms of their perceived ability to enhance effectiveness, the degree to
which they complemented basic functions, their plan of operation, key
personnel, budget and cost effectiveness, evaluation plan, and adequacy '
of resources. ‘.

Contractor and Grantee Activities:™ Oevelop or refine instrumentation for-.
the 1dent1fication and diagnosis of severely handicapped <hildren and
youth; develop or refine curriculum or techniques for serving those
children; and package and disseminate products of model projects.

Contractor and Grantee Requirements: Coordination of activities with other

agencies serving theg same population, periodic progress reports as reqguired

by the specific Statements of Work, cost and other project documentation ,
for post-project audits.

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a}

A, Goals and Ob’ectives

During FY 1983, the Daparte t's principal objectives with respect to this
program were 3as follows: ~




A.
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Goals and Objectives {Continued)

mplement the Secretary's Initiative emphasizing the transition Of
handicapped youngsters to the least restrictive environments for
services, with special attention on the Severely handicapped.

support programs emphasizing parent involvement.

solicit non-directed demonstration projects of innovative services
for the Severaly handicapped.

direct funds for services to children not served by OLher programs.

Progress and Accomplishments

Funded model demonstration projects for integration of severely handi-
capped children into settings with less and non-handicapped persons,
for deinstituticnaliz2ation; for improvement of daily living skills;
and for deveiopment of vocational training in technological skill
areas. .

provided guidance and other services to 2,100 parents of severely
nandicapped children.

Made awards to develop innovative techniques for early- identification
of children at risk of needing special education services due to the
savarity of thair handicapping cendition,

Awarded contracts to eight States for “designs for system change,”
strategies intended to improve the delivery of comPrepensive educa-
tional services to all severaly handicanped children throughout tne

State.

Costs, Benefits, ang Effactiveness

Students Served: Approximately S000 youngsters are served in gemonstra-

tion projects.

Effectivenass: There are no systematic effectivenass data about these

projecis.

0.

Plans for Program '—orovement and Recommen 1ations for Legislation

done




E. Supporting Study and Apalysis Cited 1n Section C Above:

None

f. Other Supporting Data:

None

111. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Paul Thompson, (202) 472-7993

Program Studies: Eugene Tucker, (202) 245-8364

¥
Notes

1. Mo funds were authorized separately for this program. Funding was
provided based on the amounts authorized for other Part C activities
rela“ed to Section 624 actaivities.

2. Program actaivity information provided for 1983 reflacts activities
prior to the enactment of the Education of the Handicapped Act
amendments of 1983,
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REGIOWAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS FOR DEAF AND OTHER HANDICAPPED PERSONS
{CFOA no. 84.078)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Section 625,
Publ1¢ Law 91-230, as amended. (Expires September 30, 1986)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 12,000,000 $ 2,400,000
1980 14,000,000 2,400,000
1981 1&,000,000 2,950,000
1982 4,000,000 2,832,000
1983 4,000,000 2,832,000
Surpos2: To deveiop and operaie speciail designed oF wodify
0: vocational, tachaical, postsecondiry, zauls
or other handicapped persons.

Eligibility and Awards: Institutinns of higher education, in¢luding jun-
10r and COommunity colleges, vocat.onad: and technical institutrons, and
other appropriate nonprofit educaticrnal agencies. Grants and contracts
are awarded annually for one-ycar efrorts, with cont': uatiaons possidle for
additional years. Priority is given to programs .erving multistate oOr
nterstate regicns or large ospulation centérs: programs adapling ex1sting
programs of voCational-technical, postsecondary, Or aagult aducation €O
the special needs of handicapped 0ersOns; and programs designed to sarve
areas wnere a need for sucn services 15 clearly demonstrated.

Grantee or Contractor ACtivities: Funds Suppért Lwd Zypes of activities:
direct services (sSupporied oy grants 0 postsacondary or vocational
institutions) to deaf students and demsnstratioy drojects (under 9rants
and contract’® to develop innOvative mccels for Servicas to postsecondary
and aduylt handicapped students. .

Grantee/Contractor Reguirements: Progress and final -es0rts, audit docu-
ments.

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(3}

A. Goals and Cbjectives

~

during FY 1983, che Jepartment's drinCipal odpieCtive wmitnh respect to this
program was as i0llgws:

? gpiicit srant applications Sram 2 large range O nSTituTrons, inciuding
some 1ew %9 tnis =ffors,

1€7




k. Progress and Accomplisnments

° In response to the Ffaderal Register no%ice, the Department received
twenty-one applications, seventeen Of which were from organizations
new to this program.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effsctiveness

Scope: In 1983, four grants were awarded institutions serving deaf
students. Program staff estimate that approximately 600 students are
sarved by interpreters, note.takers, or other assisters. The grants

range from $400,000 t¢5 3$600,000 on an annual basis. Seven demonstration
grants wers continued at an average award of 3$55,000.
In 1983, no new contracts were awarded.

Effectiveness: Mo data on effectiveness are available.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation

flone.

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above:

done

‘F. Other Supporting Data:

Hone

[11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies of this program are in progress.,

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Joe Hoseastein, (202) 472-4560

Program studies: Eugene Tucker, (202) 245-8364

Notes

1. Program activity nformation provided for 1983 reflects activities

prior to the enactment of the Education of the Handicapped Act
amendments of 1983,




TRAINING PERSONNEL FOR THE EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED
(CFDA No. 84.029;

Highiignts:

o New program regulatiors became effective on July 20, 1983. (II.B)

0 New award priorities wer2 sstablished for project grants. (I[I.B)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legtsiation: Education of the handicapped Act, Part D, Sections 631, 632,
and 634, P.L. 91-230, as amended. (Expires September 30, 1986)

runding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorizatiop

Apgropr'atlon

1070
I‘J‘?’ s an NANn ANe [~4r ) &7 nnn

U U Uy W oW U
1980

85,000,0Cu
90,060,000
58,000,000
58,000,000

1981
1982
1983

55,375,000
43,500,000
49,200,000
49,300,000

Purpose: Té provide fully ctrained and certified special education
teachers including early childnood specialists, administrators and supef-
v1sors, speech-language pathologists, audiou.ogists, physical educators
and vocational educators; train doctoral and postdocteral teacner Lrainers,
researchers, and administrators; train paraprofessionals, career equcators,
recreation speclalists, nealth services personnel, school psychologists,
social service providers, physical therapists and occupationd' theripists;
train State ad,cationdl agency personnel and their constituencies; develop
Innovative 1n tructional models for use by providers of preservice and
Inservice tratning; train deans and local educational agency officilals
so that they can train regular classroom teachers; and train trainers
of volunteers including parents. 1/

igroility: Institutions of nigner zgucation, State and local educa-
tiona: agencies, and otner nonprofit public and private agencies.

Uses of Project Funds: Grants may de used for undergraduate ana graduate,
‘raineesnips, and speciai projects. Funds may be oniigated for student
stipends, cdedendency ailowancz2s, orF nstitutional suppori.

3eneficiary cligibility: Stipends may go 0 students wno ars srenaring
TOF, Of 3rz =ngdagea n w0P¢  Wwith nandicapeed carldren 3s 3 T2acher,
supervisor, 20ministralor 4r c2sedfcner,  Stipends may also 2e 2atg Lo
stacents 2nroileg n inservica Jrograms  Tunded under Tals autnerity,
altnougn orogrim 2meohasts 15 wncr2asingly 9n oresarvice training.
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Duration and %hasing of Aisistance: Grants are awarded for twelve-month
periods. Mu (j-year grants for periods of two to three years are often
approved with continuation subject to availability of funds and submission
of satisfactory annual appltications. .

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Financial and performance reports are
due once 2 year, and proJect records must be mdintained for five years.

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A, Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with respect te this
program were as follows:

0 lIssue new regutations designed to {1) establich Seven separate funding
priorities and (2) simplify financial assista ce requirements.

Establish new funding priorities to allow the Secretary to determine
which of the priorities will be addressed and specify preservice or
inservice activities in relation t0 those prioritias.

Improve the quality of special education teacher-training programs.

Progress and Accomplisnments

Seven funding priorities were incorporated in the rejulations and
identified as follows: (1) special educators, {2) leadership person~
nel, (3} related services, (4) trainers of regular oducators, (5)
trainers of parents and veclunteers, (6) SEA programming, and (7)
special projects. The regulations were also modified to altow the
grantee agency's own policy to determine the amount of assistance per
trainee,

Grant furds were assigned among the seven priority areas with emphasis
on preservice training in each of the areas. For the 358 new projects
funded in FY 1983, 85 percent {or 305) of the awards addressed the
priority areas of preservice training for special educators, related
services personnel, leadership persornel, and parents/volunteers trainers.
??jec;ives related to the remaining program priorities were also met.

I.C

The program has identified the best practices in training projects
through the review of the professional literature, and @ publication is
in progress. The program has also developed an automated data base
to facilitate the sharing of quality practices.

C. Costs. Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: Approximateiy 821 projects are currently sucported, which
reoresent tratning efforts in each State and territory. 1In Fiscal Year
1983, 3588 new D2rojects and 4A3 continuation projects were funded.




C. Costs, 8enefits, and Effectiveness {Continued)

Appropriateness of Funding Priorities: FY 1983 represented a transitional
year as empnasis shirted from 1nservice training to preservice training.
A cross-year comparison showed that in FY 1982 prefervice projects were
awarded 58 percent of the tdtal available fun leaving 42 percent of
the funds for the support of insarvice activifies. This contrasts with
the FY 1983 funding mix of 87.3 percent of new groject funds for preservice
projects and 12.7 percent of such funds for{inservice ones. Moreover,
the FY 1983 inservice projects were directed toward providing short-term
training to special education personnel rathdr than toward the previous
emphasis ¢n training reguiar ¢lassroom teacher3.

This shift in program emphasis was causad by two factors. Information
ncluded in States' annual plans required under the Education of the

Handicapped Act indicated that in order for the educaticnal system to-

meet its full service commitment, an additional 29,000 pew special
educators were needed for the 1983-84 school year.{E.l) Second, a study
by Applied Managament Sciencas (E.2) defined the national need for in-
service training of regular classroom teachers as 50 massive that the
program’'s resources were inadequate to the task. It therefore suggested
that the progr-m's funds could be more effectively used in the preservice
training area.  Fmnglly the provicsion of dnsepvice training 1t primaptly
a State and local responsibiiity, and States may use funds available
undar the State Grant Program for this purpose.

The following chart identifies new awards for FY 1983 by priority area
and focus.

NE'W AWARDS IN FY 1983

Priority Category Numper of Projects Number of Trainees
Preservice Inservice

Special Educators 134 17,000
Leadership Personnel 45 450
Related Services 29 7,000
Traineprs of Regular

Educators 12 360
Trawners of Parents’

Yolunteers 35 3,000
StA #rogramming 25 100,000 1/
Spectal Pralects 27 2/ 100,000 3/

1/ Figure consists of short-term 1nsepvica Lrainees wno are speciai
T aducation professionais.

2/ Figure inciuces ooth presaryice and Insarvice crolscCts.

3/ rizure nCluces odotn presearnice 3and snort-tearm 1as2evicd triainees.

Program =fYectiveness: A receanl A0pii2q Managemen:i Sciencas study (2.2)
r200rTa¢ CNAC 1NSErYice trdining prolents for reguiar classroom izachers
#1t0 nanaicioped c¢avldren n their classrooms ~ere rated 45 si1nificantly
40re as@Fui than ‘otnher” insarvige Iritning 2y the 2quCITIrS invoiveq for

T40 AI0F "2asons.  he Ir2INing was Jeller Targeteg 2l Ine 4nowiange sk
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)}

. areas that trainees deemed more important to job performance. The training
provided belter coverage of knowledge/sk11l areas by keeping digressions
t0 a minimum.

D. Plans for Program Imgrovement and Recommendations for Llegislation

None.

E. Supporting StudieS and Atalyses Cited 1n Section C Above:

l. Program Files, Off1ce of Special Education and Rehabilitative
Services.

2. The Status of Inservice Training to Prepare Educators to 'Work
with Handicapped Students, Appiied Management Sciences,
January, 1982.

F. Other Supporting Data

No direct information 1is available on the sex or race of trainees
penefitting from this program. However, many of the projects suppories
under this program are targecea at Craditionaily unger-representea groups.
In Fiscal Year 1983 there were:

o 31 projects to Historically Biack InStitutions

o 21 projects training Nati/e Ameritans

0o 50 projects trawing Bilingual/Bicultural populations

P1I. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No further studies related to this program are currently 1in progress.

Contacts for Further information

Program operations: Max Mueller, {202) 245-9885

Program studies: Carol Chelemer, {(2G2) 245-2401

Hotes

1. Prcgram activity information provided for 1983 refletts ac. vities
prior to the enactment of the Education of the Handitapped Act
amendmernts of 1983,
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HANDICAPPED TEACHER RECRUITMENT ANO INFORMATION ®(CFOA No. 84.030)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legistation: Education Of the Handicapped Act, Part D, Section 633,
P.L. 91-230, as amended. (Expires September 30, 1386)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 2,000,000 $ 1,000,000
1980 2,500,000 1,000,000
1981 2,500,900 750,000
1982 1,000,000 720,030
1983 1,000,000 720,000

Furpose: To disseminate information and to provide referral services
and resources for the education of handicapped childrgn as weli‘as to
encourage students to work in various fields of special education. 1/

Eli1gible Applicants: Pubiic anma private agencies and oOrganizations.

Funding Mechanism: Ouring FY 1983 four contracts were supported:
one contract for 1ts firsy of three years of support and thrae
contracts 1n their tast of three years of support.

Ouration of Assistance® The award period 1is for one to three years
depending upon the needs of the projects. There is no provision for
renewals.

IT. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Nepartment's principal objectives with respact to
this program continued to be as follows:

o To disseminate nformation through newsletters, correspondence, and
workshops about the appropriate professional care and support services
required by nandicapped children and youth.

To provide practical legal information to Organizatic S and indivi-
duals serving handicapoed people through the disseminat: n of printad
matertals.

To provide specialized management information, inciuding oplitons and
best practices, for organizations, especially parent coalitions,
operating centers for families of handicapped people.




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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Goals and Objectives (Continued)

To train parents to be positive and effective as 1) participants in the
planning of tneir children's educational program and (2} advocates to
the media of the rights of the handicapped.

To increase public awareness of the needs and rignts of handicapped
children through tne broadcasting and print media.

Progress and Accomplishments

In the first year of 1ts three year contract, the National Information
Center for Handicapped Children and Youti developed and distributed
information sheets to a mailing list of over 100,000. Two newsletter
issues.ware publiched and_sent to 150N recipients, which agdressed the
issues of personnel training and the wistributicn of gersonnel in rural
and culturally diverse areas. In addition, responses were generated
to over 10,000 tetters or telephond, inquiries from individuals,
agencies, and Organizations seeking infArmation to 1mprave the educa-
tional opportunities for handicapped children and youtn. Finally,
the f.‘e\r;ter' sponsared two workshops for Brofessionals and one for
parents during the past year.

The. Boston University School of Law, during‘}he final year of its
contract, padlisned four 1ssues of Focus which reached an audience of
3000 members of iegal advocacy networks or State/local organizations
seeking to place children in programs. The purpose of Focus is to
interpret recent Jjudicial decisions and statutory enactments, and to
explain their ram fications 1n the disposition of placement decisions.
The Boston rFederation for Children with Special hNeeds disseminated
management advice and operational mogels to a national audience of
parent coalitions through a quarterty publication sent to a mailing
list of approximately 3000. In addition to management information,
suggestions were provided on ways to secure financial backing for
parent centers and steps to take in establishing such centers.

Tne Media OQutreacn Project, conducted by Grey-Morth Aavertising, Inc.,
conducteq nine worksnops Yor parents in varicus geograpme areas of the

country.

The prenaration and distribution of medira Sy Grey-North included tne
foilowing speciiic accomplishments:

{1} production of five 30 to 50 second pwlic TV and radi1d annowicaments
in goth Engiisn and SPanisa wnich were sent Lo 740 TY stations ang Ine
aree neLworks 1n New f0rx and L2925 Angeies, and 3000 rigro stations; and
(2! deveiopment Oof Cam@ra-ready art Wnicn was sant 0 1720 aqariy
newspapers and 248 cipsumer magazines inClucing vady ang 2&ra3nt TEGa-
Zines, 24uCdtion ang ledcner magazines, nome Service madazZines, e1’s
mnagazines, conssmer magazinés, and acmén's magazZines.

174
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program data indicate three types of penefits {Section E.l below). The
program has sponsored 12 worksnops for parents and professionals to
. provide direct technical assistance and training. A suybstantial amount
of written information was disseminated to over 17,000 lay ond profes-
sional persons involved in the education of handicapped children and
youth through newsletters, two series of quarterlies, and correspondence.
Finally, media campaigns to increase the general public's awareness of
the needs of the handicapped were conducted through print, radio, and
television announcements. It is estimated that 80 to 100 million people
were reached at least once with the TV media campaign. When radig is
included, 120 to 130 million people were reached at least once.

0. Plans for Program [mprovement and Recommendations for Legisiation

~~

Hone.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section € Above:

|. Program fites, Office of Specral Education and Repabilitative
Services.

F. Otner SuppoOrting Data.

None.

[11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b}:

No studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Helene Corradino, (202) 472-3740¢.
Program studies: Carcl Chelemer, (202) 245-%401.

otes

Program activity information provided for 1983 reflecis activities
prior to the enactment Of the Education of the Hanaicappea Act
amendments of 1983.




NISCRETINNARY GRANTS FOR HANDICAPPED.-RESEARCH
AND NEMONSTRATION ACTIVITIES (CFDA No. 34,023)

Highlights

Funding of the Minority Research Institute.

focusing on minority cnildren, (1.7}

[. PR0GRAM PRDFILE

Le islatiql: Education of the Yandicapped Act, Part T; Section A4l and 542,
SuoTic Law 91-230 as amended, 20 U.5.C. 1441, 1442,

1986
Funding Since 1979

Fiscal Year

1979
1930
1931
1982
1933

Purpose: To improve the education of handicapped children through research

Authori zation

First research institute funded

{Expires Septemper 30,

Appropriation

$22,70,000
524,000,910
326,000,000
$20,000,000
521,000,000

521,000,000
$20,000, 000
$15.,000,000
310,800,000
$12,000,000

and develogment projects, and model programs (demonstrations).

z1igible Recipients: Stata or iocal esducational agencies, public and pri-
¥ate 1nstitutions of higher leaming, and other public or non-profit educa-
tional or research agencies and organizations. I[n addition, the Sacratary
may award contracts to profitmaking organizations,

Allowable Activities: Zecipients may use funds for research, surveys or
gemonstrations reladted to education of handicapped children, inciuding the
development and conduct of model programs designed to meet the special
aducation needs of such children. 3o0th grants and contracts may be awardea.

Award Procedures: In FY 1983 there were nine 5eparate competitions,
carresponding tO the first nine priorities. (11.A)

ange and Average of Awards: 53,700 to 3$500,900; 3195,000.

Yerformance Papiod: ‘fartanla

“birgations ok %eciciants: 2~0qress ana Fiscal ~300Pt5 2re regutred, 1S
i &5 2 rinal reodrft 3T <he complazion of Lne arniasis.




II. RESPONSE TQ GePA  417{a)

A, fioals and Objectives

FY 83 funds were allocated according to the following funding cCategories:

1. field-Initiated Research: To support grants for non-directed research
into subjects whicn are suggested by applicants from Lhe field and which
are judged to be responsive to the educational needs of handicapped
children.

Minority Research Institutes: To support long-term programmatic re-
searcn 1nto attitudes of families and communities reqarding various
handicapping conditions and how these attitudes affect early interven-
tion for handicapped minority children.

Research on Technology: To suphort research on the educational use hy
nandicapped students of technoliogical devices and systems in schools.

dssessment Research: To support research into student outcomes, effec-
tiveness of services, and validity of techniques and instruments for
assessment of handicapped children,

Secondary Age-lLevel Projects. ; ort research activities related
to the traisitional needs -»f y~dged handicapped students and
their families

Parent Projects: To examine the role of parents ana families in the
education of nandicapped children.

Reading Comprehension: To provide Jocal education agencies with methods
and procedures for réviewing and analy2ing the natu.e and exteat £o which
the specific teaching of reading comprehension is inteqrated into their
educational program.

School Rased Research: To support research based on data available
from scnool records and focused on jssues related to implementation to
D.L. 94-142.

Student Research: To provide research ODDOrtunitieq for graduate stu-
dents as a means of enhancing their professional training.

Intra-aqency Projects and Other Research: To support projects on specific
goals wni1ch £D Shares with otner agencies.

3. Progress and Accomplishments

The program awarded grants and contracts 1n the following manner:

Humber of
Priority Area Amount Awards

1, Fiald-initiated research 33,400,390 18
2. "inority institutes 12,309,990 2

177
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8. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

Number of

Priority A4rea Amount Awa rds
3. Technology rasearch $2,200,00 17

3. fAssessment research < Aa75.000 3

5. Secondary-age orojects ¢ 780.900 9

6. Parent projects ¢ 700,000 13

7. Reading comprehension €+ 460,000 N |

3. School.-based research S 315,n00 7

9., Studeat research $ 250,700 29
10. Intra-agency research % 520,000 5

L. fosts, Repefits and Effectiveness

The outcomes of this program can be divided into three catz2gories: (1) new
or improved products (assessmeat instruments, instructional materials,
etc.); (2) research findings and new information; and {3} persoane’ trained
in research methods (E.1).

(1} Examnies of new or improved products include:

0 Validate. instructional materi2ls pack.; . s especially for mentally
retarded, blind, and speecn impaired ¢niidren,

0 P?rogram guides for teachers and Counse:ors in areas such as vocCational
prograrming.

90 fuides for administrators dealing with the implementation of P.L. 94-
142.

0 A variety of products such as:

-~ a "lifelong leaming" curriculum for handicapped persons at the
community coliege level;

-= 3 science curriculum adapted for the Hlind;
.- & development test for young saverely handigaoped children; and

.- instructional materials designed to imProve nonhandicapped chil-
dren's attitudes toward the handicapped.

{2} Resaarch findings: %esults from The Larly Childhood Res2arch [nstitutes
«era recaived 1 FY 1983, The Institut2s reoorted aew research fiadings
in aver 1NN book3, cnaotars and 2 .icies in orofessional iournals, ana
2ave Jver 70 workin00s and confarer 2 dresaatations aasad on their findings
furing tne tarm 0° tne tastitutas.  Jver AN percant 3f cthe aoplications
suomiz=ad under the  cse@arch Oragram  <ontained refergncas to arevious
researzh ‘inqings af <1e instisutes,

3

'acgs ing universities aava riIcaived SuD0CrT TTrdugn e Sludeat c2s@icon

73} 3ssazr7n Teniaing: Sina 1375 more tagn 300 jraguat: 3tuoeats n Ioi-
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€. Costs, Benefits. and Effectiveness (Continued)

grant. program. In addition, the research institutes in the areas of Early
childhood education and Learning Disabilities have provided training oppor-
tunities for ¢.er 200 students over a five year period.

N. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

None.

£, §%gporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section € Above

1. nescription of Programs for Education of the Handicapped. October 1,
1983, Office of Special tducation Programs, Dffice of Special Fducation
and Rehabilitative Services. .

F. Other Supporting Nata

Noneo -

I11. RESPONSE TO REPA 417(h)

No further studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Conrtacts for Further Information

program Operation: Slagle Allhrition, (202) 245-0085

srogram Studies: Elaine freen, {202) 245-8877




NISCRETIONARY GRAMTS FOR HANDICAPPEN-
MEDIA SERVICES AMD CAPTENNED FILMS
{CFIA No. R4.925)

I. OROGRAM PROFILE

Lagislation: Educatior of the Handicapped Act, Part F; Sactions 551-554,
20 U.S.C. 1451-1454; P.L. 91-230 as amended. (Expires September 30, 1986.)

Funding Since FY 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization dapropriation

1279 $25,000,000 $19,000,000
1930 $27,000,000 $19,000,090
1951 $29,000,000 $17,009,000
1992 $19,900,000 - $11,529,000
1983 $19,000,000 $12,000,00n

Durnagse :

o To contribute to the general welfare of deaf persons by (1} bringing to
such persons understanoing and aporeciation of those films which play
such an important part in the general and cultural advancement of
hearing persons, (2} providing througn these fiims eariched educational
and cultural experiences through which deaf persons can ba brought into
better touch with the realities of their environment, and (3) providing
a whoiesome and rewarding exnerience which deaf persons may share to-
qether. N

To promote the educationa’ advancament of handicappad persons hy (1)
carrving on résaarch.in the yse of educational media for the handicapped,
(2} producing and distributing educational media for the use of handi-
capped parsons and others who work with them, and {3) training persons
in the usa of educational media for the instruction of the haidicapoed.

Allowable Activsities: Contracts and grants may be given to conduct resaarch
in the ysa of 2ducational and training films and other aducational media for
the handicapped. Contracts and grants also orovice for the training in usa
of 2ducational media of tsachers, narsnts, and octhers wno work witn the
handicapped. The program is aythorized to acouire, produce, and distrihutes
films and ocher related media, and media squipment.

fligibility Requiraments:

-

o Aoplicant =ligihliny: Suplic and orivate agencies, prafit ang aon-
orofit organizatiens, or g§roups may Suomit 3rooosals and 2p0iicaitons
far arojects.

Jenaficrary Vigibiirty: Handicapped cersons, therr famiiles, inern
aCTugl o9r sotenti2] amplavers, ina shosa ze~isns 'nualses no2ctt s1ies
fap InR 3dvancament 37 Ine lAinm1c2oned,
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Reporting Requirements: On captioned films, report cards ars maited to dis-
tribution centers to Show usage. “n projects, monthly progress reports and
annual reports are requirad to be sent to the Project Officar.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417/1)

A. Gpals and Objectives

Funds a, opriated for this program sqpport the captioned film service for
the deaf, .he Mational Theater for the feaf, and Recordings for the Blind.
These activities consumed in FY 83 38.1 million of the 12 million budget.
The halance was divided between media and materials tecfnology and market-
ing.

The priority Tor these two <categeries is to assure the appropriate
availability, quality and use of advances °n educational technology. (F.1)

funding cateqories for FY 83 were:

1. Captioning: Increase accessidbility of television and film to approxi-
nateTy 14 million deaf or hearing-impaired persons by developing,
adapting, producing, and distriduting matarials that incorporate the
most recent technoiogical advancements in f1lm and television.,

“edi1a and materiais technologv. Improve <the education, independent
tuictioning, and 2mployment of handicapoed individuals by assuring
that the advances in educational technoloqy ace {1) available, (2) of
goad quality, and (3} used appropriately. FSunds support orojects
to impre softwara for use in special education orngramming for
mild an  nocderately handicapped children, and to develop devices to
cumpensate for a particular handicapping conditicn which might 1mpede
the educational achievement,

Marketing and awareness. Impraove the availability of yuality matarials
for handicapped chilidren through dissemination activities, and through
adaptation of existing curricuium materials for use with secondary-level
students with mila handicapping conditions.

Yatioral Theater of ths Neaf: Provide cuyopert for the Yational Theater
of the Near 1n order to (1) raise pudiic awaraness about the capabiiities
and creativeness of handicapped persons and (2) provide ror the educa-
tional 2~d cultural advancement of deaf students who participate with
the “Mational Theater.

Recording far the 8lind: Provide tape-recorded textHooks o help vis-
wally irpaired students of all ages overcore YSarriers to 12iarning.




8.

Progress and AccompliShments

Funds for FY 83 were spent as fallows:

Amoun t No. of Projects
Captioning A652,000 63
Tectnology 2,680,000 16
Marketing and awareness 1,205,000
Nat:onal Tneater of the Deay 500,000
Recordings for the 8lind, Inc. §50,000
512,000,000

Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

3
;apticr\ed general-interest f1ims were shown 50,117 times in the S-month
period Covered 1n the evaluation. The total audience ¢ount wis 953,334
for tne same per1od. NO COST Gata w»ere avatiabie (Z.lj.

Captioned educational films were shown to audiences totalling !,388,360
i FY 1%Z, an 1increase of 19.5 percent over the previous year. (£.2)
Average cosi per film was 59,350 (£.1).

Two medii and material centers completad the firal year of & three-year
contract during FY 1983, The fducational Media Production Project for
the Hear'ng Impaired (University of Nebraska) indicatad in 1ts final
report that 11gQ instructional materials wer2 reviewed for suitability
for hearing 1mea3ired studeats, of which 48 were approved for gse 10 In-
struczional s¢:tings. [n agdition, sixtee~ products were developed 1n
tne area of ennancing self-esteem for hedring-1mpair2d leamers, and
improvedents .ere made 1n saveral filmstrips developed 1n nievicus years,
including the followinQ videotapes: \Usable Law; Basic Economics; and
Teaching Cood Mawners and Banaviors. Qut of 1% products 2oaptag or
developed dur:ng {he zhree year contract perieg, 17 have been accapted
for pupiication. (E.4)

The Instructional Media Production Project for Severely Handicapped
Stugents {C(eorge Peabody College/Vanderpilt LUniversity} produced tne
following materials: one videotape with print mater1dls, Tw0 computer
software programs wiin print mazeriadis, one videotage production manuatl,
anc cne catilo) of f1lms ana tapes. A primary FoCus of these matariadis
durinQ (933 was ‘ob prenaration and ski1ls development.

