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Foreword

ThisThis is the 13th annual report to Ccngress on federally funded education
programs and the fourth such report submitted by the Department of Educa-
tion. The Annual Evaluation Report responds to Congressional mandates
in Section 417(i) of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA), in Section
1246 of the Education Amendmeats of 1978, and in Section 1305 of the Educa-
tion Amendments of 1980.

The Planning and Evaluation Service in the Office of Planning, 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 format are as follows:

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

II. Response to GEPA 417(gl, which contains the major sections of
information spec in the mandate. Part A identifies program goals and
objectives which pertained in fiscal year 1983 to the implementation of
legislative purposes. Part B, on progress and accomplishments, shows how
the program was implementing goals and objectives in 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 effect of those funds and services. Part 0, on plans for program
improvement and recommendations for legislation, describes the plans of
program offices to improve program operations, and the legislative intitia-
tives of the Administration regarding that program. Part E, on supporting
studies and analyses, lists studies 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;

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

evallation contracts in effect during the fiscal year of the report.

vii
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The GEPA mandate refers to "applicable programs" as the subject of the
report. Program consolidation, reorganization, and termination of author-
ization or appropriations, have made more difficult than ever this year
the definition of an 'applicable programs for Purposes of reporting.
Nonetheless, we began once again with the ell-purpose table of programs
prepared by the Budget Service, as our basic source. As the report
developed during fiscal year 1983, we eliminated a few chapters for
programs which had neither received appropriations for that year nor had
grantee projects operating in the field. We also added a chanter on
programs which the Congress had consolidated in 1981 under the Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act, but wnich kept alive their identity
and activities through the Secretary's Discretionary Fund established
under that legislation.

I would appreciate further suggestions on making the report still more use-
ful to you in your work. Please direct your comments to Edward Glassman,
Policy Analysis Coordinator in Planning and Evaluation Service, at

(202) 472-9235 or at the address below.

c/-1112444.g/L--

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

For copies while our limited
supply lasts, contact: Mr. Edward 8. Glassman

Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation
Planning and Evaluation Service
Room 3127, F08-6
400 Maryland Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20202

(202) 472-9235

viii
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Highlights of Analyses on the Education Consolidation

and Improvement Act of 1981

Immldiately after the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981
(ECIA) 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, focused on the 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 those programs became avail-
able, as did information on the first full year of operation of programs
under the Secretary's Discretionary Fund established by Chapter 2 of the
ECIA.

Issues about Chapter 1 (and Title I) 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 to
issues about funds distribution and use. Similar issues pertain to the
first year of the operations of the Secretary's Discretionary Fund.

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

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

o About students and services

- Data from the States describing their FY 1982 Part A programs showed
(a) slight declines in students served, (b) emphasis on students in
grades I through 6 :69% of the students served), and (c) emphasis on
reading (70% of all participants got reading instruction);

- Districts reported using varying eligibility definitions and student
selection procedures, with 44 percent of districts serving all

eligible public school 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
pulled students from their regular classes for Title I activities,
but use of in-class approaches was increasing;

- Local educators perceived the same flexibility in Chapter I for

selecting schools as previously in Title I (although many of those

who noted more flexibility also complained about it).



o About effectiveness

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

II. 29stvFindi1211ystuChater2 (see Report Chapter 104)

o About the distribution of funds

- Data from State applications showed States reserving 19% for State
use, of which 13% (2% of the total) von 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 resulting in funding increases to two-thirds of the
Nation's districts;

- Of the Nation's largest 28 districts an/ cities, 12 received more
funds under the block grant than under tt..d previous programs, and 16
received less. The funding losses ranged from .03 of one percent t.'
1.8% of operating budgets.

o About districts' uses of the funds

- Thirty-three States reported to the Department about their districts'
uses of the block grant funds. Their data showed 85% of the funds
being used for education improvement trvi support, 6% for basic
skills, ana 9% for special projects.

- The American Association of School Administrators reported thct
15 percent or more of the rar districts responding to Its
survey were using their block grant funds for teacher salaries,
staff training, audiovisual equipment. computer hardware and soft-
ware, and books or materials.

III. Findings about the Secretary's Discretionary Fund (see Report Chapter 119)

o The Secretar'sDiscretionarPrcj of four types:

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

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

3. Three contained in House or Senate Appropriations Committee reports
in response to the Department's budget request ;National Diffusion
Network, Educational Television and Technology, lad Evaluation of
the Block Grant) for 48% of the fund.; and

4. Discretionary activities, supportel by the remaining 12: of the
funds.

12
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EDUCATION OF DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN (CHAPTER 1, ECIA)
FORMULA GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES (CFOA No. 84.010)

Highlights:

o Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981
(ECIA) was implemented nationwide for the first time in school year
1982-83, replacing the antecedent Title I, ESEA. Final regulations
and non regulatory guidance were pob1ishpd (Section II.B below).

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

o Description of District Practices study was completed (II.C).

o On November 18, 1983, Congress passed the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act of 1981 Technical Amendments, to improve the implementa-
tion of ECIA.

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act
A) of 1981, enacted as part of Subtitle 0 of Title V of the Omnibus

Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97 -35 (Expires September 30, 19$71.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year
Total

Authorization:

Total

Appropriation:
Appropriations
for LEA Grants: 1/

1979 $ 5,680,447,238 $ 3,228,382,000 $ 2,776,577,501

1980 6,291,969,913 3,216,343,000 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 assistance to local educational agencies

(LEAs) to meet the special needs of educationally deprived children.

Eli ible Reci ients: Chapter 1 provides formula grants to LEAs. Chapter 1

a so 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
ren in school attendance areas with high concentrations

or numbers of children from low - income families. Comparable services must
be provided to educationally deprived children who live in eligible attendance
areas but who attend private schools.

Chapter 1 Formula: The Department calculates county allocations based on a
formula 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.

14
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Applicant Requirements: LEAs submit applications to SEAs for approval at
;east 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:

o 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 deprived, low- income children.

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

o 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 consultation with parents and teachers of such children.

o Projects will be evaluated in terms of their effectiveness.

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

o Records and information necessary for fiscal audit and program evalua-
tion will be maintained.

II. 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 non regulatory guidance which increases State and local flexi-
bility in the design, implementation, and administration of programs.

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

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

B. Progress and Accomplishments:

o Final regulations for Chapter 1, ECIA were published on
1982. The regulations reflect the intent of Congress,
Chapter 1, to "eliminate burdensome, unnecessary, and
paperwork and free the schools of unnecessary Federal

direction, and control."

15
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8. Progress and Accomplishments: (continued)

O In July 1983, "Nonregulatory Guidance to Assist State Educational
Agencies in Administering Federal Financial Assistance to Local
Educational Agencies for Projects Designed to sweet 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 alternative approaches
to providing compensatory educational services that may be more in
keeping with local needs and circumstances, so long as they are not
inconsistent with the Chapter 1 statute and regulations.

o Under the "Secretary'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 implement program improvement
strategies. In FY 1983, the Department made 21 grant awards, total-
ling $1.048 million.

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

C. Costs, 8enefits. and Effectiveness:

Program Scope: The most recent data about this program are from school
year 1981-82. In ttat year, approximately $2.5 billion 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 term, and 187,000 students
during the summer. Grade levels served ranged from prekindergarten
(less than one percent of those served) through 12th grade (about one
percent of the children served); 69 percent of the children receiving
Title I services were in grades one through six.

Declines of roughly 12 percent were indicated in the timbers of public
school students served in Title I between 1978 and 1981. t similar de-
cline was noted in tl:e nunber of private school students served. The

nature and intensity of services Provided to private school participants
were generally comparable to those received by public school students (E.1).

As reported by 40 States, 54 percent of Title I participants in 1981-82
were white, 32 percent were black, 11 percent were Hispanic, one percent
were American ;ndian/Alaskan Native and one and a half percent were
Asian/Pacific Islanders (E.1).

Types of Benefits Provided: In school year 1981-82, 70 percent of all
program participants received compensatory instruction in reading, and
42 percent received supplementary mathematics instruction (E.1). 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 instructional, e.g., social studies (22 percent).
in addition, support services sucf as attendance and guidance counseling
(21 percent) and health/nutrition (18 percent) were also provided (E.:).

16
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness: (continued)

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

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

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

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

o Districts 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
di stricts.

o The predominant in setting was a pull-out program, but
the use of in-class instruction was increasing -- 30 percent of the
districts used an in-class approach for at least some of fleir
services.

o Title I Directors 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 input. Requirements related to PACs were viewed by Title 1
Directors as among the most burdensome and least necessary.

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

o 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 concerned that relaxed school selection
requirements would make it more difficult to target services effec-
tively.

o Phase III of the Description of District Practices study was com-
pleted on Septen*er 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.

17
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C. Costs, 8enefits, and Effectiveness: (continued)

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

o A majority of States (39) monitor their programs for quality as well
as for compliance. Program quality monitoring included such activi-
ties as classroom observation, 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
light of fewer Federal requirements; however, monitoring activities
would be affected by any funding level changes.

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

o 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.

o A majority of State coordinators said that evaluation data were im-
portant to improve programs, and they encouraged their districts to
use evaluation results. Approximately 3D Coordinators planned to
continue using the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System (TIERS),
though possibly in a modified form, to collect Chapter 1 information.

Program Effectiveness: Based on tne results of student achievement test-
ing States reported the following results in reading:

Table 1

1981-82 Title I Reading Achievement Results
for Students Tested on a Full-Year Schedule

(Based on data from 47 States)

Grade

Weighted

Number
Tested

Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile
Pretest Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest

2 91,464 37.7 39.0 1.4 28 30

3 107,891 34.2 36.4 2.2 23 26
4 108,376 34.7 37.4 2.7 23 28
5 113,194 34.9 38.2 3.4 24 29
6 95,646 35.4 38.7 3.3 24 30

7 64,161 34.9 37.4 2.5 24 28
8 57,938 34.5 37.7 3.2 23 28
9 31,644 33.4 35.8 2.4 22 25

10 12,473 31.2 32.0 .9
.1 20

11 10,567 30.6 31.2 .6 18 19

12 7,385 29.0 30.6 1.5 16 18

Source: 1981-82 State Performance Reports

18
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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)

Grade

Weighted
Number
Tested

Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile

Pretest Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest

2 252,404 31.3 39.8 8.5 19 32
3 238,607 31.6 38.4 6.8 19 29
4 229,700 31.5 37.8 6.3 19 28
5 215,766 31.5 37.8 6.3 19 28

6 180,989 31.8 37.6 5.7 19 28
7 132,655 31.4 36.1 4.8 19 26
8 101,807 31.2 35.8 4.6 19 25
9 55,431 31.3 35.9 4.6 19 25

10 28,851 30.7 34.7 4.0 18 23
11 15,250 28.5 32.2 3.7 15 20

12 8,148 26.3 31.1 4.8 13 19

Source: 1981-82 State Performance Reports

States reported the following results based on student mathematics
achievement testing:

Table 3

1981-82 Title I Mathematics Results
for Students Tested on a Full-Year Schedule

(Based on data from 47 States)

Grade

Weighted
Number
Tested

Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile

Prifiif-WittestPretest Posttest Gain

2 51,093 39.6 42.7 3.0 31 36

3 65,626 37.3 40.6 3.3 27 33
4 64,180 38.2 40.8 2.6 29 33

5 68,596 38.0 41.8 3.8 28 35

6 63,949 37.5 41.8 4.3 28 35

7 41,735 36.1 39.1 3.0 26 30
8 36,696 36.6 39.8 3.2 26 31

9 21,385 36.4 37.6 1.2 26 28
10 7,806 34.6 34.8 .2 23 24

11 6,764 35.8 36.4 .6 25 26

12 4,507 33.3 33.9 .6 21 22

Source: 1981-82 State Performance Reports
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C, Costs_a_Benefits and Effectiveness: (continued)

Table 4

1981-82 Title I Mathematics Achievement RE:SUitS
for Students Tested on a Fall-Spring Schedule

(Based on data from 47 States)

Weighted
Number Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile

Grade Tested Pretest Posttest taM Pretest Posttest

2 91,569 32.7 44.5 11.9 20 40
3 106,286 32.4 41.4 9.0 20 34
4 115,586 31.7 41.6 9.9 19 35
5 116,045 32.9 41.3 8.3 21 34
6 98,710 32.9 40.9 8.0 21 33

7 70,787 33.7 39.5 5.8 22 31
8 54,156 33.8 39.5 5.7 22 31

9 26,247 32.7 40.0 7.2 19 31

10 11,136 33.8 39.8 6.0 22 31

11 5,941 31.3 37.0 5.8 19 27
12 3,155 32.1 37.2 5.2 20 27

Source: 1981-82 State Performance Reports

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 full-year test cycle (usually spring-spring testing).

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

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

o In mathematics, the "average" Title I student performed at tiie 20th
Percentile when selected on a fill-spring cycle.

o Students selected on a fall-spring cycle appeared at pretesting to
score consistently below those selected on an annual cycle. However,

by spring posttesting, the scores of both groups were comparable.

For school years 1979-80 through 1981-82:

In each of the three years, modest reading achievement gains were fauna
in nearly all grades.

o Modest mathematics achievement gains were also found in nearly all grades.

o High school students selected for Title I tend to oe needier compared
to their peers than 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 A7 studies of compensatory
education through the 1970's, published findings similar to those
reported by SEAs and by other ED studies, such as the "Sustaining
Effects Study." Overall, they claimed that: "programs have a
positive, though small, effect on the achievement of disadvantaged
students"; most results are overstated duo to methodological errors;
gains appear to be greater in earlier years (though they are generally
not sustained); and, gains are not consistently associated with
either dollars spent or with the application of any single educaticaal
approach.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

The Administration has proposed legislation t' permit 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
outside the district.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C:

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

la. ESEA Title I Grants to Local Education Agencies -- A Summary of State
Reports for 1979-80, 1980-81 and 1981-82, U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation, Washington D.C.,
October, 1983.

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

2a. Summary Report on Phase 111 of the District Practices Study,
Advanced Technology, Washington D.C., September, 1983.

3. A Study of State Management Practices: Looking Back at Title I

and Toward Chapter 1, American Institutes for Research, Palo Alto,
California, August 1982.

4. Mullin, Stephen P., and Summers, Anita A. "Is More Better? The

Effectiveness of Spending on Compensatory Education." Phi Delta
Kappan, January 1983, pp. 339-347.
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

The following studies are under way or are scheduled to begin in FY 1984:

o Techntcal Amendments to the Education Consolidation and Improvement
Act, whith were enacted on November 18, 1983, mandated a new "National
Assessment of Compensatory Education." The National Inaitute of
Education will manage this activity, which will both examine educational
effects of compensatory education programs on participating children as
well as develop a national profile of Chapter 1 programs. Interim reports
are due to the Concress in January and July of 1986, with a final report
due in January, 1987.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: John Stashle, (202) 245-3081

Program studies: ^obert Stinehill, (202) S15-9401

Notes

1/ Excludes Srtial Incentive Grants and State-operated programs
(which include the Migrant Education Program, the Program for
Neglected or Delinquent, and the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program).

"1G
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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:

o New legislation proposed to reduce the time period for children to be
countol as "formerly migratory" (section II.D. below).

o New regulations proposed to oetter focus the Chapter I Migrant Educa-
tion Program (section II.D. below)

o New legislation passed as part of the technical amencalents to ECIA
maintaining the existing definition of *currently migratory child"
(section II.D. below)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: P.L. 97-35, Chapter I of the Education Consolidation and
mprov.:ment Act of 1981, enacted as part of of Subtitle 0 of Title V of
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. (Expires September 30,
1987).

Funding since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $209,593,746 5209,593,741
1980 245,000,000 245,000,000 1/
1981 266,400,000 266,400,000
1982 255,744,000 255,744,000
1983 255,744,000 255,744,000

eurpose: To establish and improve programs to meet the special educational
needs of migratory children of migratory agricultural workers or migratory
fishers.

Eligibility: A State educational agency (SEA) may apply for a grant to
operate a State migrant education program directly, through subgrants to
loal educational agencies (LEAs), or through :rrangements with public or
...onprofit private agencies. Two or more SEAS may apply jointly for a

vant to support a migrant education program that benefits elijible migra-
tory children in those States.

224icant Requirements: An applicant SEA must submit a State Plan and cost
estImate whfch meet the requirements of and contain the information out-
lined in current regulations.
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Formula: The Department of Education calculates State allocations based
ciriThenumber of full-time equivalent migratory children aged 5-17 years
residing in a State cove: a 12-month period and the State's average per-
pupil expenditure 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 student counts contained in the Migrant Student
Record Transfer System (MSRTS), a computer system housed in Little Rock,
Arkansas under contract to the Department 3/.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are reviewed and awarded an-
nually. PRigcts typically operate for one fiscal year; however, unspent
funds may be carried over into the next fiscal year

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

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. ectives

During Fiscal Year 1983, the Department's principal cbjectives with respect
to this program were as fo:lows:

o 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.

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

o To award gran *s for projects designed to operate in school year 1983-84.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o A Notice of Pruoosed Rulemaking was published on December 3, 1982 pro-
posing new regulations (including the definition change noted in II.

A. above) for the Chapter 1 migrant program.

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

o The Department awarded 51 new Basic grants ranging from 527,659 to
$73,541,560 across States and 13 Interstate and Intrastate Coordina-
tion grants to seven different States at an average cost of 5158,976
per project.
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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 Eligible Students
Students (ages 5-11

977 296,430 467,796
978 323,501 494,417
979 366,460 522,154
980 398,798 550,253
981 417,298 577,483
982 426,014 593,042

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

Types of Benefits Provided: Nearly all migrant children (97 percent) who

received any instruction funded by the Migrant education Program received
instruction in reading or langulge arts; 66 percent received instruction
in mathematics; and 39 percent received instruction in one or more other
subjects (E. 3).

Program Effectiveness: No recent data are available about the effectiveness
of services-provided under this program.

Analyses 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 children in grades 2, 4, and 6, and any variable that had to do
with compensatory instruction provided by the Migrant Education Program, or by
any other funding source. In fact, no relationship was found between score
pins and attendance in school.

The national impact study did note that, in terms of their pretest scores
in reading (and, to a slightly lesser extent, their pretest scores in

mathematics), migrant children in grades 2, 4, and 6 show significant
educational disadvantage. In early 1978, migrant children in grades 4 and
6 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 grades, it
is estimated that at least 48 to 62 percent of the migrant children scored
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Program Effectiveness (Cnntinued)

below the 25th percentile for the population as a :41ole; on the mathematics
test, at least 27 to 3g percent scored below the 25th percentile. 7:le

degree of this disadvantage overshadows all other elucation-relate:: fa:tors
for these children.

With regard to mobility, none of the information readily accessible to the
national study revealed as great a degree of movement the migrant popu-
lation as WiS generally expected. Migrant educators .tote, however, that
the greater difficulty experiencod in keeping track of the more mobile
members of the population (who are often unidentified, unserul, and out
of school) distorts the inferences made about the mobility of migrant
children from accessible records (from the study's survey or from the
MSRTS). Study data do, however, permit valid inferences about the mobility
of the population served: 24 percent of the estimated population of
372,000 children served by the Migrant Education Program were enrolled in
more than one school district in 1977; 30 percent were enrolled in only
one district, but for less than the full school year; and the remaining 46
percent (or nearly half) were enrolled in one district for the full school
year. (However, approximately half the children enrolled 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 U.S. General Accounting Office (E. 2) suggest that migrant education
programs in several States are not actively serving the most 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 substantial percentages of students who are either not mobile
or have not experienced educational disruption due to migration.

0. Plans for Program improvement and Recommendat'yins for Legislation

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

Pro osed Chan es in Pro ram Re ulations. On december 3, 1982, the Depart-
ment ot ducation puo Ished 4 Notice o Proposed Rulemaking ORM) for tae
Migrant Education Program. It contained two major changes: the proposed
new definition oe "currently migratory child," adding tt:e requirement that
the child's education must have been interrupted as a result of a move within
the past 12 months, and the proposed new definiti'ns of "migratory agricul-
tural worker" and "migratory fisherman" which require that the seasonal
agricultural or fishing work of the child's parent or guardian be nis
"primary occupation..
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D. Plans for program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation
TContinuedj

The purpose of these changes was to insure that the program serves only
those whose education is 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, iy83, the Depart-
ment proposed a statutory change to reduce the period of eligibility for
"formerly migratory* children from five years to two years.

On November 18, 1983, Congress passed a set of technical amendments to
ECIA (P.1. 98-211) that amend Section 555(b) of ECIA by requiring that
the Department continue 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
of Part 8 of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965. 4/

Proposed Reduction in the Migrant Education Budget. The Department's
Fiscal Year 1984 Budget requested $129,434,000, a decrease of 3126,310,000
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 in line with the proposed legislation and regulatory changes out-
lined above.

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

1. State of California Department of Education, Review of the Eligibility
of Migrant Children for Whom Funds were Awarded Under Title I of the

Education81,982ar11Thte30,91entofdecatione
Inspector General. Washington, D.C., 1983.

2. Analysis of Migration Characteristics of Children Served under the
Migrant Education Program. U.S. Generai Accounting Office,
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1983.

3. Comprehensive Summary: Study of the ESEA Title I Miorant Education
Program. Research Triangle Institute, Research triangle Park, NC

March 1981.
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F. Other Supporting Data:

Distributed by Grade in 1977:

Percent of
Population

Estimate of Migrant Population

Estimated
Grade ,Population

Pre-K 1,100 .3
K 15,500 4.2
1 36,300 9.8
2 35,900 9.7
3 37,800 10.2
4 37,300 10.0
5 33,800 9.1
6 36,300 9.8
7 36,400 9.8
8 30,900 8.3
9 25,900 7.0

10 21,500 5.8
11 . 14,400 3.9
12 8,700 2.3

171,800 100.0%

Ethnicity of Migrant Children in 1977:
Percentage Estimated

0 p r 7 I 71 if 1
Iota

American Indian or Alaskan Native 0.3 1,000
Asian or Pacific Isrander 0.4 1,500
Non-Hispanic Black i3.4 49,800
Mexican American
uertornican

64.5 239,800
3.7 13,800

Other Hi span ic
Non-Hispanic White

0.8 3,000
T6.9 62,800

Total 100.0% 371,800

Source: E.3

RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (b)

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

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Louis J. McGuinness (202) 245-2222

Program Studies: James J. Englisn (202) 245-9401
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Notes

1. Section 193 of ESEA Title I requires that grants for the Part B State-
operated programs (Migrant, Handicapped, and Neglected or Delinquent)
be awarded as authorized. This :s referred to as "off-the-tap funding"
or being "fullyfunded," 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 Omnibus

Budget Reconciliation Act of 198 capped the authorization for the
State-operated programs at 14.6 percent of the total appropriated for
Chapter 1.

2. Changes made in the law by the Education Amendments of 1978 (P.1. 95-
561 ), as reflected in current regulations, include providing a mechanism
for adjusting the count of eligible migrant children in each State
during the summer months in order to reflect the special needs of
migrant children for summer projects and the additional costs of oper-
ating these projects.

3. The Migrant Student Record Transfer System is 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 Columbia and Puerto
Rico. Schools are responsible for entering into the system infonnatim
on the health and education of each migrant child served. When child.
ren move to new locations, this information can then be retrieved by
their new teachers and by school health officals.

4. Conference Report on H. R. 1035, Education Consolidation and Improvement
Act of 1981 Technical Amendments. Conference Report (H. Rept. No. 98-

574). Congressional Record - House. November 18, 1983.
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FORMULA GRANTS TO STATES FOR
NEGLECTED OR DELINQUENT CHILDREN

(CFOA No. 84.013)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act
of-1981 (ECIA), enacted as part of Subtitle 0 of Title V of the Omnibus
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 32,975,000
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 of children in institutions for neglected or delinquent children or
in adult correctional institutions 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 basic education of such children which must be provided by the State
agency.

Eligibility: State agencies which are directly responsible for providing
tree public 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
WTi in average daily attendalce (as 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 application to tne SEA conforming with Chapter 1 requirements, any
applicable regulations, and such criteria as may be established by the
SEA.

Ouration and Phasing of Assistance: ECIA grants are for one year. Unspent
funds may oe carried forward into the next fiscal year.

Transition Services Funded in Fiscal Years 1981 and 1982: 1/ Under Section
vooir Title I of tne Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
local educational agencies could apply for discretionary grants to 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 vere first appro-
priated for the Section 153 transitional services program in FY 1981
($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 1982 fiscal years. An 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 orientatlon. No
continuation of the transitional services program is planned.

II. 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:

o Issuance of regulations for State Agency programs under ECM Chapter 1.

o Development of nonregulatory guidance for State agencies services to
children in neglected or delinquent institutions.

B. Progress and Accomplishments:

o A notice of proposal rulemaking was published on December 8, 1982.

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

o Non regulatory guidance for neglected or delinquent institutions is
tieing developed.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: Ouring the 1982-83 school year, 670 State institutions
rii7eciToFinula grants. Uniform data were not collected on the parti-
cipants in Chipter 1 State programs for neglected and delinquent children;
therefore, it is not possible to report with certainty kw many children
were served. In the future, States will be required to report on the
numbers of children served in 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 tne 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-one 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 comp 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 into their communities.

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 Education and Confined Youth: A National
Evaluation of Title I Programs in State Institutions for Neglected
or Delinquent Youth, 1977.

Volume 3. Post-release Experiences of Students from State
Correctional Institutions, 1979.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(k).:

No studies of this program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Joroi Staehle, (202) 245-3081

Program studies: Judith Anderson, (202) 245-9401

Notes

1. We 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)

o Actions for full implementation of this program completed.
(Section 11.8 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 U.S.C. 1243. (Expires September 30, 1987)

Funding:,

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1982 5589,368,000 $442,176,000
1983 $589,368,000 450,655,000

Pur ose: To assist State and local educational agencies to improve
e ementary and secondary education, through consolidation of 42
elementary and secondary education programs into a single author-
ization. The goal is to reduce paperwork and assign responsi-
bility for the design and implementation of programs to local
educational agencies (LEAs). State educational agencies (SEAs)
have the basic responsibility for the administration of the funds.

Eligibility: All States including the District of Columbia and
Tuerto Rico; and the Insular Areas, including American Samoa,
Guam, Northern Mariana Islands, 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 benefits for children enrolled
in private schools; and provide for continuing 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-
catiortnosamong authorized purposes; assure compliance with
the requ;rements of Chapter 2, including the participation of
private school children; agree to keep records for fiscal audit
and program evaluation purposes, and provide 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 1 percent of
5irWipter 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 17. 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 receive; 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 CEA 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
evaluation for five years. Audits must be conducted every two
years; evaluations every year.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

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

o Publish program regulation! which permit State and local

discretion and limit administrative burden to the greatest
extent possible.

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

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

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

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o Final program regulations were publisned on November 19, 1982.
Comments received on the NPRM were favoraole and generally
indicated a recognition that the goal of substantially reducing
regulatory ourden had been accomplished.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

o An expanded version of the non regulatory guidance document dis-
tributed in March, 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

adthorized program purposes at the State and local levels
were prepared and distributed to ED staff and State Chapter
2 Coordinators 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 Nebraska 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). Of 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 -devel oped formulas. Based on
information voluntarily supplied by 33 States (E.5), the alloca-
tion of funds across purposes is skewed toward Subchapter B

(84.8%) with Subchapters A and C receiving 6.0% and 9.2% of the
funds respectively. A total of $35,095,861 was budgeted for the
purchase of Library Resources, Textbooks, and Instructional ma-
terials. M additional $50,035,790 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 basis of
enrollment. More than half 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

4



Preliminary Program Effects: A preliminary survey of States in

early 1983 following Chapter 2's enactment (E.6) found that the
roles of State government actors were changing, that level-funding

practices were being re-examined, and that ED's "policy of non-
regulation" was causing uncertainty on the part of State officials.
The researcher found some school officials concerned that:

o 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 maietain for fiscal and programmatic audit purposes.

o ECIA could encourage conservative responses that retain

antecedent categories and procedures because of the lack of new
standards.

o The inclusion of ESAA in the block grant and tne reduction of
funds in Chapter 2 from amounts appropriated for the antecedent

programs could jointly result in funding losses for urban ais.
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 interviewed agree that there has been a
reduction of administrative burden on local schools, primarily
due to simplifled applications, and that Chapter 2 has transferred
more authority to State and local officials.

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

o the implementation process has gone smoothly.

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

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

lunding Effects on Urban/Large LEAs: An analysis of the fiscal
effects of Chapter 2 on the 28 largest 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 susained an even greater reduction
($96.4 million) the year before. Sixteen of the 28 received less
funding under Chapter 2 than under the antecedent programs; twelve
received more. Of the sixteen districts which lost funds, tne
total loss equalled over $29 million or about 40% of the total
national reduction.
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Desegregation Impacts: The Department's summary of planned LEA
uses of funds 1E.5) indicated that approximately 6% of the LEA
funds would be spent on desegregation programs, a decrease from
antecedent funding levels. It is considered likely that a
greater percentage of LEA funds is being used for activities
benefitting desegregation although not reported under that program
purpose.

Of the 28 urban/large districts studied (E.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 districts
received supplementary Chapter 2 grants from their States. It
is not known for what purpose these supplemental fonds were
expended; however, in Texas state grants were made to LEAs to
support desegregation activities (E.3).

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

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C:

1. Effects of the Chapter 2, ECIA Block Grant on the Administra-
tive and Paperwork Burden Impose on Local School Districts,
Advanced Technology, Reston, Virginia, 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 Patterns of Response and Action in
ECIA Case Studies of Chapter 2 In Selected States, E.N.
White and Company, Washington, D.C., June, 1983.

4. How SEAs Plan to Expend the Block Grant Funds Reserved for
Their Ow Use, Department of Education, Washington, D.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
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act, Rand Corporation,
Santa Monica, California, February, 1983.

7. An Examination of Criteria Used in the Distribution of Funds
to Local Educational Agencies, Department of Education,
Washington, D.C., August, 1982.
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F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

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

An tici pated Completion Title of Study
Date

July 1984

September 1985

Nine State Case Studies of the Implemen-
tation of EC IA Chapter 2

A Study of Local Operations Under Chapter 2
of the Education Consolidation &
Improvement Act

Contacts for Further Information

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

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

I
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GENERAL AID TO THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

(No CFDA number)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

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

Fundin_g_$4.nce 1979:

Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $5,000,000 $ -0-

1980 5,000,000 3,000,000
1981 6,000,000 2,700,000
19S2 2,700,000 1,920,000
1983 2,700,000 1,920,000
1984 2,700,000 1,920,000

105-1

Virgin

To provide general assistance to improve public education in the
irgin Islands.

Eligibility: Only the Virgin Iskids 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 information on how it plans to address such educational problems
as the lack of adequate classroom space, the inadequacy of specialized remedial
educational programs, and the inappropriateness of instructional materials.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: The funds are awarded on a yearly basis.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: The Department of Education of the Virgin
Islands is responsible for submitting an annual report describing how the
funds were used.

Ii. RESPONSE TO GEPA 41701

A. Goals and Objectives

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

o To reduce severely overcrowded conditions for children,

personnel, and

o To correct i potential water and asbestos health hazard
educational facilities.
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B. Press and Accomvlishments

o Full implementation 0 the 1983 application was delayed due to funds
being withheld pending the final decision in United State: of America
v. Board of Education of the City of Chicago.---riiirTilnds were released
in early FY 1984.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

o Construction of 25 classrooms peoviding space for approximately 750 children
and teachers, and a curriculum center for the District of St. Croix serving
13,600 children and 1,000 educators

o Renovation of classrooms, educational facilities, and school offices accom.
modatin, approximately 1,200 educators or support staff and 15,000 students

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

C. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The Congress has appropriated 51,920,000 for this program in 1984. No changes
are being proposed in the legislation.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Program grantee files.

F. Other Supporting Data

None.

III. RESPONSE TO 6EPA 417(b):

No studies 4f this program were conducted in the preceding year.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Edward Battiste (202) 245-8506

Program Studies: Rhonda L. Lewis (202) 245.9401
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CIVIL RIGHTS TRAINING AND ADVISORY SERVICES
(CFOA No. 84.004)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

P.L. 88-352, Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

Fun din SicSince 1979 :

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite $ 41,350,000
1980

IP
45.675,000

1981
0

37,111,000
19E2 $ 37,100,000 24,000,000
1983 37,100,000 24,000,000
1984 37,100,000 24,000,000

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

Eligibility 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 educational agency projects,
SEA projects, Desegregation Assistance Centers (OACs), and Training Institutes.
Local educational agencies and Training Institutes have not been funded since
Fiscal Year 1981. Most OAC awards are made to institutions of higher education
although any public agency (except an SEA or LEA) or private, nonprofit organi-
zatiai can apply.

Applicant Requirements and Criteria for Awards: OAC and SEA applications which
address race, sex, and national origin issues must receive a score of at least
60 points on the selection criteria contained in the Title IV 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 reasonableness of proposed costs.

Ouration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are awarded for a one-year
period. The Secretary may provide for the continuation of OAC awards for up
to ttoo additional years and for the continuation of SEA awards for up to four
additional years.
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Obligations of Grant Recipients: Both DACs and SEAs
In addition, they must complT with Title VI of the
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Title

ments of 1972, the Age Discrimination Act of 1965,
of EDGAR and the program regulations.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a;

A. Goals and Objectives

106-2

must submit annual reports.
Civil Rights Act of 1964,
IX of the Education Mend -
and appropriate provisions

During Fiscal Year 1983, the Department's principal objectives with respect 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
di stricts within their States.

o To strengthen cooperat between the DACs and the SEAs.

B. Progress and Accomplishments:

o There was an 18% increase in the number of SEAs awards made between FY 1 982
and 1983. There was also a $2 million shift in funds from DACs to SEAs.

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

C. Cost, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Grants Awarded: The following table presents data on Fiscal Year 1 983 Title IV
awards (E.1).

Total

Appl 1-
Category cations

Total
Awards

Percent of
Applicants

Funded

Mount
Awarded

(thousands)

Percent

of Total
Funds

Average

Award
(thousands)

Race

DAC 17 17 100 $4,28O 18 $ 252
SEA 36 34 94 4,871 20 143

Sex

DAC 12 12 100 2,783 12 231

SEA 46 44 96 5,318 22 120

National Origin

DAC 11 100 2,927 12 ?66

SEA 37 34 92 3,812 16 112
TOTAL TN TSr TRI 78-7-23,991

Fiscal Year 1983, 152 awards were made in tne areas of race, sex, and
national origin. Of these, 112 were SEAS and 40 were DAC continuations.
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Types of Assistance: SEAs and DACs provided technical assistance in areas
relating 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.'c school personnel concerning the problems of
sex bias, and in the development of instructional programs for students whose
dominant language is not English.

Program Effectiveness: No evaluation of this program has been done since
1976. The 197 6 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 1976 study were incorporated into the 1978 Title IV
regulations as *11 as recommendations from three other related studies.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommeneations for Legislation

The 1984 appropriation for this program is $24 million, the same as 1983.
Since the DACs will have finished the final yet- of taeir three year awards,
there will be an open competition. The Department wi 11 al so continue its
emphasis on capacity-building within SEAs.

E. Suporting Studies and Analyses

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, Califcrnia: Rand Corpora-
tion, 1976.

3. King, N.J., Thomas, M.A., & Graubard, M.H. Title IV of the Civil Riatits

Act of 1964: ExpansiA of Program Responsibilities. Santa Monaca,

California: Rand tifirporation, '-977.

4. Mogin, B. The State Role in School Desegregation. Menlo Park, California:

Stanford Research Institute, 1977.

5. Title IV and School Desegregation: A Study of a Neglected Federal Program.
Washington, 0.C.: U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1973.

F. Other Supporting Data

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Curris Coates, (202) 245-8484

Program studies: Rhonda Lewis, (202) 245-9401
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FOLLOW THROUGH - GRANTS TO LOCAL EOUCATION AGENCIES
AND OTHER NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS TO PROVIDE SUPPORTIVE

SERVICES TO LOW-INCOME CHILDREN IN THE EARLY GRADES
(CFDA No. 84.014)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: The Follow Through Act; enacted as Subchapter C, Chapter R of
subtitle of Title VI of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981
(Public Law 97-35). Section 561(a) of Chapter 2 of the Education Consolida-
tion and Improvement Act of 1981 consolidates Follow Through into the Chapter
2 Block Grant program on a phased basis over three years.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorizttion Appropriation,

1919 S 70,000,01)0 S 59,000,000
1980 85,000,000 44,250,000

1981 loo,non,00n 26,250,000
198? 44,300,000 19,440,000

1983 22,150,000 19,440,000

Purpose: To sust4in and augment in primary grades the gains that children
777176W-income families make in Head Start and other quality preschool pro-
grams, and to evaluate various instructional models implemented at Follow
Through sites.

Eligibility: Grants since 197? have been made only on a continuation basis;
to ,ligible for a Follow Through grant an applicant must have

received a grant from Follow Through in the preceding fiscal year.

Other Requirements: Follow Through LEA grants have a matching requirement
of ZO percent and at least 50 percent of the children enrolled in the pro-
ject must have had Head Start or other quality preschool experience. Some

LEAs have had the matching or preschool requirements valved. In general,

Follow Through funds can be used only to supplement educational or compre-
hensive services already available to the child.

Program Activities: Follow Through provides di:cretionary grants to local

education agencies (LEAs) to operate local Follow Through Projects; to
institutions (e.g., higher education or regional laboratories) to develop
and sponsor the instructional models implemented in Follow Through sites;
and to selected local projects to conduct expanded demonstration activities.
Some large districts have implemented more than one model and thus have
multiple projects. For each project, an LEA is required to implement 411
innovative instructional model, provide comprehensive services and special
activities in the areas of physical and mental health, social services

and nutrition; and =duo. the program in a context of effective community
service ano parental involvement. Nineteen of the 69 LEAs participating
in Follow Through also function as Resource Centers and provide exoandeo
demonstration services.
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Program Funding: Follow Through grantees are forward funded on an annual
basis; i.e., monies obligated in FY 1983 will support services in the
1983-84 academic year. Follow Through was consolidated into Chapter 2 of
the Education 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, 1984.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

o Orderly review of grant continuation proposals.

o Encourage presentation of individual project data to the ED Joint Dis-
semination Review Dania] (JDRP). The IORP reviews evidence of project
effectiveness for many programs in En.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o During FY 1983 there were 61 LEA projects, 15 model sponsors, 11 resource
centers, and 4 research projects. Approximately moon children were
invol ved.

o Applications for review by the JDRP are being evaluated by the program.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

Background: Follow Through activities were the object of major evaluation
studies during 1970-1980. During this period, 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 options for the Follow Through program were ex-
plored. (See E.4, E.5, E.10, E.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 activities since the completion of the national
studies have been: The establishment of resource centers at some of the
sites having persuasive evidence of effectiveness as determined by the ED
Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP); a continuing program of submission
of individual projects to the JORP; and an examination of the factors
and consequences associated with parental involvement activities in Follow
Through.

Costs: Follow Through currently serves approximately 30,400 children at
Ziii7 5647.00 per child. In 198?, awards were made as follows:

(Source: E. 1 )

Projects at 61 LEAs
15 Sponsors
18 Resource Centers ----
NIE Special Projects --
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Evidence of Effectivoess:

National Longitudinal Evaluation Studies: The national evaluation (See
r.6, n focused on assessing outcomes for children in 16 sponsored models,
plus some unsponsored sites. The performance of Follow Through children,
grouped at the site level, was compared to that of children from similar
socio-economic backgrounds who did not participate in Follow Through. The
effects of the instructional models were assessed over three cohorts
(entering groups) of children on a variety of measures, including reading,
mathematics, spelling, language arts, abstract reasoning, and self-esteem.
The most recent data from the national evaluation were gathered in spring,
1975.

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

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

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

o Reny models showed no greater effectiveness overall than the programs
for comparison children, who tended to have received other compensa.
tory education, such as Title I services.

o There were statistically significant differences in resource utili-
zation hetween Follow Through and comparison programs. However,
costs per pupil in Follow Through were, on average, approximately
the same as SEA Title I.

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

These evaluations aroused considerable controversy (See E.9) because of the
lack of positive findings coupled with methodological inadequacies in study
design. Among the problems most often cited are: the lack of model imple-
mentation data; an inability to detect differences because of low statis-
tical power (an effect of attrition); and inappropriate comparison groups
with children of higher socio-economic status who were receiving aid such
as ESEA, Title I.

Education Oepartrtent Joint Oissemination Review Panel (.1011P) Approvals:
Currently, tnere are 43 validated projects out or tne 51 nov. neing funded
(i.e., 714.; of all Follow Through projects). ',See E.3) This is in stark con-
trast to tne earlier national evaluation of Follow Through projects and pre-
sents an entirely different and much lore positive Picture. In late summer
1977, 36 Fol. 'vs Through projects were presented to the ARP. Evidence of
effectiveness for each project was reviewed by the oanel and 21 projects
were judged exemolary; i.e., these 21 Projects Are judged to have ',resented
Persuasive evidence of 3rognm ef'ectileness and to ne suitaole 'or nation-
Ode dissemination. These 21 projects represented aoout lay, 3r all Follow
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Through projects. Since that time, 27 more Projects have been validated
by the JORP. Why such 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, Fo, lip:: Through parents are

often involved in a variety of activities at the local sites. Since there
is considerable variation in the manner in which sites interpret regula-
tions, there is a wide range in terms of breadth and intensity of parental
involvement activities. However, in most sites of the Follow 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 instruction in sites certified as 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 information 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 sponsors to instruct non-Follow Through
teachers in Follow Through districts even though these teachers' classrooms
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.

Follow Through as Dissemination: Follow Through practices have spread well
beyond sites directly funded by the program. 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 JORP. 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
long 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
model practices. (See E.12)

The 5705,000.00 of Follow Through monies allocated to the National Insti-
tute of Education (NIE) supports four projects to supoort locally developed
school improvement efforts which are (tot related to past grant activities
under the program.
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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 had its
model practices adopted in a number of sites outside Folios Through. None-
theless, the history of the program is marred ty 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. 1202E113 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 Dissemination Review Panel 'Submissions, Department of Education,
Washington, D.C., 1979-1982.

4. A Search for Potential New Fellow
Abt Associates, Inc., 198D.

5. Opportunities for Studying Later
MA: Abt Associates, Inc., 1980.

Through Approaches. Cambridge, MA:

Effects of Follow Through. Cambridge,

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

7. Volume II-8. National Evaluation: Detailed Effects. Cambridge, MA:
Abt Associates, Inc., 1977.

8. The Follow Through Evaluation: A Technical History. Walt Haney, Huron
Institute, Boston, MA, 1977.

g. Harvard Educational Review. Volume 43, Number 2, 1978. Perspectives
on the Follow Through Evaluation (A series of articles representing dif.
ferent views on the Follow Through studies.)

10. Planning Information for Follow Through Experiments. A series of 12
reports by 6 FoTTow lnugh sponsors on Implementation and measurement
of outcome, 1479.

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

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

F. Other Supoortiftg Data:

None.
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III. Response to GEPA 417(h):

No studies of this program are planned or in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Eugene Thurman (202) 245-2500
Program studies: Jerry 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

Le islation: P.L. 81-874, as amendt1 by P.L. 95-561, 97-35, and 98-94
xpires eptember 30, 1985)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979
1980

1,309,166,000 1/
1,404,900,000--

786,000,000 1/
792,000,000 V

1981 1,487,700,000 706,750,000
1982 455,000,000 '36,800,000
1983 455,000,000 460,000,000 3/

Purpose: To help compensate school districts for the cost of educating
children when enrollment 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.

pigibility: Local educational agencies (LEAs) may 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 2).

o Enrollment ;if children who reside on Federal property and whose parents
are in the uniformed services or work on Federal property ("a" children,
Section 3).

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

o Location in a pinpoint or Presidentially declared major disaster area
(Section 7).

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

o If "a" pupils represented 20 percent or more of an LEA's average daily
attendance (A0A), then payment for "a" pupils was 95t: 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 $5,000 in order to
be paid.

o Section 3(d)(2)(8) 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 increased p,' meat
rates under Section 3(d)(2)(8) were not subject to the above pftrcenti.ge

limits, but total payments calculated under this section were limited to
$15 million.

Restrictions on Funds: For those districts receiving Section 3 payments for
handicapped 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 districts 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, local 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 administrative 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 suitable free public education for
these children.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objective with respect to this
program was to implement the provisions of the Continuing Resolution for
FY 1983, P.L. 97-377.

8. Progress and Accomplishments:

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

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

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

D. Plans for Program improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

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

E. Supporting Studies and Anal ses cited in Section C above:

None.

F. Other Su000rting_Data

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 4170)

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

notes

1. Does not include disaster provisions.

2. Includes $20 million supplemental for disaster assistance.

3. Amount provided by the 3983 Continuing Resolutions.
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SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEOERALLY AFFECTEO AREAS
(IMPACT A10): CONSTRUCTION

(CFOA NO. 84.040)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 81-815 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
19 81 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
school facilities when enrollment and the availability of revenues from
local sources have been aversely affected by Federal activities.

Eligibility:

o Oistricts in areas experiencing an increase in Federal activity. Eligi-
bility is determined by the increase in the number of children residing
on Federal property and/or the numbers of children who reside with a
parent employed on Federal property (Section 5).

o Oistricts unable to finance the non-Federal portion of the project or
where the grant project has been adversely affected by a natural dis-
aster. (Section 8).

o Oistricts experiencing a temporary Federal impact (Section 9).

o Where 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 Districts that are comprised mainly of Indian lands or which provide a
free public education to a substantial number of children who resi.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 buildings have been destroyed or seriously damaged by
natural disaster (Section 16).
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Funding Priorities: In recent years, the Congress has adopted apr,oriations
language that overrides the funding priorities established in the authorizing
legislation. The Continuing Resolutions ..'or FY 1t,83 provided specific sums
for certain sections: $3,000,000 for Sections S and 14(c), $10,000,000 for
Section 10, and $10,000,000 for Sections 14(a) and 14(b). Public Law 98-8
(known as the 1983 Jobs Bill) provided additional sums of $25,000,000 for
Sections 5 and 14(c), 10,000,000 for Section 10, and .125,000,000 for Sections
14(a) and 14(b). Priority rankings are established within each section tc
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 a waiting list until funded as long as they continue to meet
eligibility requirements.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

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

B. Progress and Accomplishments:

o Reduced the size of the backlog of eligible projects by 1: Percent --
S72.7 million and 56'projects.

C. Costs, Benefits and Effecti....mess

Oistricts Served: From the start of this program through FY 1983, Federal
assistance has been provided for over 6,600 projects, of which 340 have
been in school districts serving children who reside on Indian lands. (See
Ea and E.2)

Pro ram Scroe: For 1983 there were 29 new projects under Sections 5 aud
c , 4new projects under Section 10, ai41 three under Sections 14(a) and

14(b).

O. Plans for Program Imorovement and Recommendations for Legislation

1. New regulations are being drafted now

E. Swooning Studies and Analyses:

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

2. Administration of Public Laws 81-8"i4 and 81-815, °HEW, 1978.
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F. Other Supporting Data

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

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

Contacts for further Information

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

Notes

1. Amounts provided by the 1983 Continuing Resolutions and Jobs Bill Supple-
mental Appropriation.
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ALLEN J. ELLENOER FELLOWSHIPS (CFOA No. 84.148)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: Public Law 92-506 (Joint Resolution of October 19, 1972).
xPi ration date: September 30, 1984.

Funding Since 1979:

Authorization AppropriationFiscal Year

1979 S1,000,000 Slmoono
1980 Sl,non,wo s1,00(1,n00
1981 41,000,000 $1,000,000
1982 Siova,ono s 960,nflO

1983 ;1,000,000 53,000,0001/
1984 S1,000,000 S1,000,000

Rurpose: Public Law 92-506 authorizes the Close-Up Foundation to award
7i1174Thips to disadvantaged students and their teachers to enable them
to participate in the Washington public affairs program.

Eligibility: The program is a Washington-based political education pro-
gram managed throu0 funds appropriated to the Close-4p Foundation for

economically disadvantaged secondary school students and their teachers.

Applicant Requirements.: The Close-Op Foundation must assure that fellow.
ship grants are made to economica:ly disadvantaged secondary school stu-
t;ents and to their teachers. Not more than one secondary school te4cher
in each school may receive a fellowship in any fiscal year and every ef-
fort will be made to achieve participation of students and teachers from
rural and small town areas as well is from urban areas.

The Foundation program is community-based, i.e., local interest and support
is required for participation in the program. El lender Fellowship funds
are matched on a SO% basis by other public and private funds withir each
community. Recipients are chosen by each school and criteria for seler.tion
vary from essay contests to interviews by teachers. In each Participating
community, an Ellender Fellowship is awarded to a student of low or moderate
income and to a teacher from each secondary school according to criteria
estaolisned by the Board of 0i rectors of the Close Up Foundation.

In addition to participants directly funded by the Fellowship, there are
others who receive grants from alternate sources of funds, pay their own
expenses, or earn funds in school and community projects to cover expenses.

II. REspnmsz TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Clbjectives

-0 prlvila low income secondary scnool students and tneir teachers ocloortun-
i:ies 'o leant 3bo *. representative government and the :,e' erotic orpcess.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

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, board, 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 15,916 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 to reach additional sczo,dary school students and
teachers with citizenship education programs, the Close Up Foundation
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 Guide to
C -SPAN; Current Issues, a booklet that examines contemporary questions;
Tqiiiiiktives, a book of readings on government operations with articles by
leading of Congress, representatives of the Executive and Judicial
branches and others; and The Washington Notebook, a workbook designed to
help prepare students for 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 Close Up Foundation contracted with Social

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

nature.

One important way to measure program effectiveness is in the Area of part-
icipant growth. Program enrollment grew in 1983 by more than 2,000 partici-
pants and the number of communities or regional areas grew from 41 to 47.
Every student and teacher participant is required to complete a survey on
the educational content of the program which generates data for program
modification. A comprehensive evaluation program designed to measure long

term cognitive and behavioral effects was implemented by the Close Uo

Foundation and begun during the 1980-81 program year. A program review
was conducted by the Social Science Education Consortium (see E-2) of
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Boulder, Colorado in conjunction with the Social Studies Development Center
at Indiana Iniversity. Representatives from these organizations intensively
studied the program and interviewed participants. One conclusion draw
from their report states that "...Close lip has developed a unique and
exemplary approach for providing enriched, intensive instruction about
the federal government. 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 to participate in political
activities."

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislat'Jn

In order to improve the program, the Close Up Foundation annually offers
approximately ND administrative fellowships to a wide variety of leaders
and social science experts. These participants provide evaluation inform-
ation, critiques, and suggestions directly to the Clost lip 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 51.5 million for school year 1982-83 and 51.5
million for school year 1983-84. The 1984 appropriation includes SI million
for school year 1984-85.

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

I. evaluation Report: An Assessment of the Impact of a CIose-uP on Student
Part-fcioants, "ttroPolitan Cleveland. Social Education Associates,
Bloomington , Indiana ,

2. Close-Up Exoerience: A Report on a Week in Washin ton, D.C. Social

Science Education Consortium, Boulder, Coiorado, downer I I.

F. Other Supporting Oata:

Close Up Foundation (see text).
Al len J. El lender Fellowships.
tary, Secondary and Vocational
_abor, House of Representatives
in Washington, DC: Government

Arlington, VA:
Hearings before
Education of the
, 94th Congress,
Printing Office,

1931. To extend Support or
the Subcommittee on Elemen-
Committee on Education and

2nd Session. Bea rings held

1976.

RESPONSE 71 GEPA 417(h):

No studies of this Program are planned or in progress.

Contacts for f7ur..ner Information

Program operations: Gall 3eaumont, (212) 245-2331

Program effedziveless: Tetsuo 'Nada, (,20)2) 245-AR77
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1. In 1983 the Congress appropriated a double amount in order to place the
program on a forward funded basis. The appropriation for 1983 provides
4;1.5 mill ion for school year 1982-1983 and $1.5 mil lion for school year
1983-84.
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INDIAN EDUCATIONFINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL EDUCATION
AGENCIES AND INDIAN-CONTROLLED SCHOOLS FOR THE EDUCATION OF

INDIAN CHILDREN - PART A (CFDA Nos. 84.060 and 84.072)

Highlight;:

o Revised Report on the Definition of Indian submitted. (11.8)

o Secretary Bell recommends no change in the statutory definition of

(11.0

o Phase-out of Indian Education Programs proposed in 1984 Budget. (ILO

o Major impact Study completed. (II.C)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 92-318, Title IV, Part A, as amended, 20 U.S.C. 241aa-

241ff. (Expires September 30, 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization 1/ Aoorcoriation

1979 S640,297,800 $ 48,000,000
1980 640,297,800 52,030,000

1981 722,214,792 58,250,000

1982 667,770,717 54,960,000

1983 775,442,755 48,465,000

Purpose: Part A of the Indian Education Act supports programs to address
the educational and culturally related academic needs of Indian students
in public schools and in reservation-based, Indian-controlled schools.

Objectives for the program include: (1) improving academic performance
in the basic skills; (2) reducing dropout rates and improving attendance;
(3) increasing Indian parental participation in educational colicymaking;

and (4) nelping public schools become more responsive to the needs of
Indian children.

Assistance to Local Education Agencies and Tribal Schools: Part A grants
are made on a formula basis to local education agencies 1/. Local educa-
tion agencies (LEAs) are eligible that enroll at least 10" Indian children
or in wrich Indian children constitute at least 50 percent of the total
enrollment. These limitations do not apply to LEAs located in Alaska,
California or Ok!ahoma, or located on,or in proximity to an Inoian reserva-
tion.
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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 school 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 Indian-controlled schools pro-
gram is authorized by a set-aside of an amount not to exceed ID percent of
the amount of the Part A formula program. Tribes and Indian organiza-
tions and certain LEAs that operate schools on or near 1 arvations 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 Requirements: Applicants must hold a public hearing, arrange for
the selection of an Indian parent committee, conduct an assessment of 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
enrolled, and have the written approval of the Indian parent committee.

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

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

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

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

o Fulfill the Department's further obligations under Section 1147 of the
Education Amendments of 1978, which called for .1 study of the.definition
of Indian, and recommendations on possible changes in the present statu-
tory definition.

o Audit at least one-third of the local Part A projects, and provide tech-
nical assistance as needed to correct specific deficiencies or inprove
the overall effectiveness of local projects.

o Complete processing of grant applications for the 1983-1984 school year
and issue notification of awards by May 1983.



3. Progress and Accomplishments:

o Revised Report on the Definition cf 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 Certification Forms on file in
a national sample of Part A districts as of the spring of 1982. On

December 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 D. 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
request to local projects, and made 197 site visits during the year.
(E.2)

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

o Supplementary information on services provided to Indian 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 Fiscal Year 1983, 1,083 grants totaling $44,031,321
were made to school districts based on total Indian enrollments of 304,790.
based an findings of the Impact Study (E.1), 78 percent of all Indian
students enrolled in schools with Part A projects are estimated to have
been direct recipients of special services funded by Part A, for an average
cost per student served of $221 (E-1). Ai additional $41,381,392 went to
35 Indian - controlled schools serving 7,490 students.

Program Scope: An analysis of the Impact Study was based on an estimated
211,735 Part A - eligible students in K-12 in the sample universe of 865
projects in 1981. Students were divided almost equally among the follow-
ing grade ranges: K-3 (30%); 4-6 (23.5%); 7-9 (23.5%) and 10-1.2 (23%)
The largest proportion (44%) of the students participating in Part A

projects attended schools in districts on or near reservations, while the
next largest proportion (27%) attended school in other rural areas.
Others were enrolled in urban non-metropolitan (19%) and metropolitan
(10%) areas (E.1).

Types of Services Provided: Most project activities are directed toward
improving basic siolls, cultural awareness or student attitudes, and

attendance or persistence in school (E.1). Specific activities in support
of these objectives include provision of tutors or classroom aides, counse-
ling an home visits, and instruction in Indian nistory, culture, and

crafts. about one-fifth of the projects also provide small amounts of
financial assistance to students wnose situation mignt not otnerwise permit
full participation in pro,3ect or scnool activities 'E..).
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

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 slightly below
the average scores of non-Indian students in Part A districts. While there
is ro conclusive evidence that these gains are directly attributable to pro-
ject services, local project staff and parent committee members generally
rate these services as having had a positive impact.

Evidence 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 is a primary objective in 60 percent of the local projects
studied and substantial amounts of time are devoted to attendance improve-
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 greater needs for improvement. Other evident: indi-
cates a slight positive relationship between effort and actual impact as
perceived by teachers, project staff, and parents.

With respect to attitudes toward school and self, 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 impacts, but the differences
observed are relatively small and are open z.o the interpretation that
pre-existent differences in attitude may be a facto in determining parti-
cipation in project activities.

Parental Involvement: Parent commttees aro 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)
in 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 tne programs. About half of the tribal leaders, however, have
negative comments about the projects, the staff or wnat is taught.

LEA Impacts: Part A projects have had modest impacts on classroom level
curricula and teaching practices, according to school administrators.
Principals of 82 percent of survey schools report improvement in over-
all school curriculum due to Part A projects, and principals in 58 percent
of these scnools indicated project materials were used by some teachers in
their 5Ch00I5.
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

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.7 Bell submitted his recommendations on this subject December 30, 1982.
eased 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, and the recommendations 3f
rusFear Work Group convened to advise him on this subject, 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 controversy surrounding the definition of Indian stems
from tne fact that this definition simultaneously 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 eligibility for services would have
aaverse consequences from the standpoint of fiscal accountability. (E.3)

Proposed Phase-Gut of the Indian Education Programs. The Department's 1984
Budget 3/ requested S-1.2 million for an orderly phase-out of tne Title
IV Indian Education Program.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses:

1. The Evaluation of the Impact of the Part A Entitlement Program Funded
Under Title IV, the Indian Education Act, Development Associates,
Inc., Arlington, Virginia, July 1983.

2. IEP Project Audit Report for FY :982.

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

Selected Characteristics of Indian Students Participating in Part A
Projects Serving At Least Thirty Students and in Operation

for At Least Three Years: 1981-1982 School Year

Characteristics of

Part A Participants

Male

Only English used at home

Peccive free or subsidized
school lunch

Mean school attendance level
I

(1980-81, nat'l norm=161 d.vs) 163 days 162 days )56 days

Mean reading achievement
(spring 1981; nat'l norm=50) 47.7 46.5 45.8 I

Mean math achievement
I

48.0 46.6 46.9 I

Grade Range

4 - 6 7 - 9 10 - 12

49% 46% 47%

79% 86% 85%

76% 74% 60%

I(spring 1981, nat'l norm -50)

Source: E-1

III. 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) 245-8364
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Notes

1.

111-7

Authorization figures are based on formula which weights Indian student
counts by average per-pupil expenditures in the State. Actual grants
are rateably reduced in proportion to the amount of the appropriation.

2. This objective relates to an assessment of current budget policy for the
Department's Indian Education Programs.

3. Indian Education: Jtistification of Appropriation Estimates for Commit-
tees on Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1984.
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SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR 'NOLAN STUOENTS--PART 8
(CFOA Nes. 84.061 and 84.087)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 92-318, Title IV, Part 8 as amended, 20 U.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
1981 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 institutions.

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 ersonnel develo ment ro'ects to train Indians for careers in
e ucation. ere are two programs: ection 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, engineering, and natural resources. Awards are
based on financial need, academic record, other potential for success, and
likelihood of service to Indians upon graduation. Priority is given to
graduate students.

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

Applications for Part 8 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-
ally used for activities that telte place during the next fiscal year.
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I. Prcgrdm Profile (Continued)

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

II. RESPONSE TO GEPi 417(al

A. Goals and Objectives

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

o support programs that will improve educational 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;

o supp t programs that address the continuing need to help Indians become
better represented in specific professions by placing emphasis on pr.,-
viding assistance to Indian graduate students (Educational Personnel
Development and Fellowships).

B. Progress and Accomplishments

In 1982, awards were made to.54 Indian tribes and organizations and 12 uni-
versities. These grants reached approximately 6,000 children and l,000
trainees. In FY 1981, awards were made to 59 Indian tribes And organizations,
and 8 universities to serve 7,200 children and 95D tralnees. Most of *_he
1983 grants were continuations from prior, multi-year tommitnents.

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

C. Cos.s,, Benefits. and Effectiveness

Over the ten-year history of the Indian Education Act, come COO grants
totaling more than S100 million have been awarded for preschool,elementary,
and secondary projects. At the higher education level, S18 million has
supported the training of about 4,800 educational personnel and $8.6 million
has been awarded for nearly 1,400 fellowships.

That Part 3 projects have promoted the ability of Indians to become eqtat-
ed and productive citizens and exercise leadership in the Indian community
is supported by datz from a recently completed study, The mot
Higher Education Students Supported Under the Indian Education -cc.
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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 completion rate for all
Indian undergraduates reported in a 1978 GAO study of Indian college stu-
-Its. Of the Fellows who earned degrees, 96.5 percent were employed after

graduation.

Of the participants in the Educational Personnel Development 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 and 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
B staff has provided in-service training for personnel in those districts.

The Part B 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.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for trAislation

For a description of the Administration's budget proposal for this and
other Title IV programt, see Section 11.0 of Chapter 111.
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E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above

Impact Stud of Parts 8 and C of the Indian Education Act, Communications
Techno ogy orporation,

Study to Track Participants in the Higher Education Programs Funded by
the Otfice of Indian Education, Native American Research Associates,
1981.

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

Program review materials.

F. Other Supporting Data

Not applicable.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417;13)

Not applicable.

Contact or Further Information

Program Operations: Hakim Khan, (202) 245-8020.
Program Studies: Dorothy Shuter, (202) 245-8364
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SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR INDIAN ADULTS--PART C
(CFDA No. 84.062)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

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

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 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/

'urpose: Part C authorizes a range of activities designed to improve
educational opportunities below the college level for Indian adults. Pro-
gram objectives include: increasing literacy; improving basic skills; in-
cr.asing the numbnr 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 education to develop literacy
and basic skills and on secondary education, including preparation for
the high school equivalency examination. Many projects also offer consumer
education and special services needed by adult students, such as academic
and career counseling, aptitude and vocational testing, and job referral.

Planning, pilot, and demonstrationprolects to test and demonstrate
innovative approaches to adult 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
activities during the next fiscal year. Projects are approved for periods
of up to three years.

U. RESPONSE TO GEPA 41 7(al

A. Goals and Obiectives

During FY 1983 the Department's principal objective with respect to this
program was to emphasize the educational service projects, since they are
more directly aimed at serving the immediate needs of Indian adults,
while at the same time reserving a small amount of .unds that could be
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A. Goals and Objectives (Continued)

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

B. Progress and Accomplishments

Part C grants totaling 5500,000 were first awarded in 1973. Over a ten
year period, more than 540 million has been spent for adult education
projects. In fiscal year 1982, $5:2 million supported 49 projects for
-ore than 15,300 Indian adults. In FY 1983, $3.6 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 substantial improvements. Between 1970 and 1976, for example, the
percentdge of Indians from 20 to 24 years of age who had completed high
school rose by 12 percentage points.

The value of these educational programs 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 enrolled in
Part C basic education projects improved their basic skills such as
reading and math. Four hundred and twenty-two Indian adults (12 percent)
were reported to have attained better jobs because of their Part C GED
educational assistance.

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

For a description of the Administration's budget proposal for this
and other Title IV programs, see Section II.0 of Chapter 111.

In 1984, the BIA has requested approximately $3.7 million for adult
education.

E. Supportin Studies and Anal ses Cited in Section C Above

An Impact Stud of Parts 8 and C Programs and Projects Funded Under
.it e , the ndian n175R57707 Communication Technology Corporation,
April 1981.

F. Other Supporting Data

lot applicable.
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

Nor, applicable.