The Marwet Linkage Project for Sp=¢ral Education (LINC) completed the
third year of a tnree-vear contract. As tne major semicle for ghe SEP
marketing program, LINC ¢ontinued 20 pe & Ma or resource i3 OLher major
SEP? projects, such as the MNaticaal Medra levelocment Project for ine
dearing impairso ina %ne National Cani2e for Media ang MAatartiis for tne
Severely Handicapfeda. M asiwmataa 2%0,30C sincol zgeo cnaiicran nave
denefitad “rom tne 2iaccment OF SEP proaucts InZo zommerical ind naticnal

@1sTmioution Iarauyn Lnts projest.  (I.L3)




D. Plans for Program lmprovement and Recommendations for legrsiation

Hone.

Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited 1n Section G Above:

Raprd Faedback Assessment Of the Captioned Film Loan Service
for the Deaf. September 1982,

Summary Report on Education Captioned Film Usage 1980-1982,
January 1983,

final Report, Market Linkage Project for Spectal Education, October 13,
1983,

Fina) fReport, Educaticnal Medra Project for th: Hearing Impaired.
University of Nebraska, 1983,

Other Supporting fata:

Division of fducational Services Technology and Marketing 8ranch
Budyet Planning. FY 1984,

[11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 817(b)

No studies related to this program are currentiy in progress.

Contacts “ r Further Information

Program Operations: Siagle Allbritton, (292) 245-0085

Program Studies: Elaine Green, (202) 245-2877




EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT--SPECIAL STUDIES
(No CFDA Entry)

[. PROGRAM PRCFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part B, Section 618, P.L.
QT%ZEU'ES amended. 20 U.S.C. 1418 (1976}). (Expires September 30, 1985)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year AyLhnization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite $2,300,000
1980 ? $1,000,000
1981 ™ §1,000,¢00
1982 52,300,000 $§ 480,000
1983 §2,300,00¢C S 480,000

Purpcse: To mBasure and evaluate the impact of the Education of the Handi-
capped Act and the effectiveness cf State efforts to assure the Tfree,
appropriate public education of all handicapped children.

Method of Operation: The program conducts, directly or by grant or con-
tract, such studies, investigations and evaluations as are necessary to

assess the effects of this program.

If. RESPONSE TO SEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

Priortties for FY 83:
o To report to Congress on the progress of implementation of p,L. 84-142.

o To continue @Qathering information on Current and emerging trends in
special education,

8. ?Progress and Accomolighments

Nn new projects werz initiated during FY 1933, Two previously-funded pro-
Jects were continued:

2 Anaiysis oFf Star: Data, submitled 1n accordance wilth £4A-8 for inciusion
1n %ne Annyal Reoort to Congress.

nformation Metwory, 0o0eratad Sy che Nationmal Assnciacion of Stara Ji-
relTOrs 07 specta; <64Catson.  Througn g nefwork of 3tata, o0¢al, ing
intermediate education agencies information was gatner2q gna currant and
ameriing trards 1a %tne molamentation A7 spegi3l 2cuciation 3ragrims,
Thtg C¥TIrmation s2rves as 2 24$'S uOOn ANICY TS Irogrim etarmtaes
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Progress and Accomplishments {(Continued)

technical assistance priorities, Pecent analyses included “"Selected
Issues in  Service Neliverv to MNeaf-Blind Children," and “Priority
Technical dssistance MNeeds of Scate %£ducation Agencies.” The data
rubmitted by States was analyzed and presented to Congress.

C. (Costs, Benefits, and Effectivenass

Program Effectiveness: Malysis of studies {£.1)} has led to the following
changes.

a} Meveloped procedures for validating the State c¢hild count data under
PtLo 94'1420

5} Materials for use in State agency inservice training pregrams regarding
axemplary practices in determining the least restrictive environment
placement of handicapped chidren.

“.idelines to be used by the Department of Education in reviewing a
State's request for a partial waiver of the non-supplant requirement
in poLo 94"’1420

Technical assis® ~e material on problems and successful practices
in the following areas: child count, child find, individualized educa-
vion Programs, and interagency cooperation.

N. Plans for Program Improvement arc Recommendations for Legislation

Yone

£. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section  Ahove:

1, FY 11983 Znaual R2eport to Congress: Summaries of Special Studies.

F. Other Supporting Nata

tione

111, RESPONSE TO GE®A 417(b):

Yo studias ralated to this orogram are currently in Prograss.

Contacts for Further [nformation

Program Operations: Slagle Allbpittor, (202} 245.0085

Sragram Studies: Silawne Green, '212) 245.3877
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF HANDICAPPED RESEARCH
(C°DA No. 84.133)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

tegislation: Title [I of the Rehapilitation Act of 1973, as amended.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Aopropriation
1979 ] 50,000,000 31,500,000
1980 75,000,000 31,487,500 1/
1951 90,000,000 29,750,000
1982 35,000,000 28,560,000 2/
1983 35,000,000 31,560,000 3/

Purpose: To support research and i%s utilization to improve the lives of
tne prysically and mentally handicapped, especially the severely disabled.
To provide for the adminmistration and conduct of rehabilitation research
and the dissemination of information to rehabilitation professionals and
handicappea persons cotcerming devaiopments n rehabilitation procadures,
mathrds, and devices.

Organization: NIHR's researcn activities are conductad n part througn
"lenté " programs, each with a core area of investigation. Tnese programs
Incluae 31 Research and Training Centers, 138 Rehapilitation Engineering
Centers and a Rehabili1tation Research Institute (RRI). In addition,
there are individual projects, each of Jmch works on a narrower, more
specific provtem in researcn or dissemination. There is also a special
program 2f intemational research supported by separitely authorized funds.

Eligibility: Grants, cooperative agreements, and contracts may be %wqrcec
to States, osuplic, private, ar nonprofit agencies ana organizations.

Aopiication anc Awdrd Procsss:  NIHR estaplishes & long-range research
agenoa ana G¢.scretronary drants of contracts are made ¢ unilversities,
puriic and private research organizations, ana indiviaual resaarcners to
congucy projects in areas ralevant to the agenda.

Juration ang Phasin0 of Activities: Funding of grants Jr cONTracts ranges

TrOmM gne T2 Tive gears,




I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A, Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983 the Department’s principal objectives for this program were:

0 To formulate a comprehensive lLong-Range Research Plan to guide present
and future research activities (E-1), (-5}, (E-7}.

To disseminate information about new developments from research activi-
ties for improvements of servicas to handicapped persons {E-6), (E-7)..

Progress and Accomplishments

A lLong-Range Research Plan was established with emphastis placed on the
priority areas of mental illness, mental retardation, vocational re-
habilitaticn, independent living, develupment of technological systems,
private sector 1nvolvement N device development, network development
for disseminarion and utilization of rasearch findings, ang continuing
research and development (E-1), (E-7).

Project products that have been di.seminated are listed in Section II F.

-~ In addition nformation on rehabilitation developments will now be
included in the journal, Aids and Applications Review, pubiished by
the Carroll Center for the Blind. Tmis journal 15 currently sent to
2,000 subscrmibers nationally.

The Mational Rehabilitation Information Centar (NARIC) continues to
offer various nformation services to the entire U.S. rehabilitation
community, as well as users overseas. [t has a defimitive NIHR
data base of 6,000 i1tems and¢ has published a thesaurus, a <catalog
of NARIC subjects, and the Pathfinder. WNARIC 15 phasing in ASLEDATA,
a ¢computerizad data-bank on equipment and ass'stive devices for
disablea people.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope and coSts:

The major operating programs and activities funded under the Rehabilitation
Act are Researcn and Training (enters, Rehabilitation Engineering Centers.
Researcn Utilization and Dissemination Projects, Research Projecis, Inter-
nationa! Support, and Research Fellowshmps. .

£

Actual Estimate

1982 1983 1984

Numper of srajects:

Research and training canters 26 3l 34
Renancilitation engineering centers 17 18 17
Discrete projects 26 35 32
Feilowsnips - _l i5

——

Total 69 101 148




C. Costs. Benefits. and Effectivenass ‘Continued)

Some 300 incividual studies are under way at any given time, and 500
training orograms serving 60,000 9articipants are conducted annually,

The NIHR appropriation for FY 1983 was $31.6 million. Of this, approxi-
mately $15.2 million was agevoted to the RTC program; $7.5 millicr to the
REC program; $5.9 million to discrete grants and contracts for research;
39?152-5 miilion for research utilization. Fellowships accounted for $.5
million.

Recearch and Training Centers Program (RTC) (E£-2)

Of the 31 RTCs funded in FY 1983, there were twelve medical RTCs fundad.
Their woik covers many medical areas, such as cardiopulmonary disease,
spinal cord injury, health care delivery, special problems of the segverely
impaired, biofeedback, and neuromuscular dysfunctions.

There are, in addition, five o0cational rehabilitaticn RTCs, two on deaf
ness, ona on psychosocial rese:rch, two on mental illness, three on mental
retardation, two on aging, one On independent 1iving, one on blindness,
and two on Mative Americans.

Rehabilitation Engineering Centers (REC) (£+4)

Eighteen RehabiTifgtion Enginserirg Centers were funded in fiscal year 1983
with the purp.se of (1) developing innovative me.hods of applying advanced
medical technology, scientific achievement, and psychiatric, psych.logical,
and social knowledge to solve rehabilitation problems; (Z) ceveloping
systems of *echnical and engineering information exchange and (3) ‘mproving
the distribution of technology devices and equipment to handicapped indivia
duals.

The developments of the Centers included (1) 2 muscle fatique monitor
targeted for handicapped persons wiose dysfunction primarily stems from
neuromuicular disorders, (2} a wearable spectral tactile speech aid, (3}
an Available Motions Inventory Test appa=atus to evaluate the severely
disabled person's potential for work incliding tphe design of adanted work
stations. e

Discrete Grant Awards (E+3)

Apnroximatel,; 53.1 million was obligated tarcugh indiviaual grant awards,
contracts, and one Rehabflitation Reseirch [nstitutz [PRI). The latter
nas a c2re zrea of job development and placement for severely handicappes
fersons. ihe remaining individual grant awards were “or res2apch N ine
Sroad ar23s of osychological and =edical probiam3, sensory 4disapiiitiesg,
spinai cord 1asury, severs burss, and other soecific oroclems, [n acgitron,
about 32.5 million was cavgted =0 reSzarch utilization orgjects which
=mainly offer coorainated dissamination an¢ information sarvices, srcmote
irnoyations in samrce crograme 2sac an RED retylts, and fagTili 2n
Iwarz2ness 37 tnance sroc2ssas.
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Program Effectiveness: Studies of the major component programs of NIHR
nave been compieteéd. First, the Research and Training Centsr program
was studied {E-2). Major findings are as follows:

0o The RTE Program has a sound conceptual base, the sSynergistic inter-
action of research, training, and client services being especiaily
effective.

The RTC Program is an effective resource magnet; that 1S, it was abie
to attract an additional 75 cents from other sources far every dollar
NIHR awarded to the Centers.

The RTC Program has supplied @any noteworthy innovations to the
field of rehabilitation.

Secondly, the Renabilitation Engineering Center program has been studied
{E-4)}. Major findings are as follows:

o The program has been Successful in defining "Rehabilitation Engineering".
o The program needs: ‘

- Closer work with industry to develop and market assistive devices,
Closer i1a1son with other sectors of the rehabilitation service community;
Expanded technical assistance at the Federal level,

Clarlr‘icar:ion of goals,
More systematic information on devices, etc., that are available

Development of & systematic capacity for gevelopment, evaluation, and
distribution of assistive devices by working with industry.

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation

NIHR nas proposed & program of field-initiated research grants in which
tne 1nvestigator is free to proposSe research in any area authorized by the
law. This program will be used to sespond to urgent problems, pursue
innovative research approacnes, and expand research capacity and uti1lity.

In response to suggestions made by the evaluation Study, the REC program 13
(1) developing & plan to work more closely with ndustry in developing and
marketing devices to aid handicapped persons; and (2) througn the Inter-
agency Committee, working more rlosediy than before with otner Federal
agencies on this same matter.

E. SuoPorting Stucies aid Analyses Cited in Section C above

1 WI4R Long-Range Plan, Yol. 1, 1980

2 “Reszar<h & Training lenters - Qvarview" (138C) (Special Centers
affice -- [n-nouse document)

183
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Suoporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C adbove (Continued) .

“Annual Report of the Rehapilitation S2rvices Administration tg the
President and the Congréss On  Federal Activities Related tO the
Administration of the Rehapilitation Act of 1973" (1980) ({ch. on
NIHR, pp. 44-64)

"Renabilitation Engineering Centar Program Evaluation: Final Report
(Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, Califomia)

"Goals and the Scal-Setting Processes in the Researc¢h and Traning
Program™ {Abt Associates, Camoriage, Massacnusetts)

“Final Report cn An Evaluaticn of Two RSA (NIHR) Researcn Utilization
Laboratories” (National (Institute for Advanced Studies, W€ashington,
Uoc.) ‘!980. ¢

“NIHR Ressarcn Priorities Plan: Igsues and Re.ommendations for knOw-
iedge Oissemination and Utilization" (ICO) Remabi1litation and Re-
saarch Canter, New York, '.Y.) 1980.

F. Other SupPorting Data

The following products have deen disseminated:

~-- A new approach to chroni¢ pain dased, on behaviorial sciences. The
results especially address ¢nroni¢ iliness.

A strategy dy the New England Regional ra2dtatric Trauma Institute for
1dentifying tne most c¢ost effective and optimal levels of medical
and renabilitation services for disabled ¢niidren.

A evaluation system for assessing how well the 1iving ar-angements
n commun 1ty based residential sattings are meeting tne ne ds of the
mentally ill and assisting fagilies 11n the reintegrat Jn of the
mentally 111 1nto the family.

gio-feeddack tecnniques to control wmuscie c¢ontractions in stroke
patients aliowing some persons to0 walk 1ndependentily of bracds and

other devicas.

4

The ?relimnary Diagnostic Questionnaire for use Dy State agencies
ang private renabilitation facilities for assessing the employaoility
of a person.

A muscle fatigue monitor to measurz quscle fuiigue during tnerageu-
ti¢s, workplace, or surgicai rzocnstruction activities. The monigor
1= 3sa4 2<¢decr1ally on nandicascedq ¢niidren wth ¢2ranczl 22isy and

+

ay= iomeningocoie., <




“.

F. Other Supporting Data (Continued)

-- A wearable spectral tactile speechba1d for yse by the deaf and deaf-
blind 1n face-to-face communication with nondeaf individuais.

The Available Motions Inventory Test apparatus for evaluating the
severely disabled person's potential for work.

Criteria for prediction of successful rehabilitation for persons with
end-stage renal disease, including the dynamics of psychological
adjustment after gnset of renal disease.

;
Oevelopment of ways to identify specific problems in rehabilitation

of multiple sclerosis patients and multi-specirality approaches to
resolution of clinical, medical, psychological, and social needs.

IT11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

There are no studies of this program currently under way.

Contacts for further information

Program operations: BettysdJo Berland, (202.) 472-6551

Program Studies: fugene Tucker, (202) 245-8364

Notes ‘v)

l. Transfers to: Office of pPersonnel Management (540,000}, President’s
Committee on Employment of the Handicapped {35250,000), Maternal and
Child Health Agency {$335,000), U.S. Information Agency {(5158,000), and
Agency for International Development (5200,000).

Transfers from: Mational Institute of Mental Health (3500,000).

Includes a $1.5 million supplemental appropriation for the establismment
of two research and training centers. The awards for these centers --
one for pediatrics and one for disapied Pacific Basin residents --
w1il not be made until FY 1984,

Y




REHASILITATION SERVICES--BASIC SUPPURT
(CFDA No. 84.12¢)

Highliahts

*

o Legislation was proposed that would provide incentives for rehabilitat-
ing the severely handicapped, provide greater flexibility, and require
stricter accountability standards. Reauthorizing legislationswas
passad in Fall, 1983 {11.2).

Progress toward operaticnal goals was made in the follawing areas:

job development and placement, services to severely disabled, IWRP/

%Ei coor?1nation and services to de:f- bl ind and learning disabied
iT.A.8

The number of cases served and rehabilitated has continued to decline
for both severely and non-severely handicapped clients. However, the
proportion of severely hand.capped pérsens among those served and
rehadbilitated continued to increase (11.C).

T. PROGRAM PROFILE . ’ *

Legislatiun: Rehabilitation Act of 1973; P.L. 93-112 as amended by
oLo »

94-230, 97-3%, and 95-602, 29 u.S.C. 701, T.tle I, Parts A
and B except Section 1122

Funding:

Fiscal Year Autherization Appropriatinn 1/

1979 $808,000, 000 $ 817,484,000
1980 880,000,000 817,484,000
1981 945,000,000 854,259,000
1982 899,000,000 863,040,000
1983 941,900,000 943,900,000

n
[

Purpose: To provide vocational rehabilitation sarvices to persons with
mental and/or shysical handicaps. Priority service is nlaced on needs of
those persons with the mgst severe dfisabilities. .

0ver.1ew: regeral and State funis are used t3 cover the costs of groviding
rena01l1tat10n servicas which include; diagnesis, comprehensive evaluat)

counseling, training, reader services for the blind, interpreter services
for the ceaf, ance employment placement. runds are yse¢ siso for assist-
ance ~ith Jayment far medical and relatad services.gnd asrosthetic and
orthotic devices, CLransportation to  secure vocational renapilitation
servicas, maintsnance furing- renacilitation, tools, licenses, 2anipment,
sug~lies, ana otner gocas andg sarvicas; for vending stanas or otner smal'
hysiresses fOr handicaoped Jerswas ncluaing minagement 3jng sufervisory
s@svi1Ces; a0 TIF 3ssIStanca . Tne CONSLruction and estisnlisament 7




I, Program Profile (Continued)

rehabilitation facilities. Services are provided to families of handi-
capped individuals when such services will contribute Ssubstantially to the
rehabilitation of those who are being nrovided vocational rehabilitation
services. .
At the Federal level, program policy, leadership, and monitoring are the
responsibilities of the Assistant Secretary for Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) and the Commissioner of the Rehabilitation
Services Administration (RSA). Monitoring activities are implemented
by RSA's ten regional offices.

Eligibility: Applicant eligibility is limited to State agencies designated
as the sole State agency to administer the vocational rerabilitation
program. Beneficiary eligibility for vocational rehabilitation Services
is based on the presence of a physical and/or mental disability, which
constitutes or results in a substantial handicap to employment, and where

a vocational rehabilitation service may reasonably be expected to benefit
the individual in terms of employability.

Applicant RequirementsS: Applicants prepare three year State plans for vo-
cationa) rehabilitation services (meeting Federal requirements established
under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended) effective October 1, 1982
and covering fiscal years 1983-1985. Vocational rehabilitation agencies
submit project proposals to the appropriate EQ regional office. State
plans are submitted to the RSA Regional Program Offices for approval not
later than July 1, of the third year of each three-year cycle, commencing
July 1, 1979, The State agency must certify the availability of State
funds to fulfill a 20 percent matching requirement.

Qetermination of Grant Amounts: Federal funds are distributed to States
based on population weighted by per capita income. The statistical
factors for fund allocation are: {1) the three-year average of per capita
income by State; (2) the total U.S. population and State population;
{3) the Consumer Price Index.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Annual and quarterly progress reports,
annual budget and case service reports, and annual program and financial
plans are required. Audits are c¢onducted by the E0 Audit Agancy and by
site visits of regional staff. Both are periodic with no set schedule.
State audits are made in accordance with OMB Circular A-102. Case records
on individual clients and fiscal records for a prescribed period are also
required for audit purposes. Services to individual clients myst be
provided in accordance with an Individvalized Written Rehabilitation Plan
{I¥RP). This program has maintenance of effort requirements.
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A. Goals and Objectives: During FY 1982, the Department's principal
objective with respect to program direction was to develop a legislative
proposal for the program's reauthorization (see Section I1.D).

11. RESPONMSE TO GEPA 417{(a)

In the area of program operations, RSA had the following gcals for
the Basic State Grants program, FY 1983: :

0 Job Development and Job Placement: To improve the capacity of the
State-tederal vocational rehabijiitation program to place disabied per=
sons in employment, especially thosa who are severely disabled, by
strengthening the job development and Jjob placement phases of the
vocational rehabilitation process, including the establishment of Jjob
placement vnits in each designated State agency.

Internal Management Improvement: To improve the internal menagement of
RSA by ({} implementing a new organizational structure; (2% developing
and implementing a formal comprehensive planning process; (3) develop-
ing and impiementing a formal communication system; and {4) impiement-
ing an agency policy system.

Facilities Qffering Services for Severely Qisabled Individualis: To im-
prove the planning and deiivery of rehahilitation services to disabled

individuals by increasing the effective use of public and private
nonprofit rehabiiitation facilities.

IWRP/IEP Joint Planning: To facilitate joint planning on behalf of
handicapped students Dy enhancing the cooperative linkages between
special education and veocational rehabilitation.

Qeaf-Blind Program: To estabiish a base of information and skills to
improve or expand rehabilitation and indeperdent living services to
deaf-biind persons.

Learning Oisauled Individuals: fo improve the capability of State VR
agencies to deliver services to disapled and mulitiply handicapped
individuals who have a specific learning disability.

8. Progress and Accomplishments:

0 Reauthorfzation. The Qepartment's reauthorization proposal was
sent to the Congress in March, 1633. *

0 RSA has undertaken a range of activitias to accomplish its FY 1983
oojectives:




B. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

Job Development and Job Placement. Regional offices have been identi-
fying replicable activities and demonstrations, information sharing
activities hava been increased, special training projects have been
reviewed, and States have been assisted to provide information to
business on the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit.

INRP/IEP Joint Planning. Regional offices have comp.eted reviewing
past and current efforts to develop cooperative agreements between
special education and vocational rehabilitation agencies. Cooperative
programs have been identified, site reviews of cooperative projects
have been conducted in nine regions, and plans for a national dis-
semination forum have begun.

Deaf-Blind Program. Data on the incidence of deaf-blindness have
been analyzed and shared with regional offices, task forces have met
to assess needs, training activities have been conducted, and a
survey of deaf-blind clients has been conducted.

Learning Disabled Individuals. Progress toward _this objective
included conducting a state of the art conference, identifying
issues, launching case studies to fdentify model programs, and
developing technical assistance plans. *

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 has resulted in a vocational rehabilitation
system that is increasingly focused on the severely handicapped. Program
data indicate that since 1979 number of persons served has decreased.
Severely disabled persons coﬁggﬁiaQ; higher proportion of closed cases,
both those rehabilitated and those not rehabilitated. However, the number
of severely disabled persons served has also declined. The following
table summarizes these trends:

. Impact Data
1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

-

Applicants accepted for
vocational rehabilitation... 411,560 412,356 373,310 333,437 349,932

Total Active CaseS...eeeee.. 1,127,551 1,095,139 1,038,232 958,537 936,923
Cases closed, rehabilitated . 288,325 277,136 255,881 226,924 216,230
Severely disabled.....cevveee. 143,375 142,545 138,380 129,866 124,766
Nonseverely disabled.......... 144,950 134,591 117,501 97,058 91,465

Severely disanled, percent.... (49.9%) (51.4%) (54.1%) (57.2%) (57.7%)




I1. Response to GEPA 417{a) {Continued)

Cases closed, not
rehabilitated... 156,258 152,672 157,682 142,575 134,118

Severely disabled 87,541 91,346 95,465 90,567 86,136
Nonseverely disabled 68,717 61,326 62,220 52,008 47,982

Severely disabled, percent.... (56.0%) (59.8%) (60.5%) (63.5%) (64.2%)

For 1981, the most recent year for which data are available, rehabilitated
persons had the following major disabling conditions:

Major Disabling Condition Humber Fercent

Total Reporting Oisability 249,902 100.0
Blindness 9,509 3.8
Other Visual Impairments 13,735
Oeafness . T P212
Other Hearing Impairments 10,086
Orthopedic Impairments 56,265
Absence or Amputation of Extremities 6,444
Mental [liness 48,539
Alcoholism 12,221
Orug Addiction 3,1
Menta. Retardation 29,075
Hay Fever and Asthma 1,617
Ciabetes

Epilepsy

Heart Disease cceeeesccccsces tesseses tesessssans

All Other Circulatory Conditions

Respiratory System Conditions

Oigestive System Conditions

Genitourinary CondifionSeoeeeecescecococcccsasns

Speech Impairments

All Other Oisabling CONditioNS.eeeeeecascsnssnas

nr

¥

5.5
2.9
4.0
2.5
2.6
9.4
4.9
1.2
1.6
0.6
1.5
1.9
2.7
1.1
0.7
4:4
2.6
0.7
5.1

Accurate and timely fnformation is not available to determine the full
cost of services %0 vocational rehapilitation ¢lients. The Oepartment is
currently planning to develop the data necessary to assess both costs and
long-tarm benefits of program participation.

There have peen many studies and analyses of different aspects of this
program including studies c¢onduscted unaer research and demonstration
authorities, program administrative anc management reviews conducsad as
part of RSA's annual work plans and contracted evaluation stuaies.
OQuring FY 1983, two evaluation studies were completad:




I1. Response to GEPA 417(a) {Cont inued}

\"

™~
Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Agreements Batween State Vocational
Rehabiittation Agencies and State Associatiocns of Student Financial Aid
Difices. 1he objective of the research project was to assess the
effectiveness of the voluntary coordination agreements between VR
agencies and Student Financial Aid assoctations in helping to serve VR
¢lients and in making sensible and effictent use of the various re-
sources and programs that are available to support the training of
disabled persons.

Needs Assessment of Services to Deaf-Blind Individuals. This study in-
terviewed service providers, recipients, and parents. Areas of ident-
ified need were: parent education, job development and placement,
attention to independent living, recreational programs, care for older
deaf-blind individuals, .extended education {up to age 25), and more
research.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legisiation

In the spring the Administration proposed legislation that would reward
the States for good Oerformance in rehabilitating the most severely
disabled; provide greater flexibility in the means of service delivery;
and require stricter accountability to objective standards of program
performance. The proposed legislation would also provide for administra-
tive simplification of the Basic State Grants program by streamliininy
Federal requirements and permitting more coordinated planning at the
State level.

A review of RSA's goals and objectives for 1984 indicate that most of the

program*s 1983 goais will be pursued in 1984. These goals are 0 increase-
the number of disabled people in remunerative employment, to 1mprove and

maintain effective management of the vocational rehabilitation service

delivery system, to assure that special education and rehabilitation

service delivery systems provide for a continuum of services to disabled

individuals from childhood to adulthoood, and to increase the capacity

of rehabilitation facilities to provide a full range of quality services

for their clients.

E. Sucporting Studies and Analyses

1. U.S. Department, of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabil-
ftative Services, Rehabilitation Services Administration. Caseload Statis-
tics, State Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies, Fiscal Year 1982, Infor-
mation Membrandum, RSA-IM-83-35, June 21, 1983.

2. Damans and Associates, Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Agreements
Between State Vocalional Rehabilitation Agencies and State Associations
of Student Financial Aid Offices, Gaithersburg, Maryland, May 31, 1983,




E. Supporting Studies and Anaivses (Continued)

3. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rahabil-

itative Services, Rehabilitation Services Administration.

Characteristics

of Persons Rehabilitated in Fiscal Year 1980, Information Memorandum, RSA-

IM-83-40, September 13, 1982.

4, Wolf, Enid G., et al. Needs Assessment of Services to Qeaf-Blind ln-

dividuals.

F. Other Supporting Data

Redex, Inc., Silver Spring, Maryland, December 1982.

Age, Sex, and Race/Etnaicity of Persons Rehabilitated by State Vocational

- Rehabilttation Agencies: 198i

1581

Number Percent

Total Renhabilitations

Age at Referral
Number Keporting Age
Under 18 years

18~19 Years

20=-24 Years

25-34 Years

35-44 Yea AesssBs s EIIRRREERERER R RO RRERRRES

45-54 Years
55«64 Years
65 Years and Over

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Astan and Pacific Isiander

HisPani¢ Origin )
Mumoer Raporting Ethnicity
Parsons of Hispanic Origin
Persons Not of Hispanic Jrigin

255,881

249,939
24,670
22,919
41,219
63,519
39,475
30,454
18,621

—
[

—t — Nd
L)WM N GO o
L] - - - - - - - L]
AP0 AL DY O

33.5 Years

100.
52.
47.

250,885
131,056
119,829

100.
80.
17.

0.

250,138
200,572
44,779
1,314
3,473 1.

250,38]
15,777
234,504
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ITI. RESPONSE TO GEPA 317(b)

Only cne evaluation study is currently in progress: "An Evaluation of the
Delivery of Services to Selected Disabled People by Vocational Rehabilita-
tion." The study focuses on vocational rehabilitation services to minor-
ities and is being conducted by Lawrence Johnson and Associates.

Lontacts for Further Information

Program QOperations: Mark Shoobd, (202) 472-9120
Program Studies: Beatrice F. Birman, (202) 245-7997

Notes

1. Includes amounts for Federal maintenance of effort under a separate
authorization.

2. These are expenditures mage by State rehabilitation agencies for the
purchase of services for clients. Excluded are administrative costs
and counselor salaries.




CLIENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (CAP) (CEDA Mo. 84.128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Section 112 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended.
{Expired september 30, 1983)

Funding Since 197¢:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 < 3,500,000 $ 3,500,000
1980 . 3,5n0,000 3,500,000
1981 . 3,500,000 2,800,000
1982 . 3,500,000 942,000
1983 3,500,000 1,734,000

Purpose: To provide counselors who can assist physically and mentally
handicapped persons to undarstand all available benefits under the Reha-
bilitation Act, and to help such persons to overcome any difficulties
they may be having with the vocational rehabilitation service deiivery
system. Projects also are expected t0 make recommendations for policy and
method changes which may be beneficial to future clients.

Applicant Eligibility: Projects may be funded, administered, and operated
only by or through the State vocational rehabilitation agency. The State
agency may enter into cooperative arrangements with public nonprofit organi-
zat1ons, such as institutians of higher education, to secure appropriate
services through existing programs.