Contact for Further Information

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

Notes

1. Includes supplemental 1983 appropriation of 81,938,000 available
until expended.
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ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION PROGRAM
(No CFDA Number)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislltion: Since 1982: "Secretary's Discretionary Funds" (Subchapter 0
of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981). (Ex-
pires September 30, 19d7). Prior to 1982: the Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Education Act.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 10,000,000 S 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 ..mr 2,850,000
1984 ..... 2,850,000

Purpose: To help schools And communities assess and respond to alcohol
and drug abucP, by becoming aware of the complex 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 Resource7Fiters. These centers award grants to public school
districts and private schools for training school teams in devising and
applying methods of dealing with each team's unique alcohol and drug
abuse problems. The ultimate beneficiaries of this training are students
:n grades 7-12; the training is provided at the regional centers. The
remaining program funds go to support a contractor that provides a national
data base and program support and evaluate subcontractors.

Cblioations 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
schools. 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
orogram has been to provide technical assistance through its regional
centers to as many school teams as its funding (level since 1981) could
ac:ommrdate. The program is pursuing dual goals:

Goal 1--To identify, demonstrate, evaluatp. end disseminate effective
strategies for alcohol and drug abuse Prevention, and
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a) (Continued)

Goal 2--To train tears of school administrators, teachers, 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.

B. Progress and Accomlf ":rents: In FY 1982, the program's $2.8 million
budget provided 475 s7.111-661u 5730 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-
ual 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, and Effec iveness:

There are no evaluation data on students' alcohol 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 in their efforts to deal
more effectively with alcohol and drug abuse prevention; the Department's
efforts have been endo-:ed by inclusion in the President's Federal Strategy
for Prevention of Drug Abuse and Drug Trafficking in FY 1982.

O. rays for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

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

E. 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 of Justice, The School Team Approach Phase
and Evaluation," Social Action Research Center, San Rafael, California,
January 1981.

In the same year, a study was completed by OPBE, "An Impact Study of
Personnel Trained by the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Program," A. T.
Kearney, Inc., Alexandria, Virginia, May 1981.
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F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):_

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

Contacts for Further Information:

Program Operations: Myles Doherty, (202) 472.7960
Program Studies: Myles Doherty, (202) 472-7960
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I. PROGRAM PROFILE

WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL EQUITY
(CFDA No. 84.083)

)

Legislation: 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; 90 Stat. 2220
and 2335 and Public Law 95-561, Title IX, Part C.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $30,000,00n $ 9,000,000
1980 580,000,000 $10,000,000
1981 580,000,000 S 8,125,000
1982 S 6,000,000 S 5,7E0,000
1983 S 6,000,000 S 5,760,000

Purpose: To promote educational equity for %omen in the United States and
to provide financial assistance to enable e,!ucational agencies and insti-
tutions to meet the requirements of Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972.

Program Strategies: There are two legislated strategies to achieve ,-,rograin

goals. The first 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 Ve operation of
programs of equal educational opportunities for both sexes, including
activities to achieve compliance with Title IX. According to the Act,
this second strategy can be undertaken only when appropriations for the
program exceed X15 million. Efforts are made to avoid duplication of pre-
viously funded ideas and to ensure geiraphic diversity.

El igibility: Public agencies, nonprofit private agencies, organizations,
ardirtions -- including student and community groups -- and individ-
uals are el igible to receive grants.

Aoplice-t Requirements: A proposal must be submitted that meets require__
rents tor Women's Eaucational Equity Act (WEEA) grants or requests for

I. oposals.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Awards are made annually, some for

multi-year projects althougn one year is the normal duration of an award.

Obligations of Grant Recipients; A final report at project end, semi-annual
progress and financial reports are required. Before continuation awards
can be made, project status is examined. For audit purposes, program
accounting records must be maintained.

OP
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 41714)

A. Goals and Objectives

Cpzrating ob;ectives for FY 1983 have been established for the development,
dissemination, and evaluation of the program, as follows:

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

Program Priorities 1983 Planned Distribution

1. Model projects on Title IX compliance 15%

2. Model projects on educational equity
for racial and ethnic minority women
and girls 20%

3. Modc; projects on educational equity
for disabled women and girls 20%

4. Model projects to influence leaders
in educational policy and administration 0%

5. Model projects to eliminate persistent
barriers to educational equity for
women 20%

6. Other Authorized Activities 25%.

o The WEEA Publishing Center produces and markets model products and stra-
tegies, as approved by the WEEAP and PAVAC, to potential users nation-
wiae. Authority for this activity is contained in P.L. 95-561, 20 USC
3342. Sac. 932.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o Sixty-seven grants totaling approximately five million dollars were
awarded in FY 19b3. The grants were awarded in the following Priori-
ties and distribution:

Program Priorities 1983 Actual Oistribution

1. Mocitl projects on Title IX compliance 18%

2. Model projects on educational equity
for racial and ethnic minority women
and girls 25%

3. .Model projects on educational equity

for disaoled women ank. girls 22%

4. Moaei projects to influence leaders
in eaucaticnal po;!cy and aamtnIstration
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8. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

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

6. Other Authorized Activities 13%

o 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. Department of Education. Phase one,
completed in January 1981, vas an Evaluability Assessment (E.1.) which es-
tablished the operating objectives for the program and analyzed the factors
which aided or obstructed their achievement. Phase two, completed in Oe-
cember 1981, was a Rapid Feedback Evaluation (E.2.) which collected data
on the extent to which the objectives were being met. rata collection
methods included in-depth interviews, site visits, and computer analyses
of sales records and coded informatioa on purchase invoices. Production
and sales data from the WEEAP Publishing Center indicate that the program
has met its first two objectives of deveioping a broad range of products
and marketing them nationwide. Most of the materials were. in the areas of
staff development, curriculum and career development. Over 200 products
are available through the 4EEAP Publishing Center.

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

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

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

o train educational and administrative personnel in equity-related
skills, approaches, and product utilization.

WEEAP products were frequently used in combination with other resources.
While this suggests that the WEEAP products are flexible enough to be
integrated easily with other materials, it rules out the possibility of
attributing success directly to WEEAP producL and approaches. Thus,
while WEEAP materials were widely used and users report satisfaction with
the materials, the effects of the materials in improving equity anJ oppor-
tunities for women are not known.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Program Administration: On July 26, 1983, the General Accounting Office,
at tne request of tnree members of tne U.S. Congress, reported on Proce-
dures for Making Grant Awards Under Three Department of Education Dis-
cretionary Grant Programs. (1.3.) program was the WEEAP. ipecific
information was requested, including: how and by whom grant funding prior-
ities are established; how field readers who review grant proposals are
recruited and selected; the field reader selection criteria; the training
and orientation 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 percentage' of requested funds that
successful applicants received in 1981 and 1982.

Findings: To respond to the questions, GAO staff interviewed appro-
priate ED staff and reviewed relevant files. They found that:

o The Secretary of Education is required to set priorities for funding
grants.

o In 1981 the field readers were selected by the WEEAP staff from a list
of names obtained from such sources as educational organizations,
other ED offices, and former grantees. In 1982 riiey were selected by
the Office of the Assistant Secretary solely f.om a list referred by
ED's Field Reader Outreach Program. This Program was established
in March 1982 because of concern in ED that 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 responsibility
to senior ED officials for selecting readers. In the GAO's opinion,
one (one percent) of the 1981 readers and 11 (20%) of the 1982 readers

did not meet any of the Program's criteria for selecting field readers.
They note, ho%ever, that the criteria are subjective.

o Specific criteria :ere used by the rears in evaluating and scoring
applications. The intividual readers' scores were then standaroized,
averaged, and reordered according to the average.

o When selecting applications for funding, ED officals may deviate from
tne field reader ranking. However, deviations must be explained. In

1982 tne Department funded WEEAP applications according to rank order
[to avoid the illusion of favoritism.)

o To determine final funding levels for each approved application, pro-
gram staff review proposed budgets to identify both allowable and wnat
appear to be unnecessary types of costs, or costs that exceed pre-
established program guidelines. They then recommend a widget to tne
Assistant Secretary. Most WEEAP grants we r e funded at more than 90
percent of the amounts requesteo.

D. Plans for Prooram lmorovsment and Recommendations for Legislation

Acministr!tion reouested no f..indint.: for vie Women 's Educat 7on

program for Ff 1984 because their priority 4as to provide fiexiole resources
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O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation
(Continued)

for States and school districts to use on this or other programs that meet
local needs. The Congress, however, has funded the WEEAP at 55,760,000.
This level of funding is the same as for FY 1983.

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

1. Evaluability Assessment of the Women's Educational Eouity Act Program,
American Institutes for Research, Palo Alto, California (January 1981).

2. Rapid Feedback Evaluation of the Women's Educational Equity Act Program,
IffiLican Institutes for Research, Nato Alto, California (December 1981).

3. Procedures for Making Grant Awards Under Three DePrtment of Education
1 cre ionary ran rograms, epor y e I. . neral Accounting

ZWRi1.71'571083).

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

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

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

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Rosemary Wilson, (202) 245-246o

Program Effectiveness: Kathryn Crossley, (202) 245-8877
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MIGRANT EDUCATION
MICH SCHOOL EQUIVAtENCY PROGRAM (HEP)

AND COLLEGE ASSISTANCE MIGRANT PROGRAM (CAMP)
(CFDA Nos. 84.141 and 84.14g)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-329, Title IV, Section 4;8A as amended by P.L.
96-374; 20 USC 1070d-2 and P.L. 97-35; 20 USC 276. (Expires September 30,
1985)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Autnorizat;on

(Both Peograms)

Appropriation

HEP CAMP

1980 S 12,000,000 S 6,l60,000 1,173,000
1981 9,600,000 6,095,000 1,208,000

1982 7,500,000 5,851,200 1,159,680
1983 7,500,000 6,300,000 1 ,200 ,000

Purpose: HEP assists students who are enyaged, or whose families are
engaged, in migrant or other seasonal farmwork to obtai the equivalent
of a secondary school diploma and subsequently to gain employment or be
placed in an institution of 'higher education or other postseconaary
education or training. CAMP assists such students enrolled in the first
undergraduate year at an institution of higher eduction to pursue

successfully a program of pustsccondery education.

Types of Services Provided: HEP provides outreach, teaching, counseling
and p acement services in order to recruit and sere eligible migrant
and seasonal farmworker dropouts who are beyond the age of compulsory
school attendance. HEP participants receive room and board and stipends
for their personal expenses. They are housed on a college or university
campus and may make use of tne cultural, recreational, health, and other
campus facilities. CAMP proviceS services needed to help participants
complete the first undergraduate year. These services include tutoring,
social counseling and assistance in obtaining, grants, loans, and work-
study funds to assist with the remaininp three undergraduate school

years. CAMP participants receive tuition, room and board and stipends
ft-r personal expenses.

Eligibility: Grants are made to institutions of nie:ner educati'n (IHEs)
or other NI:011c or nonprofit private agencies (which cooperate witn an
:HE).

Apolicant Peduirements: An applicant col*.eqe or university must suLmit
a pi an and cost estimate wnicn meet tne regui re :dents of and contain tne
-nformatian outlined in curr'ent regulations.
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Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Discretionary grants are approved

and awarded annually. The prrbject period is generally twelve months
but multi-year projects may be approved. If a project is approved on
a multi-year basis or is renewed, carry-over provisions apply.

Obligations of Grant Reci ients: Grantees must submit annual financial

status reports and a fins performance report. Grantees must maintain
complete accounting, personnel, performance and other project records.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)

A Goals and Objectives

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

B. Progress and Accomplishments

Not Applicable.

C. Cost, Benefits, and Effectiveness

HEP Program Scope: Nineteen HEP grants to IHEs and associated public or non-
profit private agencies located in 16 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 2,305. The 19 funded
HEP programs had 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, TX, OR, and WA) were awarded in
Fiscal Year 1982 for school year 1982-8". The total number of students
served through the 1982-83 CAMP programs was 471 and the six funded

projects had enrollments ranging from 30 to 125. (Source: E. 1)

REP/CAMP Progfim Costs: For school year 1982-83, tO trtal funding for
nineteen HE profits (serving 2,305 participants) Nad'S5,851,000. The

total funding for six CAMP projects (serving 4'7 participants) was
S1,159,580. The average cost per participant was $2,538.40 for HEP and
S2,462.17 for CAMP. (Source: E. I)

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

The annual cost per sti'dent in HEP ranged from 51,284 to 53,777. The

median expenditure was $2,347. Because HEP was totally a residential
program, it was far more expensive than a local GED program. Costs
for such local programs in New York State were $110 for the "Adult High
School Education Program" (AHSEP) and WO for the "Fellowship Education
Training Program" (FE M. Job Corps, which was also residential but
with a vocational training emphasis, cost 5.3,149 per participant.
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C. Cost, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Programs which emphasized career education without the GED were less
costly than HEP because of their non-residential character. The "Learn
and Earn" program in Florida averaged $843 per student. "Learn and Earn"
is for an inschool 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 Bound," which has a summer residen-
tial component in addition to weekend tutoring and remedial programs,
was only slightly less expensive ($1,738) than HEP.

o The program that was most comparable to CAMP in objectives and target
population was the Department of Education's Special Services Program.
The latter was judged to be substantially less effective in retaining
Students in postsecondary education. While CAMP had a retention
rate of about 85 percent, Special Services has an overall success
rate of 61 percent distributed among tht sol lowing outcomes:

- made satisfactory academic progress. 36.61
- transferred to another institution 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 $355.

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

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

o Historical data on CAMP participants showed high retention rates and
satisfactory grade attainment (i.e., GPA of 2.0, or average grade of
"C") and low non-positive terminations (712 percent or less).

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

During Fiscal Year 1983, or.Q major action was proposed to alter the scope -
and effect of MEP and CAMP: The Department's Fiscal Year 084 budget
requested no funas for ilEP and CAMP for Fiscal Years 1983 and 1984.

This action was based on the costs of the two programs relative to tree
costs of alternati.#a programs available for these students.

E. Su000rting StudieS and i3ilalVS1S

I. Summary of Facts and Figures on HEP/CAMP. Mig -ant Education grogram,
wasnington, 0.,.., Novemoer 1982.

2. Evaluation of the Hign Scnool Ecuivalency Program (HEP) and tne
o eye Assistance Migrant Program (t..AMP). Clark, Phipps, .;iark ,

ana marris, :ac., elasnington, J.C. Qune i 98O.
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F. Other Supporting Data

1979 REP/CAMP Programs
Parts ci pan ts ' Characteristics

(Percentage of Total Per Program)

Ethnicity REP CAMP
Hi span 1 c 7579% W7%
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%

Age

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

Sex
Men 61.6% 45%
Women 38.3% 55%

Source: E.2

111. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b

No studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Louis J. McGuinness, (202) 245-2181

Program Studies.: ,,James J. English, (202) 245-9401

g
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ARTS Vel Erule,ATION PROGRAM fno assigned CF.)A number)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Section 581(0) of the Education Consolidation and Improve-
ment Act of 1981, P.: 97-35, 20 U.S.C. 3851. (Expires September 30,
1987) Formerly Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, P.L. 95-561.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

19 79 520,000,000 $3,000,000
1 980 20,000,000 3,500,000
1981 20,000,000 3,1 50,000
1 982 3,1 50,000 2,025,000
1483 1/ 2,025,000

Purpose: To conduct demonst, Ition programs regarding the involvement of
ri-ariFIRiTped people irt all the arts; to foster greater awareness of the need
for arts programs for the hardicapped; to sponsor model programs in the
performing arts for children and yout.; and to support national network of
state arts and education committees.

method of 1peration: The program is conducted through noncompetitive
grants to the National Committee an Arts for the Handicaptied and the John
F. 'ennedy Center for the Performing Arts. In FY 1Q8> the grant amounts
were ,350,000 and 5675,000 respectively.

Duration of Assistance: :.ants
renewal through reapolication on

Obligations of Gran. Recipients:
once a year.

II, RESPONSE TO GEDA 411

A. Goals and Objectives

are made for a twelve-month period with
an annual basis.

4.44
Financial and performak ;mons are due

There were no unique objectives in FY :983.

4, orporess .;nd Accomplishments

'kit epol icahle.
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Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Benefits Provided: Program records (E.1) show teat in FY 1982 the Naticnz,1
Committee on Arts for the Handicapped supported 204 Very Special Arts

Festivals across the country. In addition, it held 600 training sessions
for teachers, artists, and parents regarding arts programs for the handi-
capped.

The Kennedy Center's program supported, in part, two types of
benefits:

I. the American College Theatre Festival
2. activities of 47 Alliance 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,

?ovulation Served: Table 1 below summarizes the number of program
r7IFIRWCti-1777 1482 by activity area. (E.I)

TABLE 1

FY 1482 Activity Number and Type of Participants

Very Special Arts Festivals
Training Programs
Araeri can College Theatre

Festi val

Alliance for Arts Education
Programs

300,000 handicapped students
228,756 teachers, artists, parents
975 college students

146,000 students, teachers, and parents

1. Plans for Prcgra Improvement and Recomendations for Legislation

lone.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above

1. Annual 'Performance Reports, Program Files, OESE.

F Other Supporting Data

lone.

III. RESF:-SE TO (EPA 7(h)

lo studies related to this program are planned.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Kay venry, (202) 245.1213

foiram studies: Carpi Chelemer, (,202) 2d5 11



Notes

1. This program
2, Subchapter
6 percent of
establishes a

$2,025,000.

117-3

is one of several activities authorized by ECIA, Chapter
0. The maximum amount authorized fo Subchapter 0 is

the amount appropriated for Chapter 2. Subchapter 0 also
minimum level or the Arts in Education program of
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IlEXPENSPE RO6K DISTRIBUTION dROGRAM (no asligned CF9A (flirter)

I. PROGRAM I.'ROFILE

Left station: Section 581(b) of the Education Consolidation and Improvft-
ment Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35, 20 U.S.C. 3851. (Expires September 30,
1987) Formerly Title II, Part C of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, P.L. 95-561.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 S 9.000,00D $6 ,1100,000
1 980 10,000,000 6,500,000
1981 11 ,non,noo 5,850,000
1 982 If 5,R56,000
1983 17 5,850,0110

Purpose: To support the distribution of inexpensive books to students
three years old through high school age to help motivate them to learn to
read.

4ethod of Operation: The program is administered through a sole source
contract awarded ..0 :`ailing is Fundamental, Inc. (RIF)

Authorized Activities: RIF allocates funds to local community associatirs
whi75 then distribute the books. Community support through volunteer acti-
vities by educators, parents, librarians, cuid business and civic leaders
is a key element of the program. Projects may support up to 75 percent
of the cost of hook purchases, in general, and 100 percent of book costs
for migrant children. RIF also works with apprceximately 1?5 book publisherS
to provide discounts on hooks.

Duration of Assistance: The contact is awarded for a twelve -month period
with renewal made through reapplication on an annual basis.

Otligations of contractor: Financial and performance reports are due once
a year.

II. RESPOISE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. 'goals and Dbjectives

inere Here no unique objectives in FY 1983.

R. Progress and Accompl i shments

lot appl 'cable.
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C. Costs, Renefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: In FY 19R1 about 2.4 million children in 3,000 communities
7e7CTived books through the efforts of more than 100,00O volunteers. (E.1)

Renefits Provided: In FY 1983 aug4t 7.4 million books were distributed.
Since 197A, the program has distributed almost 40 million books. (E.1)

Program Effectiveness: The sole evaluation study of the program was carried
out in 1980 by tne General Research Corporation. (E.2) The two objectives
of the study were to:

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

2. describe the process by which books are acquired and distributed to
chi 1 firer..

Lack of funding precluded the completion of work on objective 1 which would
have included a pre- and post-analysis about the influence; on, and attitudes

of, children toward reading. The final report is descriptive of the program's
activities and effects rather than analytic. It found that the program
was enthusiastically supported by school pe-sonnel, parents, volunteers,
and sponsoring community agencies. Respondents reported their beliefs
that tr.e program represented the only source of books most participating
children had in their homes, that it stimulled greater parental involve-

ment in their children's reading, and that it had beneficial impacts on
school community and school-parent relations.

Plans for Rroqram Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

Mone.

E. Supoorting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above

1. Annual Reports of RIF, Inc., OESE.

7. Art Evaluation of the Right-to-Read Inexpensive ROOK qlStributiOn
Progra,, General Research Corporation, Mc Lean, dirginia,
October, 1981.

F. Other Supporting Data

lone.

III. riS71mSE TO 3EDA 117(b):

Mo furtnv v..udies related to vlis orocram are olanned.
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Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Kay Henry, (202) 245-8213

Program studies: Carol Chelemer, (202) 245-9401

Notes

1. This program is one of several activities alithorized by ECIA Chapter 2,
Subchapter O. The maximum Amount authorized for Subchapter 0 is 6

Percent of the toal amount appropriated for Chapter 2. Subchapter 0
Also establishes a minimum for the Inexpensive Rook Distribution
Program of 35,850,000.
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SECRETARY'S DIS RETIONARY PROGRAM -- DISCRETIONARY ACTIVITIES

TO IMPRO-i ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
(CFDA Nos. 84.122, 84.073, and 84.123)

Highlights:

o Grant competitions assisted projects to implement the recommendations
of the Natiwa! Commission on Excellence in Education, including several
an teacher inc tines, parental choice, and school boards. (Section
11.8 below)

o Four programs snecified in the budget or Congressional reports were
implemented: tie National Diffusion Network, Law-relateu Education,
Educat:on Television and Technology, and the Evaluation of the Block
Grant. (II.h

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Section 583(a) of the Education Consolidation and Improve-
iETVt-Fir 1981, P.L. 97-35, 20 U.S.C. 3851. (Expires September 30, 1987)

Funding:

Fiszal Year Authorization Appropriation

$28,765,000
I/

Purpose: To gather and disseminate irformation on the effectiveness of
prOgramS to meet the needs of Individuals served by the Education Con-
soliaatiOn and Imorovement Act (ECIA) and to assess the needs of those
individuals, to support research and dewnstrations related to purposes
of the ECIA, to improve educational personnel training, and to assist
State and local educators in their implementation of the ECIA.

Structure: The Secretary's Discretionary Program assisted programs in

51177Zificorits: (1) those mandated by the authorizing statute (Arts
in Education, Alconol and Drug Abuse; and inexpensive Book Distribulpion
2/), (2) that required by report Language for the Fiscal Year '983
appropriations act (Law - related Education), (3) those included in the

budget request or House or Senat, committee reports (National Diffusion
Metworx, Educational Television and Technology, and Evaluation of the ECIA
Chapter 2 9lock Grant), and (4) new discretionary initiatives undertaken by
the OepaiLment. Table I depicts the funding flow for tne Secretary's

of Discretionary Program in terms of those four categories of programs. This
chater briefly describes activities under categories (2) tnrougn (4). 2/
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Table 1. Secretary's Discretionary Pr..gram, Fiscal Year 1983
Intended Funding Flew: Total, Mandates, Appropriation Report.

Recommendation, Responses to Departmental Requests,
Secretarial Initiatives

Funding Flow

Total Appropriation: $28,765,000

(I) Programs Mandated by the ECIA 2/ [10,725,000]
Arts in Education $2,025,000
Inexpensive Book Distribution 5,850..000

Alcohol and Drug Piuse 2,850,000

Subtotal $1$,040,000

(2) Program and level of fund;rl9.
[1,000,000]in Appropriation Act report:

Law -ref ated Education

S..btotal Si 7,040,000

(3) Congressional Responses to Departmental
Budget Requests:

Programs cited in rouse or Senate Committee
reports:

National Diffusion Network $10,000,000
Educational Television and

Technology 2,71 0,318

Evaluation of the Chapter 2
Block Grant 1.000,000

[1 3 , 710,3 1 8

Subtotal 3,329,682

(4) Discretionary Portion, for Secretary's
$ 3,329,682
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Structure: (Continued)

a Category 2: Program recommended by Appropriations Act report

Under the Law-related Education Program, the Department assists projects
to institutionalize activities about the legal syf_tem .n elementary and
secondary classrooms. The Secretary's Discretionary Program provided
nearly $1 million for law-related education in Fiscal Year 1983.

o Category 3: Pro rams cited by House or Senate Committee reports in
response to the aministration's tuaget requeSt

Under the National Diffusion Network, organizations that have developed
products or practices cert:Wthe Department's Joint Dissemination
Review Panel and that have Network grants disseminate information about
those efforts throughout the Nation as "Developer/Demonstrators." Agen-
cies help local educators learn about the certified products or prac-
tices through support from "State Facilitator Grants." Both types of
grants are awarded competitively and may last as long as four years
depending on performance and availability of funds. Contracts are also
awarded competitively and for varying lengths of time for organizations
to provide technical assistance to NON grantees and to identify and
assess promising practices. The Secretary's Discretionary Program pro-
vided SIO million for NON in Fiscal Year 1983.

Under the Education Television and Technology Program, contracts and
grants are awarded competitively to organizations both to develop,
refine, and distribute educational television programs and to develop
projects and scnool-based demonstrations of educational technology.
The Secretary's Discretionary Program provided 52,710,318 for educational

televi% on and tecnnology in Fisc_ 1 Year 1983.

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

o Category 4. The Secretary's New Initiatives

Special Initiatives in Fiscal Year 1083 included a grants ccmpetitior.

tbt fund research and demonstration projects on three themes: improving

the quality of teaching tnrough incentives, strengthening school poem,
and expanding parental choice. The Secretary's Discretionary Program
spent over S2 million on projects under these themes in Fiscal Year

.1983. ether Secretarial In'tiativel ...em fifteen projects locIuding

t' new activities sucn as tne convening of tne National Commission on

Excellence :n Education and regional meetings to diScuSS its findings,
or continuation of previously Nadel efforts (such as Cities in Scnools).
These fifteen projects rota: S1,192,782 In Fiscal Year 1983.
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)

A. Goals and Objecties:

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

o Through the Secretary's Special Initiatives, to

- stimulate the implementation of the recommendations of the National
Commission on Excellence in Education through support of research
and demonstration activities, and

- stimulate research and demonstration of effectivl means to increase
parental choice, promote teacher incentives, strengthen scnooi

boards.

o Through the National Diffusion Network, to

- disseminate more information in ..he 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.

o Through the Education Television and Technology program, to

- continue to make available high-quality educational television
programming, particularly for children, and

- assist States and localities in making good use of new instructional
technologies, n..)tably microcomputers.

o Through the Law-related Education Program, to
1

- assist sites in making educatiqnial activities about the legali'sy,,:m
pert ,of the curriculum.

8. plaktst and Accomplishments

o Fifteen projects were funded to implement the Natioat Commission on
Ex011ence in Educaon's recommendations, total ling jJt over $1

o Proposals funded included a demonstration of increasing parental thrice
throulh open enrollment across a district's schools, 12 project; on
-.eacher incentives, and 3 on school boards.
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progress and Acnomplisiments: (Continued)

o The National Oirfc'sion Network continued support of 53 State Futlitator
and 91 Developer-Dem Astrator grants; funded 24 new projects in tech-
nology, literacy, reading (grade and above), science, and math;
assisted the implementation of ten "technology 1 ighthouseS° funded
initially in FY 1982; identified 600 new promising projects in different
geographic areas; and gave technical assistance to 35 projects about
their submissions to the Joint 0i4semination Review Panel.

o The Educational Television and
based technology demonstrflions;
gramming, storage/captioning and
5,000 placemenu of educational
cable television.

Technology program funded 1? school-
funded three continuations of pro-
training efforts; and achieved over
programs on public, commercial, and

C. Costs, benefits, and Effeztiveness

Efforts Funded: Over 250 cmcracts and grants were awarded from the Fiscil
Year 1983 Funds: 33 in the Secretary's specific priority areas; 175 by the
National Diffusion Network; 15 in Educational Television and Technology; 14
in Law-related Education; and about ?S in other areas.

Cost and Eff-aiveness:

o Under the Secretar 's riorit areas, awards ranged from about $6,1C0
to over . :ey support activities ouring soPool year 1983-84,
so 10 data on their effectiveness are available yet.

o Under the National Diffusion Network, costs are rough) e 5700 per school
or about S6 per student served. The effectiveness of the effort. can 0e
assessed in terms of the number and geographic spread of sites adopting
exemplary projects. educators' satisfaction with the products being
distributed, the degree to which exemplary practices are faithfully
implemented in the adopting sites, and the gains in Spdent_performance.
Data on each are presented below:

o Weed of Exemplary Prolects: Based upon figures compiled from
FY 1983 project appticaons (see E.1 oelowl, program staff estimate
tnat 14,000 scaools were adopting and implementing exemplary projects.
More titan 65,00C ,ducators received training to use proau:ts and
practires, and approximately 1.7 mil llon students, or 4 percent

of fall 1982 elementary/secondary enrollment, are being served by
projects adopted in these new sites.

o Fidel;ty of Project implementation: earner evaluatior ;77.E)

reported :mat priects imp,emented via the MIN were reasonably
fa i thfui to developer' spec i fictions. Simi I tarty, resul ts from

current studies (E.2 and E.3) nave snoNn that X01 c;ect adopters
are implementmg :Tie new practices w;tr consIcerapie :$11 'LI.

.96
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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, notices about grant
competitions supported by the Secretary's Discretionary Fund will
be published earlier in the year.

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

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

1. National Diffusion Network analyses of Grantee Applications.

2. Crandall , David P. and Associates, People, Policiesqind Practices:
Examining the Chain of School improvement, Volumes I-X. Andover, MA:
Tne Network, Inc., 1983.

3. Crandall, (LP., C.L. ThOmpson, and J.A. Taylor, The National Diffusion
Network: A Special Report. Andover, MA: The NETWORK, Inc. Noventer
Tgeo-

4. Campeau, P.L et al., Final Report: Evaluation of Project information
Package Dissemination and implementation. Palo Alto, CA: American
Institutestutes for Research, J.Vivarr,-1979.

5. Emrick, J.A., Evaluation of the National Diffusion Network, Vols. 1

and 2, Menlo Park, CA: Stanford Research Institute, 1977.

6. Stearns, M.S., Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Information
Packages: Volume I-Summary Report. men to Park, CA: Stan fora Re-
search Institute, 1977.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

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

Contact for Further Information

Program Operations:

National Diffusion Network: Lee Wickline, (202) 653-7000

Educational Television and Technology: Jean Narayanan, (202) Z544855

Law-related Education: George Rhodes, (202) 245-8223

Discretionary Grant Competitions: Mary Jean Le Tends'', , (202) 426 -6425

Program Studies: in Weinneimer, (202) 24.5-3877
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Notes

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

2. Each of the three programs mandated by law in the Secretary's
Discretionary Fund is covered by a separate chapter in the,
Annual Evaluation Report.
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BILINGUAL EDUCATIONDISCRETIONARY GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES,'
STATE EDUCATIONAL ,AGENCIES, INSTITUTIONS HIGHER EDUCATION,

AND NONPROFIT PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS
(dFDA No. 84.003)

HIGHLIGHTS

o Administration proposed amendments to the Bilingual Education Act
known as the Bilingual Education Improvements Act of '1983 (II.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. 95-501, Title VII of ESEA
of 65; 21 U.S.C. 3221-3261.

Funding_Since

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979
1980
1981

1982
1983

$ 232,000,000
299,000,000
446,000,000 1/
139,970,000 !/
139,970,000 /7

$ 16,400,000
171,763,000
161,427,000
138,058,000
138,057,000

1

Pur ose: To develop and carry out programs of bilingual education in
e ementary and secondary schools, including 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 grantees to continue programs of bilingual
education after Federal funding ceases.

Pro ram Cornents: The Office of Bilingual Education and Minority

anguages At.1177administers the ESEA Title VII 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 remaining 9 programs are discussed in other

chapters. A description of the three programs follows:
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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 children of limited English proficient.), as defined in the legis-
lation to improve their rnglish language skills. Programs supported by
the Bilingual 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 in non-language subject areas. The projects are
intended to build the capacity of the grantee to maintain programs of
bilingual education when Federal funding is reduced or no longer avail-
able..

2. Demonstration Projects. This program provides financial assistance
to demonstrate exemplary 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. Desegregation Support Program. This program provides financial assist-

ance to locil 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 bilingOal-
bicultural instructional projects and curriculum development projects.

Eli ibility:,,,Loql educational agencies, institutions of higher education
applying joviltlyiwith one or more local education agencies, or an ele-
mentary or secondary school operated or funded by, the Ikreau of Indian
Affairs,Or a non-profit organization or Indian tribe are eligible for the
Basic Grant and Demonstration program.

Eligibility for the Desegregation Support Program is contingent upon a
local school district meeting the requirements of Section 606(a) and 606
(c) of the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), as amended, by P.L. 95-561.3/
The first requirement' is a section dealing with school districts imple-
menting desegregation plans; the second provides guidelines-concernin13 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 Title VI of ESAA. The Secretary uses the procedures for ,ranting 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 a waiver of ineligibility.
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Program Components (Continued)

Applicant Requirements: To be eligible for assistance in the Basic Pro-
jects program and the Demonstration. Projects program, an applicant must
meet the requirements found in the regulations applicable to those pro-
grams. The requirements include:

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

2. An applicant must provide for the participation 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 siould refer to 34 CFR 501.10(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 or joint applicant, is
required to hold at least one meeting, open to the public, to discuss the
contents of its application. Requirements for scheduling and holding this
open meeting are contained in the Education Department 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
is designated as the applicant under 34 CFR 75.128.

5. Joint applicants must complete a special 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
Department of Education. Requirements pertaining to State educational
agency review are contained in 34 CFR 500.20.

An eligible school operated 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 procedores outlined in 34 CFR 500.20(c).

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Awards for the Demonstration and
Basic Project programs are for a project period ranging from one to
three years. Desegregation grants to local districts are also for 4

period of one to three years. Nonprofit organizations applying for the
Desegregation program are eligible for 1-5 years of assistance: Contin-
uation of a multi-year award is conditioned on the availaoility of funds
and grantee's demonstration of satisfactory progress toward acniev4ng
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Applicant Requirements (Continued)

program objectives. Following negotiation with the approved applicant,
the Education Department Grants Officer sends notification of the grant
award to the recipient.

Oblinations of Grant Recipients: Specific reporting requirements are con-
tained in the grant document. Periodic audits should beMade as part of
the recipients' systems of financial management and internal control to
meet the terms and conditions of grants and other agreements.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)
1

A. Goals and Objectives:
%*-"N

1. The Demonstration 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 Demonstration Projects Program also had
funding priorities for new projects that demonstrated exemplary approaches
to the following components of a prograk 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
Desegregation Program.

B. Progress and Accomplishments:

o 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.

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

C. Costs Benefits, and Effectiveness:

Program Costs: In FY 1983, $84,126,000 was awarded through grants to
local school districts for Basic and Demonstration Projects. For the

1982-83 school year, Title VII projects spent approximately $351 per

enrolled LEP student. This amount is based on the total funds awarded to
local districts divided by the number of LEP students served.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness - Grants to School. Districts
/Continued)

Districts Served. In FY 1983, 531 Basic grants were awarded to districts
171i7;717:&1716,789 LEP and 45,896 non-LEP students speaking more than
80 different languages. Under the Demonstration Projects program, 50
projects in 23 States were, funded to serve about 11,050 students speaking
20 different languages. Since the first 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 usually
speaking a non-English language'and include almost half of all districts
with significant numbers of students who usually speak a non-English
language. Eleven destgregation support projects operated at a cost of
$2.4 million in r(1.983.

Students Servid: Title VII Basic
45,896 non-LEP students during
projects. Thirty percent of the
34 percent enrolled from 200-399
students.

Projects served 216,789 LEP students and
the 1983-1984 school year through 551

projects served fewer than 200 students,
students, and 36 percent served over 400

A recent study funded by Title VI/ found that Spanish is the most frequent
project language (74 percent). However, more than 90 different languages
were found in the Title VII projects (El). Only one language group was
served by 73 percent of the projects, but 13 percent served three or more
language groos (El).

Two-thirds of school principals interviewed in this study classified their
Title VII LEP students as performing below national norms while one-third
of the principals classified non-LEP Title VII participants as below
average in achievement (El).

Student Coverage: The adequacy of program coverage depends on how many
children need bilingual education. The extent to which there are programs
funded by State and local governments must '!so be considered. For the
1982-83 school year, Title VII reported serving 159,900 children in 498
Basic Projects and f5,850 students in 61 Demonstration Projects. Addition-
al federally funded bilingual education and English as a second language
(ESL) services were provided to 492,347 studerits (school year 1981-82)
under Title I, ESEA. Additional federally funded services are provided
by the Refugee Assistance Act to 143,000 children (see Chapter 203) and
the Migrant program (see Chapter 102, language services unknown).

In 1082 at least 42 States had bilingual education programs. The Education
Commission 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 students served by purely local programs is
unknown. If there was minimal duplication among these Federal and State
programs and considering there are also locally funded programs, as many
as 1,503,000 students may have been served in 1981-82.
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2. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness .(Continued)

Eligibility for Title VII Assistance. According to the Act, limited Eng-
lish proficient students are eligible for Title VII assistance. The
regulations implementing Title VII, ESEA define "limited English profici-
ency," 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 language other than English
is most relied upon for communication; or who is an American Indian or
Alaskan native and comes -from an environment in which a language other
than English has had a significant impact on his or ter level of"English
language proficiency and who, "by reason thereof" has sufficient diffi-
culty in understanding,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 fr eligible to apply for Title VII assistance.
Title III grants are awardeiron a discretionary basis.

a

Identifying such children has.turned out tobe very difficult. Estimates'
of the number of students whose ability to learn in an all-English speaking

classroom is hindered by their dependence on a non-English language range
from 934,000 (E5) to 3,600,000 (E3). The latter figure is the limited
English proficient (LEP) estimate from the Children's English And Services
Study which used the Language Measurement and Assessment Instruments
(MAI) test to classify children who are first identified from non-Zng-
lish home backgrounds. It must be noted that these procedures make it
possible for English speaking students from non-English language back-
grounds to be classified as LEP. For example, a recent study among the
Cherokee nation found the LMSAI test classfied 50 percent of the monoling-
ual English-speaking Cherokee students as LEP (E19)4/.Barnes (E4) reanal-
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 whose opportunities to benefit from education are curtailed by
dependence 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: In 1976 the AIR study (E6) found that fewer than
one-third of TitTe VII enrollees in "Spanish/English Basic projects"
were limited English speaking. Consequently, the 1978 amendments to the
Act included a provision that "a program of bilingua' instruction may
include 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.
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C. Costs, Benefits. and Effectiveness (Continued)

The Classroom Instructional Component Study (El) fo,,nd 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 Department's Office3of the Inspector
General have found some Title..VII projects exceeded the 40 percent 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 enrollment of English-speaking students (E7,8,9).

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, monolingual English speaking students can be
classified as LEP.

Langua e Use. The Bilingual Education Act defines a "program of bilingual
education" as a program of instruction designed for children of limited
English proficiecy (LEP) in elementary or secondary schools in which
there is instrzctfon given in and study of English and, to the extent
necessary to allow a 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 instruction
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, 51 percent utilized the native
lan age only until students could participate in .English instruction
(El). (No infermatio, 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 languages 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 (El).

Teachers reported the percentage of minutes 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);

social studies (72 percent), science (73 percent); cultural enrichment
(61 percent) (El).

Pro ect Ooeratrons. According to a recently completed study, projects in
oca a stricts 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 gradei 7 and 8 (28 percent).
Among the goals stated for projects newly funded in 1980 -81 were Engli;h
skills (97 percent of the projects), social studies/cultural heritage (42
percent), math/science (79 percent), inserSice training (79 percent),
co:lege cqursework (68 percent), and native language skills (67 percent)
(El).
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C. Costs, Benefits. and Effectiveness (Continued)

0

According to Title VII evaluation reponts, twice as many projects reported
teaching math in the non-English language as a project emphasis as did
teaching math in English. Reading in the non-English language was given
as a project emphasis by 50 percent more projects as emphasized English
reading. The most frequently mentioned project objective in the evaluation
repocts,was reaching the minority culture and history, which is required
by Title VII legislation (Ell),

6

Accord!ng to a recent study, three-quartiis of the projects employed a
full-tihe project irector. The average project employed 6 -8 aides, 85
percent in fulletime positions. Most projects also employ resource
teachers. Aides were most often used for ESL and native language arts
instruction (El)t

An advinced degree was held by over one-quarter of the classroom. teachers
and over half the resource teachers: Bilingual education"certiffcates
were held by about 40 percent of the classroom teachers. Teachers hid
7...9 years experience. Ninety-seven percent of classroom teachers re:
ctived 41

they
training in 1980-81. Two-thirds of the teachers report-

they were proficient in a non-English language, and half the teachers
reported having taught asing 4 non-English language at 3ome point during
their career (El).

One-third of the project directors and half the principals reported using a
pull-out approach, either exclusively or in combination with a.clausroom
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 likely to use pull-out. than were other languages (El).

I*
One-third of school principals reported scheduling problems due to multi-
ple programs for LE? stWents (El).

Improvements in Pri,gram Implementation. The first national evaluation of
Title V TI (E6,E10) completed in 1977 presented data on the qualfty of
program implementation. Experts generally assessed these data as indicat-
ing there were serious shortcomings in program implementation. A recent
descriptivestudy of in, VII classrooms in the 1980-81 school year
reports that project directors-indicated that there have been considerable
improvements in program implementation (El).

The data showed that 91 percent of project directors saidthey had a
written plan for administering the project. Ninety-four percent of these

directors said they followed their plan. and 71 percent indicated that
their plan included written management objectives. The data also showed
that 81 percent of project. directors reported that they had prepared
multi-year project plans for their initial proposal. Seventy-eight
percent of these project directors indicated that they had implemented
their multi-year project plans to a great or very great extent (El).
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S
Program Effects: How effective is Title VII? This is a difftcult question
to answer. The largema.rntyopro.Wtevaluations are so flawed in
their research design that they cannot be used to assess the impact of
the program. Each Title VII grantee is required by law to conduct a
project evaluation. For the 1980-81 school year, there should have been
550 evaluation reports; there were 355. Of these, only 84 were found to
meet minimum levels of scientific quality to explain whether or not the
program had an effect an the participants (Ell). 08EMLA is taking steps
to improve evaluation quality.

The first (and only) national evaluation of Title VII found in 1975 that
Title VII had no effect on math performance and 4 negative effect 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 reported in the following areas by percentage of teachers:
Spoken English (58 pement), Cultural Awareness (70 percent), Academic
Skills (65 percent), Reading (62 percent), Native Language (69 percent),
Self-Image (81 percent), and Attitude Toward School (79 percent) (El).

Capacity Building. One of the major intents of the basic grant program
is to provide limited, short-term intervention in an LEA to improve the
LEA's capacity for meeting the needs of limiod English pri.ficient stu-
dents. Many LEAs have received Title VII assistance for considerable
periods: 314 (40 percent of all LEAs receiving grants) LEAs have received
Title VII grants for six years or more; Ill LEAs have received grants for
ten years or more. #

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 and 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,-82 percent of Federal program coordinators, and
72 percent of principals said that bilingual education services would be
reduced or dropped if Title VII funding was reduced or discontinued (El).

4
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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 is not English.

Finally, budget policy is phasing out desegregation grants.

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

1. Cardenas, R. and others. A Descriptive Study of the Classroom Instruc-
tion-Component of the ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education Program, May
15, 1983, Development Associates, Arlington, Virginia. Contract 300-
79 -0675.

2. The Condition of Bilingual Education in the Nation, 1982. U.S. Depart-
ment of Education. .

3. O'Malley, J.N. Children's'English and Services Study: Language Minor-
ity Children with Limited English Proficiency in the United States.
Rosslyn, Va.: InterAmerica Associates.

4. Barnes, R. The Size of the Eligible Language Minority Population in
Baker, K. and de Kanter, A. (eds.) Bilin al Education: A Reappraisal,

of Federal Policy. Lexington, Mass.: ex ngton BOO S,

S. 0.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights. Directory of
Elementary and Secondary School Districts and Schools in Selected
School Districts: School Year 1978-79. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Depart-
ment of Education.

6. Danoff, g. and others. Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA Titli VII
Spanish/English Bilingual Education Program, Volume 1, American
Institutes for Research, Palo Alto, California, February 1977. Contract
DEC-0-74-9331.

7. Department of Education, Office of Inspector General for Audit. Review
of the Federal Gifted and Talented Bilingual Education Project at Re-
gion One Education Service Center, Edinburg, Texas, March 29, 1982.

8. Department of Education, Office of Inspector General for Audit. Review
of Federal Bilingual Education Programs at Dallas Independent School
District, Dallas, Texas. March 31, 1982.

9. Department of Education, Office of Inspector General for Audit. Review

of Federal Bilingual Education Programs in Texas, March 31, 1982.
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E. Supoorting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above (Continued)

10. Danoff, M. and others. Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA Title VII
Spanish/English Bilingual Education Program, Volume 3, American In-
stitutes for Research, Palo Alto, California, January 1978.

11. Synthesis of Reported Evaluation and Research Evidence on the Effec,
tiveness of Bilingual Education Basic Projects, Final Report: Tasks
70A, submitted by National Center for Bilingual Research, Los
Alamitos, California, Contract 300 - 810 -0439; July 15, 1983.

12. Raker, K. and de Kanter, A. An Answer From Research on Bilingual
Education, American Education, Washington, D.C., July 1983, Volume
19, Number

13. Biker, K. and de Kanter A., Effectiveness of Bilingual Education: A
Review of the Literature. Final Draft Report. U.S. Department of
Education, September 25, 1981.

14. Rosenthal, A.; Milne, A.; Ellman, F.; Ginsburg, A., and 3aker, K. A
Comparison of the Effects of Language Background and Socioeconomic
Status on Achievement Among Elementary School Students in Baker, K.
and de Kanter, A. (eds). Bilingual Education: A Reappraisal of
Federal Policy. Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1983.

15. So, A. Y. and S. Chang, What Matters? A Study of the Relative Impact
of Language Background and Socioeconomic Status on Reading Achieve-
ment. Mimeo. Los Alamitos, Ca.:National Center for Bilingual Research,
1982.

16. Mayeske, G.W., J. Dkada, W. Cohen, A. Beaton, Jr., and C. Wisler. A
Study of the Achievement of Our Nation's Students. Washington, D.C.,
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973.

17. Veltman, C.J. Relative Educational Attainment of HispanicAmerican
Children, 1971. Paper presented at the Aspire Hispanic Forum in Re-
sponsive Educational Policy, Washington, D.C. 1980.

18. Rosenthal, A., Baker, K., and Ginsburg, A. The Effect of Language
Background on Achievement Level and Learning Among Elementary School
Student. Sociology of Education, Volume 56, pp. 157-169, 1983.

19. Berdan, R.; So, A.; and Sanchez, A.; Language Among the Cherokee:
Patterns of Language Use in Northeastern Oklahoma. Part 1: Prelimin.

ary Report. Los Alamitos, California: National Center for Bilingual
Research, 1982.
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F. 20211202111111111.

1983
Supplementary Fact Sheet

Basic Grants ..... ................. .. $ 84,126,000

Basic Grants to LEAs .............................. 76,126,000
Number of projects supported ................ 551

Number of new projects...................... 246
Number of LEP children served. ......... 216,789
Average per pupil expenditure............... $351

Demonstration Grants to LEAs $ 8,000,000
Number of projects supported 50
Number of new projects* 25
Number of children served...... 11,050
Average per pupil expenditure $724

Special Demonstration Contracts $ 500,000
Number of contracts 1

Total Projects. 601

Number of children served. 182,505

Desegregation Support Grants_... $ 2,400,000
Number of projects 11

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 4171a:

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

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

o 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, Associates will examine services provided to junior
and senior high school language minority/limited English proficient
students.

--Decision Resources will examine Census data to determine the number
of limited English proficient students in the United States.
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201-13

--The National Center for Bilingual Research will be validating
the LM&AI, an instrument which evaluates language proficiency.

--MESA, 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 examiningipthe needs of and
services to Hawaiian and other Pacific Islanders.

--The Educational Testing Service will be supplementing the National
Assessment of Educational Progress with questions for limited Eng-
lish proficient student's.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Rudy Cordova, (202) Z45-2609 (basic Program)
Rudy Munis, (202) 245 -695 (Demonstration Program)

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

Notes

1. Includes $90,000,000 for bilingual vocational training and $8,000,000
for bilingual desegregation programs.

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

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

4. There,is some concern that the LM&AI may mis-identify some students;
in this 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 monolingual English speakers or who are
Englisn dominant, but who 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 81.1.00)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE:

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

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

0,

1979

1980
1981...
1982
1983

$ 70,000,000
80,000,000
90,000,000
735,000,000 I/
735,000,00PT/

$ 2,800,000
4,800,000
3,960,000
3,686,000 2/
3,686,000 2/

Pur ose: Bilingual vocational programs are authorized under the Voca-
tiona ducation Act, as amended. These programs provide aoults, who
are of limited English-speaking ability, both occupational training and
job-related English language skills. They also support the training of
bilingual vocational instructors and the development of instructional
materials.

Eligible Recipients: Applicants eligible for bilingual vocational
training grants and contracts include: local 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 is 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.

All instructional materials development is covered under, the Federal
procurement regulations for contracts. Eligible agencies are determined
by the kind of procurement (8A, Small Business set-aside, etc.) used.

Ap licant Re uirements: Applicants under bilingual vocational training
must submit the applications 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 established deadlines. Based upon evaluations and
recommendations of outside experts and internal review, the Director
of OBEMLA approves new applications for support.
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Program Profile, (Continued)

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Awards are for a project period
ranging from one 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 is 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.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives: No special goals
for this program in FY 1983.

B. Progress and Accomplishments: Research
bilingual vocational training, as well
E3) provided.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

or objectives were identified

was conducted in the area of
as training sessions (El, E2,

Students Served. In FY 1983, 12 student training projects, under bilingual
Taitiona 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 progilm,
9$1 individuals have been trained.

Types of Benefits Provided: Under the bilingual vocational training
program, project activities train indiOduals with limited English-speak-
ing ability for gainful employment as semi-skilled or skilled workers
in environments where English is the language normally used. Under
the bilingual vocational instructor training program, individuals are
provided training in vocational skills, methodology bilingual education,
job-related ESL instruction, 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 (c4). That study included orojects tnat were not federally
funded.
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

The Administration's proposed Bilingual Education Improvements Act of

1983 will authorize funds for bilingual vocational education. Out-of-
school youth and adults 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 available only to school
districts.

Plans 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 Outreach Services
in Bilingual Vocational Training Programs. Washington, D.C.:
Kirschner Associates, Incorporated, 1983.

N.,

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 Teachin English for
?1/the Job. Rosslyn, Virginia: InterAmerica Research Assoc ates, Incor-

porated, 1982. ..-

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

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE-TOGE11(b):

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

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Richard Mbar, (202) 447-9227
Barbara Greenberg, (202) 245-2595

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

1. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.M. 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 available funds are to be divided among the three different-
programs as follows:

o Sixty-five percent for the activities supported unoer the Bilingual
Vocational Training Program ('4.077).

o Twenty-five percent for the activities supported under the Bilingual
Vocational Instructor Training Program (84.089).

o Ten percent for the activities supported under the 'Bilingual
Vocational Instructional Materials, Methods, and Techniques (84.100).
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TRANSITION PROGRAM FOR REFUGEE CHILDREN--FORMULA GRANTS TO
STATE EPjCATION AGENCIES (CFDA No. 84.146) 1./

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: P.L. 96-212, Section 412 of the Refugee Act of 1980
(S U.S.C. 1522); Refugee Assistance Amendments of 1982 P.L. 97-363.

Funding:

Fiscal Year kagthorization apropriation 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 educational
agencies 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 or refugee children and may be
used to develop capacity through funding special curriculum materials,
bilingual teachers and aides, remedial classes, and guidance and counsel.
ing services required to bring these. children into the mainstream of the
American education system.

Eli ibilit : The program grants funds to State education agencies to
assist local educational agencies in providing special services to elig-
ible children. The State must have an approved plan for the adminiitration
of refugee resettlement programs on file with the Office of Refugee
Resettlement in the Department of Health and Human Services.

Administration: The program is administered by the Department of Education
31715717Wiriency agreement with the Department of Health ar.d Human
Services.

Determination of Grant Amounts: This program has no statutory formula.
The Secretary awards grants to 'States using a weighted formula based on
the number of eligible children enrolled in public and nonprofitiprivate
elementary and secondary schools in the State and the recency df their
'arrival in the United States. States then award grants to local semi
districts based on the number of refugee children the schnol districts
reported to the State. States may use up to one percent of the total
award for administrative costs. Awards are for a twelve-month period.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Specific reporting requirements are con-
tained on the grant 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'avard.
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Ob ecttves

203-2

Other than following the annual formula grant procedures, no new goals or
objectives for FY 1983 were i0entified for this program.

B. Progress and Accomplishments: Not applicable.

C. Costs, 8enefill) and Effectiveness:

Students Served: For school year 1982-83, $3,000,000 of FY 1981 funds and
119,740,000 of FY 1982 funds were used for the education of refugee child-
ren; 143,207 children were served for an average 3f 1159 per child. For
the same school year, $6,000,000 was appropriated under Section 501(a) of
the Refugee Education Assistance Act of 1982, as amended, for the education
of Cuban and Haitian entrant children and 11,427 children were served for
an average cost of $525 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 eleAentary and secondary scnools in the
Stites. for each year in which funds are made available for this program,

the Secretary announces a count date when SEA's must count the children
eligible for assistance. State and local educational agencies resort
considerable inconvenience and frustration because of uncertainties re-
garding the availability of funds in most fiscal years. Some State and
local agencies may experience difficulties in arriving at accurate counts
because identification of children eligible for assistance involves privacy
issues which in some cases are governed by State and local law.

Geographic Distribution: For school year 1982-83, the States reported
that there were 143,207 eligible refugee children enrolled in 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 enrollment. California alone.
accounted for 33 percent of the total.

Enrollment Decrease. Between school year 1981 and 1982, total refugee
children enrollment decreased by 16.5 percent. Thirty-eight States show-
ed a decrease in refugee children enrollment and 11 States showed an in-
increase. States with large refugee children enrollments, California,
Pennsylvania, New York, and Oregon showed a 13 percent de:rease.

Instructional Methods. Bilingual education was used in 17 States (requir-
ed by State Taw in four States). In addition, thirteen States used ESL,
13 States used ESL/bilingual, and 10 States operated a tutorial program.
Thirty-one States ooerated summer programs. Many local educators are
making extensive use of the -National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Educa-
tion, the regional Bilingual Education Service Centers and the Indochinese
Materials Center in Kansas City, but the use of these resources is spotty.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Duration of Pros lm. An evaluability assessment of this program (El)
TZW-that the average estimated length of supplementary services
2.8 years for the elementary level and 3.3 years for the secondary level.

SEA-identified Problems: The major problem identified by SEA staff was
lack of bilingual school staff. Cultural differences were a second
important problem. Eleven States complained about lack of funds and the
uncertainties of the funding schedult. 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 Department has since
taken steps to correct these problems.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for legislation:

done.

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

1. Jung, Steven M. et al. Evaluability Assessment of the Transition
Program for Renee Children. Palo Alto, California: The American
Institutes of Research, September 1982.

F. Other Supporting Data:

?lope.

III. RESPDNSE 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. During fiscal years 1980-1983, Congress also made special 4ppropria-
tions to meet the special educational needs of the Cuban and Haitian
entrant children. The Secretary of Education requested and received
a FY 1980 appropriation of S7.7 million under Section 303 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended. Fiscal year
ft.nding for Cuban and Haitian entrants for 1981 (56 million), 1982
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Notes (Continued)

($5.7 million), and 1983 ($5 mi 'ion) was made available under Section
501(a) of the Refugee Education 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.

2. Appropriations under this authority were made to the Oepartiient 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.

3. Appropriations made in FY 1981 were used for a two-year period.
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BILINGUAL EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAMS -- DISCRETIONARY GRANTS
TO LOCAL SCHOOL OISTRICTS, STATE EDUCATIONAL. AGENCIES, INSTITUTIONS OF

HIGHER EDUCATION OR NONPROFIT PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS
(CFOA No. 84.003)

Highlights

o The Office for Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs
initiated a phase-down of the Fellowship and phase-out of Schools of
Education Projects Programs (11-0).

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-10, as amended by P.L. 95-561, Title VII of-ESEA of
1065 ZO 673.C. 3221-3261.

Funding Since 1979:-

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 232,000,000 $ 161,400,000

1980 299,00C,000 "31,763,000
1981 446,000,000 if 161,427,000

1982 139,970,000 2/ 138,058,000

1983 139,970,000 If 138,057,000

Pur ose: Training Programs, School of Education Projects, and Fellowship'
Projects provide financial assistance to local education agencies, insti-
tutions of higher education'(IHEs), State educational agencies and nonpro-
fit private organizations to provide training and develop capacities to
train individuals who are participating in or are preparing to participate

in programs of bilingual education.

Program Components:

1. Training Projects. This program provides financial assistance to
establish, operate, or improve training 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:

o Projects that provide undergraduate and gradu4te degree-oriented train-
ing, and develop and improve training programs at IHE's;

o Projects that provide non-degree training to improve the skills of par-
ents and educational personnel participating in programs of bilingual
education; and

o Projects that provide training to State educational agency personnel
to improve their skills in carrying out their responsibilities with
regard to programs of bilingual education.
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Program Components (Continued)

2. Schools of Education Projects. This program provides financial as-
sistance to institutions of higher education to develop or expand their
capacity to provide degree-granting bilingual education training programs.
Funds are used to pay salvias of instructors in bilingual education,
with a declining Federal share of costs over the three-year grant.
If 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
full7Tirgraduate students in post- master'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 a period of time equivalent to the time for which the student
received assistance under the program or pay back the assistance received.

Eligibility:

1. Trainin Pro ects. Those eligible for assistance under this program
are a ocal school istrict; a State education agency; an institution of
higher education or a nonprofit private organization that applies after
consultation with one or more school districts or with a State edmation
agency; or an institution of higher education or a nonprofit private
organization that apolies jointly with one or more school.districts or
with a State education agency.

2. Schools of Education Projects. Those eligible for assistance under
this program are an institution of higher education with a school,
department, or college of education or a bilingual education training
program. Applicants must apply after consultation w,th one or more local
school districts or with a State education agency or an institution of
higher education with a school, department, or college of education or a
bilingual education training program that applies jointly with one or
more local school districts or with a State education agency.

3. Fellowship Program. An institqtion of higher education that offers a
program of stuny leading to .41 degree 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 eligible to apply for a fellowship
under this program if this individual: (1) is a citizen, a national or a
permanent 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 intent to become a permanent
resident; or (3) is a permanent resident of the American territories; and
(4) has been accepted for enrollment as a full-time student in a course
of study offered by an institution of higher education approved for
participation in this program. The course of study must lead to a degree
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Program Components (Continued)

above the Master's level in the field of training teachers for bilingual
education.

Applicant Requirements:

1. Training Projects: To be eligible for assistance, an applicant must
meet the requirements found in regulations applicable to this program,
including the following:

o 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.

o Joint applicants must complete a special certification form in the
program information package.

o 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.

o Certain applicants must establish an advisory council to assist in
the development of an-application.

2. Schools of Education Projects.

o An applicant must provide a review copy of its applic-Zion to the
appropriate State education agency in its State in advance of submit-
ting it to the Department of Education.

3. Fellowshipprosrpm.

o An institution of higher education submits an application for partic-
ipation which provides evidence of the institution's eligibility
and addresses the criteria in the program regulations.

o An individual submits an application for a fellowship to the partici-
pating institution(s) of higher education which he or she is attending
or 04shes 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 i
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.

12.1



204-4

Applicant Requirements (Continued)

In the Fellowship Program, applications from institutions of higher edu-
cation are approved for a perldd of from one ,to 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, if 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.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a

A. Goals and Objectives: Ouring FY 1983, the Oepartment's principal
objectives witn respect to the Training Project Program were as follows:

o Fund programs proposing to certify bilingual teachers in science, math,
and educational technology.

Fund training programs designed to encourage parents to work toward
a degree or credential in bilingual education.

B. Progress and Accmplisheents:

o OBE MLA provided financial support to 136 institutions of higner educa-
tion that have trained and/or certified 6,200 bilingual education
teachers.

o Approximately one-fourth of all teachers with bilingual academic
training were trained in programs receiving support from ESEA
Title VII (E3).

o 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 training
projects. .

During FY 1983, 427 fellowships were awarded at 33 institutions of higher
education, totalling $3.6 million. Ouring the period 1975-1982, 312
students received 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 college 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 in assessing the training
programs. First, what is the quality of training provided? No infor-
mation is available on this issue 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 Reny trained teachers
are MN/ available.

1. Eligible Population. The question of how many students need bilingual
instruction is addressed in Chapter 201, the Title VII 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 Bilingual Teachers. Not all teachers who instruct limited
English proficient students have received formal training in either ESL
methods or in bilingual education. Some ESL or bilingual education
training was reported by 344,800 teachers, but full bilingual training
including (1) non-English language 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 training 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 bilingual 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
financial- support from Title VII.

Teachers Trained b_Iltle VII. According to the 1982 Teacher Language
Skills 517irvey, 39J0-0 teachers have received some Title VII provided
training which represents 16 percent of all teachers with some bilingual
training. Only 2,400 (6 percent) of the Title VII trained teachers
received ESL-only training. Title VII trained teachers were slightly
more likely to be workfng in a bilingual or ESL program in the 1980-81
school year than were teachers with other bilingual education backgrounds.
Of 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 teaches
with some formal academic training in bilingual education. Prior to
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C. Costs. Benefits j and Effectiveness (Continued)

1976, 12,700 teachers graduated from college with Title VII provided
academic preparation. An additional 11,500 Title VII prepared teachers
graduated between 1976 and 1980 (E4).

Enrollment Levels. For the 1981-82 school year, 5,891 students were en-
rolled in Title VII supported training programs. In 1979-80, 3,472
students were enrolled in Title VII supported training programs. During
the year an additional 927 students were enrolled in non-Title VII pro-
grams. Within the Title VII supported program, there were 1,311 students
enrolled in Bachelor's level programs, 887 at the Masters level and 294
Doctoral students (E3).

Spanish was the non-English language of 86 percent of the enrollees in
Bachelor'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 AMC study of Title VII and non-Title VII Teacher Training programs
completed in 1981 indicated that 79 percent of enrollees at all levels
were native' speakers of anon- English language, usually 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 bilingual education teacher training programs. Looking across
associate of arts (AA) programs, bachelor of arts (BA) programs, masters
programs (MA), and doctoral programs (Edo) the percent of curriculum
devoted to culture was,12 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 Ed0 level was 11 percent, 15 percent,
16 percent, and 15 percent, respectively. Teaching English as a second
language courses were a law priority of bilingual 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 EdOs (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).

Len th of Program Operation. The average program was 4.7 years old in

Room to Expand Training. Nearly half (42 percent) of the Title VII pro-
jects reported they could increase enrollment at the current level of
resources. Over half (55 percent) of the projects reported difficulty in
recruiting students. The most often mentioned problems were lack of

student financial support and not enough staff time available for recruit-
ing activities. Attracting people to the teaching profession is another
proolem because of low salaries (E3).
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C. Costs, 8enefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Prolect Continuation. Based on consideration of a number of factors, the
evaliatfon contractor estimated that 43 perc.mt of the projects would
continue if Federal funds were lost. 34 percent would terminate, and it
was unclear for 23 percent. The degree of institutionalization was such
less for Doctoral programs than for programs at other levels (E4).

3. Teacher Availability. Various studies have estimated the need for
bilingual teachers as ranging from 41,500 to 99,500 (El,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 languages, an additional
258,000 teachers reported experience it teaching ESL. Far fewer teachers
were trained in bilingual education -(E4).

Prior to 1976, 12,000 teachers active in 1980-81 completed a college
program of bilingual teacher preparation. Between 1976 and 1980 an
additional 11,000 teachers completed trainer 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 1980 -81 teaching'
position (E4).

It is important to note that most of the teachers with experience in
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 (44 percent) of the 258,000 ESL-only experienced teachers were
teaching an ESL program that year (E4).

Teacher utilization improves when training is considered. Of the 92,500
teachers with some formal bilingual academic training, almost half (43,300)
were currently teaching in a bilingual or ESL program. Of the 26,400
teachers with full academic bilingual credentials, 17,000 (64 peicent)
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 1980-81, 95,000 had received some in-service
training including 21,000 teachers who had received no college preparation
in bilingual education (E4).

POST-T14-.4ING 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

128 ..