Seneficiary E1igikbility: Services may be gprovided to physically and men-
tally handicapped persons, with emphasis on those with the most severe
disabilities. Recipients of services must be (i) seeking vocational reha-
bititation (VR) services; {2) receiving VR services; or (3} terminated
from VR services and seeking help with some aspect of service.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are approved for a maximum of
five years, althougn a project may only be continued based on annual review
of accomplishments. Renewals are made through the regular application

process.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: State vocational rehabilitation agencies
must retain administrative and financfal responsibility for prejects but may
subcontract aspects of day-to-day operations which are deemed to be advanta-
geous for good management.




IT. RESPONSE TO GEPA 217 {a)

A, Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983 the Department's principal objectives with respect to this
program were as follows:

1. To establish in geographically dispersed regions client assistance
pilot projects to provide counselors who will advise clients of
the benefits available under this Act.

Upon requast of clients, assist in their relationship with prograns
providing services including pursuing the protection of their_rights
under this Act.

8. Progress and Accomplisnments

Grants were awarded to 24 applicants who received a total amount of
$1,734,000 to establish client assistance projects. It is expected that
these projects will establish the basis for State vocational rehabilitation
agencies to assume this responsibility in subsequent years.

C. .Costs, Banefits, and Effectiveness

The discretionary project resources avaitable for this program in FY 1983 were
$1,734,G00 and were distributed for new projects. The characteristics vary
among these innovative projects, and goals for the projects are not compara-
ble. In general, experience has shown that similar projects deal with an
average of 200 cases per year which require ombudsman services.

Additional henefits accrue to handicapped persons who request information
about available services and techniques for accessing those services. Also,
as a result of CAP investigation of client complaints, VR oasic program
delivery system difficulties are modified or corrected.

No studies of effectiveness have been carried out.

N, plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations Vvor lLegislation

The Rehabilitation Amendments of 1984 establish client assistance prosr-ams
as a condition of States' basic grant funding. The former discretionary
grant program is replaced with a formula grant for each State. Regulations
will be promulgated hy the )epartment for this new authority. The Admin-
istration proposes to discontinue Federal funding of this program after
fiscal year 1984, but no change 1is proposed ir the requirement that the
availability of these services be a condition of basic' State grant funding.
States can provide client assistance using State or Federal basic State
grant funds.




E. Suoporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above

No studies have been avthorized. In the previous year (1982) a summary of
project annual reports was developed and sent to .ongre3ls. This was in
response to a requirement for such a report contained in Section 112 (b) (3)
of the Act; however, in December 1982 this section of the Act was repealed by
PL-97-375. No further reports are anticipated.

f. Other Supporting Data

The 1982 Report to Congress is available in Timited number, on request.

111. RESPONSE T GEPA 417(b)

_No studies related to this prcoram are currently under way.

* Gontacts for “urther Information

-

L

Program operations: {ester Cole {202) 245..3187

Program studies: Barbara Coates { J2} 472-923%5




QISCRETIONARY PROJECT GRANTS FOk
TRATMING REHABILITATION PERSONNEL
(CFDA No. 84.129)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

1

Le%islatiogz Rehabilitation Act of 1973, P.L. 93-112, as amended. Section
a L -

funding Since 197Y:

Appropriation

$30,000,000
$28,590,000

Fiscal Year Authori zation

1979 $34.,000,000
1580 $40,000,000

1981
1982
1983

$45,000,000
$25,500,000
$25,500,000

$21,675,000
$19,200,000

. $19,2€0,000

Purpose: To supporf projects to increase the numbers aﬁd improve the skills
of personnel trained in providing vocational =-ehabilitation services to
handicapped paople.

Eligible -Grant Recipients: State and local govemmept agencies, non-profit
private agencies and institutions of higher education.

Eligible Trainees: Individuals employed or pFeparing for employment in
the rehabiiitation of handicapred individuals. ‘

. .
Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants may be made for 1 to 3 years
depending ¢ appropriation availability. Grants made usually start on or
around July 1, or September 1 of each fiscal year. °

Obligations of Grant Reciptentc: Grantees for in-service training precrams
must provide at (east 10 percent of costs. All other grantees provide a
negotiated proportion of costs. Anual progress and fiscal eoports are
required of all grantees.

- J L
1. RESPONSE 70 GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

The Department’s principal objective for this program was to improve
the skill level and increase the numbers of rehabilitation personnel
tr2ined in manpower shortage areas.

The second objective was to support the training of rehabilitation
workers in job development and placement skills,

A third objective was to improve, through training and communication
of standards, the management of. rehabilitaticn programs.

203




Progress and Accomplishments

L=

Focused State agency efforts on Ffederal prioritids, e.g,, manpower
shortage areas, training workers to ennharce employability of the hai i
icapped, coordination of vocational renabilitation with special aduca-
ti On. ) "

Facilitated the emergin~ e and acceprability of new professional rshab-
fiitation fields in support of eahancing the empioyahility of the .
shandicapped, e,3,, mobility instruction, vocational evaluation,

0%

Neveloped program evaluation techniques, casa review system, and 2
clearingno‘g;e for all training projects and approaches,
+£
C, Costs, Benefits, and Evfectiveness

Trainees Served: 12,680 trainees were serveq under 30¢ project grants in
FY 1983, malysis of costs hy type.of training [see £,1 below) is ghown
below: ’

Average Federal
Numher of Total! firant $ fost Per
Trainees Tyae of Trainirg Anounts Trainee

2,440 Long-term 12,735,000 2.9
1,750 . Zinuing . 2,000,000 1,143
3,400 Inservica 2,300,000 313

qn Experimental 746,900 8,222

Program Scobpe: Program serves all skills and professions relating to voca-
tional rehabilitation of the handicapped,

Tynes of Banefirs Provided: This program §s used for’'a wide variely of
training including long-term training in all professional/rehanilitation
fields: short-teem traizing, such as workshops, seminars, insitutes,

etr,: in-sarvice trainin, and continuing education: and experimenta) or
indﬁvative training projects, Senefits in the form of more effective
service accrue to those handicapred persons receiving rehabilitatign
services who are more rapidly returned to gainful employment, dHenefits
accrue in teres of skills acquired, confidence gained, promotions received,
at¢, No funds are speat on vouchers for individuals,

Orogram Effectiveness: Third-party validation oV overall proé’ram was not
completed, " A study started in 1981 was not compleced beciuse budget cuts
2l iminated al: avaluation funds in the rehanilitation program, However,

each training project has a self-or third-party e2valuation component,

. 9lans for Peogram Imorovement ind Recommerdations for Legislation

To continue £o alincat2 funds to manoower Shortage areas, The Commission-
ar's Task Force on enabilitacion Training is axpecizd to make recommenda.
tians on orogram acerition fn FY 1084, The raministration nas raquesiad
rangua 3f axiscting legisiacive aucnority, '




Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above

Aralysis of Grantee Applications, Rehabilitation Services Administra-
tion, 1983.

F. Other Supporting Data

one

ITI. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies of this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Frogram Operations: Martin Spickler, (202) 245-0076

Program Studies: Rodney Pelton, (202) 472-3014




GRANTS FOR VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION OF SEVERELY
HANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS (CFDA No. 84.128)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 93-112. Title IIl, Sectrion 311{a)(1) of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973 as amende., 29 U.S.C. 777a.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Yesr Authorization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite $ 7,048,000
1980 Indefinite 9,568 ,000L/
1981 Indefinite 9,765,000
1982 $12,2 1o,oua%f ) 8,855,000
1983 "12,210,0002/ 9,259,000

Purposa: To support demonstration projects which expand of improve the
delivery of rehabilitation services to sevarely disablea individuals to
assist them in achieving satisfactory vocational adjustment.

Eligibility: Public or private non-profft agencies and organizations are
el1gible to compete for grant awards.

Applicant Requirements: Special projects for severely disabled people must
expand and mprove rehabilitaticn services for particular categories of
arsability.

Award Process: Proposais are selected for funding through a peer review
process based on regulatory selection criteria and annually announced
program priorities {see I1.A below).

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are awarded for twelve-month
periods and can be continued for up to 5 years. Continvation is based on
an annual review of accomplishments and the availanility of funds.

Cbligations of Grant Recipients: Fnnual fiscai reports are required, and
progress reports must D€ suomitted as prescribed by grant award specifici.
tion.

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A, Goals and Objectives

Ouring FY 1983, the Oepartment’s objective for this program was to ‘fund
service programs for disabled people witn 3 wice array of gisapilities éand
to place a special emphasis on projects imat employed high teconoiogy
(computsr) appiications.
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8. Progress and Accomplishments

o In FY 1983, 54 projects were funded; 29 were new projects and 25 were
continyations. Fourteen of the 79 new projects involved high tech-
nology {computer) applications. The breakdowr of projects funded
to address specific disabling conditions was as follows:

_ few
Disability Projects Continuations
Arthritis 1 1
Blindness 5 -
Cerebral Palsy 1 -
Neafness 3 -
neaf/81ind 1 1
learning Disabled 2 1
Mental I1llness 5 2
Mental Retardation 4 1
Multiple Sclerosis 1 -
Nevelopmentally Nisabied - 1
Spinal Cord Injurad - 17
Multiple Disabilities A 1
29 25 Total 54

o The program has expanded from demonstrations which served blind, deaf,
and spinal cord injured persons to demonstrations for a wide array of

disabilities.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Costs and Individuals Served: In. Fiscal VYear 1983, approximately 4,000
ceverely disabTed clients received servicas at an average cost of 92,817

ner client.

Program Scope: The scope of the projects covers many categories of severely
disabied persons including those who are deaf, blind, or who have epilepsy,
cerebral palsy, muitiple sclierosis, mental retardation, arthritis, and other
disabling conditions. (General projects are also supported to coordinate.
existing services to more effectively reach target groups, as well as con-
duct outreach and support activities for those who are not yet receiving
rehabilitation sarvices.

Impact on State Practices: Accoarding to program data, successful project
methods and techniques are frequently incorporated into State vocational
r2habilitation agency programs, sustained with non-Faderal dollars, and used
fn part or whole throughout a State. Ffor example, seventeen model projects
that serve individuals with spinal cord injuries have been initiated
throughout the country, resuiting in more effective services by State voca-
tional rehabilitation agencies, private rehabilitation facilities, and
medical institutions for individuals with this handicap.

Reported Treatment SBains: According to program data, interventions demon-
strated by runded projects have resulted in substantial numhers of severely
disabled persons, in ali cateqgories, becoming 21igihle for and Henefiting
from yocational rehabilitation sarvices,

207




C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness {Continued)

nirect Cost Banefits: One example of costs benefits, according to program
data, 1s that demonstrations with 42 elderly blind persons in Virginia
provided services to those persons in the community for $186,069; a cost
savings of $131,709 over the total cost of a nursing home,

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

Mone,

€. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Ahove

No studies have been made regarding overall program effactiveness. Comments
in Secrion C above are based on grantee reports submitted to-the program
of fice,

F. 0Other Supporting Data

Yone.

[11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No studies relate¢ tO this programrare currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations and studies: Bob Gilmore, (202) 245.0529
Program studies: Mn Weinheimer, {202) 245-8R77

Notes | /

1. $12,500 of this amount was reprogrammed to the National Council on the
Handicapped.

- .

2.. Yotal aucharized far Sectiems 219, 211, 312, 313 aad 315 comaned.

3. Source: Renhadititation Servicas Administration.
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SPECTAL PROJECTS FOR INITIATING RECREATION PROGRAMS FOR
HANDBICAPPEO INDIVIOUALS
(CFDA No. 84.128)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Section 315 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended.
{Expired September 30, 1983)

Funding:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation
E
1981 Indefinite ~* 2,000,000
1982 $2,000,000 1,884,000
1983 2,000,000 - 2,000,000

~

Purpose: To establisn or initiate programs of recreational activities for

andicapped individuals, with special emphasis on expanding services for
handicapped ciients of State vocational rehabilitation agencies. The recrea-
tional activities carried out within these projects are diverse in scope and
are intended to contribute to the bhandicappred person's rehabilitation.

Criteria for Evaluating Proposals: Proposals for project funding are evalu-
ated bhased on the following:

o Relevancy of the project'to State and Tederal rehabilitation programs
o Project plan of Operation

o Quality of key project personnel

o Budget and cost-effectiveness of the project

o Impact of the project

o Likelihood of project continuing after Federal funding terminates

.. Annlicact_Fligihilitye Statag 3ad ouhlie and _athar nanarafit 2asncies and
organizations are eligible for grants under this program.

Beneficiary ETigibility: Projects funded under this program must serve physi-
cally or mentally handicapped individuals.

NDuration and Phasiﬁg of Assistance: Grants are awarded for one year.

ljse of Funds: Funded projects can include indoor and outdoor leisure activ-
1ties, sports, crafts, arts, hobby, therapeutic and physical-development
activities including skiing, boating, swimming, and camping.
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Obligations of Grant Recipients: Fiscal records must be maintained and annual
fiscal reports are required. Progress reports must be submitted on project
operations and accomplishments.

IT. RESPONSE TD GEPA 417 (a)

A. Goals and Dbjectives:

In view of the decision not to request futuyre funding for this program. no
special goals or objectives were established for FY 1983.

Bt Progress and Accomplishments:

Not Applicable.

¢. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

In FY 1983 3n estimated 15,000 handicapped individuals were served by the 27
projects funded. -~

N. Plans for Program Improvement and Reconmendatidns for Legisiation:

No funds were requested for this program in FY 1984. The Department believes
that these services would be more appropriately provided at the local level.

E. Supporting Studies and Analvses Cited in Section C Above:

None.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

I11. RESPONSE T GEPA 417 (b)-

No studies are under way.

Cantacts for Further Information:

Program operations: Frank S. Caracciolo, FSA
room 3516 Switzer Rldg.
/ {202) 245-3134

orogram studies: Sarbara Coates (202) 472-922%




REHABILITATION SERY1ICES--SPECIAL PRNJECTS FOR HANDICAPPED
MIGRATORY AND SEASQNAL FARMWORKERS (CFDA No. 24,128)

[. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiation: Rehabilitation Act of 1973, P,L. 93-112, as amended by P.L.
g.;“.;ii:' I.E. 94-230' and PoLo 95"602' &ction 312’ 29 U.S.C. ?010

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authortzation Appropriation

1979 Indefinite $1,530,000
1980 Indefinite 1,530,000 -
1981 Indefinite . 1,325,000
1982 1/ - 942,000
1983 T/ 951,900

Purpose: To provide vocational rehabilitation services to handicapped
migratory or seasonal farmworkers which will enable them to acquire new.
work skills and thereby become dqualified to obtain employment in other
areas, or “settle out" {obtain permanent employment] and leave the migrant
stream; or to provide treatment necessary for the client to continue as a
migratory or seascnal farmworker. . .

Grantee: Migrant farmworker projects are funded by grants to State rehabile
1tat1on agencies or local agencies administering a vocational rehabilitation
program under written agreements with State agencies. Funds afe awarded
on a 90 percent Federal/ln percent State matching basis.

Beneficiary: Physically or mentaily handicapped migrants, with emphasis
on those with the most severe disabilities. Family members may also receive
sarvicas if the sarvice is necessary to the rehabilitation df the handi-

capped migrant.

Other Requirements: The standard application forms (SF 424) as -furnished
by the Federal agency and required by OMB Circular No. A-102 must be'used
for this program. Awards are made on approval of the Diractor of Rehabfli-
tation Services in the Regional office or the Commissioner of Rehabilita-
tion Services for Central office grants. DNeadline dates for the receist of
grant applications are usually set in April-June and are ouolished in the

Federal Register.

Duration and Phasing of Assistanca: Projects may be supported for up to
three years; tfunding 15 on an annual basis with continuation b2sed on
satisfactory performance and availability of funds.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: FAnnual fiscal reports and periodic pro-
gress reports as specified for the particular grant.




T1. RESPONSE TO GEpA 417(a)

aals and Objectives

Provide comprehensive vo~ational rzhabilitation services to harndicapped
migrant workers.

Nevelop appropriate formats and methodology for reporting project
activities and results.

Provide opportunity for coordinating vocational rehabilitation sarvices
with sarvices from other sources.

progress and Accemplisiments

Establish2d rating criterid and funded 11 projects that most clearly
reflected legislative goals ror the program.

Neveloped and field tested format for reporting Brogress.

Sponsored conference/workshop on how to report progress and how to
coordinate activities with other Orograms.

€. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: In 1983 :the program supportad projects in Califormia,
Colorado, Idaho, Illinois, New Jersey, New York, Texas, Washington, and
Wisconsin. State rehabilitation agencies were grantees for these projects.
Appraximately 2,300 aligible migrant workers were served in these projects.

TyPes of Renefits Provided: Through these special projects, comprehensive
_ v0cational renadilication services are made availabla. These services
include a heavy emphasis on outreach, specialized bilingual counseling,
physical /mental restoration, prevocational adjustment, vocational training,
and job placement. Because of the high mobility rate of the c¢lients and
their remote rural employment, it is not always possible to complete the
entire rehabilitation process or provide VR services in the traditional

nanner.

Program Effectiveness: R%egional Offices monitor projécts and site visiss
are mada to projects by Central Office Project 0fficers and Regional Hffica
representatives. State agencies also monitor prejects. Reports from
these monitoring activities (see E.l1, £.2) indicate:

0 Staté agencies have absorbed and incorporated some projects into their
ongoing operations. For exarmle, both Fflorida and Texas continued td
asrovide services after their grant monies were axhausted.

projects nave heen succassful in developing innovative methods and %ach-
nigues t0 assist this target population. *“uca of this sffors nas hHeen
concentrated on developing better contact with handicapoed migrants.
Thesa offorts include increased usa of Dil'ngual c¢ounsalars and e
sravisicn of infarmaticn and sarvicas ¥a 2ar2as wizth Aign csncantr2tions
of miqrants.
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Costs, Senefits, and Effectiveness ({cont.)

dnnual conferencas enable Project Nirzctors to consider and develop
effective methods to iaprove project operations. The most recent
conference concentrated on improved reporting, developing interaguncy
cooperation, and special health problem~ of migrant werkers such as
pesticide potsoning.

N. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

Program efforts in the coming year will center on improving data collection
activities and developing procedures for reaching unserved eligible migrant
workers.

Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Move

Monitoring reports from regional offices.

Rescriptive date supplied ty projects in response to field test of rea-
porting format.

Other Supporting Nata

None.

IT1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(h)

No studies of this Pprogram are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Lestar Cole, (202) 245-3187

Program Studies: .Jerry Burns, (202} 245-8877

Notes

1. Authorization of $12,210,nnn for Sections 210, 311, 312, 314, and 315,
Authorization s for "“Such sums as may he necessary” for Part 3 {exceot
section 313). Five percent is for section 312, plus an additional amount is
authorized to equal a total of %5,000,n00.
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HELEN KELLEF NATIONAL * CENTER FOR DEAF-BLIND YOUTHS AND ADULTS
(CFDA No. 34.128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Public Law 92~112 Section 313 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 as amended. (Expires September 30, 1984)

Furding Since 1979: -

Year Authorization Appropriztion

1973 indefinite s 2,500,000
1980 indefinite 2,500,000
1981 indefinite 3,200,000
1982 .$ 3,500,000 3,137,000
1983 3,500,000 . 3,500,000

Purpose: To provide comprehensive services for the most severel: disahled
and disadvantaged deaf-blind youths and adults, train personnel to work
witﬁ deaf-blind persons, and conduct relevant resaarch.

History an1 Awird Process: The Helen Keller National Center was created
by Conoress in 1969; specific funding has been authorized by Congress
since i973°on 3 non-competitive basis. The Center has one primary facflity
at Sands Point, New York, and deaf-blind individuals are referred from
all 50 States through the Center's network of nine regional offices.

1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)(1)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983 the Departicent’'s principal objectives for this program
were as follows:

o To improve rehabilitation services to deaf-blind individuails.

o To foster research and development activities which may enable deaf-
blind persons to lead improved social and economic Tives.

B. Progress and Accomolisrments

Nuring FY 1983 the following was accomplished:

o The Center decreasad the average amount of time necessary for a deaf-
blind client to remain within a training program from 18 months *o 1!
months. Tne Nationai Training Team and the Affiliation Networx System
were developed to strengthen services o deaf-blind gersons at the
1ocal level,
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0 Research on the deaf-blind and the services available to them was con-
ducted. It indicated that substantial 9gains had been made in their
?ducation, but large areas of unmet or inadequately met needs remained.

E.1)

C. Cost, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

Program Scope: During FY 1983 the Centér served 150 trainees at its main
tacility and provided referrals and counseling to another 675 deaf-blind
persons through its regional offices.

Program Effectiveness: No program effectiveness data are available on
this program. Information on this program was collected and analyzed
(See reference E.1) as program descriptions.

Program Descriptior -- The perceptions of various interviewees in a 1982
study are presented as follows (E.1}: =

Perzeptions of 33 administrators of prograr , for deaf-blind students:

o Even though funding is adequate, about 10 percent of
deaf-blind children are not being served.

Almost one-third of the teachers of deaf-blind children do not
have bachelors degrees.

Parents of older deaf-blind students lack interest and do not
participate in school activities.

Most administrator. beliave that deaf-blind students will
have difficulty making a living sfter they complete school.

Perceptions of 62 teachers of deaf-blind students:

o Teachers expressed poor opinions of their~—ewe~and their
colleagues® preparation to deliver the professional services
required of them.

Most teachers believe that their students will not be able tgo
earn or contribute to their own living or be able to live
independently.

Perceptions of 50 deaf-blind adults:

0 Deaf-blind adults are displeased with their education.

o About 16 perzent are unemployed.

0 Most deaf-blind adults are fairly pleased with their living
arrangement s,

farning a 1iving is viewed as their greatest problem.

The areas of greatest need are vocational traininj, financial
aid, and <ommunication training.
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0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recomendations. for Legislaticn

None ,

E. 3upporting Studies anrd Analyses Cited in Section C ghove:

Meeds Assessment of Servieas to Deaf-Blind Individuals, Redex, Inc.,
Rehabilitation and Education, Experts, Inc. December 1982, ED Contract
No. 300-%1-0426.

F. Other Supporting Data:

The following estimates of deaf-blindness were prepared from data gathered
by the National Canter for Healtn Statistics' Anual Health Interview
Survey of 1977.

Estimates of Deaf-Blindness
® 1. Civilian Noninstitutionalized Papulations

Overall 734,275
Narrowly defined 41,859
Deaf and Severely Visvally

Impaired 67,340
81ind and Severaly Hearing

Impaired 399,677
Other Categories 225,399

Institutionalized Popuiations

Overall 13,182
Narrowly defined 3.451
Deaf 2nd Severely Visually

Impaired . 3.8%3
Blind and Severely Hearing

Impai red . 4,999
Other Categories 839

4 H
Prevalence rates of deaf-blindness (2) are Migher for females than for
males, {b) are higher for older tnan younger age groups, (¢} and vary
widely from ragion to region in the thitad States. -

{11. RESPONSE Ty GZPA 417(b):

No further studies related to th1s program are curreatly In pragress,

Gontacts for Further Invormation

Srogram operations: Charias Frasmen (202) 243-0327

Program studlas: Zugene Tycker 202) 245-33642




REHABTL ITATION SERVICES--PROJECTS WITH INOUSTRY
(CFOA No. 84.128)

Highlights:

® Evaluation Study completed (§ection 11.C beluw).

° One-time supplement of €5 million provided under Public Law 98-8,
the Jobs Bill (Section 1I.C .below)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Section 621 of the Rehabilitation Act ¢f 1573, as amenaed.
{Expires September 30, 1984)

funding Since 1979:

Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite $ 4,500,000
1980 " 5,500,000
1981 " 5,250,000
1982 $ 8,000,000 7,510,000
19283 8,000,000 13,000,000 1/

Purpose: To (1) provide handicapped individuals with training and
experiences in'a realistic work setting in order to prepare them for
empioyment in the ccmpetitive market; (2) provide handicapped indivi-
duals with supportive services to permit them to continue to engage
in the employment for which.they have been trained; and (3) expand job
opportunities for handicapped ind. (duals by providing placement ser-
vices, job development and modification, special aids, appliances, or
uor?-site]modificatiOns which will permit employment of handicapped
individuals.

EI{gibilitX: Any public or private, profit or non-profit agency or
orzanization able to provide training or employment for handicapped

ingividuals, including private corporations, rehabilitation facil-
ittes, rehabflitation associations, educational institutions, labor
unions, trade associations, and social service or other government
agencies.

Applicant Requirements: FY 83 awards were made through a peer review
process. MApplications were evaluated accorging to criteria in EDGAR
and published in 34 CFR 379.30. They are: (1) plan of operation (10
points); (2) quality of key personnel (10 yiints); (3) budget and
cost effectiveness (5 points); (4) evaluation plan (5 points); (5)
adequacy of resources (5 points); (6) achievemeat of competitive
employment objectives (35 poiats); (7) coorgination with service
agencies (20 points); and (8) innovativeaness of appreach {10 points).
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Quration and Phasing of Assistance: Project support varies from 3ta
years. Projects are continued based cn anrusl revieu of accomplighe
mer.’ s and availability of ,unds.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: There is a 20 percent matching re-
quirement. Anncal “iscal reports are required, and prigress reports
must be submitted. Fiscal records mLst be maintained for the period
of time specified in the grant award.

1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)(1)

A. Goals and Jbjectives:

Ouring FY 1983 the- departmant's principal objective for this program
was as follows:

s Provide handicapped individuals with <¢raining and or-the-job
experience in realistic work settings to prepare them for emplay-
meny in the competitive market.

B. Progress and Accomplishmants:

° Staff estimate that approximitely 12,000 placements of handicapped
individuals will be accomplished uith the FY 83 funds.

C. Cost, Benevits, and Effectideness:

Program Scope: In FY 1983, 72 projects were supported to train and
nlace in employment more than 10, 0G0 handfcapped individuals earning
in excess of $50 million in’ wages from private sector employment. A
one~-time additional funding supplement of $5 million was provided to
PWI upder Public Llaw 98-8, the Jobs Bill. This allowed funding
of 37 additiona} projects serving a: % 5000 more clients.

Types of services orovided: Training was provided in settings such
as conmercial ang industrial estat ' ishments, and supportive Services
were provided to handicapped clients.

Effectiveness: An assassment of the grogram completed in Apri) 1982
(t.1) found that (1) PWI projects appear generally success¥sl in
meeting the program’s goal of developing. private sector 1¥nkages
to assist diszuled persons in achieving ccmpetitive empioyment,
though gquantitative information to verify the performance of SZeciftc
proje~ts s limited, and {2) no single type of organizatior 7; more
successful than others in accomplishing PWI goals. Rather, the
diversity of organizatiors operazing P¥Is and tne *Taxibility of
projects in providing services appear to be important factors in the
P4l program’'s overall effectiveness.
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0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation:

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C pbove:

1. Assessment of the Projects with Industry Program, Advanced
Tectnology, Inc., Mclean, Virginia and Policy Studies Associates,
Inc., Washington, 0.C., 1983

Other Supporting Qata:

*None
I11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No further studies relatzd to this program are currently in progress.

Coatact for further information:

Program operations: Wesley Geigel (202)245-1338

Program studies: Arthur Kirschenbaum (202) 245-8844

Notes

}. The $8 million regular appropriation was supplemented by a one time
supplemental appropriation of $5million under the Jobs 8111, thus
total programs funds for FY 1983 were $13 million.




CENTERS FOR INDEPENDENT LIVING
(CFDA No. 84.132)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

islation: Title VII, Part 8, Section 711, Rehabilitation Act of 1973
P.L. 93-112) as amended.

Funding Since 1979

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 80,000,000 1/ s 2,000,000
1980 150,000,000 15,000,000
1981 200,000,000 18,000,000
1982 19,400,000 2/ 17,280,000
1983 19,400,000 Z/ 19,400,000

Purpose: To provide independent living services to severely handicapped
individuals to assist them to function more independently in family and
community settings or to secure and maintain appropriate employment.

Eligibiiity: The principal eligible applicant for grants under this pro-
gram 15 tne designated State Unit which administers the Title [ Vocation-
al Rehabilitation Program (or units in States having one agency serving
blind persons and one serving all other” handicapped persons). [f the
designated State Unit or Units do not apply in any fiscal year within six
norths after the application date, applications may then De accepted from
local public or private nonproait agencies.

Applicant Requirements: There are no matching requirements. Handicaoped

persons must be invoived in policy direction and management of Centers

and must be employed by Centers.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: A Project period can be up to five
years dut tne maximum dwarded tO date is 36 months. ?Projects may be con-
tinued based on review and availability of funds. Funds are awarded ¢n an
annual basis.

Qbligations of Grant Recipients: Annual fiscal reports are required and
progress reoorts Aust De submittes as orescribed by grant award specifica-
tions.
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I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with respect to this
program were:

o To provide discretionary grants to establish and operate (Centers for
Independent Living -- facilities offering a combination of rehabilita-
tion services in order that the severely handicapped may live more inde-
pendently in family or community settings, or may be better able to secure
and maintain employment. )

To promote substantial involvement of handicapped persons in policy direc-
tion and management of established Centers, and to promote employment of
handicapped persons in the Centers.

Progress and Accomplishments

In Fiscal Year 1983, the fourth year of operation of this program, awards
have been made to 74 grantees for operation in FY 84. Grantee types
are: .

42 general State agencies

19 Tocal organizations

9 State agencies for the biind

4 joint applications by general and blind agencies.

Forty-two of the State units have contracted with local private non-profit
agencies to operate (Centers; 156 sites recejve support through this program.