204-8

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

VII support were no more likely to be working in the field than teacher
graduates who did not receive Title yll assistance. Teacher trainers who
received Title VII support were more likely to be employed in bilingual/
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 employed in ESL teaching, 71,300 currently practic-
ing ESL teachers reported 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,
bilingual programs employed 20,200 teache-s who had no bilingual training
(E4).

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations foi .gislation

The budget policy for 1984 continues efforts begun in 1983 to streamline
and focus 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-term 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 by 1985.
The intent of budget policy is also to phase out the fellowship program.
These programs have contributed successfully to increasing the number 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 education programs such as the Guaranteed Student
Loan Program.

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

1. Reisner, E.R. The Aiailability of Bilingual Education Teachers in
Baker, K. and de Kanter, A. (eds.) Bilingual Education: A Reappraisal
of Federal Polk,. Lexington, Mass.: Lexington-Books, 1983.

2. Kaskowitz, O., Binkly, J., and Johnson, O. A Study of Teacher Training
Programs in Bilingual Education. Volume II. The Supply and Demand far
Bilingual Education Teachers. Los Altos, Ca.: RMC Research' Corporation,
1981.'

3. Binkley, J.L. and Johnson, 0.M. A Study of Teacher Training Programs
in Bilingual Education. Volume I. Program OescrIptions. Los Altos.

11110-

Ca.: RMC Research Corporation, 1981.

129



204-9

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, Inc., 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 SatisfacJ
tion and Professional Growth. Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of
the School of Education, CatIoliC University of America, February

1983.

F. Other Supporting Oata:

Supplementary Budget Sheet

Training_Proirams ..

Fellowship program
Number of fellows
Number of projects

Schools of Education projects
Number of projects

INE graduate/undergraduate
Number of students
Number of programs

Short-term training institutes
Number of participants
Number of programs

SEA'training projects
Number of projects.

1983 Actual

S 21,288,000

S 3,626,000
427
33

$ 824,000
24

S 14,088,000
6 200

136

$ 2,300,000
3,833

21

450,000
8

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

In FY 1983, Arawak Consulting Corporation was awarded a contract to
examine in-service train 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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0
1. Includes $90,000,000 for bilingual vocational training and $81,000,000

for bilingual desegregation programs.

2. This authorization is established by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981, R.L. 9745.
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BILINGUAL EDUCATION SUPPORT SERVICES--LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS,
STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES, INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

(CFDA No. 84.003)

Highlights

o The Office for Bilingual Educction and Minority Languages Affairs
established Multifunctional Resource Centers (II.D).

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-10, as amended 1)y P.L. 95-561, Title VII of ESEA of
1965; 20 U.S.C. 3221-3261.

Funding Since 1979:

.Fiscal Year Authorization

1979 $ 232,000,000 $ 161,400,000
1980 299,000,000 171,763,000

i 1981 . 446,000,000 1/ 161,427,000
1982 139,970,000 7/ 138,058,000
1983 139,970,000 7/ 138,057,000

Purpose: The Support Services Projects Program provides financial assis-
tance to strengthen programs of bilingual education and bilingual educa-
tion training programs.

Program Components: In FY 1983, support services activities included:
State Education Agency Projects for Coordinating Technical Assistance;
Evaluation, Oissemination, and Assessment Centers, Materials Development
Projects Program; and Bilingual Education Service Centers, the activities
of which were consolidated into Multifunctional Resource Centers; and
Research and Development Program.

1.State Educational A ency Projects for Coordinating Technical Assistance.
The State Educations Agency Projects for Coordinating Technical Assis-
tance 00ovides 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. Bilingual Education Service Centers (BESCs) provided.

rillitraridother technical services to programs of bilingual education
and bilingual training programs within designated regional 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-SiTingual education and bilingual education train-
ing programs within regional service areas in assessing, evaluating, and
and disseminating bilingual education materials.
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Program Comoonenti (Continued)

4. Materials Develooment 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 bilingual
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 to enhance the effectiveness of bilingual education and other
programs for persons who have language proficiencies other 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. Research Development and Evaluation is supported under Part C of
Title VII. Since 1979, research and evaluation activities have focused
on tliree areas.assessment of national needs for bilingual education,
improViment of the effectiveneis of services to students and improve-
ment in Title VII management and operation.

b. Dissemination of information related to bilingual education and ser-
vices to chi dren with limited English proficiency is the responsibil-
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 4

1. State Educational Agenct Projects fir Coordinating Technical Assis-
tance. Only State educational agencies are eligible for assistance.

2: Multifunctional Resource Centers. Those eligible include: (1) in-
stitutions of higher education CMEluding 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 eligible for
assistance are a local school district or an institution of higher edu-
cation that applies jointly with one or more local school districts..

4. Materials Develooment Projects Program. A local school district or
institution 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 under this program are made
by grant and contract on a competitive basis.
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Program Components (Continued)

Applicant Requirements: A grantee must employ bilingual personnel for

the project to the extent possible. State Educational 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: In the case of an application sub-
mitted by 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

organizations 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 control to meet terms and conditions of grants
and other agreements.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

1. State Educational Agency Pro &ects for Coordinating Technical Assistance.
Promete coordination and communication among State educational agencies
(SEA) and between SEAs and Title VII service providers. Encourage increas-
ed SEA involvement in Title VII activities at the local level. Clarify
regulations governing the program to eliminate misunderstandings regarding
purpose of assistance and eligible activities.

2. Bilingual Education Service Centers. To package technical assistance
strategies in preparation for phase-out and to continue providing re-
quested technical assistance to local school districts.

3. IlliAtisEL11111!niaiIIELAILMItimaStIal To upgrade technical
assistance activities to local school dWtihe area of evaluation,
based on the results of current Department findings, and to disseminate
information on useful curriculum and instructional practices.

4. Materials Development Projects Program. Encourage development of in-
structional materials at the local level. Where assistance for materials
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 in Part C of the 1978 Amendments to Title VII, ESEA.
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S. Progress and Accomplishment.

o Initial consolidation of services provided by BESCs, EDACs, and Mater-
ials Development Programs into 16 Multifunctional Resource Centers.

o In FY 1982, Part C funded six new research studies and continued
twenty other tcltracts and grants. In FY 1983, twenty research and
evaluation activities were funded. Three were continuations from FY
1982.

1. State Educational A enc Technical Assistance Pro Kis

Program Scope: The legislation limits State educational agencies to an
award amount that does not exceed 5 percent: of the total amount awarded
under Part A of the Bilingual 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 were 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
to improve the quality and adequacy of instruction and management of
programs of bilingual 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 Resource Centers

Program Scone: Ten million dollars in FY 1983 were targeted for sixteen
Z05:777Triteen (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 multidistrict, multiagency approach to provide support services
for building the capacity of districts to improve instructional programs
and other support services designed specifically for limited-English
proficient students in sixteen service areas; (2) provide technical,)
assistance to Title VII basic project grantees to improve projelt manages
ment, documentation, and evaluation; (3) coordinate with the National
Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education (NOE), other support' service
centers and other federally funded centers or projects, to develop and
implement a strategy or process for exchanging information and planning
to improve the delivery and quality of support services provided by
centers; and (4) coordinate with State educational agencies in their
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

plans for providing technical assistance to ensurt that the Centers'
plans complement the SEAS' plans for assisting, with State or Federal
funds, the Title VII projects operating in the States.

3, Evaluation, Dissemination, and Assessment Centers

Program Scope: 'There were three EDACs in FY 1983, funded at 51.87 million.

Benefits Provided: These centers evaluate the effectiveness and appropri-
ateness of materials for use in programs of bilingual education or in
bilingual education training programs; they publish and disseminate eval-
uation methods and materials; they assess the number of children in need
of bilinguai education, the number of and need for bilingual 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 train State education: agency person-
nel-and othei; working with programs of bilingual education in the
selection 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
deve opment projects: (a) developing, testing, and disseminating
instructional and testing materials for use in programs of bilingual
education; (b) developing instructional materials for use by institutions
of higher educatioq in training persons who are participating in, or

preparing to participate in, programs of bilingual education; and (c)

conducting needs assessments to .tetermine 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
National C1earinghouse on Bilingual Education.

Benefits Provided:. Part C research results are beginning to provide
information for policy and management. Since 1979, sixty studies have
been supported, including basic research, applied research, development,
and evaluation. A major focus of these documents is on research findings
of studies funded by the Part C research funds. The Clearinghouse also
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
VII and the National Institute of Education.
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C. Ccsts, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The five support services programs are being affected by proposed legis.
lative, budget, and administrative changes:

o \Thi'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.

o Budgetary and administrative changes are consolidating the functions
of theMaterials Oevelopment Projects Program, the Evaluation, Dissem-
ination, and Assessment Centers, and the Bilingual Education Service
Centers into one entity in FY 1983, the Multifunctional 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 goals and structure.

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

None.

F. Other Sc000rting Oata:

Supplementary Budget Sheet

Services,

!983
Actual

S 16,557,000

S 3,970,000
42

.Support

SEA technical assistance
Number of projects

Studies and evaluations. S 5,280,000
Clearinghouse 1,500,000
Advisory council 117,000
Materials development and dissemination 6,690,000

Number of materials development grants 10

Summary Basic Projects 62
Number of EDACs 3

Multifunctional Resource Centers S 10,000,000
Number of projects 15
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

In FY 1983 Part C research activites began:

o An evaluation of the management and information dissemination activities
of the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education by Pelavin

Associates, Washington, D.C.

o 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 Technology, Mountain View, "alifornia.

o Numerous basic research grants were awarded to study the English
language acquisition characteristics of Vietnamese students (Center
for Applied Linguistics, Washington D.C.); the instruct:3nal
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
Title VII (Decision Resources, Washington, D.C.).

Contacts for Further Information:

Program Operations: Rudy Munis (202) 245-2595
Program Studies: Jan Anderson (202) 245-8354

Notes

1. Includes $90,000,000 for bilingual 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

Legjslation: P.L. 89-313, ESEA Title I, Sections 146-147 as amended
by Pol.. 93-380, P.L. 95-561 and as consolidated by P.L. 97-35, ECIA Chapter
1, Section 554(a) (2)(B). (Expires September 30, 1987)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal year Authorization Appropriation

1979 143,353,492 143,353,492
1980 160,000,000 145,000,000
1981 165,000,000 156;625,000
1982 171,092,000 146,520,000
1983 146,520,000 146,520,000

purpose: To provide Federal assistance to State Agencies which are directly
responsible for providing free public education to handicapped children.

Restrictions on use of funds: State agencies are authorized to use these
funds only for programs and projects that are designed to meet the special
education and related service needs of handicapped children. Handicap
categories include mental retardation, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired,
visually handicapped, emotionally disturbed, c thopedically impaired, deaf-
blind, specific learning disabilities, multi-handicapped, and other health
impairments requiring special education.

Formula: Each State's share is determined by a statutory formula. This
formula 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.

Eligir,le Children: Children in State-operated or State-supported programs,
plus handicapped children in local education agencies (LEAs) where the
following conditions are met:

o The child must have been reported previously in the ADA of a State agency.

o The child must be currently enrolled in an appropriately designed special
educational prooram 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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Administration: This is a State-administered program. Applications 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. All participating instituto, c /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:

During FY 1983 the Department's principal objective with respect to this
program was to continue financial assistance to States to assist them in
providing services to eligible handicapped children.

B. Prugress and Accomplishments:

The children served through the program tend to be, more severely handicapped
than children supported under Part B of the Education of the Handicapped
Act. Under th's program the State can obtain a higher Federal contribution
per child than under the Part B program.

C. Costs, Benefits. and Effectiveness

Services: Funding in FY 1983 provided services for about 246,000 children in
programs administered by 135 State agencies.

Expenditures: The average Federal per-pupil contribution was 3596 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; Orthopedically Impaired - 11,047; Other Health
Impaired - 3,992; Visually Handicapped 9,798; Speech Impaired 14,021;
Specific Learning Disabled 22,112; Hard of Hearing 4,044; Oeaf22,184;
Emotionally Disturbed 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 fulfillment 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_v:ch at
least one being the State education agency. (E.2)
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis:

1. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services program data.

2. Assessment of Educational Programs in State Supported and State Operated
Schools; Rehab Group, Inc., Falls Church, Virginia, September 1979.

F. Other Supporting Data: None.

III. Response to GEPA 417 (kli.

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

Contacts for further information

Program Operations: Slagle Allbritton, (202) 245-0085
Program Studies: Eugene Tucker, (202) 245-8877
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HANDICAPPED SCHOOL PROGRAMS

(CFOA No. 84.027)

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 to the
growing numbers of students identified as learning disabled (II.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
major requirements of the law, although some problems have persisted
(II.C).

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part 8; 20 Q.S.C. Section
1401, 1411 et. seq. (1976 and Supp. V). P.L. 91-230 as amended (expires
September 30, 1986).

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 1/ S 804,000,000
1980 T/ 874,500,000
1981 T/ 874,500,000
1982 9697660,000 2/ 931,008,000
1983 S1,017,900,0007/ $1,017,900,000

Purpose: The purpose of the Education of the Handicapped Act, Part 8,
(EH -8), is to assist States in assuring that all handicapped children have
available to them a free appropriate public education. Under the EHA -8,

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 sets out the

child's unique educational needs. The Act also establishes safeguards so
beneficiaries can challenge the manner in which school districts provide a
free appropriate public education.

Beneficiary Eligibility; Mentally retarded, hard of nearing, deaf, speech
impaired, visually nandicaoped, seriously emotiona.ly disturbed, ortho-
pedically impaired, other health impaired, children having specific learn-
ing disabilities, deaf-blind children, or multihandicapped cnilaren 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,Therto Rico, American Samoa, Northern Mariana Islands, Guam,
Virgin Islands, and Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, may apply to
the Department tff Education for participation in the Part B, 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, local 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 Ell and Section 613 of Part B
of the EHA, Public Law 94-142 and (2) describes the purpose and activities
for which funds under this Act will be 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
year, or portion thereof, if under a continuing resolution, is forwarded
to the State department of education. During the three-year cycle,

amendments may be required in order to maintain a fully approved plan.

Pre- and PostApplication Requirements

Preapplication Coordination: All public and private institutions and
other organizations interested 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 must be held in order
to provide general comment on the annual program plan.

Re orts: Annual financial and performance reports are submitted to the
epartment of Education from the State Department of Education.

Formula and Matching Requirements: Funds for the 50 States, the District
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, are4llotted on the basis of a certified
count of the number of handicapped children receiving special education
and related services on December 1 of 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-subilanting and excess cost requirements. State EHA -8 funds

available to t,- State for direct and support services must be matched on
a program ba s. 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-
quirements. At least 75 percent of the funds appropriated must be passed
through by the State 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 greater) may be used for administrative expenses.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 411(a)

A. Goals and Objectives: As a formula grant program with detailed legal
requirements the continuing goals of the program are to enforce compliance
with the provisions of the law. In particular, objectives are:

o To ensure that all handicapped children have available to them a free,
appropriate public education which includes special education and re-
lated services designed to meettheir uniqueneeds.

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.

Aft

o To assess and ensure the effectiveness of efforts to educate those
children.

8. Progress and Accomolishments

The program's accomplishments are detailed in its annual reports to
Congress. Briefly:

o The number of handicapped children receiving special education and
related services continued to rise (see Section C).

o States continue to report increases in the number of preschool-age
handicapped children served. Since 1976-77 there has been an increase
of more than 23 percent in the numoer of preschool cnildren served.
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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 school

year 1979-80 to 440,109 in school year 1980 81 an4 446,695 in 1981-
1982. 3/

o Noticeable expansion of services to secondary and postsecondary-age
dicapped 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 separate environments; of the 93 percent who are
educated in regular schools about two-thirds receive their education
in the regular classroom with nonhandicapped peers.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: Since the implemontation of the Education For All Handi-
capped Chi dren Act, the number of children served under P.L. 94-142 has
continued to grow from 3,485,00.5 in 1976-77 to an estimated 4,052,595 in
1982-83. There been some notable changes in the number of children

/Ls-

o cerpOn handicappingping conditions receiving special education and related
servite4-slacette first child count was taken in 1976-77. The most
dramatic change has been for the learning disabled category. In 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 veclined. For example,
for the mentally retarded, all but seven States reported a decline in
child count from 1980-81 to 1981-82. (For more detail, see annual reports

to Congress).

The children served were in the following categories in school year
1982-83:

Handicapping Percencage of Number of0
Condition ?opulation, Aged 0-17 Children, Aged 3-21

Learning Disabled 4.27 1,723,759
Speech Impaired 2.78 1,120,176
Mentally Retarded 1.68 678;054
Emotionally Disturbed .78 313,876

Other Health Impaired .12 48,104
Multi-handicapped .12 46,459
Hard of Hearing and Deaf .12 50,367
Orthopedically Impaired .12 49,119
Visually Handicapped .05 21,298
Deaf-Blind .00 1,383

TOTAL 10.04 4,052 595
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

The share per child nas also continued to grow from $72 in 1977 to $251
in 1983. The following table summarizes these trends:

Fiscal Year Child Count Funding

1977
1978

1979
1980
1981

1982
k. 1983

1.

4-

A

3,485,000
3,561,000

3,700,000
3,803,000
3,941,000
3,990,000
4,053,000

$ 251,769,927
566,030,074
804,000,000
874,500,000
874,500,000
931,008,000

1,017,900,000

Share Per Child

872

159

217

230

222
233

251

The Federal government provides only a small proportion, about 8 percent,
of the excess cost of providing services to handicapped children. In

November 1981, the Department op Education published the results of a major
study estimating the cost of special education (Kakalik et al., ;981).
Data from that study collectedin 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 related services above the cost of regular education was an
estimated $1,927 per handicapped child served. Figures from the Education
Department's budget indicate that this excess cost will be about $3,100 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 IL dicapped child ranged from $603 for a speech

impaired child to $8,01;1' r 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 th6 Longitudinal Study
of the Impact of P.L. 94-142 on a select 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. While LEAs were
first concerned with coming into procedural compliance, attention later
focused on expanding the scope and comprehensiveness of special education
programs and related services. The State grant program has also increased
parents' awareness of their rignts unoer Pj.. 94-142. The report also
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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

(ANS, 1983). The aim of the study was to determine which procedures were
in place to prevent the erroneous classification of children, particularly
on the basis of race or culture. The study found that referral rates for
minority children for assistance of any kind were roughly in proportion to
their incioence, in the school-aged population. While diagnosticians were
more likely to judge minority children as "probably mentally retarded,"
they were not placed in these programs in larger percentages.

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

General Iwogram goals for FY 1984 remain the same as those outlined above.
Cu":ressional proposals for reauthorizing this program may modify authoriz-
ation levels, but leave the basic provisions of the program intact.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses

1. Applied Management Sciences, A Study to Evaluate Procedures Undertaken
to Prevent Erroneous Classification of Handicapped Children, Washington,
0.C., May 1983,

2. U.S. Department 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. Wright, A.R. et al. Local Implementation of P.L. 94-142: Final Report
of a Longitudinal Study, SRI International, Menlo Park, California, December
1982.

4. Kakalik, J.S. et al. The Cost of Special Education, Rand Corporation,
Santa Monica, California, November 1981.

F. Other Supporting Oata:

Not available.

III. 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 expenditures for
special education, and eligibility criteria for specific handicapping
conditions. These analyses are part of a contract with Decision Resources
in Washington, O.C.
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E. Supporting Studies and Analyses (Continued)

Further Information Contacts

Program Operations: Slagle Albritton; (202) 245-0085
Program Studies: Beatrice F. Birman, (202) 245-7997

Notes

1. Authorization: Number of handicapped children aged 3-21 multiplied by
5 percent of APPE (FY 1977), 10 percent of APPE (FY 1978), 20 percent
of APPE (1979), 30 percent of APP (1980), and 40 percent of APPE
(1981).

2. This authorization is established 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 1981-1982.,(See Sixth Annual Report to Congress).



STATE INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR PRESCHOOL SERVICES
TO HANDICAPPED CHILDREN (CFOA No. 84.D27)

*.

1. PROGRAM PROFILE'

303-1

Le islatiol: Education of the Handicapped Act, P.L. 91-230 as amended,
1419. (Expires September 3'3, 1986.)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 2/ $17,500,000
1980 7/, 25,000,000

1981 TV 25,000,000
1982 $25,00,000 24,000,000
1983 25,000,000 25,000,000

Pur ose: To timulate State and local education agencies to expand educe-
tiona services to handicapped preschool 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-
bta, Puerto Rico, American Samoa, Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, Virgin
Islands, and Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, may also apply to the
Department of Education for participation in the Part 8, 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, States must:

o Make application to the Secretary of Education.

o Have in effect a policy that assures all handicapped children a free
appropriate public education.

o Have on file in the Oepartment of Education an approved State plan to
provide such services.

o 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
liandicappaprescnool children ayes 3-5 being served. SEA's must report to
the Secretary the number of handicapped children residing in the state 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 local educational agencies on a discretionary basis.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are awarded each fiscal year

(a 15 month period from July 1 to September 30), with a one-year carryover

1111/1

provision.
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Obligations of Grant Recipients: Annual financial and performance reports
are submitted to the Department 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 alms at supporting basic educational and re-
lated services, the Early Childhood Education program authorized by Part C,
Section 623, of the Educati9h of the Handicapped Act supports demonstration
projects which focus on improving the quality of educational programs for
,young handicapped children. The incentive grant program distributes funds
on a formula basis, whereas the Early Childhood projects are funded through
the discretionary grant process.

U. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(al

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1583, the Department identified no specific objective for this
program oner than to fulfill its purpose to encourage States to expand
educational programs to handicapped preschool children aged 3 through 5.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

Not applicable. (This section is 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 child was provided for the
242,000 cnildren served.

Program Scope: Fifty-five grants were made under this program in FY 1983.
Grants were made to 49 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
Guam, Trust Territories and American Samoa.

Pro ram Effectiveness: The number of handicapped children, ages 3 through
served by this program has increased from 197,000 in 1977 to 242,000 in

1983. it is estimated that MS program serves 1.9 percent or the total
Population of children aged 3 through 5 and only about half of all handi-
capped preschool children in need of services. A significant proportion
(more than half) of handicapped preschool children aged 3 through 5 are
currently unserved because only 20 States have mandates to provide services
to handicapped preschool aged children. Those States that are seriously
committee to serving 3 to 5 year old nandicapped cnildren are provialng
services to 4.5 percent of the total State population of children aged 3
througn 5. Thus, it is estimated that if all States provided services to
nandicapped prescnooi children, the current number oeing serveo (:.9
percent) would aouble. Children do not necessarily receive services from
tills program. The program distributes oaset en zne numoer of tn1;4ren
ser/eo 7.v States.

4.
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0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above

None.

F. Other Supporting Data

Children Served, Funding, and Average Costs for the Preschool Program:

Fiscal

Year
Child

Count Funding
Share Per

Child

1977 197,000 512,500,000 $ 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 25,000,000 105

1982 228,000 24,000,000 105

1983 242,000 25,0G0,000 110

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations and Studies: Bill Wolfe

(202) 245-9661

Notes

I. Program activity information provided for 1983 reflects activities prior
to the enactment of the Education of the 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
handicapped child, age 3 through 5, who is receiving special education
and related sm.ices.
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HANDICAPPED REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS
(CFDA 84.028)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

304-1

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Section 621, Public
Law 91-230, as amended. (Expires September 30, 1986)

Funding Since 1979

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 S 19,000,000 S 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 edycation
of handicapped children.

Eligibility: Institutions of higher education, State education agencies,
or combinations of such institutions and agencies (including local educa-
tion agencies) within particular regions of thz United States.

Applicant Reouirements: None.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Contracts are approved or a period of
36 months and are renewable annually upon evidence ofcsatisfactory develop-
ment and performance. During FY 83, the num er of centers was cut back to
six.

Obligations of Recipients: Quarterly progress reports and other specified
reports and products.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department changed the primary direction of the program
from providing services to providing technical assistance. Principal ob:ec-
Lives are:

a Identifying problems and program assistance needs and developing a
regional program assistance needs report.

o Ow/eloping program assistance agreements between RRCs and SEAs.

3 Providing program ass:stance to 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 educational services.

o The Regional Resource Centers now provide technical assistance to states
in identifying persistent problems in serving handicapped children such
as non-discriminatory assessment, parental involvement, a.1 interagency

cooperation.

o Focus of program is now on providing technical assistance tc states.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: FY*83 program funds ($4,130,000) support six Regional
Resource Centers. Current emphasis with reduced funding is now to provide
technical assistance to States. Prior to 1983, approximately 5,000 persons
were trained in the best avdIlable 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 to 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 activities with State and local
agencies, 20,000 teachers, parents, and administrators received assistance
fram the centers in FY 1981. !lore than 250 successful practices have been
identified and shared with other clients.
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies are in progress.

304-3

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 PROFIIS

Le islation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Sections 622 and
621, Public 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

Pur ose: To establish a limited number of centers to assure the provi-lon
o 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 welfare.

Eligibility: Public or private nonprofit agencies, organizations, 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.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: In FY 83, funding was on a one-year basis.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Progress reports shall be made on a monthly

basis, with final reports submitted at the end of the budget period.

II. RESPONSE TO GFIlLinal

A. Goals ano Objectives

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

o To ensure that the States will have the necessary capacity to serve the
deaf-blind children for whom they are responsible, including the provi-
sion of training to personnel in participating agencies which are engaged
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A. 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-blind children.

o To ensure the provision of services authorized by P. L. 91-230, as
amended, to those deaf-blind children from birth through 21 years of
age, in each State served by the center, to whom the State is not
obligated to make available a free app-opriate public education under
Part 8 of the EHA. See Section 612(2)(8) of the EHA, 20 U.S.C. 1412(2)(8).
In the provision ornese services, special 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 normal home, community, and
work environments.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o Continued technical assistance is provided for the development and demon-
stration of pre-school programs and programs for facilitating the transi-
tion of deaf-blind youth from educational to other social service programs.

o FY 82 funds supported 7 single state and 8 multistate 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.

(5) Alternative service programs: satellite homes, community residence
programs, respite care.

(6) Oissemination of information on methodologies, materials, curriculum,
and proceedings of workshoo and training servios.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Children Served: In FY 1983 about 5,155 deaf-blind children were identified.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation

No legislative revisions are recommended.

.E. ppCAbove:SuortinStudiesar
None.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE TD GEPA 417(bIL

No studies related to this program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Paul Thompson, (202) 472-7993

Program studies: Eugene Tucker, (202) 245-8564
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EARLY CHILDH000 EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR HAMICAPPEO CHILOREN
(CF0A No. 84.024)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Dart C, Sections 523 and 524,
P. L. 91-230 as amended, 20 11.S.C. 1423 and 1424. (Expires SePte::ter 3n,
19M).

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 25,000,000 $22;000,000
1980 25,000,000 20,000,000
1981 20,000,000 17,500,001)
1982 20,000,000 16,800,000
1983 20,000,000 16,800,000

Purpose: To support the development, demonstration and di ssemination of
experimental educational practices which meet the needs of preschool handi-
capped children.

Eli9ibility: Eligible applicants for contracts and grants are public agencies
and private non-profit organizations.

Applicant Requirements for Grants: Coordination with public schools is re-
quired and encouraged wain State Departments of Education. Projects may
serve children from birth through eight years o' age, but services for
children below age six are emphasized. (Requirements for contracts are pro-
vided in contract procurement documents.)

Types of Projects Supported: Five types of projects are supported under this
program.

o Demonstration Projects (grants). These are to develop service models based
on current outstanding practices.

o Outreach Projects (grants). These projects disseminate model programs and
facilitate 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.

o Special Projects (contracts). These projects Provide supportive services
to other program components.

o Research Institutes (contracts). These projects conduct long-term research
into the problems of young children.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants and contracts are awarded annually
on tne oasis or a national competition. Each model demonstration projec: is
approved for a three-year period, but receives second- and third-year funding
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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 reeelve second and
third -year funding on the basis of successful performance and availability
of funds; and each state implementation grant is generally approved for a

two-year period, but receives second-year funding on the basis of successful
performance and availability of funds.

Obii ations of Grant Recipients: Recipients are required to contribute at
east 10 percent of the cost of carrying out projects funded under this
program, either in cash or in 'tint! Paren' cannot be ckarged for services
provided under this program. Progress reports and final reports are re-
quired. _Wisp:Ions. of contract recipients are detailed in individual con-
tracts.)

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

For FY 1983, some specific objectives for particular program components are
as follows:

.3 Demonstration Projects

- to emp :asize projects which demonstrate local /Stage /regional coordination
among agencies;

- to emphasize programs for children from birth to 3 yea.:s of age; and
- to emphasize new models over continuations.

o Outreach Projects

- to support new outreach projects (as

that new models are represented; and
- to encourage maximum dissemination
grantees to get approval from the

(JORP).

o State Implementation Projects

opposed to continuations) to assure

and replication, e.g., eni.ouraging
Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

- to encourage interagency coordination and involvement in State planning.

B. Pro ress and Accomplishments

In FY 1983 this program funded the following projects 1./:

Type of Project New Continuin. Total

Demonstration 45 30 15
Outreach 52 0 52
State Implementation 25 0 25
Special Projects 3 1 4

Research institution s 0 3 3

TOTAL I 125 I 34 fi 159
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Specific characteristics of those funded under particular categories are as
follows :

o Demonstration Projects

- 43 percent provide services for children from 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 agencies, and hospitals.

o Outreach Projects

- All projects are new this year
- Twenty-seven percent of the funded projects have received JDRP approv-

al.

o State Implementation Projects

- FY 1983 projects demonstrated more instances of joint working rela-
tionships among State a§encies and better use of existing resources.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

ttPgram Effectiveness: A study of the impact of the Handicapped Childhood
liTTy Education Program (HCEEP) was completed in 1982 (See E.1 below).
Surveys and site visitation provided data on 280 prbjects 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 federal funding.

Specific findings are reported below.

Product/Project Adoptions and Dissemination

a Twenty-two HCEEP projects have been approved for dissemination u, the
Joint Dissemination Review Panel of the Department of Education on the
basis of evidence of effectiye programming and cost of replication.

o The study identified 2,157 replications: 1,991 as a result of outreach
activities and 166 from projects in the demonstration phase.

o More than 3,000 products have been developed by HCEEP projects and exten-
sively disseminated to personnel of other agencies, many through comer-
cial publishers.
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c. Costs, Benefits, and effectiveness (Continue/)

Pralect Continuations

o Eighty percent (80%) of the ?;10 projects were still continuing to serve
children independent of WEEP funding.

o More than 30,200 children have btu: served in tontinuatiom prbjects it no
cost to the KEEP.

Extent of Services /Cost Savings

o Replication programs stemming from the work of the NCEEP projects, but not
funded by this program, served 207,850 children.

o For each child served directly in the demonstration projects, 6.4 children
received services through continuation of demonstration projects and
through replication of projects.

o For each demonstration project, an average of 33 children per year were
served with other funds.

o Prljects have been active in every State, in several territories, and in
urban and rural areas as specified 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 (SS%) of the children who leave dCEEP demonstration
projects are placed in integrated settings with non-handicapped children,
which is less expensive than more specialized placements.

o Sixty-seven percent (67%) of the children who leave NCEEP demonstration
projects perform in the average and above-average range in relation to
their peers, according to staff of the regular and special education
programs to which they graduate.

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Lelislation

None.

E. SucloortingStudies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above:

1. An Analysis of the Impact of -tRbHRndicapped Children's Early Education
Program - Final Report.' PrepIred for Special Education Programs, U.S. De-
partment of Education under Contract Nurber 300-82-0662. Roy Littlejohn
Associates, Inc., Washington, D.C.; November, 1982.

F. Other Supoorting Data

None.
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

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

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations and studies: Slagle Allbritton
(202) 245-0085

Notes

I. Research Institutions were continued in 1993, but they were fully funded
through 1986 with 1982 money.
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INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS FOR SEVERELY HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
f:.FDA No 84.D86)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Section 624;
Public law 91-230, as amended. (Expires September 30, 1986)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorintiol Appropriation_

1979 $ 1/ $ 5,000,000
1980 T/ 5,000,000
1981* 1/ 4,375,000
1982 . 5,00,000 2,880,000
1983 5,000,000 2,880,000

Purpose: To improve and expand innovative educational/training services
777e7ferely handicapped children and youth and improve the acceptance
of such people by the general public, professionals, and possible
employers.