Evaluability Assessment fiﬁdings show that staff in (Centers are predomi-
nantly disabled, and that program beneficiaries are involved in policy
diresi*an and management of established Centers.

€. Costs, Benefits., and Effectiveness

Types of Lenefits Provided: Grants average 3250,000. Continuation appli-
cations show that most projects have developed services specitied in the
legislation. Many Tocal sites focus on a single disability, for example,
mental retardation, impaired mobility, or physical disability. Centers have
initiated direct services to clients or referrals of clients to other agencies,
and are working to influence local communities to promote awareness of
handicapped special needs, and to provide curb cuts and accessible housing
and transportation. .

Program Ef fectiveness: An Evaluability Assessment of this program found
that all projects were operational, with substantial agreement on program
goals. Further potential exists for Centers to provide information to the
Oepartment and to develop information sharing systems. No national evalua-
tion system exists, but most projects are developing local evaluation Systems.
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legisiation

There are no plans for legislative recommendations at this time.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above:

1. "“Evaluability Assessment of Centers for Independent L1»1ng Program,"
American Institute for Research, September, 1981.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies relating to this program‘are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Robert E. Jones, (202) 245.0757
Program studies: Eugene Tucker, {202) 245-8364

Notes

1/ Authorization, 1979 to 1981, covers all of Title YII.
«2/ Authorization for Part B only.
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION-~-BASIC GRANTS TO STATES
(CFOA No. 84.048, 84.051)

Highlights:

° ?%gregary 8ell transmits Vocational and Adult Consolidation 8ill.
.0

° ?%gregary Bell transmits Annual Vocational Education Report to Congress.
.0 ’

° QVAE goals are defined to suppoﬁt Secretary's [Infitiatives (I1.0)
1. PROGRAM PROFILZ

Legislation: Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended by Title II
of the Education Amendments of 1976, Public Law 94-482, 20 U.S.C. 2301
to 2461; 90 Stat. 2168-2213. )

‘Funding:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation 1/

1979 $1,030,000,000 $587,947,518
1980 1,180,000,000 686,045,732
1981 1,325,000,000 612,082,728
1982 2/ 587,736,648
1983 .2 657,902,898

Purpose: To assist States in improving planning and in conducting voca-
tional education programs on the local level for persons of all ages who
desire and need education and training for empioyment.

Eligibility: State Boards for Vocational Education are eligible for formula
grants by establishing a State Advisory Council and certifying a five-year
State plan, annual program plans and accountability reports. Governors,
or their designated plan review agencies, must be given an opportunity to
review plans. State grant formulas are based on the number of persons in
specific age groups (15 to 19, 20 to 24, 25 to 65) and other requirements
such as the quotient obtained by dividing the per capita income for the
State by the per capita income of all States.

Applicant Requirements: States must give priority to economically depressed
areas and areas with high unemployment rates and to programs which meet
new and emerging employment needs. Each State must use 350,000 of its
Basic Grant funds to cupport the activities of a full-time sex equity
coordinator. In addition, with {its funds for Basic Grants and Program
Improvement and Supportive Services, each State must use at least 20 per-
cent for services for the disadvantaged and limited-English-speaking, 15
percent for postsecondary and adult programs, and 10 percent for services
for the handicapped. At the Federal level, one percent of the total funds
for Basic Grants and Program Improvement and Supportive Services fs set
aside for grants to Indian tribal organizations for vocational training.
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Applicant Requirements (Continued)

In addition to the mandated uses stated above, Basic Grants funds may be
used for the following purposes: vocaticnal training in a wide range of
occupational areas, energy education, displaced homemaker programs, con-
struction of area vocational facilities, contracts with private voca-
tional training institutions, cooperative education, work-study programs,
industrial arts, day care, support servicfs for women, construction and
operation of residential vocational facilities, State and local adminis-
tration of vocational education, placement services, and stipends to
students. ‘ .

Program improvement grants ascist States {n upgrading and expanding their
vocational programs and providing support services. Funding categories
include: research programs; exemplary and innovative programs; curriculum
development ; guidance and counseling services; pre-and in-service training;
grants to overcome sex bias; and costs of State and local administra-
tion of vocational education programs.

Preapplication Coordination: Five-year State plans, annual program plans
and accountability report must be prepared with the active participation
of representatives of 10 agencies, councils and individuals and consulta-
tion with the State Advisory Council. Plans are subject to public hearifngs.

Ouration and Phasing of Assistance: After the Assistant Secretary for Voca-
tional and Adult Education approves five-year State plan, annual program
plan and accountability report, a formal notificaticn of award is sent to
the State 8oard upon availability of funds. Grants are for a fiscal year.
Funds, appronriated during any fiscal year which are not obligated or ex-
pended pricr to the beginning of the next fiscal year, shall remain avail-
abie for obligation and expenditure during the succeeding fiscal- year.

Requirements of Grant Recipients: Annual accountability reports, Vocational
Education Oata System (VEDS) reports and OCR annual compliance reports;
continuous evaluation (each program once each five years by State Board and
annual evaluation by the State Advisory Cuuncil), and periodic audits and
records as required are among the obligations of grant recipients.

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Cbjectives

° Three goals have been defined to support the Secretary's goal of Streng-
thening Education for Work. These include:

1. To increase the responsiveness of vocational and adult education
to the Nation's defense preparedness.

2. To introduce entrepreneurship education and tratning in all vocationa!
and adult education programs, at all government and academic levels.
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Goals and Objectives (Continued)

3. To increase the responsiveness of vocational and adult education to
enhance the training needs of the workforce through educational
technology.

® To fulfill Section 112 (c) requirements by submitting an annual report
to Congress.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

® Three task forces were established to undertake various activi*ies for
each of the three programmatic goals.

¢ The Annual Vecational Education Report by the Secretary to the Congress
1982 was submitted to Congress on July 1, 1983.

¢. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Using the most recent data from VEDS, the report to Congress highTights
the following:-

Students served: MNationwide, about 16.8 million students were Served in
- vocational. educat:ion in school year 1980-81, including nearly 10.5 million
. secondary and 6.4 million postsecondary and adult students.

During school year 1980-81, vocational education served 555,961 handi-
capped stydents, or 3.3 percent of the total vocational epr¢!iment.
The number of Hisadvantaged vocational education Students recefving sup-
portive services in 1980-81 1increased to over 2.5 million or more than 15
percent of the total enrollment.

Types of Services Provided: A series of quick-start economic development
programs were organized in 20 States and Puerto Rico. They are primarily
State-funded and designed to assist new and expanding industries. An
estimated $28 million was targeted to serve an estimated 110,000 persons.
0f these, 60,000 trainees were in OhioT

Budget justification documents report that Basic Grants funds have been
used to develop and implement programs in new and emerging occupations
or in areas of critical skill shortage. Among the wost popular of these
fields are occupations related to computers, energy exploration and deve-
lopment, and high technology. Many States also yse Basic Grants funds
for replacing outdated materials 2nd equipment.

States have used their Program Improvement and Supportive Services funds
for such activities as developing matarials to promote sex equity in
vocational education, innovative career c¢ounseling programs, in-service
training and Dprofessional development for {nstructors and 2administra-
tors, develobment of vocational programs in new 2nd emergfng occupations
and apolied rasearch.




Appiicant Requirements {Continued)

In addition to the mandated uses stated above, Basic Grants funds may be
used for the following purposes: wvocational training in a wide range of
occupational areas, energy education, displaced homemaker programs, <¢on-
struction of area vocational facilities, contracts with private vyoca-
tional training institutions, cooperative education, work-study programs,
industrial arts, day care, support services. for women, construction and
operation of residential vocational facjlities, State and local adminis-
tration of vocational education, placement services, and stipends to

students.

Program improvement grants assist States in updrading and expanding their
vocational programs and pProviding support services. Ffunding categories
include: research programs; exemplary and innovative programs; curriculum
development; guidance and counseling services; pre-and in-service training;
grants to overcome sex bias; and costs of State and 10cal administra-
tion of vocational education prograns.

Preapplication Coordination: Five-year State plans, annual program plans
and accountabii{ity report must be prepared with the active participation
of representatives of 10 agencies, councils and individuals and consulta-
tion with the State Advisory Council. Plans are Subject to public hearings.

Quration and Phasing Of Assistance: After the Agsistant Secretary for Voca-
tional and Adu't Education approves five-year State plan, annual program
plan and accountability report, a formal notification of award is sent to
the State Board upon availability of funds. Grants are for a fiscal year.
Funds, appropriated during any fiscal year which are not obligated or ex-
pended prior to the beginning of the next fiscal year, shall remain avail-
able for obligation and expenditure during the succeeding fiscil year.

Requirements of Grant Recipients: Annual accountability reports, Vocational
Education Data System (VEOS) reports and OCR annual compliance reports;
continuous evaluation (each program once each five years by State Board and
annual evaluation by the State Advisory Council), and periodic audits and
records as required are among the obligations of grant recipients.

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 817(a)

A. Goals and Objec.ives

® Three goals have been defined to support the Secretary's goal of Streng-
thening Education for %ork. These include:

le To 1ncrea§e the responsiveness of vocational and adult educ:ition
to the Nation's defense preparedness.

2. To introduce antrepreneurship education and training in all vocational
and adult education programs, at all government and academic levels.




Goals and Objectives (Continued)

3. To increase the responsiveness of vocational and adult education to
enhance .he training needs of the workforce through educational
technology. .

To fulfill Section 112 (c) requirements by submitting an annual report
to Congress.

frogress and Accomplishments

Three task forces were established to undertake various activities for
cach of the three programmatic goals.

The Annual Vocational Education Report by the Secretary to the Congress
1982 was submitted to Congress on July I, 1983.

C. Costs, Benefits. ard Effectiveness

Using the most recent data from VEDS, the report to Congress highlights
the following:

Students served: Nationwide, about 16.8 miilion students were served in
vocational education in school year 1980-81, including nearly 10.5 million
secondary and 6.4 million postsecondary and adult students.

During school year 1980-81, vocational education served 555,961 handi-
capped students, or 3.3 percent of the total vocational enrollment.
The number of disadvantaged vocational education students receiving sup=
portive services in 1980-8] increased to over 2.5 million or mare than 15
percent of the total enrollment.

Types of Services Provided: A series of quick-start economic development
programs werz organized in 20 States and Puerto Rico. . They are primarily
State-funded and designed to assist new and expanding industries. An
astimated $28 million was targeted to serve an estimated 110,000 persons.
0f these, 60,000 trainees were in Onio.

Budget Jjustification documents report that Basic Grants funds have been
used to develop and implegent programs in new and emerging occupations
or in areas of critical skill shortage. Among the most popular of these
fields are occupations related to computers, energy exploration and deve-
lopment, and high technology. Many States also use Basic Grants funds
for replacing outdated materials and equipment.

States have used their Program Improvement and Suppnriive Sesvices funds
for such activities as developing matarfals to promote sex 20uity in
vocational education, fnnovative career. counseling programs, in-service
training and professional development for iJnstructors and administra-
tors, development of vocatfonal programs in new and emerging occuoations
and applied r2SRarch.
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Program Effectiveness: The League of Women VYoters Education Fund conducted
an 18-month study 1n five States on State and jocal implementation of the
sex equity provisions of VEA. The Fund pubiished ‘findings in 1982 and
concluded that sex equity in vocational education has heén progressing
slowly but steadily. State reports indicate that in 19§0-81, $9.9 million
from Federal money was spent in activities to support sex equity and $2
mi1lion came from State and local funds.

The NIE study completed in 1981 acdresses program effectiveness in some
depth. Highlights of its findings include:

Strengthenirg Evaluations: Federal legislation has stimulated State and
local evaluation activities. However, statutory evaluation requirements
using the criteria of student placement and employer judgments of a student's
training and preparation for employment are not generally useful for improv-
ing programs. These criteria have generated the collection of data of
dubious validity and reliability. ° o
=~

Effects of Yocational Education on Participants: Results from research pro.
vide only a partial view of economic benefits to individuals and the possible
effects of their vocational w®ducation experiences on those outcomes.
Females who graduate from high school business and office programs have
higher earnings, greater likelihood of finding jobs and higher occupa~
tional status than female graduates of secondary general curriculum.
Di fferences in economic outcome between male secondary vocational and
gereral curriculum graduates, who have no postsecondary education, are
not as strong as those tor femaies. High school graduates who pursue
postsecondary education below the baccalaureate Tevel do better on a variety
of measures of gainful employment than those who do not. This summary
from the NIE report iSs based on data from available surveys and s limited
by the difficulty of attributing the attainments of students to particular
educational experiences.

Other evaluations of Vocational Education programs have been reported fin
Annual Evaluation reports for fiscal years 1974-1982.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

In April 1983, Secretary B8ell forwarded to Congress a bill for the con«
solidation of Federal programs assisting vocational and aduit education.
The bill consolidated the existing vocational and adult education authori-
ties fnto a single program of grants to the States, reduced adminfstrative
burden, increased State and local flexibility over the use of funds, and
redirected Federal support to focus on vocational and adult education for
local, State and natfonal economic development. 3/

Part A, General Provisions, was a simplification of the current YEA. At
least 95 percent of all funds were to b2 made available to the States; up to
§ percent was to be reserved for national programs. A Prooosed Use Report,
replacing the existing plans, evaluations, and reports, was to be required
of each State on an annual basis. The report was a simple explanation of
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation
{Continued)

proposed objectives, activities to be supported, allocations of funds, and
other basic assurances and descriptions. The existing VEA formula for
State allotments (based on population and inverse per capita income) was to
be modified to include an unemployment factor, target more hwavily on
older populations, and eliminate constraints on the income factor. The
existin0 national advisory councils on adult education and vocational
education were replaced by a single national advisory council,

In Part B, States were required to yse at least 30 percent of their grant’
monay for programs and projects sPecifically related to State and local
economic development. 1In addition, the States wore required to yse at
least 30 percent of their funds for strengthening 3tate and local systems
of vocational education. The Bill also required that States use at least
15 percent of the funds they receive under Subpart 2 (Strengthening State
and Local Systems of Vocational Education) to meet tho needs of the handi.
capped. Emphases were on sex equity activities and retraining dis-.
placed workers. Thirteen percent of the grant was to be used for Adult
Education,

This bill responded to the criticism that VEA is trying to do too much
and has too little overall theme or purpose. This criticism is most recently
found in the .reports by the NIE Vocational Education Study and the National
Commission on Employment Policy. (E-1,2)

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section D Above:

The Vocational Zducation Study. The Final Report. Publication 8. The Na-
tional Institute of tducation, September 1v3l.

The Federal Role in Education. Mational Commission for Employment Folicy,
Sebptember 1981.

F. Other Supporting Data;

VEDS data reporting race and ethnicity are incomplete and NCES is continuing
effort to improve the quality of the data.
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Number and percent change in reported totai enroliment in vocationa)
education (VEA) by institutional level: S0 States and 0.C.,
1879-80 to 1980-81

Number 1n thousands Percent change

Institutional . 1979-80
level 1979-80* 19808} to 1980-81

Total 16,453 16,862 +2.5
Secondary 10,082 10,466 +3.8
Postsecondary .

Total 6,37 6,396 +0.4
Regionally accredited
institutions 4,196 4,123
State approved
institutions 474 449
Other institution 1,702 1,824
* Revised from earlier published fidures.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statis-
tics, Vocational Education Data System.

IT1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)
No other major studigs related to this program are currently in progress,

Contacts for Further Information:

Program Operations: LeRoy Cornelson, {202) 472-3440
Program Studies: Dorothy Shuler (202) 245-8364

Notes:

These amounts include the permanent authorization of $6.7 million appor~
tioned to the States each year under the Smith-Hughes Act. Includes
basic grants and budget for program improvement and supportive services,
under P.l. 94-482,

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 authorizes $735,070,000 for
the Vocational Education Act for 1982-84-but does not break out author-
jzation by program.

Fl

Secretary Bell’s transmittal letter to Congress on the Yocational and
Adult Consolidation 8111, April 11, 1983,




VOCATIONAL EDUCATION--SPECIAL PKOGRAMS FOR THE UISADVANTAGEU
{CFOA No. 88.052)

. A

Highlights:

® Secretary 8ell proposes bill to consolidate Federal programs assisting
vocational education. (II-D)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Vocatfonal Education Act of 1963, as amended by Titie II of the
Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 94.482). 20.u.S.C. 2370. (Expires
September 30, 1984)

Funding since 1979:

o Fiscal Year Authorizatfon igoropriation

1979 $40,000,000 ~_ $20,000,900
1980 45,000,000 ™ - 20,000, 000
1981 50,000,000 = 14,954,000
1982 %j . 14,356,000
1983 / 14,356,000

Purpose: To provide special vocational education programs for persons
wno have academic, or economic handicaps and who require speciul services,
assistance or programs in order to enable them tn succeed in vocationa!l
education programs.

Eligibility: State Brards of Vocational Fducoties are eligible to receive
formula grants with the establishment of a2 overall State Vocational
Advisory Council and certification of five~-year State plan, annual program
ptan and accountability repo.t by the State-Bcard for Vocativnal Education.
Bovernors or their designated Plan review agencies must be civen an oppor-
tunity to review the State Plan.

Application and Award Process: Same as that foe Basic Geants to States,
Chapter 401. Uniike the Basic Grant, this authority does nut have matching
funds provisions.

)

IT. RESPONSE TO GEPA &i7{a}

A, Goals and biectives

1. To simpiify grant process 3and reduce burden on State 2gencies withia
the Timits of the legisiation.
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. 8. Progress and Accomplishments
1. Regulations have been reviewed and changes recommended as allowable
under the jct.

C. Cost, 8enefits, and Effectiveness

Effectiveness: Completion prates for students served by these special
programs have usually been over 50 percent with comparable rates of
empl oyment or progression into additional training and education. A per-
¢eived accomplishment which has not been statistically established, is
that these services and programs have been effective in preventing students
from dropping out of school while providing them with needed basic and
occupational skills. (2)

Persons served: In 1980-1981, the most recent year for which enrollment
data are available, an estimated 140,000 disadvantaged persons were served.
The special resources fer tha disadvantaged are intended to provide academ-
ically and economically disadvantaged persons with additional services
they need to succeed in regular vocational programs. The academically
disadvantaged clientele include those who have problems reading, writing,
or computing, those with limited-English-proficiency, and those with a
variety of other problems. The economically disadvantaged include the
unemployed, those on public assistance and residents of correctional or
other institutions. {3)

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

In April 1983, the Oepartment transmitted to Congress proposed legislation
consolidating existing vocational and adult legislation. The gu‘ding prin-
ciples in developing this bill were: . {1) to simplify, increase flexibility,
and reduce program costs at all levals of government, and (2) to redirect
rederal support to focus on the role of vocational and adult education in
economic development. Guided by those principles, categorical programs
such as Special Programs for the Oisadvantaged are included in the ¢onsoli-
dated authority. This proposal is in response to the ¢riticism that current
legislition lacks an overall theme or purpose and tries to do too much. 4/
This criticism is mecst recently found in reports by the NIE Yocational
Education Study and the National Commission on Employment Policy. (E.1-2})

E. Supporting Studies and Anaiyses Cited in Section 0 Above:

1. The Vocational Education Study: The Final Report. Publication MNo.
8. The National Institute of Education, September 1981,

2. The Federal Rolie in Education. Mational Commission for Employment
Policy, September 1981, '
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do further studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contact for further information
Program operation: LeRoy A. Correlson, (202)472-3440
Program studies: Dorothy Shuler {202)245-8364

Notes

Omnibus Budget Reconcilfation Act of 1981 authorizes $735,000,000 for
the Jocational Education Act for 1982-84 but does not break out authore
izat °n by program.

Bepartmental Budget Justification for 1984,

Yocational Education, Report to Congress, 1982, p.40.

S. 1029, VYocationail and Adult Consolidation Act of 1983.
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VOCATIONAL EDHCAfIﬂN-:FGRMULA GRANTS TO STATES FOR
TONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATINN (CFDA No. 84.049)

4
1. PRNGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Vocational Education Act of 19A83, as amended by Title 11 of
the Education Amendments of 1976, Subpart 5, Public Law 94-482: 20 U.S.C.
2301-24A1; 9N Stat. 2168-2213, (Expires September 3N, 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriatien
1479 ¢ 65,000,000 443,497,000
1980 3 7%,009,000 $43,497,000
1981 $£°80,000,000 430,347,000
1982 $735,000,000 1/ $29,133,000
1083 $73%,000,000 1/ $31,633,000

Purpose: ToO assist States in providing programs and services in consumer
and homemaking education, with emphasis ch programs located in economically
depressed areas or areas of high unemployment.

Special Statutory tmphases: The law eicourages, hut does not prescribe,
programs in Tine with the following priorities.

o Eliminating sex stereotyping hy encouraging participation of both males
anga females to prepare for combining the roles of homemakers and wage
eamars;

o Giving greater consideration to economic, social, and cultural condi-
tions, especially in economically depressed areas;

0o Encouraging outreach programs in communities for youth and adults, giving
consideration to the special needs of such diverse groups as the aged,
young children, sthool -age parents, single parents, handicapped persons,
educationally disadvantaged persons, patients, and inmates,

o Etmphasizing consumer education, management of resources, promoticn of
autritional knowledge and food use, and parenthood #ducition to meet

current societal needs. -

Eligible Recipients: State B8oards for Yccationai Education. FEligible”
recipients for Subgrants are local educational agencies and postsecondary
institutions. BSeneficiaries are youth X-1Z, adults, and postsecondary
students,

Formula: Formuia is same as employed in the 8asic Grant program (see Chap-
Tar L),

“Yatching Requirements: States mwst match federal funds 50750 except in
2conOmical Ty deoressed ar2as 2¢ 2reas of high unemployment where the federal
share can be 90 percent.

235




403-2

Mhiigation of Funds: States must spend one-third of funds in economically
depressed areas. Most other requirements are same 3s for Basi¢ Grant Program
{sae Chapter 401).

I1. RESPONSE TN GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

Consistent with legisiative priorities, in FY 1983 the program office
issued additional guidance designed to:

0 encourage participalion of hHoth males and females;

0 encourage establishment of outreach programs; and

0 emphasize Federal priorities suych as consumer education; family living/
parenthood educatiom, nutrition education, and home management including
management of resources.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

The foilowing obsarvations indicate positive responses to Jegislative
priorities:

0 At increase in male participation, from 3 percent of the total enroll-
ment in 1972 to 21 percent in 1981,

Incraased activity in deveioping curricula and teacher training focused
o9n putreach programs.

while traditional homemaking courses stili account for the majority of
enroliments, faster growth is Occurring in priority areds.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: In 1980-1981 2.2 million students were enrolled, according
to the Vocational Education fN2ta System (E.2).

Prooram Scooe: 3asad on 1981 VENS data, 19.5 percent of the students
enrolled tn vocational education are in consumer and homemaking educatinn
{€.2). The State grants ranged from California 53,782,125 wnich is the
larqest to Alaska 176,732 which is the smaliest.

Service to Economically Depressed Ara2s: The law's targeting oprovisions
are intended o0 give a priortty tO Programs in needy areas. In 1981, over
1.3 miliion people of the 3.2 million participating were from economcaily
depressad areas. The Jaw's targeting orovisions ar2 intanded to give 2
arinrity to oragrams in needy araas. In 1981, over 1.3 milifon penple
of tne 3.2 million participating were f-om economically deoressed areas.
Yhilz the totai aaroliment decreasad 5y 196,000 from 1980, the earoilrment
from the aconomicaliy Jedressed araas incrzasad oy over 32,990. ™ring
1881, tne stat2s and outlying tar=itories spenst 33 Jdercant af their fasary!
mon €S for Derscns in 2conomically desressan ir2as [I.3Y,
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4 . C» Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness {Continued)

Impact of Services on Participants: The NIE study (E.1) concluded that
relatively Tittla rigorous research has been conducted on the effacts of
C%HE programs on learners in terms of changes in knowledge, attitudes, or
behavior. Some evidence (E.4) indicates that knowledge improves after
students participate in consumer and homemaking education course$, particu-
larly in the subject matter areas of child development and nutrition, but
fignificant evidence that students' attitudes and behavior are affected is
ackin Qs

7, Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation

As with other programs currently authorized under VEA, consumer and home-
making education has been proposed for consolidation in the Vocational and
Adult Education Consolidation Act, If the proposed legislation is enacted,
States would be free to determine the shara of funds that go to consumer
and homemaking education. ,

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses°Cited in Section C bave

1. The vocational Education Study: The Final Report. NIE, Washington, 0C,
1981.

2. The Condition of Education: 1983 Edition. NCES, 4ashington, IC, 1983,

3, The Condition of Education: 1972 Edition., NCES, Washington, DC, 1972,

4, vocational Education: Report hy the Secreta}y of Education to the
congress 19d<. '

8. State Annual Accountability Reports for vYocational Education. Division
of vocational kaucation >ervices, Urfice ror Yocatignal and Adult Educa-
tion, £D, Washington, n,C.

F. Other Supporting Data

RACTAL/ETHNIC OESIGNATION AMD SEX OF CONSUMER AND HONEMAXING PARTICIPANTS
' i
AMER, INO/  ASTAN OR  BLACK NOT  HISPANIC  sMITE AOT  NOT- STATYS TOTAL :

ALASKAN  PACIFIC  HISPANIC HISPANIC  RESIDENT  UNKNOWN -
NATIVE ISLANDER ALTEN ;
MALE 7,485 10,200 31,31 34,709 471,041 703 }

FEMALE  21.886 28,965 190,047 103,292 1,699,448 5,210

l AL ,an 19,165 521,253 133,071 2,170,489 5.913 232.881 1,199,248

Source: Yocational Education Natz System (YIRS} 1980-31 School  vYear
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No further stucies ralated to this program are currently in progress at the
Federal level., States and universities are conducting research in cnopera-
tion with professional organizations and the private sector.

- [

Contacts for Further Information:

Program Nperations: Bertha G. King, (202) 245-9734
Program Studies: Elaine Green, (202) 245-8%77

Note

1. The Omnibus Rudget Reconciliation Act of 1981 authorizes $735,1010,00n
for the Vocational Education Act, bhut does not hpreak out authorization
by individual program,




VOCATIONAL EDUCATION--INDIAN TRIBES
AND INDIAN ORGANIZATIONS
(CFDA No. 84.101)

Highlights:

® Secretary 8ell proposes a bill to consolidate Federal vocational pro-
grams. (11.D)

° ?ecregary Bell proposes prioriiy to improve job placement of trainees.
Ir.n

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Lé islation: Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended by Title II
of the Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 94-482). Title II; 20 u.s.C.
2303; 90 Stat. 2170.

Funding since 1579:
Fiscal Year Authorization Aopropriation

1979 $ 10,030,000 $§ 5,938,864
1580 11,800,000 6,938,864
1981 13,250,000 6,182,654
1982 2/ 5,936,734
1983 - 2/ 6,645,434

Purpose: To make grants and contracts to eligible Indian tribes and tri-
bal organizations to plan, conduct, and administer programs or portions
of programs authorized by and consistent with the Vocational Education
Act. Tribes and Indfan organizations may apply for grants for any pro-
grams, services and activities cited as eligible under Part 1, Subpart 2,
Sect’on 120 of the Act.

Eligibility: Indian tr.bes and tribal organizations which are eligible to
contract with the Secretavy of the Interior for the administration of pro-
grams under the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act of
1975 or under the Act of Aprii 16, 1934,

Application and Award Process: Proposals must be prepared and submitted fin
accordance with program announcements. The technical review criteria as
announced in the Federal Register are utilized in reviewing applications.
These criteria are printed as a part of the formal program announcements.
The Assistant Secretary for Vocational and Adult Education approves an

‘application, and after negotiation is completed, the Department of Educi-

tion Grants Officer sends the Notification of Award to the recipient.

Length and Time Phase of Assistance: An award may not exceed 3 years.

Obligations of Grant Recipientsf Financial and performance ,reports are
due once a year as required in the grant award documents.




4042

T1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A, Goa) ard Objectives

1. To improve the job placement record of trainees served under this
authority.

B. Accomplishments

1. Annual Funding Priorities. In June, 1983, Secretary B8ell propssed
priorities for grants to be awarded during fiscal year 1984 that are
intended to improve the job placement rate for Indian trainees. To
qualify for priority points, applications muyst include: (a) the num-
ber of participants to be trained; (b) information that shows that the
applicant has determined that jobs related to the types of training
to be conducted are available; and (c¢) documentation from employers
(which may include tribal councils) that trainees will be employed in
jobs related to their training and related to tribal economic develop-
ment. For applicants who have not previoysly received an award
under this program, the minimum placement percentage is 50 percent of
the trainees; for applicants who have previously received an award,
the minimum percentage is 65 percent of the trainees.

C. Costs, Benefits., and Evaluation

Trainees: 0Over two thousand Indian trainees in 13 States are estimated
as enrolle in vocational programs in the final year of contingation
grants. Training is offered in a wide range of occupations including:
public administration and business management, welding, clerfcal, auto
mechanics, applfance repairs, heavy equipment operation, road building,
construction, agriculture, carpentry and plumbing, bookkeeping and small
business management. (E.1)

Costs: These vary widely with the smallest grant of $84,274 funding a coun-
seling and work-study program for 196 students; and the largest grant
funding vocational training through a consortium of community colleges
serving four reservations in North Dakota with a planred enroliment of
§2). Given the goal of providing a wide range of training programs for
Indian students, some 2rograms carry a high per-pupil cost because of the
typically small number of students involved. For example, the Navajo
program for training diesel mechanics, heavy equipment operators, and road
builders served 15 aduits at a cost of $206,310. This kind of expenditure
was necessitated by the high cost of purchasing or renting the equipment

needed. {E.1) ;

Effectiveness: OData indicate that placement ratas for those oprograms
designed fo- immediatz traines placement are in the S0 percent range. The
target population served by these programs has a lengthy history of dis-
advantagement and *“igh unemployment, however, and progrdm staff report
<hat placement rates have been Slowly increasing., (£.2)
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0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

Proposed Legislation. In April, 1983, Secretary 8ell sent a bill to Con-
gress to consolidate Federal programs assisting vocational and adult educa-
tion. Part C, National Programs, would have authorized the national
discretionary programs supported in the past, consolidating them under a
single authority and giving them & new focus on economic development.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section O Above.