Eligibility and Awards: Public and nonprofit private agencies, organi-
zations, or institutions, including State departments of special educa-
tion, intermediate or local educational agencies, institutions of higher
learning, professional organizations and "volunteer associations. Com-
petitions are held annually for new awards or continuations for up to
three years (total). Outside readers judged t FY 83 applicants 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-%.
t7cIeritcation and diagnosis of severely handicapped children 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 tne same population, periodic progress reports as required
by the specific Statements of Work, cost and other project documentation
for post-project audits.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 AO

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Departip is principal oojectives with respect to this
prOgrara *e.ere as follows:
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A. Goals and Objectives (Continued)

o implement the Secretary's Initiative emphasizing the transition of

handicapped youngsters to the least restrictive environments for
services, with special attention on the Severely handicapped.

o support programs emphasizing parent involvement.

o solicit non-directed demonstration projects of innovative services
for the severely handicapped.

o direct funds for services to children not served by other programs.

d. Progress and Accomplishments

o Funded model demonstration projects for integration of severely handi-
capped children into settings with less and non-handicapped persons;
for deinstitu*.ionalization; for improvement of daily living skills;
and for development of vocational training in technological skill

areas.

o Provided guidance and other services to 2,100 parents of severely
nendi capped children.

o Made awards to develop innovative techniques for .early. identification
of children at risk of needing special education services due to the
severity of their handicapping condition.

o Awarded contracts to eight States for "designs for system change,"
strategies intended to improve the delivery of comprehensive educa-
tional services to all severely handicapped children throughout tne
State.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: Approximately 5000 youngsters are served fn aemonstra-
tian projects.

Effectivenes!: There are no systematic effectiveness data about these
projects.

0. Plans for Program Tonoovement and Recommeniations for Legislation

hone

_IC5

.

,



307-3

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

None

F. Other Supporting Data:

None

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(0:

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. No 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 activities.

2. Program activity information provided for 1983 reflects activities
prior to the enactment of the Education of the Handicapped Act .

amendments of 1983.
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REGIONAL. EDUCATION PROGRAMS FOR DEAF AND OTHER 6ANDICAPPED PERSONS
(CFDA No. 84.078)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C, Section 625,
Pub ic Law 91-230, as amended. (Expires September 30, 1986)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 12,000,000 S 2,400,000
1980 14,000,000 2,400,000
1981 16,D00,000 2,950,000
1982 4,000,000 2,832,300
1983 4,000,000 2,832,000

Purpose: To develop and operate veciaiI desipe4 or modifIed programa
c7nialtional, technical, postsecondary, adult education for deaf
or other handicapped persons.

Eligibility and Awards: Institutions of higher education, including jun-
ior and community colleges, vocat.ona: and technical institutions, and
other appropriate nonprofit educatimal agencies. Grants and contracts
are awarded annually for one -year eftorts, with cont*:uations possible for
additional years. Priority is given to programs 4erving multistate or
interstate regions or large copulation centers; programs adapting existing
programs of vocational-technical, postsecondary, or adult education to
the special needs of handicapped persons; and programs designed to serve
areas wnere a need for sucn seriices is clearly demonstrated.

Grantee or Contractor Activities: Funds support two types of activities:
direct services (supported oy grants to postsecondary or vocational
institutions) to deaf students and demaistratioi projects (under grants
and contract! to develop innovative =Gels for Services to postsecondary
and adult handicapped students.

Grantee/Contractor Requirements: Progress and final -eports, audit docu-
ments.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the 'Jepartment's orincloal oo:ective filen respect to tnis
program was as follows:

° grant applcatlons from a are range of mstitutIons, Including
some lew to tnis effort.
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B. Progress and Accompltsnments

In response to the Federal Register notice, the Department received
twenty-one applications, seventeen of which were from organizations
new to this program.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Scope: In 1983, four grants were awarded institutions serving deaf
students. Program staff estimate that approximately 600 students are
served by interpreters, note-takers, or other assisters. The grants

range from $400,000 to $600,000 on an annual basis. Seven demonstration
grants were continued at an average award of $55,000.

In 1983, no new contracts were awarded.

- Effectiveness: No data on effectiveness are available.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation
f \

None.

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

None

F. Other Supporting Data:

None

IIT. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies of this program arl in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Joe Rosenstein, (202) 472-4660

Program studies: Eugene Tucker, (202) 245-8364

Notes

1. Program activity information provided for 1983 reflects activities
prior to the enactment of the Education of the Handicapped Act

amendments of 1983.
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TRAINING PERSONNEL FOR THE EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED
(CFDA lo. 84.029)

Hi ghl ignts:

o New program regulatiors became effective on July 20, 1983. (11.8)

o New award priorities were established for project grants. (11.8)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Education of the handicapped Act, Part 0, Sections 631, 632,
and 634, P.L. 91-230, as amended. (Expires September 30, 1986)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorizati On re:pr- ation

lo7Ai2i,

1 980

1981
1982
1933

t on AAA Ant
.P opt.ou 0.0uu

85,000,000
90,000,000
58,000,000
58,000,000

57,687,000
55,375,000
43,500,000
49,300,000
49,30 0,000

Purpose: To provide fully trained and certified special education
teachers including early childhood specialists, administrators and super-
visors, speech-language pathologists, audia.ogists, physical educators
and vocational educators; train doctoral and postdoctoral teacner trainers,
researchers, and administrators; train paraprofessionals, career eaucators,
recreation specialists, health services personnel, school psychologists,
social service providers, physical therapists and occupational therapists;
train State ed.Jcational agency personnel and their constituencies; develop
innovative in tructional models for use by providers of preservice and
inservice training; train deans and local educational agency officials
so that they can train regular classroom teachers; and train trainers
of volunteers incluaing parents. 1/

F.1 igioil ity: Institutions of nigner eaucaticii, State and local educe-
tionai agencies, and otner nonprofit public and private agencies.

rises of Project Funds: Grants may be used for undergraduate ana graduate,
traineesnips, and special projects. Funds may be obligated for student
stipends, dependency al lowancas, or institutional support.

3eneliciary Stipends may go to stuaents wno are preparing
-or or ars engaged 'n nor'( win nanaicapoed cnildren as a teacner,
supervisor, aaministrator or researcher. Stipends may also Pe at to

students enrolled in inservics programs funded under this autnorit",
altnougn program emphasis is increasingly on preservice :raining.
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Duration and ohasing Of Assistance: Grants are awarded for twelve-month
periods. Mu :I-year grants for periods of two to three years are often
approved with continuation subject to availability of funds and submission
of satisfactory annual applications.

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

II. RESPONSE TO GPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

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

o Issue new regulations designed to (1) establish seven separate funding
priorities and (2) simplify financial assista ce requirements.

o 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 to those priorities.

o Improve the quality of special education teacher-training programs.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o Seven funding priorities were incorporated in the regulations and
identified as follows: (1) special educators, (2) leadership person-
nel, (3) related services, (4) trainers of regular Aucators, (5)

trainers of parents and volunteers, (6) SEA programming, and (7)

special projects. The regulations were also modified to allow the
grantee agency's own policy to determine the amount of assistance per
trainee.

o Grant funds 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.
Objectives related to the remaining program priorities were also met.
(II.C)

o The program has identified the best practices in training projects
through the review of the professional literature, and a 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: Approximately 821 projects are currently supported, which
represent training efforts in each State and territory. In Fiscal Year

1983, 358 new projects and a63 continuation projects were funded.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Con inued)

Appropriateness of Funding Priorities: FY 1983 repres ted a transitional
year as emphasis shifted trom inservice training to eseryice training.
A cross-year comparison showed that in FY 1982 p ervice projects were
awarded 58 percent of the total available fun leaving 42 percent of
the funds for the support of inservice actiyi ies. This contrasts with
the FY 1983 funding mix of 87.3 percent of new oject funds for preservice
projects and 12.7 percent of such funds for inservice ones. Moreover,
the FY 1983 inservice projects were directed oward providing short-term
training to special education personnel rath r than toward the previous
emphasis on training regular classroom teacher

This shift in program emphasis was caused by two factors. Information
included in States' annual plans required under the Education of the
Handicapped Act indicated that in order for the educational system to
meet its full service commitment, an additional 29,000 new special
educators were needed for the 1983-84 school year. (E.1) Second, a study
by Applied Management Sciences (E.2) defined the national need for in-
service training of regular classroom teachers as so massive that the
program's resources were Inadequate to the task. It therefore suggested
that the program's funds could be more effectively used in the preservice
training area. Finally the provision of inservice training is primarily
a State and local responsibility, and States may use funds available
under the State Grant Program for this purpose.

The following chart identifies new awards for FY 1903 by priority area
and focus.

Priority Category

NEW AWARDS IN FY 1983

Number of Projects Number of Trainees
Preservice Triservice

Special Educators 184 17,000
Leadership Personnel 45 450
Related Services 't -29 7,000
Trainers of Regular

Educators 12 360
Trainers of Parents'

Volunteers 35 3,000
SEA Programming 25 100,000 1 /
Special Prolv,cts 27 2/ 100,000 1./

1/ Figure consists of short-term inservice trainees wno are special_
education professionals.

2/ Figure includes ootn preservice and inservice projects.
3/ Figure includes Dot!' preservice and snort-term inservice trainees.

Program Effectiveness: A recent Aoolieo Managemen: Sciences study ,,E.2)
reported :not inservice training pro3er.ts for regular classroom teacners
iota nanaicioped cnildren in tneir classrooms vere rated 45 sirificantii
lore Jsefui tnan "otnera Inserica :raining oy tne educators in./cll/el `or
two na;or -easons. The :rainIng was getter 7arge,:el at ::ie 4nowier:gelSe:;
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

areas that trainees deemed more important to job performance. The training
provided better coverage of knowledge/skill areas by keeping digressions
to a minimum.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

None.

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

1. Program Files, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative
Services.

2. The Status of Inservice Training to Prepare Educators to Work
with Handicapped Students, Applied Management Sciences,
January, 1982.

F. Other Supporting Data

No direct information is available on the sex or race of trainees
benefitting from this program. However, many of the projects supporter
under this program are targeted ac craciitionaily under-represented groups.
In Fiscal Year 1983 there were:

o 31 projects to Historically Black Institutions

o 21 projects training Nati re Americans

o 50 projects training Bilingual/Bicultural populations

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

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

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Max Mueller, (202) 245-9886

Program studies: Carol Chelemer, (2G2) 245-9401

notes

1. Prcgram activity information provided for 1983 reflects aci. vit;es
prior to the enactment of the Education of the Handicapped Act
amendments of 1983.
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HANDICAPPED TEACHER RECRUITMENT ANO INFORMATION '(CFDA No. 84.030)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: 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 ,500,000 750,000
1982 1 ,000,000 720,000
1983 1,000,000 720,000

Farpose:_ To disseminate information and to provide referral services
and resources for the education of handicapped children as wellsas to
encourage students to work in various fields of special education. 1/

Eligible Applicants: Public and private agencies and organizations.

Funding Mechanism: During FY 1983 four contracts were supported:
one contract for its first of three years of support and three
contracts in their 'last of three years of support.

Duration of Assistance' The award period is for one to three years
depending upon the needs of the projects. There is no provision for

renewal s.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 4171a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the flepartment's principal objectives with respect to
this program continued to be as follows:

o To disseminate information through newsletters, correspondence, and
workshops about the appropriate professional care and support services
required by handicapped children and youth.

o To provide practical legal information to organizatic, s and indivi-
duals serving handicapped people through the disseminat., n of printed
material s.

o To provide speclalized management information, including options and
best practices, for organizations, especially parent coalitions,
operating centers for families of handicapped people.
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A. Goals and Objectives (Continued)

o 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.

o To increase public awareness of the needs and rights of handicapped
children through tne broadcasting and print media.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o In the first year of its three year contract, the National Information
Center for handicapped Children and Youth developed and distributed
information sheets to a mailing list of over 100,000. Two newsletter
issue-s-were-publi-sbad-aild-sent to 150n recipients, which adaressed the
issues of personnel training and the oistribution of personnel in rural
and culturally diverse areas. In add Lion, responses were generated
to over 10,000 letters or telephon inquiries from individual F,
agencies, and organizations seeking int rmation to improve the edoLa-
Lionel opportunities for handicapped c tldren and youtn. Finally,

the Crter sponsored two wirkshoos for lwofessionals and one for

parent's during the past year.

The. Boston University School of Law, during ?he final year of its

contract, publisned four issues of Focus which reached an audience of
3000 members of legal advocacy networks or State/local organizations
seeking to place children in programs. The purpose of Focus is to
interpret recent judicial decisions and statutory enactments, and to
explain their ramifications in the disposition of placement decisions.

o The Boston Federation for Children with Special Needs disseminated
management advice and operational models to a national audience of

parent coal ttions through a quarterly publ ication sent to a mail ing

list of approximately 3000. In addition to management information,
suggeM 1 on s were provided on ways to secure financial backing for
parent centers and steps to take in establishing such centers.

o The Yedia Outreacn Project, conducted by Grey-North Aavertisino, Inc.,
conducted nine worksnops for parents in various geograpnic areas of the

country.

o The preparation and distribution of media by Grey-Nortn included tne
following specific accomplishments:
(1) production of five 30 to 50 second public TV and radio announcements
in ootn English and Soanisn wnicn Are sent to 740 TV stations ana tne
tired networks in New ?ark and Los Angeles, and 5000 radio stations; and
a; development of camera-ready art folio was sent to 1 720 del :y
newspaper; and 2d6 cznsumer magazines including Dab:, and parent maga-
zines, education ana :eacner magazines, none service magazines, .len's
magazines, consumer magazines, and women's magazines.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program data indicate three types of benefits (Section E.1 be',ow). The
program has sponsored 12 workshops for parents and professionals to

, provide direct technical assistance and training. A substantial amount
of written information was disseminated to over 17,000 lay end 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 here 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 radio is
included, 120 to 130 million people were reached at least once.

0. Flans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Pnalyses Cited in Section C Pbove:

1. Program files, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative
Services.

F. Other Supporting Data.

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEFA 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: Carol Chelemer, (202) 245-9401.

Notes

1. Program activity information provided for 1983 reflects activities
prior to the enactment of the Education of the Handicapped Act
amendments of 1983.
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DISCRETIONARY GRANTS FOR HANDICAPPED--RESEARCV
ANO DEMONSTRATION ACTIVITIES (CFOA No. 84.023)

311-1

Highlights

Funding of the Minority Research Institute. First research institute funded
focusing on minority children. (41.AT

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part E; Section 641 and 642,
public Law 91-230 as amended, 20 U.S.C. 1441, 1442. (Expires September 30,
L986)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $22,000,000 32f),000,000
1980 S24,000,000 120,060,000
1981 $26,000,000 515,000,000
1982 320,000,000 310,800,000
1983 320,000,000 S12,000,000

Purpose: To improve the education of handicapped children through research
and development projects, and model programs (demonstrations).

Eligible Recipients: State or local educational agencies, public and pri.
vase institutions of higher learning, and other public or non-profit educa-
tional or research agencies and organizations. In addition, the Secretary
may award contracts to profitmaking organizations.

Allowable Activities: qecipients may use funds for research, surveys or
aemonstrations related to education of handicapped children, including the
development and conduct of model programs designed to meet the special
education needs of such children. Both grants and contracts may be awarded.

Award Procedures: In FY 1983 there were nine separate competitions,
corresponding to the first nine priorities. (ILA)

Range and Average of Awards: ''.4,000 to 5500,000; I105,000.

Performance Period: 'tamable

.11inations of, qecicients: Dr'ogress ann fiscal r.loorts are reoutred, 3S

vet as a nna resort, at the completion of tne oro:e:.t.
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. goals and Objectives

FY 83 funds were allocated according to the following funding categories:

1. Field-Initiated Research: To support grants for non-directed research
TFITT subjects Whith are suggested by applicants from the field and which
are judged to be responsive to the educational needs of handicapped
children.

2. Minority Research Institutes: To support long-term programmatic re-

search into attitudes of families and communities regarding various
handicapping:conditions and how these attitudes affect early interven-
tion for handicapped minority children.

3. Research on Technology: To support research on the educational use by
nandicapped studentt of technological devices and systems in schools.

4. Assessment Research: To support research into student outcomes, effec-
tiveness of services, and validity of techniques and instruments for
assessment of handicapped children.

3. Secondary Age-Level Projects. To support rese4214grttillesdorri7:a=
to the transitional needs 4T secoadary-agcd
their families

6. Parent Projects: To examine the role of parents ana families in the
education of handicapped children.

7. Reading Comprphension: To provide local education agencies with methods
and procedures for reviewing and analyzing the natu.e and extent to which
the specific teaching of reading comprehension is integrated into their
educational program.

8. School Rased Reearch: To support research based on data available
from scnool records and focused on issues related to implementation to
P.L. 94-142.

0. Student Research: To provide research opportunities for graduate stu-
IFFITas a means of enhancing their professional training.

10. Para-agency Projects and Other Research: To support projects on specific
goals wn1Ch ED snares witn otner agencies.

3. Progress and Acebmplishments

The program awarded grants and contracts in the following manner:

lumber of

Priority Area Amount Awards

Field-initlated r.esear:t,

2. Minority institutes

177

S3,400,101 38

S2,300,110 2
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S. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

Priority Area Amount
Number of

Awards

3. Technology research S2,200M0 17

4. Assessment research S 875.000 3

5. Secondary-age projects S 780.000 9
6. Parent projects S 700,000 13
7. Reading comprehension S' 450,000 1

3. School-based research S 315,000 7

9. Student research S 250,000 25

10. Intro- agency research 1 L520,000 5

C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness

311-3

The outcomes of this program can be divided into three categories: (1) new
or improved products (assessment instruments, instructional materials.
etc.); (2) research findings and new information; and (3) personnel trained
in research methods (E.1).

(1) Examples of new or improved products include:

o Validate, instructional materials pacle.76,S especially for mentally
retarded, blind, and speecn impaired cniidren.

o Program guides for teachers and counselors in areas such as vocational
programing.

o Guides for administrators dealing with the implementation of P.L. 94-
142.

o A variety of products such as:

a "lifelong learning" curriculum for handicapped persons at the

community college level;

-- a science curriculum adapted for the blind;

-- a development test for young severe :y handipoped children; and

instructional materials designed to improve nonhandicapped chil-
dren's attitudes toward the handicapped.

(2) Research findings: Results from The Early Childhood Research Institutes
mere received :1 FY 1983. The Institutes reported new research findings
in Over 100 books, cnaoters and 4 .id les in professional journals, ann
lave over 710 morkmos and conferee. A Oresentati ens lased on their findings
luring tele term a' tne institutes. lifer in Perde4t of the abolications

submitted under tie ciearch orograra contained references to orevious

researth findings of tne Institutes.

'3 leSear7.n Sin:a :175 lore ::tan 110 3raeuate Sr,AetS in :3i.

'eges 3n1 Jn:lerSittes i.'ie rlceivel Suooc,. :irlugn :le sZucent oqsele:n

1 7 6
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

grant program. In addition, the research institutes cn the areas of Early
childhood education and Learning disabilities have provided training oppor-
tunities for c.er 200 students over a five year period.

A. plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above

1. neScription of Programs for Education of the Handicapped. October 1,

1983, Office of Special Education Programs, Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitative Services.

F. Other Supporting ilata

None.

Ill. RESPONSE TO PIEPLi 417(b)

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

Ccrtacts for Further Information

Program Operation: Slagle Al Ibritton , (202) 245-0085

Program Studies: Elaine Green, (202) 245-8877
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DISCRETIONARY GRAPITS FOR HANDICAPPE9-
MEDIA SERVICES Am CAPTIONED FILMS

(C=IA No. 84.926)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Educatior of the Handicapped Act, Part F; Sections 551-654,
20 11451-1454; P.L. 91-230 as amended. (Expires September 30, 1986.)

Funding Since FY 1979:

Purpose:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 525,000,000 319,000,000
1980 527,000,000 419,000,000
1961 529,000,000 517,000,000
1982 519,000,000 S11,520,000
1983 319,000,000 S12,o0o,00n

o To contribute to the general vel fare of deaf persons by (1) bringing to
such persons understanoing and appreciation of those films which play
such an important part in the general and cultural advancement of
hearing persons, (2) providing through these films enriched educational
and cultural experiences through which deaf persons can be brought into
better touch with the realities of their environment, and (3) providing
a wholesome and rewording experience which deaf persons may share to-
gether. ;

o To promote the eluCational advancement of handicapped persons by (1)
carrying on research. in the use of educational media for the handicapped,
(2) producing and distributing educational media for the use of handi-
caoped persons and others who work with them, and (3) training persons
in the use of educational media for the instruction of the handicapped.

Allowable Activities: Contracts and grants may be given to conduct research
In the use of educational and training films and other educational media for
the handicapped. Contracts and grants also provide for the training in use
of educational media of teachers, parents, and others who Kirk with the
handicapped. The program is authorized to acquire, produce, and distribute
films and other related media, and media equipment.

..1.1 i 0)1 I ity Requi rements:

o A001 'cant SI i gthlity: Pup' lc and private agenciet, Profit aria non-
profit orpni zati en s , or groups may suomit proposals and apol ica:on s
for projects.

o 3eleficiary El irtothii Ity: ufandicapped :eroons, -.heir familips, -.neor
it:Jai or potential employers, and :hose :ersons in.,ol ref: In act /1*.les
`or tne advancement of tne we-lice:1:1M
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Reporting Requirements: On captioned films, report cards are mailed to dis-

trihution centers to show usage. On projects, monthly progress reports and
annual reports are required to be sent to the Project Officer.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(1)

A. Goals and Objectives

Funds ap opriated for this program support the captioned film service for
the deaf, .he National Theater for the Rear, and Recordings for the Blind.
These activities consumed in FY 83 S8.1. million of the 't12 million budget.
The `valance was divided between media and materials technology and market-
ing.

The priority for these two categories is to assure the appropriate

availability, quality and use of advances 'n educational technology. (F.1)

Funding categories for FY 83 were

1. Captioning: Increase accessibility of television and film to approxi-
mately 1,4 million deaf or hearing-impaired persons by developing,
adapting, producing, and distributing materials that incorporate the
most recent technological advancements in film and television.

?. Media and materials technology. Improve the education, independent

functioning, and employment of handicapped individuals by assuring
that the advances in educational technology are (1) available, (2) of
good quality, and (3) used appropriately. Funds support Projects
to imprr software for use in special education programming for

mild an noderately handicapped children, and to develop devices to
compensate for a Particular handicapping condition which might, impede
the educational achievement.

3. Marketing and awareness. improve the availability of duality materials
for handicapped children through dissemination activities, and through
adaptation of existing curriculum materials for use with secondary-level
students with mild handicapping conditions.

1. Motional Theater of the Reaf: Provide su000rt for the National Theater

the rRef in order to (1) raise public awareness about the capabilities
and creativeness of handicapped persons and (2) provide for the educa-
tional a ^d cultur3I advancement of deaf students who participate with
the lational Theater.

S. Recording for the 31 ind: Provide tape-recorded textbooks to help vis-
ually impaired students of all ages overcome barriers to learning.



1 8. Progress and Accomplishments

Funds for FY 83 were spent as follows:

312-3

Amount No. of Projects
1_ Captioning $ 7,065,000 63
2. Technology 2,680,000 16
3. Marketing an awareness 1,205,000 5

4. National Theater of the Deaf 500,000 1

5. Recordings for the Blind, Inc. 550,000 1

$12,000,000 86

C . Costs , cSenefi is , and Effects veness
,,.

o ."..'aptioked general-interest films ...4 re shown 50,117 times in tne 6-month
period covered in the evaluation. The total audience count was 993,834
for tne same period- No cost data here available (E-1).

o Captioned educational films here shorn to audiences totalling 1,988,366
in FY 19t,2, an increase of 19.5 percent over the previous year. (E.2)
Average cost per film was $9,950 (E-1).

o Two media and material centers completed the final year of a three-year
contract during FY 1983. The Educational Media Production Project for
the Hearing Impaired (University of Nebraska) indicated in its final
report that 110 instructional materials were reviewed for suitability
for hearing irm'aired students, of which 48 were approved for use in in-
st.ructional st4tings. In addition, sixtee^ products were developed in
tne area of ennancing self-esteem for hearing-impaired learners, and
improveinents 'ere made in several filmstrips developed in ;,revicus years,
including the following videotapes: Usable Law; Basic Economics; and
Teacning Good Mainers and Behaviors. Out of 19 products adapted or
developed ouring the tnree year contract period, 17 have been accepted
for publication. (E.4)

o The Instruc-.ional *dia Production Project for Severely Handicapped
Students (George Peabody College/vandervilt Lhiversity) produced tne
following materials: one videotape with print materials, two computer
software programs win 1 print materials, one videotape production manual,
anc one catalog of films and tapes. A primary focus o these :iiateria;s
during 1983 was Sob preparation and Sk111S development.

o The Market Linicage Project for Special Education (LILAC) completed the
third year of a cnree -year contract. As tne major ienicle for the SEEP
marketing program, LINC continued to oe a macor resource to other major
SEEP projects, sucn as tne National :tdia Development Project for the
Hearing :mpairea 1rd tne National Center for :iedia aria 4ater.iis for tne
Severely riandic.apPed. Al estimated 250,300 sznool aces cnlicren nave
Denefited 'rom :he olacement of SEP products into commerical and national
oistrlo..ition tirouo tnis project. ,Z.3)
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

None.

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

1. Rapid Feedback Assessment of the Captioned Film Loan Service
for the Deaf. September 1982.

2. Summary Report on Education Captioned Film Usage 1980-1982.
January 1983.

3. Final Report, Market Linkage Project for Special Education, October 13,
1983.

4. Final Report, Educational Media Project for the Hearing Impaired.
University of Nebraska, 1983.

F. Other Supporting Data:

1. Division of Educational Services Technology and Marketing Branch

Budget Planning. FY 1984.

III. RESPONSE TO GFPA 417(b)

No studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts 4 r Further Information

Program Operations: Slagle Allbritton, (202) 245-0085

Program Studies: Elaine Gre'n, (202) 245-8877
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EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT--SPECIAL STUDIES
(No CFDA Entry)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

313-1

Legislation: Education of the Handicapped Act, Part 8, Section 618, P.L.
1T-4iu as amended. 20 U.S.C. 1418 (1976). (Expires September 30, 1986)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year AulAft.Ization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite $2,300,000

1980 $1,000,000
1981

11

$1,000,000
1982 $2,300,000 $ 480,000
1983 $2,300,000 $ 480,000

Purpc:e: To *sure and evaluate the impact of the Education of the Handi-
capped Act and the effectiveness of State efforts to assure the free,
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
4SS4S5 tie effects of this program.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

Prior,cies for FY 83:

o To report to Congress on the progress of implementation of P.L. 94-142.

o To continue gathering information on current and emerging trends in
special education.

8. Prooress and Accomolishments

No new projects were initiated during FY 1983. Two OreIOUSlyfUnded pro-
:eCts were continued:

o Analysis of Statt Data, suomitted in accordance with EHA-8 for inclusion
in tne Annual Reoort to Congress.

o Information 4etwork, ooerated oy cne National Association of State Di-
rectors or Soecia EuJcatIon. nyougn a network of State, !coca', ind
intermediate education agencies information was 5atnerea on current and
emerging trerds in tne imolementation of soeclal education orocrems.

'.if rmatIon serves as 3 oasis floon milcn or dram Jetermines
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B. Progress and Accompl ishments (Continue'!)

technical assistance priorities, Recent analyses included "Selected
Issues in Service ne1 ivery to 'leaf-Blind Children," and "Priority
Technical Assistance *eds of State Education Agencies." The data
:Omitted by States was analyzed and presented to Congress.

C, Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Effectiveness: analysis of studies tE.1) has led to the following
changes.

a) rieveloped procedures for validating the State child count data under
P.L. 4 4 - 1 42 .

b) Materials for use in State agency inservice training programs regarding
exemplary practices in determining the least restrictive environment
placement of handicapped chidren.

c) (:.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 PA.. 94-142.

d) Technical assis* ^,e material on problems and successful practices
in the following areas: child count, child find, individualized educa-
tion programs, and interagency cooperation.

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

"tone

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

1. FY 1183 annual Report to Congress: Summaries of Special Studies.

F. Other Supporting rata

None

III. RESDINSE TO GEDA 417(b):

In studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Slagle Al Ibr;ttor , (202) 215-0085

Program Studies: Elaine Green, ;202) 2a5-8817
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF HANDICAPPED RESEARCH
(MA No. 84.133)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Title II of the Rehabi 1 itation Act of 1973, as amended.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization AoctiopriatiOn

1 979 50,00 0,000 31,500,000
1 980 75 ,000 ,000 31,487,500 1/
1 981 90,000,000 29,750,000
1 982 35,000,000 28,560,000 2/
1 983 35,000,000 3 1,560,000 I/

Purpose: To support research and its uti 1 i Zati On to improve the lives of
tne pnystcal Iy an d men ta 1 ly handicapped, especially the severely disabled,
To provide for the administration and conduct of rehabilitation research
and the dissemination of information to rehabilitation professionals and
handicapped persons concerning developments in rehabnitation procedures,
meth's , and devi ces.

Organization: NIFIR'S researcn activities are conducted in part througn
en to " programs, each with a core area of investigation. These programs

include 31 Research and Training Centers, 18 Rehaoilitation Engineering
Centers and a Rehab i I i tati on Research Institute (RRI). In addition,
tnere are individual projects, each of Ai ch Kirks on a narrower, more
specific problem in research or dissemination. There is also a special
program of international research supported by separately authorized funds.

, tEligibility: Grants, cooperative agreements, and contracts mziy be awardec
to States, public, private, Jr nonprofit agencies ana organizations.

Aoplication anc Award Process: NIHR establishes a long-range researcn
agenoa and olscretionary grants or contracts are made tc universities,
public and private research organizations, and individual researcners to
Conduct. projects in areas relevant to the agenda.

Duration and ?basin° of Activities: Funding of grants ar cow:facts ranges
from one :3 eive fears.

186
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 411.01

A. Godls and Objectives

During FY 1983 the Department's principal objectives

o To formulate a comprehensive Long-Range Research
and future research activities (E-1), (t-5), (E-7)

o To disseminate information about new developments
ties for improvements of services to handicapped

8. Progress and Accomplishments

314-2

for this program were:

Plan to guide present

from research activi-
persons 1,E-6), (E-7).,

o A Long-Range Research Plan was established with emphasis placed on the
priority areas of mental illness, mental retardation, vocational re-

habilitation, independent living, development of technological systems,
private sector involvement in device developmeat, network development
for dissemination and utilization of research findings, and continuing
research and development (E-1), (E-7).

o Project products that have been disseminated are listed in Section II F.

-- In addition information on rehabilitation developments will now be
included in the journal, Aids and Applications Review, published by
the Carroll Center for the Blind. This journal is currently sent to
2,000 subscribers nationally.

-- The National Rehabilitation Information Center (NARK) continues to
offer various information services to the entire U.S. rehabilitation
community, as well as users overseas. It has a definitive NIHR

data base of 6,000 items and has published a thesaurus, a catalog
of NARIC subjects, and the Pathfinder. NARIC is phasing in ABLEDATA,
a computerized data-bank on equipment and ass'stive devices for

disabled 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 Centers, Rehabilitation Engineering Centers.
Researcn Utilization and Dissemination Projects, Research Projects, Inter-
national Support, and Research Fellowships.

Number of projects:
Research and training centers
Renabilitation engineering centers
Discrete projects
Fel I owsnips

Total

Actual Estimate

1982 1983 1984

26 31 34

17 18 17

2G 35 82

17 iS

69 101 148

187
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C. Costs. Benefits. and Effectiveness ',Continued)

314-3

Some 300 individual studies are under way at any given time, and 500
training programs serving 60,000 oarticipants are conducted annually.

The NIHR appropriation for FY 1983 was 531.6 million. Of this, approxi-
mately 515.2 million was aevoted to the RTC program; $7.5 million to the
REC program; $5.9 million to discrete grants and contracts for research;
and $2.5 million for research utilization. Fellowships accounted for $.5
million.

Research and Training Centers Proaram (RTC) (E-2)

Of the 31 RICs funded in FY 1983, there were twelve medical RTCs funded.
Their wo ;k covers many medical areas, such as cardiopulmonary disease,
spinal cord injury, health care delivery, special problems of the severely
impaired, biofeedback, and neuromuscular dysfunctions.

There are, in addition, five vocational rehabilitation RTCs, two on deaf
ness, one on Psychosocial research, two on mental illness, three on mental
retardation. two on aging, one on independent living, one on blindness,
and two on Native Americans.

Rehabilitation Engineering Centers (REC) (E-4)

Eighteen Rehabilif;tion Engineering Centers were funded in fiscal year 1983
with the purp.se of (1) developing innovative meLhods of applyihd advanced
medical technology, scientific achievement, and psychiatric, psycht4ogical,
and social knowledge to solve rehabilitation problems; (2) ceveloping
systems of technical and engineering information exchange and (3) improving
the distribution of technology devices and equipment to handicapped indivi-
duals.

The developments of the Centers included (1) a muscle fatigue monitor
targeted for handicaoped persons w,lose dysfunction primarily stems from
neuromu;cular 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 incliling the design of ,adapted work
stations.

Discrete Grant Awards (E-3)

Aporaximateli 53.1 million was obligated tirough indiviauai grant awards,
contracts, and one Rehabilitation Re.1rch Institute (PRI). The latter
has a core area of job development and placement for severely handicapped
Persons. The remaining individual grant awards were for research in tne
brom areas of psychological and medical problems, sensory disabilities,
spinal cora 1n3ury, severe burns, and other specific proclems. In addit/on,
acout 52.5 milllorf was devoted to research utilization projects wh4ch
mainly offer coorainated dissemination and information services, promote
innovations in servlpe crpgrams based on R&D results, snd ins:117 an

awareness of tnance processes.
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Program Effectiveness: Studies of the major component programs of NIHR
nave been completed. First, the Research and Training Center program
was studied (E-2). Major findings are as follows:

o The RTC Program has a sound conceptual base, the synergistic inter-
action of research, training, and client services being especially
effective.

o The RTC Program is an effective resource magnet; that is, it was able
to attract an additional 75 cents from other sources for every dollar
NIHR awarded to the Centers.

o The RTC Program nas Supplied many noteworthy innovations to the
field of rehabilitation.

Secondly, the Rehabilitation 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 liaison with other sectors of the rehabilitation service community;

- Expanded technical assistance at the Federal level ;

- Clarification of goals;

- More systematic information on devices, etc., that are available

- Development of a systematic capacity for development, evaluation, and.
distribution of assistive devices by working with industry.

0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation

NIHR has proposed a program of field-initiated research grants in which
tne investigator is free to propose research in any area authorized by the
law. This program will be used to respond to urgent problems, pursue
innovative research approacnes, and expand research capacity and utility.

In response to suggestions made by the evaluation study, the REC program is
(1) developing a plan to work more closely with industry in developing and
marketing devices to aid handicapped persons; and (2) througn the Inter-
agency Committee, working more eloseiy than before with otner Federal

agencies on this same matter.

E. SubOorting Studies aid Analyses Cited in Section C above

1. ;4IHR Long-Range Plan, Vol. 1, 1980

2. .'Research & Training Centers - OvArview" (1980) (Special Centers
Office -- In -house document)
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E. Suoporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C above (Continued)

3. "Annual Report of the Rehaoilitation Services Administration to the
President and the Congress on Federal Activities Related to the
Administration of the Rehaoilitation Act of 1973" (1980) (ch. on

NIHR, pp. 44-64)

4. "Rehabilitation Engineering Center Program Evaluation: Final Report
(Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, California)

S. ''Goals and the Goal-Setting Processes in the Research and Training
Program" (Abt Associates, Camoridge, Pbssacnusetts)

6. "Final Report on An Evaluation of Two RSA (NIHR) Research Utilization
Laboratories" (National Institute for Advanced Studies, Washington,
D.C.) 1280.

7. "NIHR Researcn Priorities Plan: Issues and Re,ommendations for know-
ledge Dissemination and Utilization" (ICD) Rehabilitation and Re-

search Center, New York, '.Y.) 1980.

F. Other Supporting Data

The following products have been disseminated:

-- A new approach to chronic pain based, on behaviorial sciences. The

results especially address chronic illness.

-- A strategy by the New England Regional adiatric Trauma Institute for
identifying tne most cost effective and optimal levels of medical
and renabilitation services for disabled children,

-- A evaluation system for assessing how well the living ar-angements
in community based residential settings are meeting tne nr d5 of the
mentally ill and assisting fapilies in the reintegrat xi of the

mentally ill into the family.

Bio-feedback tecnniques to control muscle contractions in stroke

patients allowing some persons to walk independently of braces and
other devices.

-- The Preliminary Diagnostic Questionnaire for use by State agencies
and private renabilitation facilities for assessing the employaoility
of a person.

A muscle fatigue monitor to measure muscle
tics,,wortplace, or surgical reconstruction
1- isecl eoecially on nanaicaoced children
myeiomeningocole.

f.c.igue during therapeu-
activities. The monitor
with cereoral palsy ana



0 I

-

314-6

F. Other Supporting Oata (Continued)

-- A bearable spectral tactile speech aid for use by the deaf and deaf-
blind in face-to-face communication with nondeaf individuals.

-- 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, includin) the dynamics of psychological
adjustment after onset of renal disease.

Oevelopment of ways to identify specific prot.ilems in rehabilitation
of multiple sclerosis patients and multi-speciality approaches to
resolution of clinical, medical, psychological, and social needs.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

There are no studies of this program currently under way.

Contacts for further information

Program operations: Betty; Jo Berland, (202) 472-6551

Program Studies: Eugene Tucker, (202) 245-8364

Notes s)

1. Transfers to: Office of Personnel Management (S40,000), President's
Committee on Employment of the Handicapped (5250,000), Maternal and

Child Health Agency (S335,000), U.S. Information Agency (S158,000), and
Agency for International Development (S200,000).

Transfers from: National Institute of Mental Health (S500,000).

3. Includes a $1.5 million supplemental appropriation for the establishment
of two research and training centers. The awards for these centers --
one for pediatrics and one for disabled Pacific Basin residents --

will not be made until FY 1984.

1 9 t
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REHABILITATION SERVICFS--BASIC SUPPORT
(CFDA No. 84.124)

Highlights

315-1

o Legislation was proposed that would provide incentives for rehabilitat-
ing the severely handicapped, provide greater flexibility, and require
stricter accountability standards. Reauthorizing legislationotas
passed in Fall, 1983 (ILD).

o Progress toward operational goals was made in the followinj areas:
job development and placement, services to severely disabled, IWRP/

IEF coordination and services to deef-blind and learning disabled
(II.A.8.).

o The number of cases served and rehabilitated has continued to decline
for both severely and non-severely handicapped clients. However, the
proportion of severely handicapped persons among those served and
rehabilitated continued to increase (II.C).

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Rehabilitation Act of 1973; P.L: 93-112 as amended by
P.L. 93-516, 94-230, 9741 and 95-602, 29 U.S.1C. 701, T:tle I, Parts A
and B except Section 1124

Funding:

Fiscal Year Authorization APPropriation

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

fdrpose: To provide vocational rehabilitation services to persons with
4iFiT-ind/or physical, handicaps. Priority service is placed on needs of
those persons with the most severe disabilities.

Over view: Feaeral and State fun4s are used to cover the costs of providing
riTOTTilation services which include: diagncsis, comprehensive evaluati
aounseling, training, reader,services for the blind, interpreter services
for tne aeaf, and employment placement. Funds are ise.e0 also for assist.

ance with payment far medical and related services c3nd prosthetic and
orthotic devices, transportation to secure vocational reneoilitation
services, maintenance during- renariiitation, tools, licenses, equipment,
sup-lies, and otner gocns and services; for enokag,stanas or otner small
ousiresses for handicapped Perswis including Tanagement and supervisory
Se:"1CeS; 5110 for iss:stance construc::on ana esthoiisnment of
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1. Program Profile (Continued)

rehabilitation facilities. Services are provided to families of handi-
capped individuals when such services will contribute substantially to the
rehabilitation of those who are being lrovided 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 reabilitation
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.

A licant Re uirements: Applicants prepare three year State plans for vo-
cationa rehabs itation 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 ED 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.

Determination 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 quarter:ly progress reports,
annual budget and case service reports, and annual program and financial
plans are required. Audits are conducted by the ED Audit Agency 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 must be
provided in accordance with an Individualized Written Rehabilitation Plan
(IWRP). This program has maintenance of effort requirements.
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RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)
31i-3

A. Goals and Objectives: During FY 1983, the Department's principal
objective with respect to program direction was to develop a legislative
proposal for the, program's reauthorization (see Section II.D).

In the area of program operations, RSA had the following goals for
the Basic State Grants program, FY 1983:

o Job Development and Job Placement: To improve the capacity at the
State-i-eaerai vocational rehabilitation program to place disabled per-
sons in employment, especially those who are severely disabled, by

strengthening the job development and job placement phases of the
vocational rehabilitation process, including the establishment of job
placement units in each designated State agency.

o Internal Management Improvement: To improve the internal management of
RSA by (1) implementing a new organizational structure; (2) developing
and implementing a formal comprehensive planning process; (3) develop-
ing and implementing a formal communication system; and (4) implement-
ing an agency policy system.

o Facilities Offering Services for Severely Oisabled Individuals: To im-
prove the planning and delivery of rehabilitatIon services to disabled
individuals by increasing the effective use of public and private
nonprofit rehabilitation facilities.

o lt 4RP/IEI Joint To facilitate joint planning on behalf of
handicapped students by enhancing the cooperative linkages between
special education and vocational rehabilitation.

o Deaf-Blind Program: ro establish a base of information and skills to
improve or expand rehabilitation and independent living services to
deaf-blind persons.

o Learning Oise'uled Individuals: fu improve the capability of State VR
agencies to deliver services to disabled and multiply handicapped
individuals who have a specific learning disability.

B. Progress and Accomplishments:

o Reauthorization. The Oepartment's reauthorization proposal was
sent to the Congress in March, 1933.

o RSA has undertaken a range of activities to accomplish its FY 1983
oojectives:

.1 04
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B. Progress arid Accomplishments (Continued)

o Job Development and Job Placement. Regional offices have been identi
lying replicable activities and demonstrations, information sharing
activities have been increased, special training projects have been
reviewed, and States have been assisted to provide information to
business on the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit.

o IWRP/IEP Joint Planning. Regional offices have competed 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.

o 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.

o Learning Disabled Individuals. Progress toward.this objective
included conducting a state of the art conference, identifying
issues, launching case studies to identify 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 pertOns compris a higher proportion of closed cases,
both those rehabilitated and those no. rehabilitated. However, the number
of severely disabled persons
table summarizes these trends:

served has also declined.

Impact Data

The following

1981 1982 19831979 1980

Applicants accepted for
vocational rehabilitation 411,560 412,356 373,310 333,437 349,932

Total Active Cases 1,127,551 1,095,139 1,038,232 958,537 938,923

Cases closed, rehabilitated . 288,325 277,136 255,881 226,924 216,230
Severely disabled 143,375 142,545 138,380 129,866 124,166
Nonseverely disabled 144,950 134,591 117,501 97,058 91,465

Severely disabled, percent... . (49.9i) (51.4%) (54.1%) (57.2%) (57.7%)
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II. Response to GEPA 4171a) (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 Number Percent

Total Reporting Oisability
Blindness
Other Visual Impairments -
Oeafness

249,902
9,509
13,735

?%212

100.0
3.8
5.5

2.9
Other Hearing Impairments 10,086 4.0
Orthopedic Imperments 56,265 22.5
Absence or Amputation of Extremities 6,444 2.6

Mental Illness 48,539 19.4

Alcoholism 12,221 4.9
Orug Addiction 3,111 1.2

Mental Retardation 29,075 11.6
Hay Fever and Asthma 1,617 0.6
Diabetes 3,870 1.5

Epilepsy 4,844 1.9
Heart Disease 6,845 2.7

All Other Circulatory Conditions 2,743 1.1

Respiratory System Conditions 1,750 0.7
Oigestive System Conditions 10,960 4.4
Genitourinary Conditions 6,508 2.6
Speech Impairments 1,788 0.7
All Other Oisabling Conditions. 21,780 5.1

Accurate and timely information is not available to determine the full
cost of services to vocational rehabilitation clients. The Oepartment is
currently planning to develop the data necessary to assess both costs and
long-term benefits of program participation.

There nave been many studies and analyses of different aspects of this
program including studies conducted under research and demonstration
authorities, program administrative and management reviews conducted as
part of RSA's annual work plans and contracted evaluation sumies.
Ouring FY 1983, two evaluation studies were completed:
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II. Response to GEPA 417(a) (Continued)

o Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Agmments Between State Vocational
Rehabilitation Agencies and State Associations of Student FfnancTiTArd

Uttices. The objective of the research project was to assess the
efliaTveness of the voluntary coordination agreements between VR
agencies and Student Financial Aid associations in helping to serve VR
clients and in making sensible and efficient use of the various re-
sources and programs that are available to support the training of
disabled persons.

o 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 Legislation

In the spring the Administration proposed legislation that would reward
the States for good performance 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 Granti program by streamlining
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 goals will be pursued in 1984. These goals are to increase .

the number of disabled people in remunerative employment, to improve 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 adulth000d, and to incease the capacity
of rehabilitation facilities to provide a full range of quality services
for their clients.

E. Suoporting Studies and Analyses

I. U.S. Department. of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabil-
itative 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 Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies and State Associations
of Student Financial Aid Offices, Gaithersburg, Maryland, May 31, 1983.
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E. Suppgrting Studies and Analyses (Continued)

3. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabil-
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 Oeaf-8Iind In-
dividuals. Redix, Inc., Silver Wing, Maryland, December 1982.

F. Other Supporting Data

!kgg, Sex, and Race / Ethnicity of Persons Rehabilitated by State Vocational
Rehabilitation Agencies: 1981

Items

1981

Number Percent

Total Rehabilitations

Age at Referral

255,881 ,m

Number- Reporting Age 249,939 100.0
Under 18 years 24,670 9.9
18-19 Years. 22,919 9.2

20-24 Years 41,219 16.5

2S -34 Years 63,519 25.4
35-44 Years 39,475 15.8
45-54 Years 30,454 12.2
55-64 Years 18,621 7.5
65 Years and Over 9,062 3.6

Mean Age 33.5 Years

Sex

Number Reporting Sex 250,885 100.0
Male 131,056 52.2

Female 119,829 47.8

Race

Numper Reporting Race.. r250,138 100.0
White 200,572 80.2
Black 44,779 17.9

American Indian/Alaskan Native 1,314 0.5
Asian and Pacific Islander 3,473. 1.4

Hispanic Origin
Number Reporting Ethnicity 250,381 100.0
Persons of Hispanic Origin 15,777 6.3

Persons Not of Hispanic Origin 234,504 93.7
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

Only one 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.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Mark Shoob, (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 made by State rehabilitation agencies for the
purchase of services for clients. Excluded are administrative costs
and counselor salaries.

,
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CLIENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (CAP) (CFDA No. 84.128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

316-1

Legislation: Section 112 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended.
(Expired September 30, 1983)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization B:00rooriation

1979 S 3,500,000 S 3,500,000
1980 . 3,500,000 3,500,000
1981 . 3,500,000 2,800,000
1982 . 3,500,000 942,000
1983 3,500,000 1,134,000

Purpose: To provide counselors who can assist physically and mentally
handicapped persons to understand 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 delivery
system. Projects also are expected to make recommendations for policy and
method changes which may be beneficial to future clients.

Applicant Projects may be funded, administered, and operated
only by ar through the State vocational rehabilitation agency. The State
agency may enter into cooperative arrangements with public nonprofit organi-
zations, such as institutions of higher education, to secure appropriate
services through existing programs.

Deneficiary Eligibility: Services may be provided to physically and Aen-
TiTITTWATEapped persons, with emphasis on those with the most severe
disabilities. Recipients of services must be (I) seeking vocational reha-
bilitation (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 financial responsibility for projects but may
subcontract aspects of day-to-day operations which are deemed to be advanta-
geous for good management.
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)

A. Goals and Objectives

:416-2

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.

2. Upon request of clients, assist in their relationship with programs
providing services including pursuing the protection of their_rights
under this Act.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

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, genefits, and Effectiveness

The discretionary project resources available for this program in FY 1983 were
S1,734,000 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 benefits 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.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The Rehabilitation Amendments of 1984 establish client assistance pro'- rams

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 by the .)apartment for this new authority. The Admin-
istration proposes to discontinue Federal funding of this program after
fiscal year 1984, but no change is proposed in 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.
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E. Suoporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above

No studies have been authorized. In the previous year (1982) a summary of
project annual reports was developed and sent to ..ongre..3s. 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
PL97-375. No further reports are anticipated.

F. Other Supporting Data

The 1982 Report to Congress is available in limited number, on request.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(

No studies related to thiqrcgram are currently under way.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Lester Cole (202) 2453187

Program studies: Barbara Coates ('32) 472-9235
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OISCRETIONARY PROJECT GRANTS OR
TRAINING REHABILITATION PERSONNEL

(CFDA No. 84.129)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

317-1

Legislation: Rehabilitation Act of 1973, P.L. 93-112, as amended, Section
. i

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization . Appropriation

1979 $34,000,000 $30,000,000
080 $40,000,000 $28,600,000
1981 S45,000,000 $21,675,000
1982 $25,500,000 $19,200,000
1983 S25,500,000 . $19,2C0,000

.

Purpose: To support projects to increase the numbers and improve the skills
ar5i7Tonnel trained in providing voLational -ehabilitation services to
handicapped people.

Eligible -Grant Recipients : State and local government agencies, non-profit
private agencies and institutions of higher education.

Eligible Trainees: Individuals employed or Oeparing for employment in

the rehabilitation of handicapped individuals.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants may be made for 1 to 3 years
erilWagriflh appropriatidn availability. Grants made usually start on or
around July 1, or September 1 of each fiscal year.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Grantees for in-service training pro?Pams
must provide at least Id percent of costs. All other grantees provide a
negotiated proportion of costs. Annual progress and fiscal reports are
required of all grantees.

49 ,

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

o The Department's principal objective for this progran was to *rove
the skill level and increase the numbers of rehabilitation personnel
trained in manpower shortage areas.

o The second objective was to support the training of rehabilitation
workers in job development and placement skills.

O A third objective was to improve, through training and communication
of stindards, the management of rehabilitation programs.

203
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A, Progress and Accomplishbents

o Focused State agency efforts on Federal prloriti4s, e.g,, manpower
shortage areas, training workers to enhance employability of, the hal
icapped, coordination of vocational rehabilitation with special *duce..
don,

of., Facilitated the emergtn.te and acceptability of new professional rehab-
ilitation fields in support of enhancing the employability of the -

.handicapped, e,g mobility instruction, vocational evaluation,

o fleveloped program evaluation techniques, case review system, and a
clearingnoge for all training projects and approaches,

4
C, Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

-Trainees Served: 12,58n trainees were served under 305 project grants in
P711-8f, Analysis of acsts by type .of training (see E,1 be,low.) isAfidie
below:

Number of
Trainees

Average Federal
Total Grant S Cost Per

Type of Training Amounts Trainee

2,44n Long-term 12,735,000 5,2:9
1,750 C. tinning . 2,nno,400 1,143
3,400 Inservice 2,80n,00n 333

9n Experimental 745,000 8,222

Program Scope: Program serves all skills and professions relating to vaca-
tions rehabilitation of the handicapped.

hoes of Benefits Provided: This program is used for) wide variety of
training Including long-term training in all professionalrrehahil nation
fields: short-term training, such as workshops, seminars, institutes,
etc,: in-service trainin,.and continuing education; and experimental nr
inniwative training projects, Benefits in the form of more effective
service accrue to those handicapped persons receiving rehabilitation
services who are more rapidly returned to gainful employment, *Wits
accrue in terms of skills acquired, confidence gained, propiaions received,
etc, No funds are went on vouchers for individuals,

oro ram Effectiveness: Third-party validation of overall program was not
comp ete , A study started in 1981 was not completed betAse budget cuts
eliminated al: evaluation funds in tree rehaoilitation program, i4oaever,
each training project has a self-or third-party evaluation componen!,

Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

To continue to allocate funds to manpower shortage areas, The COgrehissito-
eris Task Force on lenabilitation Training Is exOectel to make recommenda.
Voris on grogram ooerati on in F1' 1984. The Administration has reduesteii
renewa' lf exist:ng legislative autiortty.
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E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above

1. Analysis of Grantee Applications, Rehabilitation Services Administra-
tion, 1983.

F. Other Supporting Data

None

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies of this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Martin Spickler, (202) 245-0076

Program Studies: Rodney Pelton, (202) 472-3014

/
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GRANTS FOR VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION OF SEVERELY
HANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS (CFDA No. 84.128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

318-1

Legislation: P.L. 92-112. Title III, Section 311(a)(1) of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973 as amend6, 29 U.S.C. 777a.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite $ 7,048,0D0
1980 Indefinite 9,568,0001/
1981 Indefinite 9,765,000
1982 $12,210,00031 8,855,000
1983 .12,210,000S1 9,259,000

Purpose: To support demonstration projects which expand or improve the
delivery of rehabi!itation services to severely disabled individuals to
assist them in achieving satisfactory vocational adjustment.

Eligibility: Public or private non-profit agencies and organizations are
eligible to compete for grant awards.

Applicant Requirements: Special projects for severely disabled people must
expand and improve rehabilitation services for particular categories of
disability.

Award Process: Proposals are selected for funding through a peer review
process based on regulatory selection criteria and annually announced
program priorities (see ILA below).

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are awarded for twelve-month
periods and can be continued for up to 5 years. Continuation is based on
an annual review of accomplishments and the availability of funds.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Annual fiscal reports are required, and
progress reports must oe suoiTEted as prescribed by grant award specifica-
tion.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Obtectives

Ouring FY 1983, the Oepartment's objective for this program was to fund

service programs for disabled people wttn a wide array of disabilities and
to place a special emphasis on projects tnat employed high tecnnology
(computer) applications.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

o in FY 1983, 54 projects were funded; 29 were new projects and 25 were
continuations. Fourteen of the 29 new projects involved high tech-
nology (computer) applications. The breakdown of projects funded
to address specific disabling conditions was as follows:

Disability
New

Projects Continuations

Arthritis 1 1

81 indness 5 -

Cerebral Pal sy 1 -

Deafness 3 -

Deaf/Blind 1 1

Learning Disabled 2 1

Mental Illness 5 2

Mental Retardation 4 1

Multiple Sclerosis 1 -

Developmentally Disabled - 1

Spinal Cord Injured - 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 Year 1983, approximately 4,000
severely disabled- clients received services at an average cost of 52,817
per client.

Program Scope: The scope of the projects covers many categories of severely
disabled persons including those who are deaf, blind, or who have epilepsy,
cerebral palsy, multiple sclerosis, 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
rehabi 1 i ta t ion services.

Impact on State Practices: According to program data, successful project
methods and techniques are frequently incorporated into State vocational
rehabilitation agency programs, sustained with non-Federal dollars, and used
in part or whole throughout a State. For example, seventeen model projects
that serve individuals with spinal cord injuries have been initiated
throughout the country, resulting in more effective services by State voca-
tional rehabilitation agencies, private rehabilitation facilities, and
medical institutions for individuals with this handicap.

Reported Treatment qains: According to program data, interventions demon-
strated by funded projects have resulted in substantial nwhers of severely
disabled Persons,.in all categories, becoming eligible for and benefiting
from vocational rehabilitation services.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Direct Cost Benefits: One example of costs benefits, according to program
data, is that demonstrations with 42 elderly blind persons in Virginia
provided services to those persons in the community for $186,069; a cost
savings of S131,7(19 over the total cost of a nursing home.

1). Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

None.

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above

No studies have been made regarding overall Program effectiveness. Comments
in Section C above are based on grantee reports submitted to' the program
office.

F. Other Supporting Data

None.

III. RESPONSE TO `EPA 417(b)

No studies relatefl to this programware currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations and studies: Bob Gilmore, (V)2) 2454529
program studies: *in teinheimer, (202) 2454877

Notes

1. S12,5110 of this amount was reprogrammed to the National Council on the
Handicapped.

1:13.10,1_3uthori nri (or SactiTts ?it:, 312, 314 and S15 co wl° 'flea.

3. Source: Rehabi 1 i tati on Services Admini strati on.
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SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR INITIATING RECREATION PROGRAMS FOR
HANOICAPPEO INOIVIOUALS

(CFOA No. 84.128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: Section 316 of the Rehabilitation Adt of 1973, as amended.
xpired September 30, 1983)

Funding:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1981 Indefinite 2,000,000
1982 $2,000,000 1,884,000
1983 2,000,000 2,000,000

Purr ose: To establish or initiate programs of recreational, activities for
handicapped individuals, with special emphasis on expanding services for
handicapped clients 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 handicapped person's rehabilitation.

Criteria for Evaluating Proposals: Proposals for project funding are evalu-
ated based on the following:

o Relevancy of the project to State and Federal 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

__ApplitAzt elcnsies and
organizations are eligible for grants under this program.

Beneficiary Eli ibilitz: Projects funded under this program must serve physi-
cally or mentally handicapped individuals.

Ouration and Phasitig of Assistance: Grants are awarded for one year.

Use of Funds: Funded projects can include indoor and outdoor leisure activ-
Wrir7iFFts, 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 maintaned and annual
fiscal reports are required. Progress reports must be submitted on project
operations and accomplishments.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)

A. Goals and Objectives:

In view of the decision not to request future funding for this program, no
special goals or objectives were established for FY 1983.

R. Progress and Accomplishments:

Not Applicable.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

In FY 1983 an estimated 15,000 handicapped individuals were served by the 27'
projects funded.

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendattons for Legislation:

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 Analyses Cited in Section C Above:

None.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE TO SEPA 417 (b)

No studies are under way.

Contacts for Further Information:

Program operations: Frank S. Caracciolo, rSA
Room 3516 Switzer Bldg.
(202) 245-3186

orogram studies: 3ar5ara Coates (202) d72-9236
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REHABILITATION SERVICES--SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR HANDICAPPED
MIGRATORY AND SEASONAL FARMWORKERS (CFDA No. 84.128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Rehabilitation Act of 1973, P,L. 93-112, as amended by P.L.
93-516, P.L. 94-230, and P.L. 95-602, Section 312, 29 U.S.C. 701.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite 41,530,000
1980 Indefinite 1,530,000
1981 Indefinite L325,000
1982 1/ f 942,000
1983 T/ 951,000

Purpose: To provide vocational rehabilitation services to handicapped
migratory or seasonal farmworkers which will enable them to acquire new.
work skills and thereby become qualified 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 seasonal farmworker. .

Grantee: Migrant farriworker projects are funded by grants to State rehabil-
110515T agencies or local agencies administering a vocational rehabilitation
program under written agreements with State agencies. Funds ate awarded
on a 90 percent Federal /10 percent State matching basis.

Beneficiary: Physically or mentally handicapped migrants, with emphasis
3F-TEZRT7th the most severe disabilities. Family members may also receive
services if the service is necessary to the rehabilitation 4f 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 Director of Rehabili-
tation Services in the Regional office or the Commissioner of Rehabilita-
tion Services for Central office grants. Oeadline dates for the receipt of
grant applications are qsually set in April-June and are ouolished in the
Federal Register.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Projects may be supported for 'p to
three years; funding is on an annual basis with continuation based on
satisfactory performance and availability of funds.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Annual fiscal reports and periodic pro-
gress reports as specified for the particular grant.
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. aoals and Objectives

o Provide comprehensive vocational rehabilitation services to handicapped
migrant workers.

o Develop appropriate formats and methodology for reporting project
activities and results.

Provide opportunity for coordinating vocational rehabilitation services
with services from other sources.

R. Progress and Accomplishments

o Establislmd rating criteria and funded 11 projects that most clearly
reflected legislative goal s for the program.

o Developed and field tested format for reporting progress.

o Sponsored conference/workshop on how to report progress and how to
coordinate activities with other programs.

C. Costs, Benefits, and EffeCtiveness

Program Scope: In 1983 the program supported projects
Colorado, Idaho, Illinois, New Jersey, New York, Texas,
Wisconsin. State rehabilitation agencies were grantees for
Approximately 3,:ln0 eligible migrant workers were served in

in California,

Washington, and
these projects.
these projects.

Types of Benefits Provided: Through these soecial projects, comprehensive
7fe,RITnai renaoiiitatfon services are made available. 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 "'ate of the clients and
their remote rural employment, it is not always possible to complete the
entire rehabilitation process or provide VR services in the traditional
Planner.

Prograri Effectiveness: Regional Offices monitor projects and site visits
are .made to projects by Central Office Project Officers and Regional lffice
representatives. State agencies also monitor projects. Reports from
these monitoring activities (see E.1, E.2) indicate:

o State agencies have absorbed and incorporated some projects into their
ongoing operations. For example, both Florida and Texas continued to
provide services after their grant moles were exhausted.

o Projects have been successful in developing innovative methods and tech-
niques to assist this target population. '1UCrt of this effort has seen
concentrated on developing better contact with handicapoed migrants.
These efforts include increased use of Sirngual counselors and tle
Orlvi ;ion of information end services "1 !MIS. wi-.1 ',iv, cqncentratiqns
of mi grants.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (cont.)

o Annual conferences enable Project Oirectors to consider and develop
effective methods to improve project operations. The most recant
conference concentrated on improved reporting, developing interagency
cooperation, and special health problem- of migrant workers such as
pesticide poisoning.

O. Mans 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.

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Abave

1. Monitoring reports from regional offices.

2. Oescriptive data supplied ty projects in response to field test of re-
porting format.

* .

F. Other Supporting Data
....._,

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(h)

No studies of this program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Lester Cole, (202) 245-3187 -.

Program Studies: Jerry Burns, (202) 245-8877

Notes

1. Authorization of 412,210,01)0 for Sections 310, 311, 312, 314, and 315.
Authorization is 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 55,000,000.

,1
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HELEN KELLEr NATIONAL' CENTER FOR DEAF-BLIND YOUTHS AND ADULTS
(CFOA No. 34.128)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Public Law 91-112 Section 313 of the Rehabilitation Act of
4 as amended. (Expires September 30, 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Year Authorization Approorittion

1979 indefinite S 2,500,000
1980 indefinite 2,500,000
'981 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 severe' disabled
and disadvantaged deaf-blind youths and adults, train personnel to work
with deaf-blind persons, and conduct relevant research.

History and Award Process: The Helen Keller National Center was created
by Congress in 1969; specific funding has been authorized by Congress
since I973'on a non-competitive basis. The Center has one primary facility
at Sands Point, New York, and deaf-blind individuals are referred from
all 50 States through the Center's network of nine regional offices.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)(1)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983 the Department's principal objectives for this program
were as follows:

o To improve rehabilitation services to deaf-blind individuals.

o To foster research and development activities which may enable deaf-
blind persons to lead improved social and economic lives.

8. Laoress and Accomolisnments.

,During FY 1983 the following was accomplished:

o The Center decreased the average amount of time necessary for a deaf-
blind client to remain within a training program from 18 months to 11 .

months. mile National Training Team and the Affiliation Network System
were defeloped to strengthen services to deaf-blind persons at the
local level.
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o Research on the deaf-blind and the services available to them was con-
ducted. It indicated that substantial gains had been made in their
education, but large areas of unmet or inadequately met needs remained.
(E.1)

C. Cost, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

Program Scope: During FY 1983 the Center served 150 trainees at its main
facility 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.1I: j

Perceptions of 33 administrators ofprograr, for deaf-blind students:

o Even though funding is adequate, about 10 percent of
deaf-blind children are not being served.

o Almost one-third e the teachers of deaf-blind children do not
have bachelors degrees.

o Parents of older deaf-blind students lack interest and do not
participate in school activities.

o Most administrator:. believe that deaf-blind students will
have difficulty making a living after they complete school.

Perceptions of 62 teachers of deaf-blind students:

o Teachers expressed poor opinions of theirImoand their
colleagues' preparation to deliver the professional services
required of them.

o Most teachers believe that their students will not be able to
earn or contribute to their own living or be able to live
independently.