1. Project Summary: Prodram for Indian Tribes and Indian Organizations.
June 1983.

2. An Assessment of Vocational Education Programs for Indian Tribes and
Organizations. Communications Technology Corporation, WNovember 1980.

III. RESPONSE T0 GEPA 417(b}

No further studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contact for further information:

Program operations: Qavid Leavitt or Harvey Thiel (202) 245-2774

Program studies: Dorothy Shuler {(202) 245-8364

’

Notes

1. P.L. 94-4382 authorizes a one percent set-aside of funds from Subparts
2 and 3 (basic grant and program improvement) to support Indian projects
and one percent {$68,034) per year from the Smith-Hughes permanent
authorization.

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 authorizes $735,000,000 for
the Vocational Education Act for 1982-84 bhut does not breakout authoriza-
tion by program.

2. Application for Grants under the Program for Indian Tribes ang Indian
{rganizations
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION--PROGRAMS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE
(CFDA No. 84.051)

Highlights

0 The first independent evaluation of the Natfonal Center for Research
tn Vocational Education at the Ohio State University was completed
(Section II.C below). :

o The contrart for the WNational Center for Research in Yocational
Education was re-awarded to the Ohio State University. (11.8).

I. PROSRAM PROFILE

Legislafion: Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended by P.L. 94-482,
Titie (I, Part B, Subparts 1 and 2. (Expires September 30, 1984.)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Autharization Appropriation l/
1579 cecensesscenseess $ 51,500,000 $ 10,358,273
19B80.ccevesesssncessss 99,000,000 10,358,073
1981 0ieeennnenscessss 066,250,000 7,835,073
1982, cceccnnsssscanans -- 2/ 8,536,073
1983 . ceunsenscensnnns - 2? 8,035,073

Purpose: To develop and disseminate improvements in vocational education,
especiaily by providing Federal grant or contract funds for projects
improving (a) vocational education services, (b} information on availabil-
ity of services or employment, and (c) the relevance of job training and
retraining.

program ciements:

0 HNational Center for Research in Yocational Education: NCRVE has served
as a natioral focal point for State and regional program improvement and
development efforts by engaging in analysis, applied studies, product
development, and evaluation and by operating a clearinghouse for State
and Yederally supportad projects.

0 National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee: NOICC (along
with its State Oc¢cupational Information Coordination ' Committees
{SOICCs]) assists students, educators, and occupational planners in
estimating future labor market conditions by improving and dissemfnat.
ing job information. (Joint funding of NOICC comes from the Department
of Labor.) 3 ‘

o Spectal projects {including tne six Curriculum Coordination Centars):
The Special Projects funds are used to deveiop innovative curricula,
training models, and products designed to respond to emerging nesds in
the field of vocational training. These Jroducts and materiais a4re
supsequently catiaiogueq ang dissaminatad %0 tne Statas Yy tne s:x ra.
s1onal Cureicylum Coorgination Centars.
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Program Elements (Continued)

Applicant Elfgibility: Only nonprofit agencies are eligible for <le
competitiom neld every five years for the National Center for Research
in Vocational Education (NCRVE). Public, nonprofit, and profit-making
organizations and individuals are eligible for other PNS grants and
contracts.

Award Restrictions: Grant and contract awards are restricted to projects
meeting the aerinicion of vocational education and demonstrating a rea-
sonable probzbility of developing curriculum materials or improving teach-
ing techniques that will be used in a substantial number of classrooms (or
other learning situations) within five years after project termination.

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives were to:

3 Recompete the contracts for the Kational Center for Research in Yocation-
al Education and two Curriculum Coordinatiun Eguters;

Produce information for planning and poli-y Jevelopment;

Produce information through applied research and development

for developing improved curriculum materials, to help States evaluate

tocal programs, and for other purposes;

Develop State and local leaders through conferences and workshops;
o Package and disseminate information; and '

o Initiate new special projects to address new national needs.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

During FY 1983,’major accomplishments were:

0 NCRVE contract was recompeted and won for the second time by the Ohio
State University; the contract can run five years, if option years are
approved. Competitions were also held for two Curriculum Coordination
Center contracts and were reawarded to the University of Hawaii (Western
CCC) and to Mississippi State University (Southeast CCC).

Twelve planning and policy studies were completed, including those
addressing the foliowing subjects:

--Labor market outcomes of secondary vocational education;
-=Microcomputers in vocational education;
--Education-to-work transition patterns;

--Future implications for vocational education;

--Jse of occupational and labor market data.
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Progress and Accomplishments {Contiruad)

Twenty-two applied R&0 studies, including four evaluation products,
were completed including: . ~

-=¥ocational education far gifted and talented students;
-=A vocational planning guide; and
-- Idea Book: Meeting the Needs of Oisadvantaged Youth.

NCRVE held 82 conferencas and workshoos in 24 States for 2,901 vocation-
al education leaders and 26 leadership and training conferences for
educators in postsecondary and adult vocational education; at its Ad-
vanced Study Center it hosted 4 post-doctoral fellows and 27 resident
scholars. The six Curriculum Coordination Centers provided training
and leadership development to the 57 -State ljaison representatives
who, in turn, held 432 awareness sessions and 518 inservice training
workshops for 65,278 people.

Oistribution was made by NCRVE of 6 “exempiary products," 10 synthesis
papers, 7 interpretative papers, and more than 98,000 pieces of promo-
tional materials. In addition 17 mailings were sent to 13,000 persons
and § brochures were widely distributed.

(The Office of Vocational and Adult Education {OVAE) has also indicated
that NCRVE “received and responded to 4,000 requests for information, .

in addition to providing technical ass!stance and advice to the hundreds
of visitors who visit the Center each year.")

{n addition, the NCRVE ciearinghouse entered more than:900 State program
improvement products into the Resources in Vocational Education oata
system. NOICC conducted four regional conrerences for vocationai eoucation
administrators and planners, co-sponsored by OVAE and NCES, introducing
the Yocational Preparation and Occupations (VPO) Handbook and related
unit analyses; prepared a planner's guide for SQICC directors and voca-
tional educators; prepared and issued a training guide for SQOICC directors
to use in training vocational education and manpower training officials
in the use of the VYPO; and established a center for VPO data that can be
accassed by all vocational educators and other users.

0 $i« new special projects on new national needs were initiated, includ-
ing those on: =

.=High tacnnology: A Program of Work;

--Standards for Excellence in Trade and Industrial Education;

--0tssemination of Information About the Third Annual Secretary's
Awards for Qutstanding Progrars; and

-=A computer teleconference on *raining and retraining.
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C. Costs, Benefits, énd Effectiveness

Obligations: In FY 1983, obligations were:

National Center for Research in Vocational Education.............$5,399,946
National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee......... 2,243,100
SPRCTA)l ProJeCtS.eecececscscscscssscssscsscsesosssssscassscsscecssss 1,996,383
Curriculum Coordination CenterS.eeeccecssssccssssrossseees.ees (745,520}
TOTAL.eeeeoccccccsccssocaceeeess9,680,029

Evaluation of NCRVE Deliverables: The deliverables produced by the Nationa!l
Center for Rasearch in Vocationai Education of the Ohio State University
were evaluated by a panel of nine nationally recognized authorities on edu-
cation, training, and work (E.1}. The panel raised seven broad questions
about NCRYE deliverables:

Are they responsive tc Federal requirements?
Who are they meant to assist? -

Do they provide useful assistance?

Do they add to knowledge about vocational education? -
Do they exhibit high standards of quality?

Are they likely to improve vocational education?

what do they indicate about the management of the NCRVE program?

oo oo0Coo

The panel reached the following conclusions 3/:

0 Responsiveness: NCRYE has complied with Federal contractual require-
ments, but nas not produced deliverables that adequately address the
primary objective of Federal vocational education policy, namely,
systematic improvement in the dquality and effectiveneis of vocational
education services. oy

-~

) - ® -

0 Target Audiences: While NCRVE has addressed its research, development,
and dissemination deliverables to many audiences, it has provided in-
sufficient assistance to those who provide overall direc*ion to voca-
tional policy.

o Utili*ty: Practicing vocational educators are likely to find many of
RVE's products useful in dealing with routine ogeraiiona’ problems,
but other groups, especially policymakers, ara not likely to find them
very useful. ¢

0 Knowledge: NCRVE has helped to distribute research about vocational
education, but it has added very Tittle that is new to the existing fund
of information.

o Quality: Although the editorial quality of NCRVE's written deliverables
ranged from good to excellent, NCkVE's research generally lags behind
the prevailing standards of excellence in the -ation's best research
institutions.
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Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness {Contirued)

o Improvement: The panel thought that many of NCRVE's produrts could be
Retpraf an solving routine problems in vo- *ional education, but the
panel also ¢oncluded that they are unlikely .0 assist significantly in
impraving vocationa’ education.

0 Management: The panel concluded that RERYE has been well-managed in
routine aaministrative matters, but its written deliverables suggest
that RCRVE has been less well-managed at a policy level.

{OVAE has indicated that "the number of NCRVE products and clients makes

. any comprzhensive measure of -its benefits difficult, (but} it has been
shown that its products are not only widely uced by gvery State in this
nation but are utiiized. by many other natjons, as weli." In exdition,
OVAZ notes that NCRVE's “clearinghouse, alectronic newsletter, and mes' :ge
switching systems communicate rapidly with users; and jts conferences and
training for the 57 State Research {oordinating Direciers, State Personnel
Development Directors, and the six Curriculum Coorﬂination Center Direct-
ors among others, have substantielly expanded and enhanced the national
network for program improvement iA vocational education.™) -

Benefits from the National Occupational Information Coordinating Comnmitte ::
Since the major isnovations Made QquUring riscal year ;983 are so recent,

. result., cannot yet be stated o
genefits From Curriculum Coordination Centers+ The 0ffice of Vecaticnal
L 8Nd AOUTT coucacion estimates tnat 1T ali tne CCC-disseminated curriculum .

materials 2doi:sed during FY 1982 had beaen sSeparately deveiloped at ean of

the using sites, nearly S4 million in costs would have been incurred {see N
£.2 below). &

D. Plans for Proyram Improvement and Recommendatios - for Legislation

The Adminisctration's proposed Vocational and Adult Education Consolidation
Act includes a Federal set-aside for discretionary projects from which
up to 5 percent of the total apprapriation could be used. Projects
similar to those now supported under PNS could be funded.

t. Sudporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section'( Above:

1. An Evaluation of the National Center for Research in Yocational
Education, the Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio: A Report of an
Expert Panel on Written Products Delivered Setween January 197% anu
Januvary 1982, Technassocfates, Inc., Rockville, M:iryland, Oc.iper 1982.

2. Curriculum Coordination Canta2r Imoact Resort for (582, Office of
‘focational zng Adult Tducation, Tesariment of Ecucation, Wasnington, 9.C.,
May 1933.

. ¥. Otnher Suocorting Data:

» lone.

4
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I11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

Ko further studies related to this progran are currently in progress.

[ 7S

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations--Howard Hjelm, (202) 245-2278
Program Studies--Jay Noell, (202) 245-8638

~

Notes

1. Funds are appropriated for this activity on a "no-year" basis. They
become available for obligation on July 1 of the fiscal vear in which
appropriated and remain available until expended. In addi%ion,
$358,073 (which remains available for only one year) is apportioned to
this activity annually from the Smith-Hughes Act permanent appropri-.
ation. These Smith-Hughes funds are included in the totals shown.

2. Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 authorizes $735,000,000
for the Vocational Education Act for 1982-.1984, but does not break
out authorizaticn by program.

¥ .

3. The Advisory Council for the National Center for Research in Vocational
Education at the Ohio State University, which advises the Secretary
and the NCRVE OQOirector, seriously questioned the methodology, the
findings, and recommendations of the evaluation report. The Council's

. analysis of the evaluation report is available from the Department.
&
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ADULT SDUCATION - STATE-ADMINISTERED PROGRAM
{CFDA No. 84.002) .

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiation: Adult GEducation Act, P.L. 91-230, as amended /Expires
September 30, 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Year Authorization Appropriation
1979 $210,000,000 $100,000,000
1980 230,000,000 106,000,000 1/
1981 250,000,000 100,000,000
1982 100,000,000 86,400,000
1983 100,000,000 95,000,000

Purpose: To expand educational opportunities for adults and to encourage
the establishment of programs of aduit education that will enable educa-
tionally disadvantaged adults to acquire basic skills necessary to func-
tion in society, to complete secondary school, and to profit from employ-
ment-related training.

Eligibility and Formula; States, the District of Columbia, and ruerto
Rico are allotted fu;.ds based on the propostion of their adult population . !

who lack a secondary school certificate and are not enrolled in such
schools, plus $150,000. Outlying territories are allotted one percent or
less of the appropriated funds. The States and territorifes distribute
funds to districts o~ other non-profit organizations based on State-run
competitions.

Services Provided by Recipient Agencies: School districts or other agen-

cies funded by the State provide basic skills or other services to persons

16 years of age or older who are not high school! graduates and who need
. additional skills.

Applicant Requirements: To receive its allotment, a State must file a

generail State application ard submit a State plan once every three years

to the Department of Education.

Duration and Phasing of Activities: Funds allocated during any fiscal
year wnich are not obligated or expended prior to the beginning of the
next fiscal year remain available for obligation and expenditure for
another year. States draw fuynds as needed under a Letter of Credit.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Fach State is required to match Federal )
doitars at a race of i cents for esery 90 cents of Federal money received.
(N0 match is required of Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the
Nort*2rn Mariana Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.)
A1l ,rantees must use at least ten oercent of their grants for special

24
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Obligations of Grant Recipients: (Continued)

. The State Grants also support programs for adults of limited English
proficiency and for residents of rural and urban areas with high unemploy-

ment rates.

Annual financial and performance reports are required of each grant reci-
pient as well as the maintenance of records for audits.

S

[I. RESPONSE TO gEpA 417{(a}

» A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1982 the Department's orincipal objectives for this program
were:

1. To inprove and expand the outreach capacity of the program;
2. To disseminate information on effective practices;

3. To improve service delivery to program participants;

4. To study ways of reducing the adult illiteracy problem.

8. Progress and Accomplishments:

1. State educational agencies are using a broaa array of agencies to

improve and expand the outreach capaciiy of the program. Fiscal year

. 1981 reports from the States indicated an average of 635 agencies,

organizations, and institutions per State were used to provide adult

education and support services. Business and Industry led as pro-

viders of services, followed by churches, local educational agencies,

voluntary/community organizations, and manpower/training agencies.

Support sarvices include transportation for adult education partici-

pants and child care. For these two services, ‘many entities served
as providers, with churches being the most common.

Ny
L]

The Clearinghouse on Adult Education has as one of its matn functions
the dissemination of information on effective practices. Five adult
education pr2jects have been approved by the Joint CDissemination
Review Panel for their replicability and positive impact on partici-
pants.

Networks have been established in support of competency-based sdult
education, adult seccndary education, Eng.ish as a second language,
education for adults with disabilities, and defense-related adult edu-
cation. These networks help build State and local capacity for
enhancing the quality of adult education.

3. The delivery of adult education services has been changed through
the provision of support services, flexible scheduling, convenient
locations for classes, and the use of instructional materials and
methodolagies more aporopriate to the =ducation of adults. These pro-
gram improvements make it possible to bettar serve adults and %o up-
grade their aducational, aconomic, and social status.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

4. A small scale study has bean started (a) to identify educational needs
of adults, (b) to obtain daseline data in response to the Secretary's
adult literacy finitiative, and (3) to assess the service delivery
system of the precgram to meet specific target populations.

€. Costs, 8enefits, and Effectiveness

Proaram Scope: The distribution of the fiscal year 1982 monies for use
in fiscal year 1983 was as follows: (1) $864,0"7 recefved by Outlying
Lreas; {2) each State, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico received
a minimum amount of $150,000; and (3) the remainder was distributed on
the bazis of the number of persons 16 and over with less than a high
school education based on the 1970 Census. Thirty States had grants of
more than $1 million with the four largest being New York ($7,126,494),
California ($6,307,189), Pennsylvania {$4,813,015), and Texas (S4 710 912)
The smallest State amount was $226,766 granted to Alaska.

In fiscal year 1983 over 2 million adults participated in the program at an
average Federal expenditure of approximately $42 per person. About 20
percent received instryction in English as a second language.

States reperted major involvement in adult education and support services
by bustness and {ndustry, churches, local educational agencies, and
voluntary/community organizations. '

States continued efforts to improve the quality of instructional services
through special experimenta] demonstration projects and teacher training
projects. Projects trained personne! -~ administrators, supervisors,
teachers, and paraprofessionals. Program areas of major jnvestment for
special projects include learning for the disablief, high school diploma,
English as a second language, adult performance level/life skills, and
community linkages.

Type of Benefits Provided: The majority or Federal funds are expended on
various types Of instructional activities through grants made by the
States to projects at the local level. All States are required to Place
emphasis on adult basic education programs. Instruction fn Engiish.as a
sacond tanguage fs also a priority of the tegislation.

program Effectivoness: Federal program staff have summarized State per-
;ormance reports. They state that:

o The majority of “he participants in the program are in grades 0-8 or £SL,
o QOver 3l percant of the sarticipants are between 15 and 44 years of age.

o Almost 30 percant of the participants indicated that they had acnieved
their individual orogram goals,
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Program Effectiveness: {Continued)

. 0 States report that those bepefitting from adult education, support
services, and associated perscnnel development efforts included prior-
ity groups such as adults with limited English proficiency, adults in
rural areas, adults in urban areas with high rates of unemployment,
and immigrant adults; and personnel such as administrators, super-
visors, teachers, and paraprofessionals.

B. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

Proposals were introduced in the Congress to consolidate the Adult
Education Act and the Vocaticnal Education Act.

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above

The source of information presented in Section C is the State reports re-
quired by regulation to be sybmitted to the Department of Education each

* year.

F. Other Supporting Data: No pational studies in these areas were con-
ducted during fiscal year 1983, In addition, collection of demograp-*-
data from the States has not been permitted subsequent to 1981, Usi.y
the most recent data, 1981 State reports provide the following informa-

- tion:
Total number of participants 2,261,252
American Indian % Native Alaskans 20,519
Asian and Pacific Islanders 235,675 ’ i
Tack 501,973 ‘
Hispanic 507,889
white 955,196
Participants By Level (2,261,252)
Level I participants 1,607,092
(grades 0-8 and ESL)
Level 1l participants 654,160
{crades 9-12)
y Participants By Age {2,261,252)
Age 16-24 years 956,680
25-44 886,836
45-59 270,935
50+ 146,800
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RESPONSE TO GEPA 407 (b):

A small-scale study is being planned for fiscal year 1984,

“ontacts for Further Information:

Program operations: Paul V. Delker {202) 245-9793

Program studies: Eugene Tucker (202) 245-8364

Notes

1.

In fiscal year 1980, a suppiemental appropriation contained $5,000,000
for two discretionary programs: (a) Adult Immigrants; and (b} Adult
Indochina Refugees. An additional 17.6 million was made available
for adult education for Cuban and Haitian entrants. These programs
were operated during 1981-82.
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PELL {BASIC EOUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY) GRANT PROGRAM
(CFOA No. 84.063)

High'lights

.

0 The number of Pell anplicants was about the same as in the previous
year. (11C)

» .
Low-income. freshman students met approximately one fourth of their
educational expenses through the Pell grant program. (IIC)

No sexual bfas was observed in the distribution of funds through this
program. (ILF)

The participation rate for Black students was 72 percent higher than
for white students.

From)]QBU to 1982 program participation rates for freshmen declined.
{11C

Significant inmprovements were made in the timeliness of processing
applications during 1982-83. (IIB)

I'. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education Amendments of 1972, Title IV; PL. 92-318, 86 Stat.,
24/-251; as amended PL. 94-328, PL. 94-482, PL. 9%-43, PL. 95-566 and PL.

96-374, PL. 97.35, PL. 97-301 (expires Sept. 30, 1985).
Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite $2,43 ,ooo,ouu,}J
1980 " 2,157,000,000)/
1981 " 2,604,000,000¢/
1982 2,600,000,000 2,419,040,000
1983 2,800,000,000 2,419,040,000

Purpose: Provide assistance to qualified students to help meet their costs
of undergraduate educatfon at eligible institutions -of higher education.
The program is intended to improve access to postsecondary education for
students demonstrating financial need.

gligibility: Eligibility for Pell Grants is limited to undergraduate
students, enrolied in an eligible institution and program of postsecondary
education, who are maintaining “"satisfactory progress” and attend on at
Jeast a half-time basis. Students must demonstrate financial need as deter-
mined by the schedule of expected family contribution published annually
by the Secretary in the Federal Register and must not receive a family
contribution of more than 31599,
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Application Procedure: A student submits an application to a processor

under contract to the Oepartment of Education. The processor calculates
the student's expected family contribution from the cantribution schedule,
determines the student's eligibility znd notifies the student. The eligi-
bility notice 1is then submitted to the institution designated by the
student, An award amount iS determined by the school based on schedules
drawn up by the Oepartment of Education for various levels of family contri-
bution and cost of education to attend that school.

Award Procedure: Generally, institutions act as disbursing agents under
agreement with the Oepartment of Education. Awards are payable to the
institution by the Office of Student Financial Assistance (0QSFA) hased on
the submission by the institution of a student aid roster showing the
amount of grant aid expected for all students enroiling in the ceming
academic period (year or semester}. Institutions not choosing to act as
disbursement agents may verify a student's eligibility and award calculation
and the grant will be paid directly to the student by OSFA.

In 1981-82, the maximum Pell award was $1670 and the minimum and maximum
were 350 and $1800 respectively. .
\

Quration and Phasing of Assistance: The deadline for applicatidn\sub-
mission was March 15, 1981, for the 19381-82 academic year grants. For
academic year 1982-83 the application deadline was April 1, 1 82! and for
1983-84 it was May 1, 1983. Awards are available to students' for the
period required to complete the first baccalaureate degree (of equivalent)
with no limit on the nuwber of ¢rants per student. Howevér, the student
must be attending at least half-time and must be making satisfactory pro-
gress toward a baccalaurzate degree; therefore, there is aq:implied limit
on the number of grants to each recipient. / i

/
Requirements Ouring Assistance: [f the student fails to maiptain satisfact-
ory progress or eligibility the grant is reclaimed from thg institution by
the Federal government. The payments w0 and reclamations from institutions
are reconciled by the Office of Student Financial Assistance at the end of
the award year.

Il. RESPONSE 70O GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Qbjectives

The goat of the Pell Grant program is'to provide access to higher education
to persons who may otherwise be denied access because of financial need.
Oepartmental objectives to meet this goal in the 1982-83 academic year
were:

0 FEstablish a standerd of need analysis and distribute this information
to institutions and students.
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A. Goals and Objectives (Continued)

o Employ an application system which does not uriuly burden applicants
with complex forms and untimely delays.

O Monitor and contral- inaccurate or inappropriate fnformation leading
to disbursement of cver/under awards.

0 Maintain equitable distribution of aid, and maintain accass to higher
education for students in low-income families.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

Addressing the goals and objectives of this program, the 07fice of Student
Financial Assistance {0SFA) has accomplished the following during 1982-83.

o Pell application forms refle&ting Federal laws and regulations gov-

erning the calculation of expected family contribution were prepared
and distributed.

o Vhe new processing contractor {SDC) processed applications from approx-
imatety 5,000,000 students in 1982-33 and produced eligibility reports
in an effactive and timely manner.

¢ Quality control studies were made to determine the principal sources
of error in application data and award calculation. The studies showed
that verification of applicant data could reduce over award problems
and avoid under awards by simplifying application forms and estabiish-
ing patterns of responses requiring verification.

o Low income students were able to attend college at enrol Iment rates
more comparable to higher income individuals than in previous years,

C. Costs., Benefits and Effectiveness

Students Served: Preliminary tabulations for the 1982-83 award year
show that tne number of applications declined oniy slightly to 5,118,543,
put that there was an increase in valid applications. The number of eli-
gible applicants also declined to 3,327,000. Complete data is not yet
availabie on the actual number of recipients and the size of awards.
However, in tne 1981-32 award year for ?ell Grants, 4,383,071 students
submitted applications of which 4,615,000 were valid (contained 21}
required information) and 3,336,961 were gqualified (nad a demonstrabie
family need). The recipients from this group totaled 2,709,000, Totat
srants of $2,3G9.056,000 were distributed, averaging 5849 per recipient,
w#ith a range from 530 to $1670 {E€.1). A detailad breakdown of first-time
fulltime students sarved oy cost of college and family income 15 presentad
selow in vaoles 1 and 2 in the section on oraogram effactiveness.




C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness {Continued)

Institutions Participating: In 1981-82 4915 institutions acted as dis-
bursing agents for Pell grants and 787 requested QSFA to be the disbursing
agent.. These numbers did not_change radically from 1981 to 1982. (E.1)

Type of Benefits Provided: The Pell grant provides a basic floor of
financial aid which, together with family contribution, work/locan and
other non-federal aid prograns, enables access to higher education at
the undergraduate level, Approximatzly 50% of coliege students received
some form of Federal financial aid in 1982-83 of which Peil Grants were
a substantial portion {E.2, E.3).

Program Effectiveness: Two questions address program zffectiveness:

(1) How well does the Pell Grant Program provide a "floor of support" for
postsecondary students? (2) Are these funds distributed in an equitable
manner, i.e., are they income and cost sensitive? The data in Table 1
{E.2) addrass the answers to these questions.

For 1982-83, the support for first-time full-time Freshman provided by
Pall grants is shown in Table 1 {E.2).

Pell grants provide freshmen with a floor of support which meets a larger
percentage of total costs at lower cost schools than higher cost schools
{26.4 percent vs. 12.9 percent) {E.2). For the low-income population
{family income under $10000) Pell grants proviu® even more support for
the lower cost .schools, e.g., 26.4% of costs in che $0-3000 cost range
for all incomes but 30.4% of costs in this range for the lowest income
students. [t can be seen that Pel)l grants are responsive to income and
school costs. Grant amounts increase as costs increase but, with one
exception, decrease at progressively higher levels of family income.
However, the percent of costs covered by Pell {averaged over first-time
full-time freshmen) actually declines with increasing cost (26.4% at
$0-3000 to 12.9% at %6001 and above), although the size of the grant
does increase {5748 at $0-3000 to $887 at $6001 and sbove).

The change in Pell distribution over the period 1980-82 is shown by
comparing Table 1 with Table 2 for 1980-81 (£.4).
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Tabie 1
PELL GRANTS TO STUDENTS, Fall 1982
~aaFAMILY INCOME-=-=

Cost of LESS 10000 $20000 $30000 $40000
Education THAN THRU THRY THRY OR
(%) $9999 $19999 $29939 $39999 MORE TOTAL

0-3000 AVG $ 853. 794. 617. 590. 594. 748.
% AID 50.79 40.20 20.48 9.96 6.46 24.9%
RATID 30.39 23.10 21.73 20.70 20.95 26.41

3001-4000 AVG $ 1006. 806. 644. 660. 760. 813.
% AID 52.36 39.81 . 18.92 8.58 4.06 22.32
RATID 28.22 22.52 17.97 18.36 21.06 22.6%
4001-5000 AVG $ 1061. 825. 625. 644. 819. 812.
% AID 62.1% 49.27 23.72 10.20 4.13 24.03
RATID 24.00 18.72 14.18 14.56 18.46 18.37

$001-6000 AVG $ 1145, 872. 701. 759. 775. 878.
% AlD 64.13 48.36 22.80 9.58 3.9% 23.95
RATIO 21.64 16.53 13.32 14.38 14.60 16.63

7901+ AVG $ 1321. 1084, 961. 1062. 1138. 1099,
% AID 71.02 58.23 33.41 16.73 6.27 26.01N
RATID 16.86 13.50 11.78 12.61 12.83 12.9N

TOTAL AVG § 1094. 881. 127. 799, 9N7. 887.
% AlID 59,66 47 .07 23.63 10.88 4.35% 24.10
RATID 23.35 18.28 14.81 15.54 15.81 17.28

Data Base= First-time Full-time Freshman Dependent

AVG § = Average Dolliars Per Recipient
% AID = % of Resipient/Total Students
RATIO = (AVG $ Per Recipient/AVG Cost} x 100

Source: E.2
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Table 2
PELL GRANTS TG STUDENTS, Fall 1980
--=FAMILY INCOME---
Cost of LESS $10000 320000 S30000  $40000
Education THAN THRU THRU THRU OR
I ($) $9999 $19999  $29999  $39999 HORE TOTAL '
0-3000 AVG 934, 749, 577. 589. 813. 772. -

% AID 66.40 46.39 24.69 11.17 5.30 33.94

. RATIO 36.71 27 .99 21.27 21.57 29.61 28.82
3001-4000 AVG 1039. 803. 594, 629. 746.
% AID 67.63 49.48 25.79 10.75 4.47
RATIO 30.4% 23.40 17.26 18.28 21.52

4001-5000 AVG 1108, 888. 627. 694. 672.
% AID 70.87 $3.96 30.40 13.08 6.1%
RATIO 24.27 19.38 13.70 15.19 14.71

5001-6000 AVG 1002. 813. 651. 749, 810.
% AID 61.03 50.53 29.61 13.3% 6.41
RATIO 19.01 16.37 12.26 14.06 15.10

AVG 1249, 999, 814, 8s7. 961.
% AID 73.37 - 58.46 34.67 15.94 5.68
RATIO 17.73 13.96 11.20 11.46 12.44

AVG 1029, 328. 636. 690. 8u8.
% AID 67.03 30.42 27.73 12.21 5.30
RATIO 26.47 20.19 15.34 6.17 17.2%

Data Base
AVG §

First-time Full-time Freshman Oependent
Average Dollars Per Recipient

% of Recipient/Total Students

(AVG § Per Recipient/AVG Cost) x 100

% AID
RATIO

SOURCZ: E.4




C. Costs, 8enefits and Program Effectiveness: (Continued)

From 1980 to 1982 period, average dollar amounts of freshman grants in-
creased and were applied at higher cost schools. However, fewar freshmen
received the grants (24.1% aided-in 1982-83 vs. 32.2% aided in 1980-81).

Pell Grants appear to be equitably distributed as indicated by data in
Tables 1 and 2, with grant amounts decreasing with incoms: but increasing
with cost. Pell amounts, as a percent of cost and atc & rate =¥ proygrim
participation, are highast for low-income students, which appe¢.. - to be
consistent with legislat,ve intent.

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The administration wants to place the emphasis on parental and student
contribution as the basis of meeting college costs before Fedearal Student
aid is considered. Currently, a student calculates the amount of Fedzral
aid obtainable such ag g9rants, lcw-cost loans and work-study funds and
then looks to parent or self.help for additional funds. Under the new
proposal, family contribution and self-help would come first. Students
wouid be required to provide a maximum of 40 percent, or a minimum of
$800 toward their educational expenses through work or Iocans before
qualifying for any g9rants. The family would continue to be expected to
contribute support.

Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Sectidﬁ C Above:

U.S. Gepartmenc of Education, Office of Postsecondary E£ducztion,
"Pel) Grant Program 1981-82 End-of-vear Reoort™, compileo by OSFA.

Cooperative Institutional Researcn Pragrims nf Higher Education
Recearch Institute - Annual Survey of sfreshmen 1382-33, tzbles
derived by Planniny and Evaluation Service o: &,

*Student Financial Afd for Full.time Undergraduates, Fal! 19827
Survey H60, Higher Education Panel, . Andersun and F. Atelsek,
Aashington, 0.C., unpublished. .

Cooperative Institutional Research Program of Higher Education Re-
search Institute - Annual Sur?ey of Freshmen 1980- 8! taoles derived
py ?lanning and Evaluation Service of €0,

Fersonal communication with Office of Program Operations, Sept. 1¢83.

Other Suooorting Data

“ne distrioution of Pel? grants to freshmen oy face ind sex i3 shown in
Taole 3 selew (£.2) For the 1982.33 award year. The a:7lerence ‘n zarti-
cioation rates an¢ Mean awarg rites detween men and ~omen {5 a0l great,
‘n general, the parsicipation rates of olacks sere higner for Diace
students than for white students. Awarag leveis variea 2¢ress the incom2
2rouos in che civia.




Table 3

PARTICIPATION IN THE PELL PROGRAM
BY SEX ANO RACE FCR FIRST TIME, FULL TIME
DEPENDENT STUDENTS FALL 1982

Family Income $1- £ 6,000 $15,000 $25,000 340,000
5,999 14,999 24,999 39,000 AND UP

Male

% Participating 57.6
Average Per Recipient 51,176

Female

——— %~ Participating 61.9
Average Per Recipient £,107

8lack °

% Participating 69.4
Average Per Recipient 81,074

White

.% Parcicipating
Average Per Recipient

A1l Students

% Participating
Average Per Recipient

 SOURCE: E.2

T11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417({b):

* The CIRP survey referred to in £.2 above provides annual data on the
distribution of aid for Federal student aid programs for first-time
full-time dependent freshman students. Data for the 1983-84 academic
year will be availabie during Spring 1984,

Contacts for Further Information

" Program operations: Joseph A, Vignone, (202) 472-4300

program studies: Robert 3art, {202} 245-7884




Notes

].

2.

Excess monies in FY78 and FY79 were carried forwara. $140,000,000
was rescinded. 32858,000,000 was drawdown from FYS81.

Includes 3150,000,000 reduction due to Budget Amendment. Includes
Suppiemental appropriation. Of this amount, $258,000,000 was draw-
down for FY80. -

ynder the regular disbursement system, funds are distributed to the
school by the Department of Education. Under the alternate system,
schools certify the student eligibility and funds arz distributed
directly to the student.




SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM
{CFDA No. 84.007)

Highlights:

0 The perceatage of first-time full-time f{reshmen recipients decreased
from 1980-81 to 1982-83 while average awards increased. (II.C)

0 The number of participating institutions increased to about 4200. (I!.8)
0 Distribution of funds to students within states based on actual need is

not highly correlatea with distribution of funds to states by means of
the -state allocation formula. (II.C)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Public Law 89-329; Title IV,
Part A, Subpart 2; 20 U.S5.C. 1070b, Public Laws 92-318, 94-482, 95-566,
96-374, and 97-12.

Funding Sirce 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $200,000,0C0 %J $340,100,000

1980 ZUU,UUU,UUU‘TJ 370,009,000
1981 200,000,000 ~/ 370,000,000
1982 370,000,000 355,400,000
1983 370,000,990 355,400,900

purpose: Enables undergraduate students with additional financial need to
supplement a basic Pell grant, t0 meet educatinnal expenses and promote
equality of educational opportunity at the postsecondary level, +Of the
two types of SEOG grants, ipitial year grants are for students not previous-
ly receiving an SEOQG, while continuing grants are for students who did
receive a grant before. Funding for initial year grants is allocated
separately from continuing year grants, but institutions have the option
of transferring funds between the two. SEOG covers undergraduates enrolled
on at least a half-time basis. Rececipt of an SEQOG is determined by an
institution's financial aid office but the distribution of funds to schools
is determined by the ODepartment of Education by an allocation formula
applied tn tne available appropriation. -

Eligibility: Accredited higher educacion institutions.

Students are eligible if they are enrolied in an accredited institution at
teast nalf-time, and dc¢ not .owe a refund on a Title [V grant or are not in
default an a Title IV loan and meet citizen/resident requirements.
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Appliicant Reduirements: Apglicants file a financial statement with their
nstitution Trom which the institution develops a measure of the students'
“financial need”. A statement of educational purpose must alsg be filed
by the recipient.

Quration and Phasing of Assistance: Institutions may distribute the amount
of the grant to the student in any manner over the course of the academic
year for which it is awarded. Grants may be awarded for the period reguired
to complete the first undergraduate baccalaureate course of Study at the
institution attended.

The institution determines which students will receive grants from the
available fund allocation, with the gption of reserving 10 percent for
less than half-time Students. The maximum amount of & grant is S2000 and
no grant may be less than 3200.

A portion Of the funds for SEQG and College Work Study may be interchanged;
up to 10 percent from each fund may be transferred to the other -- if the
institution can provide more effective aid packaging by so doing.

Qpligation of Grant Recipients: Students must maintain a satisfactory
standard Of ¢rogress as determined and certified by the institution attended.

State Allocation Formulas: Funds are allocated to States through a formula
which is bpasea upon full-time and part-time enrollment converted to a
full-time equivalent (FTE) relative to the total number of students in the
53 State areas. Funds are allocated as inftial yea. (1Y), for first-time
recipients only, or as continuing year (CY) for previous recipients of

Se0G.

Allocations are compuced in three stages:

1. Aconditional guarantee, based on 1§79-30 expenditure dat§ for previous-
ly participating institutions, and On COmparabiy eligib’e institutions
for first-time participants.

An ing¢rease in an institution's conditional guarantze occurs when the
sum 0f conditional guarantees for all institutions in a State is fiess
than that State's FY 1980 allocation.

A further increases if the sum of the new conditional guarantees for ali
institutions nationally is less than the rederal 3EQG appropriation.

The purpose of the three step procass is to insure that institutions will
raceive at least the amoun: of their 1979-80 aillocation. The conditional
guarantee for oreviously particisating institutions s the sum of their [Y
ang £¢ allocations 1n 1379-380. ror institutions aoolvind for the first
sime the congitional guarantee is the greatar of:

i, 3535060.

2. serczat 0f cthe average .7 cer student exoenditirs at Tomoarasis
n$srTytions witioties oy tne 2erdilment 37 the 200i:lant

190, 7143 1ne variga 1Y d8c jnudent 2(ocenciiure 3t 1ompario 2
TRSYIILCIONS witisizea oy the 2ardiTmenl 3T Tne 3co it
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For institutions applying for a second subsequent time, t e conditional
guarantee is the greater of;

1. $5000

2. 90 percent of its current [Y allocation, plus 100 percant of its current
CY allocation.

3. T - amount which would have been computed for a first-time application.

The conditional guarantee is divided between [Y and CY funds based on the
percentage that the institution's request for each type of aid bears to
its total regquest.

Special Adjusted Conditional Guarantee: The funds available in 1982-83
were insufficient to honor the conditional guarantees in most States.
Therefore, adjustments were computed in the following manner:

1. A State's 1982-83 allotment is equal tu its 1931-82 allotment times
the ratio of total S$¢06 funds available in 1982-83 to total SEOG
funds available in 1981-82.

An  institution's adjusted conditional guarantee is equal to its
conditional guarantee times the ra*io of the actual state allotment
(determined in step 1) tvo the sum of all conditional guarantees to
tnstitutions in the state.

This pro-rated allocation procedure replaced the usual allocation formula
for 1982-83.

Administrative Costs: institutions raceive payments Ffor administrative
costs based on the sum of their expenditures under the SEQG, CWS and
NOSL programs. The amount payaole is equal to 5% of the first 32,750,000
of expenditures plus 4% of the amount greater than $2,7500,000 and 1Jess
than $5,500,000 plus 3% of anything in excess of $5,500,000. The insti-
tutional expenditure is the sum of the grants to students under 3EQ0G, the
compensation of students uvnder CWS and the principal amount of loans made
from the Student loan fund under NOSL (excluding loans which have been
assigned to the Secretary and are not being serviced by the 1nstitution}.

[1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A, Goals and Jbjectives

fY 33 goals were:
0 Zxpand the number of participating institutions.
Maintain equitaole distripution of aid to all institutions.
Estabiish standard needs anaiysis Systems and aobrove esquivalant insti-

tutional analysis formq}as s0 tnat all students will have egual op-
portunity to participata.

L J




8. Progress and Accomplishments

The SECG program has had a net increase of approximately 125 partici-
pating institutions a year (mostly proprietary) since 1978. [In 1983-
84, approximately 4200 institutions will share in the allocation dis-
tributed by the Department of Education.

The prsgram ysed formulas for 1982-83 award year allocations in order
to insure the funding of all institutions at levels at least as favorable
as in the preceding year. This replaced the usual allocation process
under which some institutions would have had reductions from the pravious
year or would have had larger or smaller reductions than comparably-
situated institutions.

Tabios of expectad family contribution were published in the Code of
Federal Regulations and limits established within which an tnstitutional
need anaiysis syStem would be approved as “equivalent to the Federal
system.

C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness

Program Scooe: [n award year 81-82 tne program staff r.ported that
there were 255,000 grants ave~aging 3424 per student. This is a change
“wom the previous year when 717,000 students received grants averaging
2573 (€1, E2}. Complete data for 1982-83 is not yet available.

Distribution of SEOG aid to first-time full-time dependent freshmen 1is
shown for a4 two year period in taples 1 and 2. The overail participation
rate for this group fell from 3.7 percent in 1980 to 5.9 parcent in 1982,

The participation rates for the lowest income groups deCreased from 19.8
percent in 1980-81 t0 15.1 percent in 1982-33 (less than $9999) and from
14.3 percent to 11.0 percent ($i0,000-519,999) over the same perioa.
Average awards increasaed but represented apout the same fraction of educa-
tional expenses in poth years. Participation rates by cost of education
showed the largest decrease in the 35C-3000 category (7.6 percent to 3.6
percent} with the highest cost category, 36000+ going from 12.8% tu 9.4%
participation during this period.




Table 1

Family Income

302-5

Supplementai Educational Opportunity Grant Program, Fall 1980

COST OF LESS $10000 $20000 $30000  $40000
EOUCATION THAN THRU TRHU THRU OR
. ($) $9399 $19999 529999  $39999 MORE TOTAL
0-300 AVG § 640. 569. 560. 586. 693, 598.
%» Al0 17.56 10.35 4.3% 1.67 0.82 7.57
RATIO 25.15 20.92 20.66 21.49 23.79 22.21
— J001=4000 - AVG § 688, 599, §76. 593. 1007. 632.
% ALD 19.27 12,13 4.46 1.62 0.72 6.8%
RATIO 20.18 17.46 16.75 17.39 29.06 18.38
______ 4001-5000 AvG $ 676. 678. 560. 879, 566. 644,
.10 22.22 i6.28 5.23 2,08 1.6 10.10
RATIO 14.80 14.79 12.24 12.67 12.39 14.08
5001-6009 AVG S 721, 668. 679. 693. 649. 685,
- % AID 18.16 15.80 8.60 3.68 1.12 10,32
' RATIO 13.68 12.62 12.79 13.0? 12.09 12.90
6000 « AVG § 850, 7%6. 728. 773. 901. 7176.
% ALD 39.00 25.61 1£.41 £.99 1.41 12.82
RATIO 12.07 10.69 10.02 10.34 11.65 10.48
TOTAL AVG S 699, 648. 632. 667. ais. 664,
% AID 19.80 14.27 6.31 2.0 G.99 8.73
RATIO 17.97 15.80 16.23 15.63 17.47  15.75
.
Data base = First-time Full-time Freshman Dependent
AVG § = Average Dollars Per Recipient
* AlD = ¢ ¢f Recipient/Total Students
RATID = {A4¥G 3 Per Reciprent/AYG Cost)} x 100

-

Source: £.3
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Table 2 l'll'
Supplemental Sducational Opportunity Geant Program, Fall 1682

Family [ncome

COST OF LESS $10000 $20000 S30000  $40000
EQUCATION THAN THRU THRU THRU OR
($) $9999  $19999 529999 539999 MORE

~ AID 8.55 5.19 . 1.33 0.26
RATIO 24.75 22.21 . 19.00 15.02

3001-4000 AVG § 660. 574. . 528. 625.
% AI0 11.72 6.60 . 1.63 0.69
RATIO 18.50 16.02 . 14.67 17.33

4001-5000 AVG S 694. 661. . 518. 702.
* AID  16.17 .19 . 2.44 0.91
RATIO  15.70 15.00 . 11.73 15.84

5001 -6000 AVG 3 759. 638. . 712. 652.
~ A0  17.16 11.45 . 2.13 0.51
RATIO 14.33 12.10 . 13.49 12,30

AVG S 1000. 889, . 915. 932.
% AID 21.76 20.42 . 7.01 2.01
RATIO 12.78 11.06 . 10.86 10.27

AVG 3 768. 709. 129. 816.
» AID 15.07 10.95 5.74 2.97 1.10
RATIO 16.38 14,72 13.7% 14.35 14.06

Data basz * First-time Full-time Freshman Oependent
AvG S = Average Dollars Per Recipient

% AID = # of Recipient/Total Students

RATIO = {AVG 3§ Per Recipient/AVG Cost} x 100

Source: T.4




C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Program cffectiveness: The equitable distribution of SEOG funds can be
assessed by determining how it varies with measures of ability to pay.
These may be individually oriented, e.g., family income for students, or
group oriented, e.9., median income Or average need within a State, Ideally,
funds distributed should reflect abil ty to pay and cost of education,

Although originally targeted at only the neediest Students, the SEOG program
now applies to all students with any demonstrated financial need. Fiscal
operations reports from institutions show recipient distributions by income
level. Although this program report (Table 3} is for a different year

*{1981-82) and uses different income ranges than Tables 1 and 2, it shows
distributions of both recipients and funds to be fairly even ag¢ross the
three lowest income categories. (E-1)

Tat/le 3

f

f
Oistribution of /SEQG Recipients and
Funds by Family Income
,’! ’
Income S 0- §6000- $)2000- $18000- $24000- $30000 Independents
Levels 5999 11999 17999 23999 25995 - 4 up a?d at least
/ 1/2 time

{

% of 121 135 2. 3.2
all SE06 *

Recipients f

% of ali 11,03 144§ 147

$206 funds ]

H
H
i

:
SOURCE: E.2 !

A more detai’ )d breakdown showing the usefuiness of SEOG funds percentage
of educational costs covered for freshmen is available from the Cooperative
Institutional Resesrc Program's annuz' survey of freshmen. Tables 1 and
2 indicate that over the period 1980-82, thers has been & moderate decrease
in the fraction of costs covered (15.8 percent to 14.1 percent). As ex-
pected, SEOG funds cover a smaller percentage of college costs as those
costs increase. For most income droups, the percentage of costs covered
in the most expensive cost category was about half the percentage covered
in the least expensive group of colleges.

The effectiveness of State allocation formulas has been studied by re-
gression analysis between the amount of SEOG aid per fuil-time student
and a measure oFf need within the State (E.3). The measure used was the
average eligioility index For Pell Grants for students within the state.

A positive correlation (re.35) was found, but the relative weakness of
Tne ¢arrection iadicates that zctuyal qeed Tor 320G fungs is a0t strongly
ing1cated oy appiication of State aljocation formulas.

263
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0. Plans for Program [mprovement and Recommendations for Legisiation

The administration proposes to terminate the SEOG program as part of a new
self-help appruach which would increase grants for the neediest students.

Supporting Studies and Analyses

1981-82 Campus-Based Programs, unpublished tables from Campus-Based
Analysis Section, Fall 1983.

1981-82 Campuswaaséh Programs Annual Report, U.S. Oepartment of Educa-
tion, Cffice of Student Financial Assistance, Campus-Based Analysis-
Section, Oecember 1932.

Cooperative Institutional Research Program - Annual Survey of Freshmen
1980-81.

o
L]

Cooperative Institutional Research Program - Annual Survey of Freshmen
1982-830

A Report on the Funds Oistribution Formula YUnder the Campus-Based
Student Aid Programs, Y.S. Oepartment of Education, March 15, 1983,

F. Other Supoorting Data:

The distribution of SEQG by race and sex is shown in Table 4. In general,
black students have higher participation rates and larger awards than
wnite students. Tne difference in participatio. rates between men and
womep is very small.




Table ¢4

. PARTICIPATION IN THE SEOG PROGRAM
8Y SEX AND RACE FOR FIRST TIME, FULL TIME
DEPENDENT STUDENTS FALL 1982

$1- $ 6,000 $15,000 $25,000 {540,000
5,999 14,999 24,999 39,000 AND
up

Hen

% Participating
Average Per Recipient

Women

% Participating
Average Per Recipient

Black

% Participating
Average per Recipien’

wWhite

.‘;’. Participating
Average Per Recipient

All Students

% Participating
Average Per Recipient

Source: E.4§




{11. RESPONSE TQ GEPA 417(b}

The CIRP survey referred to in E.2 above provides annual data on the distri-
bution of aid for Federal student aid programs for first-time full-time
dependent freshman students. Data for the 1983-1984 academic year will be
availaole during Spring 1§84,

Lontact for Further Information

Program Qperatians: James Kesier, {202) 245-9717

Program Studies: Robert fart, (202) 245-7884

Notes

', Initial year avthorization only.
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STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANTS
(CFDA No. 84.069)

gjghliqhts:

0 Ffreshman student participation decreased between 1980-81 and 1982-83.

0 The number of States that have expanded the use of private sector funding

?nd gork-study to better serve needy students has doubled since 1980
1i8).

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legisiation: Higher Education Amendments of 1972, Public Law 92-318, the
Education Amendments Of 1976, Public Law 94-482, the Higher Education
Teéthnical Amendments, Public Law 95-43, the Middle Ircome Student Assistance
Act, Public Law 95-566, a 1979 Technical Amendment, Public Law 96-96 and
the tducation Amerndments.of 1980, Public Law 96-374; 20 ©.S.C. 1070¢c; 34
CFR 692.

funding Since 1979

Fiscal ‘Year Autporization Appropriation

1979 $ 50,000,000 1/ $76,754,000
1980 50,000,000 1/ 76,750,000
1981 160,000,000 76,750,000
1982 76,800,000 72,680,000
1983 76.800,000 60,000,000

Purpose: Make incentive grants to the States to develop and expand grant
assistance'to students in attendance at institutions of postsecondary
education.

Eligibility: All States are eligible to receive federal formula grants,
which must be matched with funds from State resources. States with mature
grant programs usually overmatch their SSIG allotments. 1In about half of
the States - particularly those with newer programs - SSIG and State matching
continue to make up the major portion of State grant effort. Within this
context, the SSIS program ensures the availability of an agency within
eaci State which is concerned with the explorationgf and development of
additional sources of grant assistance to students in postsecondary educa-
tion.

Undergraduate students attending public, non-profit privatz, .anc (at State
option) propristary schools must meet citizen/resident requirements ang
have no outstanding Title iV¥ default or refund payment due, At State
option, graduate ¢ad less-than-half-time students may also be e igible.
All nonprofit institutions are eligible to participate, except where
excluded by the State constitution or by & State iaw enacted prior ¢9
October 1978.

L J

formula Recuirements: Allotments to Slates are apportioned according (o
signer education enrofiments.
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Administrative Agencies: Under Zection 1203 of the Wigher Educatian Act
each State designates an agencCy which receives Faderal funds, provides
matching Statz funds znd distributes the total to eligible students. This
agency may be part of the State govarnmert:, an Education Department or
division deaiing with higher education, the oOrgani-ation managing othar
State/grant or 1oan ~rograms, or a designated corporation acting for -2
State. The agency receives federal SSIG funds, matches them dollar fur
dollar with State funds, and distributes them .0 eligible studeats in the
State student aid orogram.

Appblicant Requirements: All States and territorias may apply for formula
grant aliotments. Students apply annually for State ‘)rants unde' need
criteria estanlished by the State and approved by the Secretary 27 Education.
. They must apply through their institution or directly tO the Stat: agency.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Annual State ailotments are forward
fundea for studept awards in %he next academi¢ year. Since 1980, States
have nad the opticn to extend aid to graduate. as well as undergraduate,
students.

gbligations of SSIG RecioientS: Students must maintain satisfactory aca-
demic prugress as cartified by their institution, State agencies must
submit annual and other reports required hy EC and must keep auditable
records for u¢p to 5 years.

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and OQbjectives

Continuing oojectives of this program :- Y 1983 were:

o Deliver student aid dollars tu qualified recipients.

0 £Encouriage States to explore w~ays of becter serving naeedy students.

:nCOurace privace sacter involiveme;t tO provide additional sources of
funds. _J

Insure the availability of State agencies concerned with the distribution
of grant aid %0 needy students. o~

Prograss and Accompiisnments

Total program funding nas increasad rrom 3$63.7 million to $76.7 mi1liion
from 19738 to 19£2. However, becxeen 1980-3} and 1987.83, Freshman parti-
cipatinn declined from 17, 4 t0 15.5 percent,

studies of scnoiarship programs in  sever:) 353735 {a.g., Mirginia
and 529c¢gig) nave neigea <o identify tne sest 7ix 97 crants and ;0ans
L0 supoors ine needia:t studente,

in F7Y 1382 %ne aumoer 0° Stites deveiooing som: “2r of 27:ivel2 sactar
¢ WOrKera’ aig incr2asas =3 24, more tagn 2ou4nling e O amilr
na0 Sgara ~Or<-3%.ay 3FSGrsms 'n T95G.




¢. Costs. Berefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: In FY 82 (award year 1982-83) federal funds of 373,580,000
matched 50:50 by State funds for a total of 3147,360,000, have been
distributed to an estimated 294,720 recipients, with awards averaging $500
{of which half is federal money). The maximum award 15 $2000 per student.

Program Scope: In the 1982-83 award year, public institutions received
56 percent of SSIG funds and accounted for 72 percent of all recipients.
Private schools received 41 percent of funds and had 26 percent of
recipients. Proprietary and other non-profit institutions had 2 percent
of fundg and 2 percent of recipients. {E1)

Distribution of Afd: Surveys over the last two years have shown that the
average award t0 treshmen recipients remained fairly stable {now at 5718
compared to $708 two years ago) but with rising education costs, this hads
meant a drop from 16.8 to 14 percent in average award levels as related to
total costs. (E.2, E.3) Details are shown 1in the next two tables.




State Grants To Students, Fall 198Q3/

Family Income

COST OF LESS $10000- $20000 S30000 $40000
£DUCATION THAN THRU THRU THRY OR
($) $9999  S199939  $29999  $3999¢  MORE

AVG S 690. 558. 539. 608. 81s.
% AI0 22.08 19.62 13.76 6.94 5.20
RATIO 27.10 20.84 19.90 22.27  29.67

3601-1000 AVG S 698. 5.93 536. 621. 7120.
» AID 27.% 23.78 15.29 3.78 4.75
RATIO 20.45 17.27 15.58 18.05 20.78

4001-5000 AVG S 174, 697. 657. 696. 739.
% AlD 32.06 28.68 19.20 11.84 6.063
RATIO 16.96 15.21 14.36 15.24 16.16

5001-6000 AVG $ 768, 630. IAFE 754, 734,
» AID 28.69 27.30 17.76 .13 6.72
RATIO 14.56 12.85 13.47 14.16  13.638

AvG § 1154, 1042. 1020. 967. a3i.
% AID 39.07 36.70 27.25 15.77 5.95
RATID 16.38 14.56 14.04 12.92  10.75 -

TOTAL AVG 35 772, 636. 671, 726. 166,
~ AID 27.56 25.34 17.19 10.10 5.43
RATIO 19.85 16.73 16.19 17.03 16.36

Data hase = First-time Full-time Freshman Dependent
AVG % = Average Oollars Per Recipient

% A0 = # of Recipient/Total Students

RATIO » (AVG § Per Recipient/AVG Cost) x 100

3ourca: Study £.2 cited above.




State Grants To Students, Fall 19823/

Family Income

COST OF LESS  $10000  $20000 $30000  $40000
~ EOUCATION THAN THRY THRU THRY OR
($) $9999 519999  $29999  $39999 MORE

0-3000 AVG $ 593. 567. 479, 556, 662.
% AID  16.9] 14.57 13.21 9.37 7.03
RATIO 21.11 20.07 16.88 19.50 23.33

3001-4000 AVG $ 662. 577. 534, 539. 567.
% AI0  20.7% i7.98 12.83 7.92 4.90
RATIO  18.56 16.11 14.90 14.99 15.70 .

4001-5000 AVG $ 706. 600. 516. 530. 549,
% AI0  29.34 24.88 17.46 10.12 6.19
RATIO 15.96 13.62 .70 11.99 12.39

5001-8000 AYGE $ 1. 576. 579. 641. 705.
¥ AI0  38.66 33.23 18.92 8.53 5.20
RATIO 13.44 10,91 11.00 12.15 13.29

AVG § 1204, 1141, 1091, 1096. 956.
% AI0  3£.86 319 25.83 18.10 6.56
RATIO  15.37 14.20 13.39 13.02 10.53

AVG S 789, 704. 678. 735, 725,
% AIOC 28.16 25.15 17.65 10.63 5.89
RATIO 16.83 14.62 13.81 14.47 12.49

Data base = First-time Fuli-time Freshman Oependent
AVG § = Average [Collars Per Recipient

% AI0 = # of Recipient/Total Students

RATIO = (AVG S Per Recipient/AVG Cost) x 100

Source: Study £.3 cited above.
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0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

plans are to withdraw funding for tni3 program. Federal funds are con-
sidered unnecessary as a stimulant to encourage States £O oprovide State-
based aid. State expenditures for grant aid have continued to expand even
as Federal funding has dropped or remained level in recent years. About
nalf the States considerably overmatch the Federal allotment. The other
States have been sustained tnrough a development period and will now need
to provide both halves of thair student assistance outlays.

Subporting Studies and Analysis [ited 1n Section € Above

State Student Incentive Grant {SSIG) Data Summary Reports, 3SIG Pro-
gram files, Division of Policy and Program Development, Office of
Student Financial Assistance, Qffice of Postsecondary Sducation, Depart-
ment of Education.

.Cooperative I[nstitutional Besearch Programs of the Higher Education
Research Institute - Annual Survey of Freshman '980-81, unpublished
tables derived b+ Planning and Evalvation Service of ED.

Cooperative Instifutional Research Programs of the Higher Education
Research Instituté - Annual Survey of Freshmen 1982-83, unpublished
tables derived hy\Planning and Evaluation Service of ED,




r. Other Supporting Data

The distribution of State grants to freshman by race, sex and family income
1s examined 1in the following table (£.2) for the 1982-7%3 award year.

PARTICIPATION IN STATE GRANTS 3/
3Y SEX, RACE, AND FAMILY INCOME FOR FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME
DEPENDENT STUDENTS: FALL 1982

UNDER $ 6.000 $15,000 $25,000 $40000 ALL
$6,000 14,999 24,999 39,999 PLUS INCOMES
| .

Male

% Participating
Average Per Recipient

Femaie

% Participating
Average Per Recipient

8lack

¥ Particinating
Averaqe Per Recipient

White

% Participeting
fverage Paor Reci, fent

All Students

% Participating 27.1 21,2
Average Per Recipient 1742 3681

No significant nias is apparent in thi< table although there is & noticeable
difference 1n participation rate for black vs. wnite in the 36000-149¢9
family income range. The higner rate for blacks as compaced to the other
sopulation elements {white, male, female, ail studeants) actually *: favor-
apie tp them, .




111. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No studies of the SSiG program 're c.rreatly in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Lanora G. Smith, (202) 472-4265

Program studies: Roocrt Bart, (202} 245-7834

Notas

1. Plus such sums as may be needed for continuation students. Beginming
in €Y 1981, the statute cumOined initial and continuation grants under a
single authorization,

for example, State agencies nave developed additional funding sources
by establishing cooperative programs with private industry. ¥Work-study
programs outside 1nstitutions nave been implemented in some cases.

3. State grants include federal SSIG ailotments pius requirad *ate
matching and in many cases, Overmaich from Sta.e funds. This accounts
for the fact that average 9grants exceed the averages calculated for
SSIG awards only (3500).




GUAMANTEED STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM
7708 No. 84.032)

Highlights:

0 A rew need analysis test for Lorrowers with family incomes of $30,000
and above resulted in lower participation rates in FY 1982 than in
FY 1980. (Section 1I. C)

Among those borrowing, the guaranteed student loan paid for a smaller
percentage of total educational cost in FY 1982 than in FY 1980.
{Section 11. C)

During FY 1982, average loan amounts decreased for freshmen borrowers
in the Jowest institutional cost categories compared with FY 1980, but
increased in the highest cost categury. (Section [I. C)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-329, Title IV-B, as amended, 20 y.S.C. 1071.
{Expires September 30, 1986 if not reauthorized prior to that date).

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Loan Volume 1/ Obligations Appropriation

1979 $2,984,000,0600 % 999,343,000 $ 957,503,000
1580 4,840,000,000 1 §97,877,00¢C 1,609,344,000
198) 7,824,000,000 7,721,118,000 2,536,470,000
1982 6,238,000,000 3,297,776,000 3,073,846,000
1985 6,969,000,000(est.) 2,942,072,000 3,100,500,000

Purpose: GSi: Authorizes low-interest Joans to students and parents to
heTp pay the students' costs of attending eligible postsecondarvy insti-
tutions, including colleges, wuniversities, and vocational, technicai,
business and trade schools and <Zertain foreign institutions for most
students, Facilitates students' access to postsecondary education and
enhances borrowers'' choices among a broader range of institutions.

PLUS/Auxiliary: Same purposes as GSL byt Toans are made to parents of
dependent undergraduates and to graduate and indesendent undergraduate
students. PLUS/Auxiliary loans 1ire less subsidized <%han reguliar GSL
loans,

tligibility: GSL: Varies from state to state. Generally, any U.S.
citizen, National, or Dermanent residert in the Unjted States for other
than a temporary purpose, wno s enrolled or accepted for enrocllment
on at least a half-time basis 25 an underqraduate, graduate, professional
or vocaticnal student at a participating postsacondary school may apply.
4 student thar s presently enrolied at a Participating institution must




Eligibility: (Continued)

be maintaining satisfactory progress in the course of study he/she is
pursuing. Also, the Student May not owe & refund On any Title IV grant
or De in defauit on any Title iV loans received while in attendance at
that school. If the student's or the family's adjusted gross income is
$30,000 or more the student/family must undergo a "reed test” to determine
eligibility for Federal in-school interest benefits.

PLUS/Auxiliary: Parents of dependent undergraduate students, graduate
or professional students and independent undergraduate students are
generaily eiigible for l1oans on the same basis as those borrowing under
regular GSL provisions. An important exception is that there is no need
tast an the basis of income 2lthough lenders may restrict l0ans Or loan
amounts on the basis of tpne borrower's creditworthiness.

Application Procedure: GSL: Each year the student obtains an application
TOor a loan from a lender, school, or State guarantee agency. The student
complates his or her portion of the appiication and submits it to his/her
school. The school must certify that the student iS5 accepted for enroll-
ment, is enrolled, and is maintaining satisfactory progress. The school
must 3iso provide information on the student's cost of education and
other financial aid. The student then takes the app.lication to a lender
willing to make the loan. The lender completes its portion of the appli-
cation and forwards it to the guarantor, usually the state agency, for
commitment,

Upon commitment, the Jender disburses the proceeds of the loan to the
school and/or to the applicant. In most states, the borrower is required
to pay usuaily from proceads of the 10an, an insurance premium which
varies depending upon the particular state. [n addition, the borrower
pays a 3% "origination f2e" wnicn is used by the U.S. Department of
tducation to help defray the Federal interest benefits anc¢ Special
aliowance costs. Students must re-apply for each year of school in
wnich tne 10an is axpectad to be used.

PLUS/Auxiliary: The application procedure 15 identical tg that for GSL
oorrowers gxcept that, in the case of parent borrowers, loan proczeds
ara sent directly to them; and, no origination fee is charged on approved
1oans.

Juration and Phasing of Assistanca: 4SL: Undergraduatas may borrow up
0 52500 cnnually Tar a totai of 312,51 cumulatively. Graduate and
professional students may “arrow ug to 35000 asnuatly for a total of
325,000 cumulativeiy, including any undergraduate borrowing. Students
make ng payments and are charged no interest wnile they are attending
scnooi. "uring repayment, intzrast is currently cnarged it 3%. Loans
mace during oprevious years have carried intarest ratez of 7% and 2%.
Repayment Jeneraliy is nqage over 3 to 10 years oedinning $-12 moaths
if“er the stycent c2ajas To be at least a haif time student., The antire
per 00 frem fne date OF 0Md1ndil ican tnrougn compiation ¢F reoayment
nav tot excezed 15 years fexcluding oceriods of authoriZad deferment ind
farnearanca), Lacder “ne curcent ACY, 3uthorization 2x2Yr2s 3@olamder
D, .986; autnorizat.on for loans ta oSravious orrswers Ta ISmoiate
20uC2T7IN 2x51ras leatamnar 30, 1360,

282




Juration and Phasing of Assistance: ({Continued)

PLYUS/Auxilrary program: Parents and graduate students may berrow up to
$3,000 annually and 851,000 cumulatively. I[ndependent undergraduates
may borrow up to $2500 annually and $12,500 cumulatively inclusive of
BSL borrowing. Interest is currently charged at a rate of 2% and repay-
ment of DOth principal and interest nust begin within Sixty days of loan
disoursement,

Obligations of Lenders and Borrowers:

Lenders must submit quarterly bills to the Oepartment based on loans
outstanding in order t0 receive interest benefits and special allowance
payments. Additional operational regorts are required for specific
purposes, ;
Lenders, schools, and guarantee agencies are subject to periodic examina-
tion and audit by EO0. Participating schools must have an independe t
audit of all GSLP transactions at least bienntfally.

Lendars must maintain records to support and identify loan transactions,
interest billings, and/or special al¥owances. GBuarantee agencies mus,
maintain complete records tO support and identify their activities.
Federal regulations specify administrative and fiscal records required
to be maintained by schools.

Borrowers are reguired by statute to keep lenders informed of their
current addresses and 0f any change in thefr academic stati 3. When in
repayment, borrowers are expected t0 make payments on time and to
continue to keep lenders informed of any change in address. These pro-
visions, where applicable, apply equally to PLYS/Auxiliary borrowers.

1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A, Goals zad Objectives

During FY 1983, the Oepar:ment's principal operatir} objectives -with
respect to this prodram were:

o to implement recent legislative amendments which principally provided
for an analysis of financial need for GSL applicants whose families had
incomes of 330,000 or more;

to accelerate collections on defaulted loans, especially by private
collection agencies under contract with 'the Secretary; s

to acceierate compliance actions involving fraud, waste, and abuse;
and,

10 reduce tae baciklog of unresolved audits and accelerate the Jrose-
cution of defaulters through th2 Justice Depariment.




8. Progress and Accompiizhments

Int:rest costs fell by over 200 miliion from FY 1982 to FY 1983 due
in jart to both the application of the new needs test and the fali in
in. irest rates.

All new statutory provisions were implemented.

Collection act'vities of private collection agencies were increased,
resul*ing in agency collections of 312.6 million in FY 1983,

AlT outstanding audits over Six months in duration were resolvad
during th’'s period. Alse, a number of defaulted accourts were sent
to rtne Department of Justice for prosecuticn.

C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness:

Student Participation: farticipation in the Guaranteed Student Loan
Program 15 estimated to be about 28 percent of all wligible students,
including graduate anc professional students. For freshmen undergraduates
for the Fail of 1982, the participation rate was 22.4 percent. (See
Tablas 2 and 3 for mc"e detaiis.) ‘varticipation rates and average loan
amounts are primarily seasitive to cost of aducation. For the lowest
cost category (350-3u00), the averzge freshmen participation rate in 1382
was 7.4 percent of all freshmen in that cost category. In the highest
cost cateqory (56000+), 33.7 percent of all students borrowed under this
program. Although a smaller percentage of students 1in the Towesi cost
schools participated, student ioans paid for a larger percentage of their
total costs. For axample, in 1982 loans covered 47.9 percent of total
cost in the least expensive category of institution, but paid €or only
23.7 percant 0. total cost in the highest cost cateqory. However, the
ayerage lcan at the highest cost sSchools was about 5% percent higner
tnan 1n tne lowest cost schools. Because of the annual borrowing limits,
students atiending progressively more expenSive institutions find thac
student ioans will meet a smaller Percentage of their toral costs.
{E.1) Data on the PLUS/Auxiliary program is not yet available.

program ScoPe: GSL: In #Y 1982, tota) loan volume in GSL amounted to 6.1
pililon. 1n1S grew to an estimatad $6.7 billion in FY 1983, Total loan
recipients were 2.7 milifon in FY 1982 and 3.0 million are expected to
sarticipata 1n FY 1983, Sea Tanle 1 for additional derails.

FLUS/Aux1iiary: In FY 1932, PLUS/Auxiliary Loans amounted to 3103 miltion
wnile 1n FY 198" this component of the program 15 expected to Jrow o
323 amilldon. 4hile only 42,000 Jarsicipatad in the PLUS/Auxiliary aro-
jram in 7Y 1982, participdtion should increase to 95,000 in 7Y 1933,
The cumyiative outstanding loan volume 3mountad ta 322.7 2iilien in
7¢ 1982 ang an 2s5timated 325,35 2iilion in FY 1333,

14




Types Of Benefits:

GSL: Lloa2ns are provided to students for which the Federal government
pays the interest obligation ({currently 8%} while the borrower is in
school and during certain grace and deferment periode.&f

Loan limits are $2500 annually and 312,500 cumulatively for under-
graduates, and S$5000 annually and 325,000 cumulatively {inclusive of
undergraduate 1oans) for graduate students.

" PLUS/Auxiliary Loans: loans to parents of undergraduate students and
independant and graduate students are provided at 12 percent interest
with no  in-school interest subsidy paid by the Federai Government.

PLUS/Auxiliary Loans limits are $3000 annually and $15,000 cumulatively
for parents of dependent undergraduates and graduate students and $2500
annually and $12,500 cumulatively {inclusive of regular GSL amounts) for
indepéndent undergraduates,

Table 1

Summz~y of Loan Yolume and Recipien®s
1981-82 and 1982-83

1982

Reqular Loans

“Loan voiume $6,135
{in millions)
Recipients 2,746
{in thousands)
Average L.an $2.234

Auxiliary Loans

Loan volume $ 103

(in mitiions}

Recipients 42 95
{in thousands)

Average Loan $2,452 ) $2,621

Total :
Loan /0lume 56,232 $6.,969
{in millions)
Recipients 2,788 3,076
{in thousands) .
Average loan £2,237 32,266

Cumulative

Qutstanding _
Loan Yolume 522,700 $25,300
{in millions)




Program Effectiveness:

With the cost of postsecondary education rising sharply during recent
Years, quaranteed student ioans have become an increasingly important
financial resourca for students from families with incomes below $30,000
{See Tables 2 ano 3).

Y

Trhe overall participation rate for undergraduates s estimated to be 28
percent, For first-time, full-time freshmen, however, the average parti-
¢ipation rate in the Fall of 1982 was ?".4 percent and ranged from 4.4
to 45.3 percent depending on family income and cost of attendanca.

The »¢tual and/or aaticipated impact of the needs test on borrowers from
the $30,000+ income category can be seen by comparing Taoles 2 and 3.
For the $30-39,999 category, participation rates decreasad between FY 1980
ar~ FY 1982 from 24.8 percent to 23.5 percent and, in the $40,000+ category,
from 20.0 percent to 11.8 percent. Decreases were even sharper among
higher-income borrowers in the lowest-cost schools than in the highest-
cost schools. Average loan amounts also decreased for the $30,000+
group. Furthermore, for this income group, loans comprised a smaller
percentage of total costs in FY 1982 than in FY 1980. For the $30-39,999
income 9:*oup, average loan amount as a percenZage of average total cost
declined from 32.9 percent in FY 1980 Lo 35.1 percent in. FY 1982. This
comparison, based on CIRP data, does not, however, distinguish between
a one-time reduction due to the actual effect of new eligibility rules
for borrowers and failure to apply for loans due to misunderstanding of
new eligibility rules,

One of the major goals of the program has been to reduce the Federal
interest subsidy ¢osts of the Guarantesd Student Loan Program wnile assur-
ing that students with financial need have adequate funding to at%end
¢college, It snould be noted that during recent years saveral other
factors iffected ‘o0an volume and, therefore, subsidy costs. Coilege
costs rcs@ at a higher rate than incomes; Social Security Benefits for
freshman students -ere phased out, and the Pell Grant Program needs tast
was t:ghtaned. Also greater emphasis was placed on self help, (work and
loa:15) as & means of financing educational costs. Oue to a combination
of higner educational costs, increased loan volume, and high interest
rates, interest subsidy costs to the Federal Government rose from FY
1980 to FY 1982 by 107 percent while the number of borrowers inéreased
9y 21 percant and the average loan by less than ten percent. With the
aadition of the needs analysis test for borrowers with family incomes of
$30,000, a3 zotai of only avout $2.5 pillion was required to cover total
program costs in FY 1983 compared with $2.9 billion in FY {982, suggesting
that the administration's goal of reducing costs has heen sucsessful,
However, interess rates were decreasing rapidly during FY 1980 a factor
#nich expiains mucn of tne reduction in Znsts.,




Table 2

Guaranteed Student Loans, Fall 1980
First-time Full-Lime Dependent Students

F>nily Income

COST OF LESS $10000 $20000 $30000
EDUCATION THAN ~ THRU - THRU THRU

(3) $9999 19999 29999 39999

0 7030 AVG $ 1091. 1276. 1814, 1654.
! % ALD 8.12 12.58 15.33 18.75
RATID 42.85 47.70 55.84 60.61

3001-4000 AVG § 1215. 1500. 1738. 1831,
~ AlD 14.04 22.0% 25.59 23.78
RATIO 35.62 43.69 50.53 53.23

40015000 AVG 3 1325, f§49. 1713, 1865.
. % AID 18.08 21.86 25.82 25.77
RATIO 29.02 33.81 37.43 40.85

5001-6000 AVG $ 1348. 1827. 1689. 1795.
: % AID 14.86 21.1% 28.18 28.41
RATIO 25.56 28.86 31.80 33.72

6000 + AY¥G $ 1437, 1582, 1761. 1941,
. % ALD 26.59 32.28 35.36 36.34
RATIO 20.39 22.10 24.23 25.94

TOTAL AVG § 1268. 1491, 1698. 1830.
' % AID 13.87 20.59 24.84 24.82
RATID 32.62 36.34 40.94 42.89

1/ Data base = First-time Freshman Dependent
AYG $§ = Average Dollars Per Recipient
% AID = 4 of Recipients/Tscal Students
RATIO = (AVG $ Per Recipient/Avg. Cost) 100
Source E.I
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Table 3 ‘ i‘l!!}

) . Guaranteed Student Loans, ga]l 1982

First-time Full-time D sendent Students k\
FAMILY ""TOME

GOST OF LFSS $10000 320000  $30000 $40000 -
EDUCATION .o THAN THRU -  THRU THRU ANO
(8) §9999 $199%9 §25999  $39999 ABOVE TOTAL

0-3000 AVG § 1148. 1210. 14h0. 1380. 182¢. 1387.
= AlD 6.93 8.65 8.56 7.90 X 7,43
RATIO 40.89 -~ 42.85 49.30 48.44 64.32 47,90 vy

3001-4000 AVG $ 1432. 1471, 1873, 1488. - 11469, i%02.
% ald 13.77 17.05 18.89 12.24 6.07 133ag
RATIO 40.18 41.08 43.89 41.36 «0.72 <1.485

4001-5000 AYG 3 1518. 1647. 1809, 1796. 1686. 1703.
% AlD 27.42 30.13 IN.06 24.51 10.74 23.81
RATIO 34.33 37.37 $1.02 38.60 - 38.02 38.53

s ) 5001-6000 A%G § 1508. 1721. 1900, 181i. 1859, “™™\1845.
% AlD 27.78 31.40 .46 25.32 12.19 25.3
RATIC 30.39 32.81 36.10 34.3% 35.04 34.18

AVG $ 1938. 1945, 1977. 1374, 1976, 1986,
% AlD 46.03 46.29 45.47 39.10. . 0,.22 33.65
RATIO 24.74 24,22 24.2% <J.44° 21.76  23.08

VG S t183s. 1704, 23, 1782, 1330, 1771,
%,AID 24,04 27.56 27.63  23.45 11.78  22.36
AT10 34,92 35.57 37.3  35.08 31.56  34.50

1/ Data base = First-time Freshman O 2ndent
AYG § = Average Lollars Per Reciprent
% A1) = § of Recipients/Total Studeats _
RATIO = (AYG § Per Recipient/Avg. Cost) 100 N

Source: E.]




D. ‘Program Improvement

' The. Department will continue to increase its efforts to collect on out-
standing defaults during FY 198~ and to reduce the incidence of default

by

o Expanding collection activities through referral of additional de-
" faulted accounts to private collection agencies;

Sharing information on defaulted accounts with consumer credit bureaus;
Conducting computer matches to locate defaulters;

Increasing litigation in instances of fraud and abuse involving both
lenders and individual defiulters;

o Monitoring the total collections effort more closely.

E.. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section € Above

t. The Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP), University of
California at Los Angeles, Califarnia, 1983,

2. Program files - Office of Postsecondary Education, U,S, Department of
Education 1980, 1982,

F. Other Supporting Data

The following table (Table 4) compares the average loan size and percent
of students participating by family income grcups for males, females,
black white, and all students. Male and female participation rates are
nearly equal except in the lowest-income category where male participation
. is about one-fifth higher than female, Participation rates for whites
and ‘blacks on the whole are about equal, However, they are significantly
~higher for whites at lower income groups and higher for blacks in the
nigher income groups. There is no significant variation in average loan
size by sex, race, or income, except in the lowest income category where
1oan amounts for Blacks are 50% below the average and in the 325-39,999
group where average loans for Blacks are nearly 30% above the mean.




Table &

PARTICIPATION AND AVERAGE FIRST-YEAR LOAN AMOUNTS
IN THE GSLP- PROGRAM BY SEX AND RACE FCR
FIRST TIME, FULL TIME DEPENDENT STUOENTS FALL 1982

FAMILY INCOME
$1- $ 6,000 $15,000 $25,000 1$40,000

5,999 183,999 24,999 ] 39,000 AND
yp

%

Malé:
% Participating ‘ 27,5 1.4
Average Per Recipient $1,692 $1,710
Female

% participating . - - ) 269 12,2
Avérage: Per Recipient €1,661 $1,710

Black

% Participating 26,7 21.8
Averade Per Recipient $1,612 $1,611

White

% Parfticipating ’ 27.0 11.6
Average Per Recipient $1,680 $1,707

All Students ' /

% Participating ; , 2742 11.8
Average Per Recipient { $1,677 $1,710

Sou rce; E.)




I11.

Response to GEPA 417(b):

Studies in progress are:

1

A study entitled "Analysis of the Distribution of Coliege Costs,
Parental Contribution, and Federal Student Assistance" will provide
additional analyses of the financial aid needs of students in relation
to Federal student a)' subsidies. The expected completion date is

* February, 1984,

The CIRP survey referred to in E.l above provides annual data on
distribution of aid from Federal student afd programs for first-time,
full-time freshmen. Data for the 1983-1984 academic year will be
available during Spring of 1984.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: David Bayer, (202) 245-2475

Program studies: Dan Morrissey, {202) 245-7884

Notes

1.

. ‘ 2.

All volume figures represent commitments rather than disbursements.

The borrower arranges the term of repayment with the lender. Defer-
ment of repayment is provided when the student returns to full-time
study at an eligible ecucational institution or enrolls in certain
graduate fellowship programs. A deferment period of up to three years
is also provided while the borrower is serving an active duty 'in the

. Armed Forces or the Public Health Service Commissioned Corps, in the

peace Corps, or full-time volunteer programs conducted by ACTION, or
during comparable full-time volunteer service in a non-profit organi-
zation., Repayment is also deferred during a Single period, not to
exceed one year, during such time that the borrower is seeking but
unable to find full-time empioyment, during required preprofessional
internships (up to two years), and during periods of temporary
total disability of the borrower or his spouse {up to three years).




Direct Loan Program
(CFDA No. 84.038)

Highlights:
* o The average Direct Loan for first-time full-time students increased

between 1980-81 and 1982-83 from $1046 to $1138, an average annual
incréase of 8.3 percent. (Section [I.C)

»Prqumn participation rates for first-time, full-time students de-
-¢lined sharply over the two~-year period from 9.9 percent to 6.7 percent.
(Section II.C)

. In 1982-83 the average Direct Loan for first-time full-time students
constituted only 22.2 percent of average total cost compared with 24.8
percént in 1980-81. (Section [I.C)

I -PROGRAM PROFILE

‘Legisiation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Public Law 89-329, Title IV,
Part £;. 20 U.S.C. 10872a-1087i1; Public Laws 92-318, 94-482, 96-49, 96-
'566.196-536, 96-374, and 97-12.

.Fundihg Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization. " Appropriation

1979 $400,000,000 $328,900,000
1980 400,000,000 300,860,000
1981 400,00C ,000 200,800,000
1982 286,000,000 193,360,000
1983 286,000,000 180,860,000

Puirpose: To provide low-interest loans to financially needy students to

elp pay their cost of attending institutions of higher education as
well as vocational, technical, business and trade schools. The Direct
Loan pruogram 1is the smailer of two 1oan programs whichk together are a
m&jog component of the financial aid system consisting of grants, work,
and loans.

Relationship to Other Student Aid Programs: The Diract Loan program is
one of twd loan programs, the other beiag the Guarantesed Student Loan
program. The Direct Loan program is the ioan component of the "campus-
pased programs" which are directly administered by financial aid officers
at postsacondary institutions. Qfirect Loans heilp provide the financial
afd ofricar flexibility in designing student aid packages which help
meet individual student needs. They are oft3n comoined with ona or mor2
adoi<ional Federz] studenc aid programs (Pell 3rant, $E0G, Work Study,
BL3) =0 proviue a financial assistance 2ackage For Financiaiiy neeqy
$tudents.
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Reci?iehts Eligibility: Accredited postsecondary institutions meeting
‘ellg ity requirements may participate. Funds are fifst allotted
among: the States. according ‘to statutory formula;, then to institutions
under both statutory requireménts and program regulations.,

The State apportionment formula is based on: the ratio of full-time
‘enrollees in institutions of higher education within the State to the
totdl number of such peisons enrolled in all the States, If necessary,
additional funds are apportioned to each State to make that apportionment
equal to ‘its allotment for 1972, Ninety percent of the-fund$ are allotted
according to. the above formula (E.3),
Remaining funds are apportioned s¢ that each institution receives its
Fedéral Capital Contribution {FCC) as follows:

An individual 1nstitution s Tevel of Direct Loan funds is determined in
three stages:

1; A "Conditional Guarantee";

2., A "State Increase" based on its fair share of the state apportion-
ment; and

3, A “National Increase" based on its fair share of the National appro-
priation,

Conditional Guarantee is determined as follows:

For an institution currentiy participating in the Direct Loan program,
its Conditional Guarantee is equal to the greater of:

1, 90% of its base year Tevel of expenditures; or

2, 90% of its current finding level, times its utilization rate which
aquals:

an institution's base year-level of Direct loan funds divided
by its Direct Loan funds available in the base year,

An {nstitution which is 2 first-time applicant to the program receives
a Conditional Guarantee equal to the greater of:

1. $5,000; or, , °
2. 90% of the average per student Direct Loan expenditure in the base

year at comparable eligible schools times the applicant insti-
tution's base year. enrol1ment.




Recipients Eligibility (Continuad)

C. A second-time applicant institution receives a {onditional Guarantee
equal to the greater of:

1. Option A or Option 8, as explained above or
2. 90 percent of its current year funding level.

The State and National Increases are used to increase the level of QOirect
Lean funds of institutions in a State If the combined FCCs resulting
from the Conditional Guarantees of all institutions in the State are
less than the State's already-determined apportionment and if national
appropriations are 9reater than the State allotments.

Beneficiaries Eligibility: Students are eligible for a loan if they are
enrolled on at least a haif-time basis and are making satisfactory academic
progress as determined by the institutions, or, have been acceoted for
enrolimext for at least half time at an eligiﬂﬁe tnstitutiony; and are
United States cifizens or are in the U.S. for other than a temporary
purpése and intend t¢ become permanent restdénts. Direct Loan appli-
cants must demonstrate financial need as deternined by one of the
approved reeds analysis systems.

Obligations of Oirect Loan Recipients: Recipients: Participating insti-
tutions Must submit a combined tiscal Operations Report and Application
Foem which functions both as an application for future funds and as
an annual report of past operations for SEQG, WS, and Oirect Loans.

Beneficiaries: Before leaving the institution, the borrower must have
an exit interview with appropriate school officials and must sign a
repayment schedule which specifies the amount and length of repayment.

Quration and Phasing of Assistance: Recipients: Each institution main-
tains a Revolving gund whicnh receives annual Federal <Capital Contrib-
utions, repayments from 1oans previously made, and an annual administra-

tive allowance. The institution makes loans to borrowers from cash rlow
available in the Revolving Fund. .

Beneficiaries: Students may bdorrow a total of: (a) $3,000 if they are
enrolied i{n a vocational program or if they have compie”.d less than two
years of a program leading ta a bachelor's degree; (b) 56,000 if they
are undergraduates and have ailready compieted two years of study toward 2
bachelor's degree (this total includes; any amount borrowed under the
Oirect Loan Program for the first two,years of study); {c) $12,000 for
graduate or professional study (this total includes any amount borrowed
unger tae Direct Loan Program for yndergraduate study).




Duration -and Phasing of Assistance (Continued)

Students.make no payménts and are charged no interest while they are
-attending a postsecondary institution. Loan repayment begins six months
after the borrower leaves school. The duration of repayment is ysually
ten years and the borrower may repay on & monthly, bi-monthly, or quarterly
:bas1s.

The- borrower’s repayment period may be deferred not’ to exceed three years
for 4ervice as @ volunteer with VISTA, the Peace Corps;, a tax-exempt
-organization performing service comparable to VISTA or Peace Corps, for
military sarvice or for service as an officer in the Conmissioned Corps
of ‘the-U.S: Public Helath Service. Repayment may also be deferred during
a. period not to exceed three years during which the borrower is temporirily
totally disabled or is unable to secure employment because he or she is
providing care required by a spouse' who 1s so disabled. Two year
deferménts are granted to borrowers who are serving internsnips required
to. begin jprofessional practice or service. A percentage of the total
~ 1oan: anount may bé cancelled for individuals provwaing special services
' 4n spécific teaching areas and for members of the Armed Forces of the
United Stites’ serying in areas of hostility.

A borrower may have up to 100 percent of the loan cancelled if he or she
teaches full-time in an elementary or secondary school serving low-income
students or in full-time teaching of the handicapped. Loan cancellation
rates are 15 percent of the original loan principal, plus interest on
the .unpaid ba’ance, for the first and second years of teaching; 20 percent
of such principal and interest for the third and fourth years of teaching;
.and. 30 percent for the fifth year. Up to 100 percent cancellation must
.be under certain conditions if the borrower serves as & fulletime staff
mémber in a Head Start program. An institution must cancel! up to 50
percent of & loan when the borrowers serves in the Armed Forces for at
least one year. There s also cancellation of any remaining 1loan
obligation upon the death of the borrower or in the event of permanent
and total disability.

RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

Quring 1982-83, the Departmant of Education emphasized the need for
institutions to <ollect past Ioags more effectively ana thus make more
1oan funds available to students.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

An increasing volume of defaulted Direct Loans were turned over to the
Department of Education for collection. In many instances, these default-
ed Yoans were not being successfully pursued Cy colleges and universities.
Turning over such loans to the Department has resulted in more effective
coliection by commercial collection agencies under contract to ED. I[n
1982-83, $20.0 miltion was collecied in defaulted loans returned Lo £D
5y institutions for collection, an increase of 77 percent over the
198182 figure of 3511.3 million. The Department is 2iso intensifying
its requlation and oversignht of ioan portfolio quality bv sirsngthening
due diligence regquirements which ¢olleges must meet in carrying out
their collection activities.




Ci. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Sco?e: Private colleges and universities were allotted 47 perc2nt
of the 1932-83 Federal Capital Contribution although they enroll only
about 22 percent of all students. Private universities and four-year
institutions received 45 percent (378.5 million) while private two-year
colleges received 2 percent ($3.5 million), Public universities and
four-year instituticns received 38 percent ($65.9 million) and public
2-year colleges, 3 percent {$5.2 million). 8orrowers attending Propridt-
?Ex ichools received about 12 percent of NDSL capital contribution
D).

Student Participation: During 1981-82, total Direct Loan funds of approx-
imately 3590 miiiion were awarded to an estimated 750,266 borrowers. The
average award was 3774, This is the latest available data.

The average Direct loan to first-time, full-tiine freshmen generally
inéreased from 31046 in 1980-81 to $1138 during the, two-year peridd -from
, 1980-81 thru 1982-83 -(See Tables 1 and 2), an average annual inéréase of
4.4 percent, ‘lncreases fn average loan -amounts -occurred primarily -among
freshitan recipients -attending medium and. higher ¢ost. 1nstitutions. for
example, freshmen attending schools. costing betwéen $4001- $5000- had
average loans of $1115 in 1982-83 and $983 in 1980-81, Those attending
the most® expensive category of .institutions (36001+) ‘had’ average Toans
of $1273 in 1982-83 and I3'1142 in 198081, Huwever, freshimen in the
least expensive colleges ($0-$3000) haa average decreases in average
loan amounts, For example, these borrgwers had average loans of $778 in
1982-83 and $859 in 1980-81, an avérage decrease of 5,2 percent annually
during the two-year period, A similar decline occurred for recipients
in the next least expensive institutional category ($3001-4000),

The percentage of freshmen participating in the Dircct Loan program de-
clined very sharply from 1980-81 thru 1982-83, 1In 1980-81, 9.9 percent
of all students recefved a Direct loan., 1In 1982-83, however, only 6.7
percent of all students participated in this program, This decline in
participation occurred across all institutional cost categories and the
reduction of participation rates was pronounced both for the group attend-
ing the least expensive category of colleges and for the group attending
the highest cost category of institutions. For example, in the lowest-
cost category {$0-S3000); there was a deciine in participation from §.,8
percent in 1980-81 to 2.0 percent in 1982.83 (E.2).

Types of 8enefits, Jrovided: The program Pays an annual Federal Capital
Contrioution to the institution and the institution pfovides a 1:9 match-
ing share, The institutifon is also entitled to an administrative cost
allowance for the Jirect Loan, %York Study, and SEOG funds which equals
five (5) percent of the first $2,750,000, plus four (4) percent for
expenditures gr2ater tnan $2,730,000 but 1less than 35,500,000, 2lus
three (3) percant for expenditures in excass of $4,400,000,

Students rec2ive lowe-ingares: loans which may bHe raepaid over a2 lony
period of time {up to tea Jears) and nay aiso be eligidle For deferral
for various types of sarvisce {s2e "Duration and Phasing 05-4551suarge“)

In ade¢izics, borrowers may have ail or a por<ion of ineir Direct Loan

OOIIQGE}QI‘I cangatiag if tney t2aca in an “J’”’!El‘ltal‘j 2 sacongary $Shon)
offiC1al.y aesignatad as a igw-income 33100
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Program Effectiveness: .The annual Feder2l Capital Contribution for Ofrect
Loans is allotted first to States, then to institutions within each State,
gnd finally to students. An important issue for program effectiveness

is the extent to which these different allocation patteras result in an
equitable distribution of funds consistent with Tegisiative intent.

State Oistributinns

The Oirect Loan allotment formula has only a single criterion: the
ratio of higher education full-time enrdliment within a State to total
full-time enroliment in all States and areas. It is not surprising,
therefore, that the number of students receiving Oirect Loans within
States s highly correlated (.99) with full-time erroliment within
Stites, However, when the average amount of Direct Loan per full-time
-student within each State is compared with a measure of student financial
néed {the mean Pel) Grant eligibility index for that State), there is a
moderate]y strong correlation {.51), These comparisons tend to show that
FCC allotments to States, while proportional to enrollment, dre also
moderately well correlated with the financial need of students within
states (E.3).

Student Distributions

Although State allotments corre]ate only moderately well with a measure of
overall student need within States, redistribution of Oirect Loan funds
by institutions themselves appears to be consistent with Tegisiative
intent,

It is generally agreed that a measure of equity fs achieved when 1) pro-
gram participation rates are highest for recipients from lower-income
families and decrease as family income increases, 2) the dverage amount
of direct loan for a given gducational cost range shows moderate varfation
with income as a percentage of average total cost. Using these equity
criteria, it can be seen from Tables 1 and 2 that a fair degree of equity .
has been achieved in the distribution of Oirect Lloans to students.

For example, Oirect Loan participation rates range from about 12 percent
in the Towest family income category {less than $9300) to only 3,3 percant
{n ‘the highest income category (540,000 or more). This indicates that a
larger percentage of needier students receive Oirect Loans, is intended.
Oirect Loans comprise between 21 percent and 23 percent of average total
cost of recipients (Table 2). Although only a small percentage of recip-
fents from higher-income families participate in the program, their
gredter financial need oftan reflects special circumstances and most
often they are attending lower-cost schools. Although the higher income
groups receive larger Qirect {oans comprising a Iarger percentage of
tota) costs, the net effect of Oirect Loan distributfons is to fulfill
the equity criteria.




Table i
Full-Tima Freshmen

Direct Loan, Fall 1980
first-Time Fuli-Time Dependent Students

Family Incone ]
COST OF LESS  $10000 $20000 $30000
EDUCATION- THAN THRYU THRY  THRU
{$) 5 $9999 19999 29999 39999

0-3000 AVG $ 650, 767, 946, 1197,
% -Al0 7.2% 7.51 6.09 3.98
RATIO 25.52 28.66 34.91 43.88

300%-4000 AVG $ 732, 334, . 1147, 1397,
. % AlD 12,18 14.70 10.49 6.09
RATI0 21.46 27.21 33.3¢  40.61

4001-5000 AVG § aal, 895, 1085, 1186,
% AlD 14.76 13.97 11.15 6.28
RATIO 17.98 19.55 23.04  25.97

5001-6000 AVG $ 915, 1015, 1060, 1250.

% AlO 11.49) 13.45 11.80 7.56
RATI0 17.36 19.18 19.97  23.48

6000 + AVG $ 1024. 1073, 1097.  1278.
~ AlD 25.91 26.47 22.41 12.64
RATIO 14,53 14.99 15,10 17.08

AVG $ 811, =~ 948,  1084.
¢ AID  11.98  13.84  11.14
RATIO  20.85 23,10  26.14

e

Daté base = First-time Freshman Dependent
AYG § = Average Doila 35 Per Recipient
% AID = f of Recipient/Total Students
RATIO s (AVG § Per Recipient/Avg. Cost) 100

-

Sourca: E.3,




Table 2

Diregt Loan, Fall 1982
Firet-Time Full-Yime Dependent Students

Family Income

COoST GF . LESS $10000 $20000 $30000 $40000
EOUCATION S CTHAN  THRU  THRU  THRU OR
(s) < $3999 19999 29999 39999 . MORE

- 0-3000 AVG $ g12. 662. 742,  906. 1357,
% AID 2.88 2.85 2.55 0.90 0.64
RATIO 28.93  23.45  26.14 31,80  47.85

3001-4000  AVG $ 906, 963,  930. 1032, 1428,
% AID 4.6 5.5 3,99 2.58  1.36
RATIO 25.81 26,91 25.97 28,70  39.59

4001-5000 AVS $ 865. 1064. 1228, 1156, 1278,
% AID 12,62 13.64 9,80 5.73 2,05
RATIO 19.57  24.1¢ 27.84 26,15  28.82

$001-6000 AVG $ 932, 1014, 1175. 11587, 1354.
% AID 12.83 11.22 8.88  4.85 V.72
RATIO 17.62 19.20 22,33 21.92 25.5]

AVG $ 1176, 1254, 1228, 1375.. 1381,
% AID 17.97  i8.51 15.28 10.38 2.83
RATIO 15,00 15.61 15.306 16,33  'R.21

AVG $ 973. 1084, 1156, 1219, 1357.
% AID 9.98 10.65 8.43 5.36 2.03
RATIO 20,76 22.51 23.77  24.01 23.39

Ibaté base = First-time Freshman Dependent
AVG $ = Average Doilars Per Recipient
% AID = # of Recipient/Total Students
RATIO = {AVC $ Per Recipient/Avg. Cost) 100

Source: E.2.




Table 3

Participation in the Direct Loan Procram
8y Sex and Race for First-time, Full-time
fependent Students Fall 1932

$l- 3 $15,000 325,000
5,999 24,999 39,000

| Male

% Participating . 9.0
Average Per Recipient g 81,098

femile

% Participating . 10,0
Average Per Recipient $1,087

Bla:zk

% Participating . . 16.4
Average Per Recipient $ 809

White

% Participating . 9.2
Average Per Recipient ° $1,096

All Students

% Parcicipating
Average Per Recipient

Source: E.2.
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0: Plans. for'Prog_"m' Improvement and Recommendations for l.egislation

In 'FY 1984 $16,060,000 was appropriated for a capital coatribution to in-
stituticnal fevolving Toén funds in addition to approximately $530,487,000
. .available - in' finstitutions for new loans from loans in repayment. A
amount: of $19,800,000 was feduested to meet payments to institutions
when student ‘nans are cancelled-by teaching obligations.

Inéiréased efforts are being -made to reduce outstanding defaults in the
=Direct Loan program by strengthening institutional due Giligence ~Juire-
ments and by intensifying collection activities. These efforts will
result in more funds becoming available for new loans. .

~Support1ng Stud'ies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above'

Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
'Education, 1983,

The Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP), University of
: Califcrnt.‘ja at Los Ageles, Califomia, 1983.

“A Report on the Funds Oistributfon Formula Under the Campus-Based
Programs". U.S. Department of Education. March 15, 1983.

F. Gther Supporting Data:

Table 1 and 2 provide the distribution of Oirect Loan Freshmen by family
income and cost of education as well as the average loan amount and the
percéntage of total cost met by these Toans. Table 3 provides the
distribution by income, race and sex. Data for the 1983-84 academic
yeaf will be available in the Spring of 1984. The datad indicates that
women as 3 whole had higher rates of participation although loan amounts
were almost the same as men. Blacks, however, generally borrowed at
higher rates than whites but considerably smaller amounts. These compar-
isons vary somewhat by income but ‘are generally consistent.

111, RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

Studies in progress are as follows:

l.' The CIRP survey referred to in E.1 above provides annual data on
distribution of aid from Federal stident 4id programs far first-time
full-time freshmen by race énd by sex.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Robert Coates, (202) 245-2320
Program studies: Dan Morrissey, {202) 245-7484




WORK STUOY PROGRAM
(CFDA No, 84.033)

Highlights:

o Although Work Study (WS) funds are distributed to students on the
basis of financial need, funds are distributed to states cn the basis
of the number of students in states,

Altirough the average W3 awardl/ for first time full timé students
(FTFT) increased from $686 to $725, it met a smaller percentage of
total cost in 1982-83 than in 1980-81, (11, C)

The percentage of FTFT students participating declined from 15.0 in
1980-81 to 12,8 in 1982-83, (11, ¢)

Total program funding increased in FY 1983-34 to $590 million from
$528 million in 1982-83, (I)

1. PROGRAM PROFILE :

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965; Public Law 89-329, Title IV,
Part C; 42 U.S.C. 2751-2756b; Public Law 92-318, 94-482, 95.566, %6-374,
and 97-12,

-

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $600,000,000 $550,000,000
1980 630,000,000 550,000,000
1981 670,000,000 550,000,000
1982 550,000,000 528,000,000
1983 $50,000,000 $90,000,000

Purpose: To stimulate and promote part-time employment for students
attending postsecondary institutions who need the earnings to help
meet the cost of their education, Federal grants to institutions are
used to subsidize up to 80 percent of a student's part-time wages with
the {emainder provided by the employer, which may be the institution
fiself,

Authorization for Work Study programs also provides for Job Location
and Oeveiopment Centers which assist students in locating potential
nart-time employment, Up to 10 percent of the Work Studx grant up to
a maximum of 325,000 may be used to support these centars, 2/

.The institution is also antitled to an administrative cost 3l1lowance for
sxpenoitures whicn aguals five (3) percent of the first 32,750,000, plus
four {1} percent for axpenditurses gJredtar 3han $2,730,000 bdut Tess
*han 35,300,300, olus tnree {3) perzant for eoxpendizures in axcass of
$3,300,000.
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3 . Relationship to Other Student Aid Programs

' The‘Hork Study program is the work component of the financial aid system
-consisting of grants, #ork, and lToans. It provides the student with an

> altervative to using Toans for meeting educational costs. 1In some e}
0 instances, when ysed with Toans, it can provide 'sufficient funds to '
: attend a higher cost. college. The majority of Work Study awards to Cs
§ individuals are ysed for on-campus employment and the remainder for :
- off-campus public service jobs or jobs with non-profit organizations.

:

Eligibility: Accredited higher education institutions (public, other
non-profit, and proprietary) meeting eligibility requirements, and non-
profit organizations, including educational institutions, may participate
as employers. Funds are first allotted among the States according to
statutory formula and then to institutions under both statutory require-
ments and program regulations.

Allocation of Funds: One percent of each year's NS appropriation is
reserved for Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific 1slands. An unspecified amount _is also reserved

i for students fromIthe lTast two of these areas who attend institutions
outside of those areas. Ninety percent of the remaining funds are allotted
by formula to the 50 States, the District of .Columbia, the Northern
Mariana Islands and Puerto Rico. The balance makes up the national
appropriation.

. WS funds to be distributed to institutions are computed in thrée stages:

1. A “"CLonditional Guarantee",

2. A "State lncrease” based on its "fair share" of the State

] apportionment (noted above}, and

-~ 3. A “"National 1Increase” based on fits “fair share" of the nationa!
T appropriation.

The WS Conditional Guarantee 1% computed as follows:

A. An institution that participated in the WS prograin in the base year
receives a Conditional Guarantee equal to its 1979-80 expenditure
(unless it has suffered a substantial enroliment decline).

An  institution applying for first-time participation receives an
award equal to the greater of:

1. $5,000; or

2. 90 percent of the average per studeni WS base year expenditure
at comparable eligible institutions, muitiplied by the applicant
school's basa year enroliment.

An institution applying for the second time to the CuS program
receives a Conditional Guarantee equal %o the 9reatar of:

1. The funds determined by Section B.1 above; or
2. The funas determined dy Saction 8.2 1dova; or
3. 90 percent of its current year allocalion.
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Allocation of Funds (Continued)

In any year in which the combined Conditional Guarantees of all the insti-
tutions in a State are less than the State's allotment as determined above,
the awards to institutions in that State may be increased {i.e., 3 “State
Increase” occurs). 1If the sum of the Conditional Guarantees and State
Increases awarded to institutions is less than the national WS appropria-
tion for that year, additional funds are provided through a similar
"Kattonal Increase.”

The State apportionment formula is based equally on three factors:

1) The number of full-time postsecondary students in a State relative
to the total number of students in the 53 areas;

2) The number of high school graduates in each .State relative to the
total number for the 53 areas; and

3) The number of related children under 18 years of age;, living in
famiifes with incomes .of Tess than’ $3,000 in each area relative
to the total number of such children in the 53 areas.

Obligations of Work-Study Recipients:

Recipients: Annual reports are required,

Beneficiaries: Student participants must maintain satisfactory academic
progress.

Beneficiaries' Eligibility: Undergraduate, graduate, or professional
students enroiled oar accepted for enrollment as regular students who are
maintaining satisfactory progress in accordance with the standards and
practices of the institution. They must demonstrate financial need as
determined by the institution using an ED approved needs analysis system,
cannot owe 3 refund on a Title IV grant,. not be in default on a Title IV
loan, and meet citizen/resident requirements. The size of the award
depends on the rate of pay and number of hours worked., The minimum wage
law appiies.

Aoplicant Requirements:

Recipients: Participating institutions submit a single Fiscal Qperations
Report and Application Form for the Work Study, Supplemental Zducational
Opportunity Grant and National Direct Student Loan Programs. Newly
participating institutions submit only the application form.

Seneficiarfes: EZligible students apply for assistance to the insti-
wution's student financial aid office,

Buration ana Phasing of Assistanca:

Recipients: Funds are awarced ¥or usa g9y 3articipating iastitutions for
one award yaar at 3 time,

3eneficiarias: udork Study awards arz not autImacicaily rznawed Hut ars

made annually as part of 3 financial aid package to <hosa Jamonstrating
financial need,

304




Duration and Phasing of Assistance: (Continued}

Additional funds are to be allotted, if necessary, to make each State's
allotment equal to its FY 1972 allotment.

I1. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)
A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the ODepartment of Education emphasized the following
goals and objectives with respect to the Work Study program:

0 To encourage use of Work Study funds to support tutoring for adult
literacy and employment at eligible day-care centers.

.0 To promote greater use of Job Location and Development Centers which
provide cupport to fnstitutional administrators in locating and develop-
“ing part-time off-campus employment for students.

B. Pregress and Accomplishments

o Approximately 400 institutions had established Job Locator and Develop-
ment Centers by the beginning of the 1982-83 school year.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: Ouring 1982-83, approximately $523 million in Work Study
funds went to institutions. This provided partial funding for 820,000
students along with administration costs. Private four-year institutions
received 38 percent (over $220 million) while private two-year institu-
tions received 1.4 percent or $8 million. Public four-year institutions
received 42 percent (3246 million); public two-year schools were allocated
16 percent (594 million); and proprietary institutions were awarded 25
percent, or, $14 million.

Information on WS awards for FY 1983 by student by institutional type and
control is not available. However, a recent study (E.3) of all student
employment administered by the institution through the aid office indi-
cates that in the Fall of 1982, about 13 percent of all educational costs
were covered by jJnstitutionally administered work programs which is
consistent with data collected from first time full time studenis on WS
participation. (£.1)

The study estimates that Work-Study earnings financed about 19 percent
of all costs in public dinstitutions but only 10 percent in privately
controllad schools even though private colleges received a proportionatzly
higher total amount than public institutions. OQoiTar awards, which
averaged between $720 for freshmen to $830 for juniors and saniors, were
generally higher in private institutions but by less than 3100 in most
cases, (E.3)

In Eddftion, approximately 400 institutions had estaclished Job Location
and DJeveiopmeat Centa2rs Dy &the odeginning of the 1932-33 schooi year
according to program informatfon. (E.1)




C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Student Participation: Average Work Study awarda_/ for first time full
time dependent students generally increased over the two-year period from
FY 1980 to FY 1982 (Tables 1 and 2); however, this increase was partly
offset by decreases for selected recipient groups, measured by family
incume and cost of education. [n particular, there were decreases in
average Work Study awards for recipients in the lowest family income
categories {less than $9999) attending the two lowest educational cost
catégorfes ($0-$3000 and $3001-$4000}. Only at the most expensive insti-
tutions {$6001+) were there consistent increases in average awards during
thé geriod. However, that increase averaged only 3% annudlly for the
two-year period.

The percentage of first time full time dependent students participating in
the Work-Study program also declined from about 15 percent in FY 1980 to
12.8 percent in FY 1682, Decreases in participation were characteristic
of the entire institutional-tost range aithough the decline in the highest
cost colleges was snalt. Some increases in participation rates occurred
in the. $20, 000-$40,000 family income groups attending the least expensive
1nstitutions. Increased WS participation, however, was observed for
this same income group attending the highest cost category of institutions.

Information on graduate and professional student participants is limited.
However, in FY 1981 they made up slightly more than ten percent of all
recipients. Earnings averaged $593 compared with the national average
of $701, Independent undergraduate students earned $941 and made up
almost 21 percent of all recipients. Undergraduate dependent student
earnings ranged from $718 to $777 depending upon fanily income {(E.3).

Types of Benefits Provided: The program pays up to 80 percent of the
aarnings.-of students in eligible jobs to institutions or participating
public or privatz nonprofit organizations, thus assuring students of
work opportunities. Proprietary institutions receive WS funds only for
students employed 1in public or private non-profit organizations. In
addition, the participating institutions gain the services of students
at one-fifth of the usual cost because of the Federal subsidy.




Table 1

Participation of First Time Full Time
Dependent Students in Work-Study Grant Program,
Fall 1980

Family Income
CﬁST OF LESS $10000 $20000 $30000 $40000

EDUCATION THAN THRY THRY THRY OR
($) $9999  $19999 $29999  $39999  MORE

0-3000 AVG § 613, 602, 623. 581, 630,
% AID 21,21 16.52 9.78 5.08 2.61 .
RATIO 24,09 22.50 22,97 21,30 22,97

3001 -4000 AVG $ 626, 642, 628. 639, 744,
% AID 22.24 20,03 12,74 6.54 2.43°
RATIO 18.36 18.71 18.25° 18,59 21.47

4001-5000 AYG.§ 663, 670, 699, 709, 598,
% AID ' 28,78 2262 15,02 8.76 3.27
RATID 14,52 . 14,62 15.28 16.53 13.08

5001-6000  AVG $ 682, 719, 737. 735, 745,
% A10 18,24  20.4) 17.72 11,60 4,87
RATIO  12.93  13.6D  13.87 13.80  13.87

AVG $ 8l4. 812, 801, 787. 756.
% AID 41,35 38.86 32,24 19,74 5.90
RATIO 11,55 11,35 1t.02 10.52 9.78

AVG & 662, 683, 697, 703, 720,
% AID 23.64 21,54 16,38 9,08 3.63
RATID 17.03 16.65 16.81 16.48 18.37

Data base = First-time Freshman Dependent Student
AVG § = Average Dollars Per Recipient

% AID = # of Recipients/Total Students

RATIO = (AVG § Per Recipient/AVG COST) 100

Source: Sacondary Data Analysis of Cooperative Institutional Research
Program - Fall 1982, OPBE/PES/SIAD




Table 2

Participation of First Time Full Time
Dependent Students in Work-Study Grant Program,
Fall 1982

Family Income
COST OF LESS $10000 $20000 30000 $40000

EDUCATION THAN THRU THRY THRY OR
($) $9999  $19999 529999 $39999  MORE

AVG $ 570. 615. 579. 634. 568.
% AID 18.47 14.72 10.21 , 6.87 2.58
RATIO 20.30 21.76 20.37 22.24  20.02

3021-4000 AVG $ 565. 592. 602. 607. 717,
. % AlD 14.52 11.35 7.56 5.2 2.50
RATIO 15.84 16.54 16.81 16.87 19.88

4001 -5000 AVG $ 671. 580. 680. 653. 764.
f % AID 21.0% 17.91  112.26 7.16 3.10
RATIO 15.17 13.17 15.41 14.78 17.24

5001-6000 AVG § 682. 719. 724. 696. 658.
) % AID 24.37 18.56 12.78 7.77 3.51
RATIO 12.88 13.62 13.76 13.19 12.40

6001 + AVG $ 831. 854. 344, 8£3. 842.
% AID 38.02 38.78 34.14 25.31 8.19
RATIO 10.61 10.63 10.35 10.25 9.27

AVG § 685. 702. 738. 753. 782,

% AID 21.93 19.31 14.69 10.23 4.61
RATIO 14.62 14.87 15.04 14.82 13.48

Data base = First-time Freshman Dependent Student
AVG § = Average Dollars Per Recipient

% AID = # of Recipients/Total Students

RATIO = (AVG § Per Recipient/AVG Cost) 100

Source: Secondary Oata Analysis of Cooperative Institutional Research
program - Fall 1982, OPSE/PES/SIAD




C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Program Effectiveness:

There is a critical question about whether WS funds have been distributed
in a manner that is consistent with the législative intent of assisting
Students who need earnings to meet the cost of education. Since funds are
provided first to States, then to institutions, and finally to students,
distribitions at all_three Yevels must be considered in assessing a response
to this question, .

State Distributions

While the statutory distribution formula is compiex, a comparison of the
total WS distributions with the total number of full-time students in each
§_tate5 indicated almost a perfect correlation (.994)., However, when the
average work-study distribution per full-time student was compared with a
measure. of student need (the mean Pell Grant eligibility index for the
Staté), there was a low correlation (.10), Thus, State allocations are
apparéntly not based on the financial need of students within States but,
rather, on the number of students in States.

Institutional Distribution ;

Institutional data are not available, A review of the distribution formula
outlined above under the Recipient Eligibility section suggests that insti-
tutional appropriatinns were based originally on the 1979-80 aggregate
level of WS earnings required to meet educational costs. Recently, this
approach has been modified and distributions to institutions are less
Tikely to be representutive of actual need.

Student Distributions _/

Despite the fact that allotments to states are not correlated with financial
need, distributions from {institutions to ‘students suggest that tha intent
of the legislation is being closely foifowed. The first measure 15 cost
equity: funds are distributed consistently within college cost category
regardless of income level, The second measure is whether increased parti-
cipation rates occur within an income group regardless of cost, Average
awards should also rise,

With regard to cost equity, a review of the Fall 1982 program partici-
pation for first time full time dependent students indicates that the
share of WS earnings used to meet educational costs (percent of earnings
divided by educational costs) is remarkably consistent across all income
categories although the ratio decreases slightly at the most expensive
fnstitutions, In addition, the average award levels remafned about the
same across income categories and generally increasad as costs increasad,
Thus, as defined, cost equity was achieved.




¢, Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness {Conti:ued)

With regard to {ncome equity, program participation rates appear to be
primarily related to family income averaging from 22 percent for the lowest
income groups to 5 percent for the highest income level. This is consistent
for all of college groups. In addition, the pariicipation rates increase
within an income group as the ccst of education increases. Thus fncome
equity as defined has also been achieved, Similar patterns can be observed
for Fall 1982 for both ctst equity and income, suggesting jnstitutional
equity 1s consistent over time.

With regard to the increased use of earnings as a means of meeting educa-
tional costs, we find that participation rates and the ratio of awards to
costs, fell from 198081 to 1982-83 overall and in most cost/income
categories. Mean dollar amounts increased, refiecting th¢ increased need
for WS earnings at a time of increasing costs and reduced employment
opportunities, A slight reduction in participation rates, however, would
be expected since the fotal appropriation. gqr the two periods fell from
$550 million (1979} to $528 million (19u2)2/. Tne FY 1983 appropriation
of $690 million should reverse this trend.

-

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The Work Study Program is considered an essentfal component of the Admini-
stration's package of student financid? 4id. To this end, an increase fn
funding has been proposed to assure that students would. have adequate work
opportunities to provide far their self help (work/ioan) commitment in
meeting educational costs.

E. Supgorting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above:

1, Program Files, Qffice of Pastsecondary Educatiri, U,S, Department of
€ducation, Washington, 0.C.

2. The Cooperative Institutfonal Research Program (CIRP), University of
California at Los Angeles, California, 1983.

3, The American Council on Education, “Studen’: ‘Financial Aid.for Full
Time Undergraduates", HEP Survey #60, We hington, 0.C, 1983

$. U.S. Oepartment of Education, A Review of the Oistribution Formula
for the College 3ased Programs, Unpudlished study, 1983,

F. OQOther Supporting Data:

Tabla 3 provides a summary of the distribution of Work«Study racipients dy
family income, sex, and race: by average amcunt o7 Work-Study awards and the
sersentage 0 gotal students obtaining thesa awards. 9verall, women hava
an 13 percant higner parsicipation ratz than men and blacks have 2 aearly
22 sercant higner participation rate tnan anitas. Thase variatioas 2iffer,

of coursa, by income cacagories.




Table 3

Participation in the WS Program
8y Sex for First Time, Full Time

Dependent Students, Fall 1982

$1-
5,999

$ 6,000
14,999

$15,000
24,999

$40,000
AND
up

Male

% Participating
Average Per Recipient

female

% Participating
Average Per Recipient

8lack

% Participating
Avérage Per Recipient

. Wiite

) % Participating
Average Per Recipient

All Students

% Participating
Average Per Recipient

22,1
- § 765

22.5
$ 668

22.3
$ 770

22.2
$ 679

22.3
$ 684

19.8
$ 728

21,7
§ 682

15.8
$ 629

20.4
§ 690

20.9
§ 700

15.9
$ 728

16.6
$ 730

i1.3
§ 748

$778

11.6
$ ?%4

13.7
$ 707

15.2
$ 726

i2.5
$ 720

12.7
$ 729

Source:

Fall 1982, OP8E/PES/SIAD

Secondary Data Analysis of Cocperative Institutional Research Program -
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_ Y11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 317(b):

Studies in progress are:

1. The CIRP survey referred to in E.1 abave provides annual data on
distribution of 2id from federal stydent 2id,programs for first-
time full-time freshmen. (QOata for the 1983-84 academic year will
be available during Spring, 1984.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Robert Coates, (202) 245.2320
Program studies: 0an Morrissey, (202) 245.7884
Notes A .

1. ¥Work Study awards to students include both the Federal and the insti-
tutional portidn. Mean awards may not be calculated by dividing the
total federal appropriation by the number of participatiag students
due- to reductions in the total because of administrative cost allowances
and transter of funds.

The Work Study appropriation in FY 19B3 consfsted of a 3540 miliion

appropriation and 2 supplement2l amount of $50 million authorized by
Public Law 98-B (sometimes known as the “Emergency Jobs Bill1"). Since
Public Law 98-8 represented an authoriZation aoxternal to the WS Program,
no change in the WS authorization level was required.

Ten percent of the institution's Federal allocation may also be used to
develop "Community Service Learmning" programs uh]ch provide public
service work study jobs related to the student's; academic program.
However, these Programs have rarely been implemented.

WS earnings make up about one-fifth of all student eamings. It
will not be possible to separate oyt the particular effect of this
program on college going or college selestion. Attention to this issue
is included in the overview of Federal Postsecondary Education programs
section, .

The WSP program 1is forwird-funded. Funds appropriatad for a fiscal
yedr are ysed in the next academic year. For 2xampie, FY 1982 appro-
priations were used during the academic year 1982-83.
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UPWARO BOUHD
{CFOA No. 84.047)

Highlights:

o The Administration proposed reducing fuerding for The Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Students.

1. PROGRAM PRAFILE

Legislation: Sections 417A and 417C, Title IV of the Higher Education Act
as amended; 20 L.S.C. 1070d, 1070d-1a.

Funding Since 