Perceptions of 50 deaf-blind adults:

o Deaf-blind adults are displeased with their education.

o About 16 percent are unemployed.

o Most deaf-blind adults are fairly pleased with their living
arrangements.

o Earning a living is viewed as their greatest problem.

o The areas of greatest need are vocational trainin3, financial

aid, and c.:.....munication training.
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislate -.

None.

E. ;iupportins Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C above:

Needs Assessment of Services to Deaf-Blind Individuals, Redex, inc.,
Rehabilitation and Education. Experts, Inc. December 1982, ED Contract
No. 300-91-0426.

F. Other Supporting Data:

The following estimates of deaf-blindness were prepared from data gathered
by tne National Center for Health Statistics' Annual Health Interview
Survey of 1911.

Estimates of Deaf-Blindness

I. Civilian Noninstitutionalized

Overal I

Narrowly defined
Deaf and Severely Visually

Impaired
Blind and Severely Hearing

Impel red

Other Categories

II. Institutionalized Populations

Overall
Narrowly defined
Deaf and Severely Visual ly

Impaired
Blind and Severely Hearing

Impai red

Other Categories

Populations

134,215

41,859

67,340

399,677
225,399

13,182
3,451

3,893

4,999

839

Prevalence rates of deaf-blindness (a) are higher for females than for
males, (b) are higher for oloer than younger age groups, (c) and vary
widely from region to region in the United States.

III. RESPONSE Ti; GEPA 417(b):

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

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Charles Freemm (202) 245-0327

3r0grasa stalleS: E.igene Tucker ;202) 215-8364
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REHABILITATION SERVICES -- PROJECTS WITH INDUSTRY
(CFDA No. 84.128)

Highlights:

o Evaluation Study completed (Section II.0 below).

o OneTtime supplement of $5 million provided under Public Law 98-8,
the Jobs Bill (Section II.C.below)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Section 621 of the Rehabilitation Act cf 1973, as amended.
(Expires September 30, 1984)

Funding_Since 1979:

Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite S 4,500,000
1980 5,500,000
1981

PI
5,250,000

1982 $ 8,000,000 7,510,000
1983 8,000,000 13,000,000 1/

22221v To (1) provide handicapped individuals with training and
experiences in'a realistic work setting in order to prepare them for
employment in the competitive 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
work-site modifications which will permit employment of handicapped
individuals.

Eligibilit : Any public or private, profit or non-profit agency or
organization able to provide training or employment for handicapped
individuals, including private corporations, rehabilitation facil-
ities, rehabilitation associations, educational institutions, labor
unions, trade associations, and social service or other government
agencies.

Applicant Re uirements: FY 83 awards were made through a peer review
process. App mations were evaluated accorOing 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 pints); (3) budget and
cost effectiveness (5 points); (4) evaluation plan (5 points); (5)
adequacy of resources (5 points); (6) achievement of competitive
employment objectives (35 points); (7) coordination with service
agencies (20 points); and (8) innovativaness of approzch (10 points).
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Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Project support varies from 3 to
5 years. Projects are continued based on annual review of accomplish-
mer.'s and availability of lthds.

Obli ations of Grant Reci tents: There is a 20 percent matching re-
qu rement. Annua Iisca reports are required, and progress reports
must be submitted. Fiscal records mLst be maintained for the period
of time specified in the grant award.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)(1)

A. Goals and Db"ect'ves:

During FY 1983 the Department's principal objective for this pr'gram
was as follows:

Provide handicapped individuals with training and or.the-job
experience in realistic work settings to prepare them for employ-
ment in the competitive market.

B. Progress and Accoriplishments:

Staff estimate that approxim tely 12,000 placements of handicapped
individuals will be accomplis ed with the FY 83 funds.

C. 'Cost, Beneits, and Effect' mess:

Program Scope: In FY 1983, 72 projects were supported to train and
place An employment more than 10,000 handi4aPPed individuals earning
in excess of SSO million in' wages from private sector employment. A
one-time additional funding supplement of SS million was provided to
PWI upder Public Law 98-8, the Jobs Bill. This allowed funding
of 37 additional projects serving a: wt 5000 more clients.

T es of services provided: Training was provided in settings such
as commercia and lnOUStrial estat:ishments, and supportive services
were provided to handicapped clients.

Effectiveness: An assessment of the program completed in April 1983
TM) found that (I) PWI projects appear generally successful in

meeting the program's goal of developing, private sector lftkages
to .assist disa4led_ persons in achieving competitive employment,
though quantitative information to verify the performAnce of s'ecific
projects is limited, and (2) no single type of organization f more
successful than others in accomplishing PWI goals. Rather, the
diversity of organizatiors operating Nis and tne flexibility of
projects in providing services appear to be important factors in the
NI program's overall effectiveness.
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation:

None.

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

1. Assessment of the Projects with Industry Program, Advanced
Technology, Inc., McLean., Virginia and Policy Studies Associates,
Inc., Washington, D.C., 1983

F. Other Supporting Data:

'None

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

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

Contact for further information:

Program operations: Wesley Geigel (202)245-1338

Program studies: Arthur Kirschenbain (202) 245-8844

Notes

1. 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 yaillion.
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I. PROGRAM PROFILE

iggislation:

TPA. 93-112)

Funding Since

373-I

CENTERS FOR INDEPENDENT LIVING
(CFDA No. 84.132)

Title VII, Part 8, Section 711, Rehabilitation Act of 1973
as amended.

1979

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 S 80,000,0001/ S 2,000,000
1980 160,000,000 imomoo
1981 200,000,000 18,000,000
1982 19,400,000 2/ 17,280,000
1983 19,400,000V 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.

Eligibility: The principal eligible applicant for grants under this pro-
gram is tne designated State Unit which administers the Title I Vocation-
al Rehabilitation Program' (or units in States having one agency serving
blind persons and one serving all other" handicapped persons). If the
designated State Unit or Units do not apply in any fiscal year within six
ninths after the application date, applications may then be accepted from
local public or private nonproklt agencies.

Applicant Requirements: There are no matching requirements. Nandicaoped
persons must be involved 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 but the maximum awarded to aate is 36 months. Projects may be con-
tinued baled on review and availability of funds. Funds are awarded on an
annual basis.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Annual fiscal reports are required and
progress reports must be submitted as prescribed by grant award specifica.

tions.
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

Duririg 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.

o 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.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o 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 local organizations
9 State agencies for the blind
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 receive support through this program.

O Evaluability Assessment findings show that staff in Centers are predomi-
nantly disabled, and that program beneficiaries are involved in policy
dire-.A.'on and management of established Centers.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Types of benefits Provided: Grants average 5250,000. Continuation appli-
cations show that most projects have developed services specified in the
legislation. Many local 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 Effectiveness: 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 Legislation

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 Living Program,"
American Institute for Research, September, 1981.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE TO SEPA 417(b):

No studies relatinc 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 VII.
-f/ Authorization for Part B only.
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION - -BASIC GRANTS TO STATES
(CFOA No. 84.048, 84.051)

Highlights:

o Secretary Bell transmits Vocational and Adult Consolidation Bill.
(II.0)

o Secretary Bell transmits Annual Vocational Education Report to Congress.
(II.0)

o OVAE goals are defined to support Secretary's Initiatives (ILO)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended by Title II

of the ducation 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
1980
1981

1982

1983

$1,030,000,000
1,180,000,000
1,325,000,000

2/

V .

$587,947,518
686,045,732
612,082,728
587,'36,648
657,902,898

Pur ose: To assist States in improving planning and in conducting voca-
t ona education programs on the local level for persons of all agei who
desire and need education and training for employment.

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 agent es, must be given an opportunity to
review plans. State grant formulas di based on the number of per'sons 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 $50,000 of its
Basic Grant funds to support 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 is 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: vocational 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 services 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 assist States in 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 hearings.

Duration 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 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 fiscal. year.

Requirements of Grant Rectpients: Annual accountability reports, Vocational
Education Data System (VMS) 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.

U. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

° 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 training in all vocational
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.

o To fulfill Section 112 (c) requirements by submitting an annual report
to Congress.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o Three task forces were established to undertake various activities for
each of the three programmatic goals.

The Annual Vocational Education Report by the Secretary to the Congress
1982 was submitted to Congress on July 1, 1983.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Using the most recent data from VEDS, the report to Congress highlights
the following:

Students served: Nationwide, about 16.8 million students were served in
- vocationa . 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 enrOlment.
The number of disadvantaged vocational education students receiving sup-
portive services in 1980-81 increased 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 S28 million was targeted to serve an estimated 110,000 persons.
Of these, 60,000 trainees were in Ohio:

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 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 Supportive Services funds
for such activities as developing materials to promote sex equity in

vocational education, innovative career counseling programs, in-service

training and Professional development for instructors and administra-
tors, development of vocational programs in new and emerging occuoations
and applied research.
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Apsiicant Requirements (Continued)

In addition to the mandated uses stated above, Basic Grants funds may be
used for the following purposes: vocational 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 services. 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 assist States in 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 hearings.

Duration and Phasins_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 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 fiscal year.

Requirements of Grant Recipients: Annual accountability reports, Vocational
Education Data 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 Council), and periodic audits and
records as required are among the obligations of grant recipients.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

° 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 training in all vocational
and adult education programs, at all government and academic levels.
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as and Objectives (Continued)

401-3

3. To increase the responsiveness of vocational and adult education to
enhance uhe training needs of the workforce through educational
technology.

o To fulfill Section 112 (c) requirements by submitting an annual report
to Congress.

B. EL-22celistmtents

o Three task forces were established to undertake various activities for
each of the three programmatic goals.

6 The Annual Vocational Education Report by the Secretary to the Congress
1082 was submitted to Congress on July 1, 1983.

C. Costs, Benefits, ail Effectiveness

. Using the most recent data from VEDS, the report to Congress highlights
the following:

Students served: Nationwide, about 16.8 million 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 1980-81 increased 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 S28 million was targeted to serve an estimated 110,000 persons.
Of these, 60,000 trainees were in Ohio.

Budget justification documents report that Basic Grants funds have been

used to develop and impleeent 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 !mprovement and Suppnrtive Services funds
for such activities as developing materials to promote sex eouity in

vocational education, innovative career. counseling programs, in-service

training and Professional development for instructors and administra-
tors, development of vocational programs in new and emerging occuoations
and applied research.
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Program Effectiveness: The League of Women Voters Education Fund conducted
an 18 -month study ,in five States on State and local implementation of the
sex equity provisions of VEA. The Fund published 'findings in 1982 and
concluded that sex equity in vocational education has kedn progressing
slowly but steadily. State reports indicate that in 1980-81, $9.9 million
from Federal money was spent in activities to support sex equity and $2
million came from State and local funds.

The NIE study completed in 1981 addresses program effectiveness in some
dept). Highlights of its findings include:

Strengthenir2,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. 9

:116

Effects of Vocational Education on Participants: Results from research pro.
vide only a partial view of economic benefits to individuals and the possible
effects of their vocational education 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.
Differences in economic outcome between male secondary vocational and
general curriculum graduates, who have no postsP:ondary education, are
not as strong as those for females. High school graduates who pursue
postsecondary education below the baccalaureate level do better on a variety
of measures of gainful employment than those who do not. This summary
from the NIE report is based on data from available surveys and is limited
by the difficulty of attributing the attainments of students to particular
educational experiences.

Other evaluations of Vocational Education programs have been reported in
Annual Evaluation reports for fiscal years 1974-1982.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

In April 1983, Secretary Bell forwarded to Congress a bill for the con-
solidation of Federal programs assisting vocational and adult education.
The bill consolidated the existing vocational and adult education authori-
ties into a single program of grants to the States, reduced administrative
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 national economic development. 31

Part A, General Provisions, was a simplification of the current VEA. At

least 95 percent of all funds were to be made available to the States; up to
5 percent was to be reserved for national programs. A Proposed 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 o 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 !wavily on
older populations, and eliminate constraints on the income factor. The
existino national advisory councils on adult education and vocational
education were replaced by a single national advisory council:

In Part D, States were required to use at least 30 percent of their grant"
money for programs and projects specifically related to State and local
economic development. In addition, the States were required to use at
least 30 percent of their funds for strengthening state 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 the needs of the hands_
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 YEA 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 Anal ses Cited in Section 0 Above:

The Vocational Education Study. The Final Report. Publication 8. The Na.

Venal Institute of Education, September 1981.

The Federal Role in Education. National Commission for Employment Policy,
SePtember-1-98i.

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 total enrollment in vocationa
education (VEA) by institutional level: 50 States and 0.C.,

1979-80 to 1980.81

Institutional
level

Number in thousands Percent change

1979-80* 1980-81
1979-16

to 1980-81

Tots1 16,453 16,862 +2.5
Secondary 10,082 10,066 +3.8

Postsecondary
Total 6,371 6,396 +0.4'

Regionally accredited
institutions 4,196 4,123 -1.7

State approved
institutions 474 449 -5.3

Other institution 1,702 1,824 +7.2
* Revised from earlier published figures.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statis-

tics, Vocational Education Data System.

III. RESPONSE TOGEPA 417(b)

No other major studies 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:

I. 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.

2. Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Aceof 1981 authorizes $735,C10,000 for
the Vocational Education Act for 1982-84but does not break out author-
ization by program.

3. Secretary Bell's transmittal letter to Congress on the Vocational and
Adult Consolidation Bill, April 11, 1983.
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATIONSPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR THE DISADVANTAGED
(CFDA No 84.052)

Highlights:

Secretary Bell proposes bill to consolidate Federal programs assisting
vocational education. (II-D)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended by Title II of the
ducat on of 1976 (P.L. 94-482). 20.U.S.C. 2370. (Expirei
September 30, 19B4)

Funding since 1979:

e Fiscal Year Authorization laanalt1121221

1979
1980

1981

1982

1983

$40,000,000
45,000,000
50,000,000

_V
ll

N.
.
'`

.

$20,000,000
20,000,000
14,954,000
14,356,000
14,356,00

iuroose: To provide special vocational education programs for persons
wno have academic, or economic handicaps and who require special services,
assistance or programs in order to enable them to succeed in vocational
education programs.

Eligibility.: State Bc.ards of Vocational Educcitignrare eligible to receive
formula grants with the establishment of al overall State Vocational
Advisory Council and certification of five-year State plan, annual program
plan and accountability report by the Statecard for Vocational Education.
Governors or their designated Plan review agencies must be riven an oppor-
tunity to review the State Plan.

Application and Award Process: Same as that for Basic Grants to States,
Chapter 401. Unlike the Basic Grant, this authority does not have matching
funds provisions.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 4/7(a)

A. 9241illAUISIIII1

1. To simplify grant process ana reduce burden on State agencies within
the limits of the legislation.
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8. Progress and Accomplishments

1. Regulations have been reviewed and changes recommended as allowable
under the Act.

C. Cost, 8enefits, and Effectiveness

Effectiveness: Completion rates for students served by these special
programs lave usually been over 50 percent with comparable rates of

employment or progression into additional training and education. A per-
ceived 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 for the 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)

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

In April 1983, the Department transmitted to Congress proposed legislation
consolidating existing vocational and adult legislation. The gu4ding prin-
ciples in developing this bill were:. (1) to simplify, increase flexibility,
and reduce program costs at all levels of government, and (2) to redirect
Federal 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 Disadvantaged are included in the consoli-
dated authority. This proposal is in response to the criticism that current
legislation lacks an overall theme or purpose and tries to do too much. 4/
This criticism is most recently found in reports by the NIE Vocationil
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 Finer Report. Publication No.
8. The National institute of Education, September 1981.

2. The Federal Role in Education. National Commission for Employment
Policy, Septaiber 1981.
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111. RESPONSE TO .REPA 417(b)

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

Contact for further information

Program operation: LeRoy A. Corpelson, (202)472-3440

Program studies: Dorothy Shule (202)245-8364

Notes

1. Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 authorizes 5735,000,000 for
the Vocational Education Act for 1982-84 but does not break out author-
izat 'n by program.

2. Bepartmental Budget Justification for 1984.

3. Vocational Education, Report to Congress, 1982, p.40.

4. S. 1039. Vocational and Adult Consolidation Act of 1983. .

e ie
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VOCATIONAL EIXICATION..:.FORMULA GRANTS TO STATES FOR

CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATION (CF0A No. 14.049)

A
I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation; Vocation& Education Act of 1953, as amended by Tit le II of
tfie Education Amendments of 1976, Subpart 5, Public Law 94-482; 20 U.S.C.
2301-2451; 90 Stat. 2168-2213. (Expires September 31), 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Yea r Authorization Appropriation

1979 5 65,000,000 543,497,000

1W .: 75,000,000 443,497,000
1981 S'80,000,000 430,347,0110

1982 1735,000,000 ,V, 529,133,000
1983 5735,000,000 1/ 531,633,000

Purpose: To assist States in providing programs and services in consumer
ar7T-h-Tmemaking education, with emphasis go programs located in economically
depressed areas or areas of high unemployment.

Special Statutory Emphases: The law encourages, but does not prescribe,
programs in line with the -following priorities.

o Eliminating sex stereotyping by encouraging participation of both males
mu females to prepare for combining the roles of homemakers and wage
earners;

o Giving greater consideration to economic, social, and cultural condi-

tions, especially in economically depressed areas;

o Encouraging outreach programs in communities for youth and adults, giving
consideration to the special needs of such diverse groups as the aged,
young children, szhool-age parents, single parents, handicapped persons,
educationally disadvantaged persons, patients, and inmates,

o Emphasizing consumer education, management of resources, promotion of
nutritional knowledge and food use, and parenthood education to meet

current societal needs.

Eligible Recipients: State Boards for Vccational Education. Eligible"

recipients for subgrants are local educational agencies and postsecondary
institutions. Beneficiaries are youth K-12, adults, and postsecondary

students.

Formula: Formula is same as employed in the Basic Grant program (see Chap-

75-F-MT).

Matching Requirements: States must match federal funds 50/50 except in

eConOmtcai y aepressed areas or areas of high unemployment where the federal

share can be 90 percent.
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Obligation of Funds: States must spend one-third of funds in economically
depressed areas. most other requirements are same as for Basic Grant program
(see Chapter 401).

H. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

Consistent with legislative priorities, in FY 1983 the program office
issued additional guidance designed to:

o encourage participation of both males and females;

o encourage establishment of outreach programs; and

o emphasize Federal priorities such as consumer education; family living/
parenthood education, nutrition education, and home management including
management of resources.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

The following observations indicate positive responses to legislative
priorities:

o An increase in male Participation, from 8 percent of the total enroll-
ment in 1972 to 23 percent in 1981.

o Increased activity in developing curricula and teacher training focused
on outreach programs.

o While traditional homemaking courses stili account for the majority of
enrollments, faster growth is occurring in priority areas.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: In 1980-1981 3.2 million students were enrolled, according
to the Vocational Education data System (E.').

Prooram Scooe: Based on 1981 vEns data, 19.5 percent of the students
enrcinTrivocaticeal education are in consumer and homemaking education
(E.2). The State grants ranged from California 53,782,125 wnich is the
largest to Alatka 76,732 which is the smallest.

Service to Economically Oeoressed Areas: The law's targeting provisions
are ntenderro give a priority to programs in needy areas. In 1981, over
1.3 million people of the 3.2 million participating were from economically
depressed areas. The law's targeting provisions are intended to give a
priority t. orograms in needy areas. In 1981, over 1.3 million people
of the 3.2 million participating ',ere f-om economically depressed areas.
while the total enrollment decreased Oy 196,000 from 1980, the enrollment
from the economically depressed areas increased Dy over 33,100. Bring
:081, t!e states And outlying teritpries soen: Serve nt of their federal

monies for persons in economically dePres.Sed areas (1...1)-
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

ImPact of Services on Participants: The NIE study (E.I) concluded that
relatively little rigorous research has been conducted on the effects of
CSHE 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 courses, particu-
larly in the subject matter areas of child development and nutrition, but
significant evidence that students' attitudes and behavior are affected is
lacking,

1. 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 share of funds that go to consumer
and homemaking education.

E. Supporting Studies and AnalysesCited in Section C Above

I. The Vocational Education Study: The Final Report. NIE, Washington, DC,
1981.

2. The Condition of Education: 1983 Edition. NCES, Washington, OC, 1983.

3, The Condition of Education: 1972 Edition. NCES, Washington, OC, 1972.

4. Vocational Education: Report by the Secretary of Education to the
CWITIEPor.

S. State Annual Accountability Reports for Vocational Education. Division
of vocational Education Services, Office for Vocational and Adult Educa-
tion, FO, Washington, D.C.

F. Other Supporting Data

1

IMALE 7,485 10,200 131,311 34,779 471,041 703

FEMALE 23.886. 28,965 390,047 103,292 1,699048 5,210

r

TOTAL 31.371 39,165 521,358 138,071 2470.489 5.913 282.881 3,189,248

AACiAL/ETANIC DESIGNATION ANA SEX OF CONSUMER ANO HOMEMAKING PARTICIPANTS

Wt. IND/ ASIAN OR SLACK NOT HISPANIC WHITE NOT NOT- STATUS TOTAL !

ALASKAN PACIFIC HISPANIC HISPANIC RESIDENT UNKNOWN
NATIVE ISLANDER ALIEN

Source: Vocational Education !)ate Systen (VV/S) 1980-81 School Year
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 4I7(b)

No further studies related to this program are currently in progress at 'he
Federal level. States and universities are conducting research in coopera-
tion with professional organizations and the private sector.

Contacts for Further Information:

Program Operations: Bertha 4. King, (202) 245-9786

program Studies: Elaine Green, (202) 245-8177

Note

I. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1911 authorizes 5735,000o00
for tne Vocational Education Act, but does not break out authorization
by indiiiidual program.
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Highlights:

o Secretary 8ell
grams. (11.0)

o Secretary Bell
(11.0)
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION--INDIAN TRIBES
AND INDIAN ORGANIZATIONS

(CFDA No. 84.101)

proposes a bill to consolidate Federal vocational pro-

proposes priority to improve job placement of trainees.

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: 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 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 10,030,000 S 5,938,864
1980 11,800,000 6,938,864
1981 13,250,000 6,182,654
1982 2/ 5,936,734
1983 2/ 6,645,484

Purpose: To make grants and contracts to eligible Indian tribes and tri-
EiTFianizations to plan, conduct, and administer programs or portions
of programs authorized by and consistent with the Vocational Education
Act. Tribes and Indiln 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 tribes and tribal organizations which are eltgible to
contract with the Secretary 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 April 16, 1934.

Application and Award Process: Proposals must be prepared and submitted in
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 Educa-
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 Recipients: Financial and performance .reports are
due once a year as required in the grant award documents.
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(A)

A. Goal and Objectives

1. To improve the job placement record of trainees served under this
authority.

B. Accomplishments

1. Annual Funding Priorities. In June, 1983, Secretary Bell proposed
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 must 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 previously 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: Over two thousand Indian trainees in 13 States are estimated
irgaTle in vocational programs in the final year of continuation

grants. Training is offered in a wide range of occupations including:
public administration and business management, welding, clerical, auto

mechanics, appliance repairs, heavy equipment operation, road building,
construction, agriculture, carpentry and plumbing, bookkeeping and small
business management. (E.I)

Costs: These vary widely with the smallest grant of 584,274 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 planned enrollment of
621. Given the goal of providing a wide range of training programs for
Indian students, some programs 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 adults at a cost of $206,310. This kind of expenditure
was necessitated by the high cost of purchasing or renting the equipment
needed. (E.I)

Effectiveness: Data indicate that placement rates for those programs

designed fof. immediate trainee placement are in the 50 percent range. The

target population served by these programs has a lengthy history of dis-
advantagement and high unemployment, however, and program staff report

that placement rates have been slowly increasing. (E.2)
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O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

Proposed Legislation. In April, 1983, Secretary Bell 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 a new focus on economic development.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section 0 Above.

1. Project Summary: Program for Indian Tribes and Indian Organizations.
June 1983.

2. An Assessment of Vocational Education Programs for Indian Tribes and
Organizations. Communications Technology Corporation, November 1980.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

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

Contact for further information:

Program operations: David Leavitt or Harvey Thiel (202) 245-2774

Program studies: Dorothy Shuler (202) 245-8364

Notes

1. P.L. 94-482 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 but does not breakout authoriza-
tion by program.

2. Application for Grants under the Program for Indian Tribes ana Indian
Organizations
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VCATIONAL EDUCATION--PROGRAMS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE
(CFDA No. 84.051)

Highlights

o The first independent evaluation of the National Center for Research
in Vocational Education at the Ohio State University was completed
(Section II.0 below).

o The contract for the National Center for Research in Vocational
Education was re-awarded to the Ohio State University. (II.B) .

I. PROSRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended by P.L. 94-482,
iitirirFart B, Subparts 1 and 2. (Expires September 30, 1984.)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation 1/

1S79 S 51,500,000 $ 10,358,273
1980 59,000,000 10,358,073
1981 66,250,000 7,836,073
1982 -- 2/ 8,536,073
1983 -- 7/ 8,036,073

Purpose: To develop and disseminate improvements in vocational education,
FTPETIT1y 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 Elements:

o National Center for Research in Vocational Education: NCRVE has served
as a national 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 federally supported projects.

o National Occupational Information Coordinating Commit tee: NOICC (along
with its State Occupational Information Coordination Committees
CSOICCO) assists students, educators, and occupational planners in
estimating future labor market conditions by improvibg and disseminat-
ing job information. (Joint funding of NOICC comes from the Department
of Labor.)

o Special Projects (including the six Curriculum Coordination Centers):
The Special Projects funds are used to develop innovative curricula,
training models, and products designed to respond to emerging needs in
the field of vocational training. These oroducts and materials dre
suosequently catalogued ana disseminated to tne States by tae Six re
;lanai CurrICJIum Cooraination Centers.
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Program Elements (Continued)

Applicant Eligibility: Only nonprofit agencies are eligible for ne
competition- neia 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 deinition of vocational education and demonstrating a rea-

sonable probability 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.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives were to:

o Recompete the contracts for the National Center for Research in Vocation-
al Education and two Curriculum Coordinatio Ceoters

o Produce information for planning and polity development;

o Produce information through applied research and development
for developing improved curriculum materials, to help States evaluate
local programs, and for other purposes;

o 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.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

During FY 1983:major accomplishments were:

o 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).

o Twelve planning and policy studies were completed, including those
addressing the following subjects:

--Labor market outcomes of secondary vocational education;
-- Microcomputers in vocational education;
--Education-to-work transition patterns;
--Future implications for vocational education;
--Use of occupational and labor market data.
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Progress and Accomplishments (Contiuad)

o Twenty-two applied R&D studies, including four evaluation products,
were completed including :. -

--Vocational education f:* gifted and talented students;
--A vocational planning guide; and
--Idea Book; Meeting the Needs of Disadvantaged Youth.

o NCRVE held 82 conferences and workshops 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 liaison representatives
who, in turn, held 432 awareness sessions and 518 inservice training
workshops for 65,278 people.

o Distribution was made by NCRVE of 6 "exemplary 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 5 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 assistance and advice to the hundreds
of visitors who visit the Center each year.")

In addition, the NCRVE clearinghouse entered more than:4900 State program
improvement products into the Resources in Vocational Education oata
system. NOICC conducted four regionai conrerences for vocacionai-eoucation
administrators and planners, co-sponsored by OVAE and NCES, introducing
the Vocational Preparation and Occupations (VPO) Handbook and related
unit analyses; prepared a planner's guide for SOICC directors and voca-
tional educators; prepared and issued-a training guide for SOICC directors
to use in training vocational education and manpower training officials
in the use of the VPO; and established a center for VPO data that can be
accessed by all vocational educators and other users.

o VA new special projects on new national needs were initiated, includ-
ing those on:

--High tecnnology: A Program of Work;
--Standards for Excellence in Trade and Industrial Education;
--Dissemination of Information About the Third Annual Secretary's
Awards for Outstanding Progrars; and

--A computer teleconference on training and retraining.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Obligations: In FY 1983, obligations were:

National Center for Research in_yocational Education 55,399,946
National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee 2,243,100
Special Projects 1,996,983
Curriculum Coordination Centers .... (745,520)

TOTAL 59,680,029

Evaluation of NCRVE Deliverables: The deliverables produced by the National
Center for Research in Vocational 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 NCRVE deliverables:

o Are they responsive tc Federal requirements?
o Who are they meant to assist?
o Do they provide useful assistance?
o Do they add to knowledge about vocational education?
o Do they exhibit high standards of quality?
o Are they likely to improve vocational education?
o What do they indicate about the management of the NCRVE program?

The panel reached the following conclusions 3/:

o Responsiveness: NCRVE has complied with Federal contractual require-
. ments,-but has not produced deliverables that adequately address the

primary objective of Federal vocational education policy, namely,
systematic improvement in the quality and effectiveness of vocational
education services. 0;

o 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 direc4ion to voca-
tional policy.

o Utili±y: Practicing vocational educators are likely to find many of
NCRVE s products useful in dealing with routine operational problems,
but other groups, especially policymakers, are not likely to find them
very useful.

o Knowledge: NCRVE has helped to distribute research about vocational
education, but it has added very little that is new to the existing fund
of information.

o Oualitt: 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 latiom's best research
institutions.
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Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

o Improvement: The panel thought that many of NCRVE's products could be
reTpTirriri-solving routine problems in vo `ituial education, Cut the
panel also Concluded that they are unlikely assist significantly in
improving v' cations', education.

o Management: The panel concluded thai.-NERVt-has been well-managed in
PMETWriainistrative matters, but its written deliverables suggest
that NCRVE has been less well - managed at a policy level.

(OYAE has indicated that the number of NCRVE products and clients rakes
any comprehensive measure of -its benefits difficult, (but) it has been
shown that its products are not only widely used by every State in this
nation but are utilized.by many other nations, as well." In eadition,
OVAZ notes that NCRVE's "clearinghouse, electronic newsletter, and mes.?.gm
switching systems communicate rapidly with users; and its conferegtes and
training for the 57 State Research Coordinating Directors, State Personnel
Development Directors, and the six Curriculum Coordination Center Direct-
ors among others, have substantially expanded acid enhanced the national
network for program improvement in vocational education.")

Benefits from the National Occupational Information Coordinating Committet:.
since tne major innovations made during tiscai year V9U3 are so PREM.

, result. cannot yet be stated.

Benefits From Curriculum Coordination Centers. The Office of Vocational
and Adult toucation estimates tnatir ail the tCC-disseminated curriculum
materials adopted during FY 1982 had been separately developed at ea-e of
the using sites, nearly S4 million in costs would have been incurred (see
E.2 below).

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendatim for Legislation

The Administration's proposed Vocational and Adult Education Consolidation
Act includes a Federal set-aside for discretionary projects from welch
up to 5 percent of the total appropriation could be used. Projects
similar to those now supported under PtiS could be funded.

E. Suoporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Sectionq. Above:

1. An Evaluation of the National Center for Research in Vocational
Education, the Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio: A Report of an
Expert Panel on Written Products Delivered 3etween January 1978 ang.,

January 1982, Technassociates, Inc., Rockville, Wryland, Oc.i0er 1982.

2. Curriculum Coordination Center_ imoact Report for ;982, Office of
Vocational and Adult Education, Department of Education, wasnington, 0.C.,
May 1933.

. F. Other Suoporting data:

lone.

rp
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

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

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 year in whith
appropriated and ,remain available until expended. In addition,
5358,073 (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 iuttiorizes 5735,000,000

for the Vocational Education Act for 1982-1984, but does not break
out authorization 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 Oirector, 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 EDUCATION - STATE-ADMINISTERED PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.002)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Adult Education Act, P.L. 91-230, as amended (Expires
September 30, 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 5210,000,000 5100,000,000
1980 230,000,000 10(3,000,000 if
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 adult education that will enable educa-
tionally disadvantaged adults to acquire basic skills hecessary 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 Puerto
Rico are allotted fu:41s based on the proportion of their adult population
who lack a secondary school certificate and are not enrolled in such

schools, plus 5150,000. Outlying territories are allotted one percent or
less of the appropriated funds. The States and territories distribute
funds to districts or other non-profit organizations based on State-run
competitions.

Services Provided by Reci ient A encies: School districts or other agen-
cies runded by tne tate provide asic skills or other services to persons
16 years of age or older who are not high school graduates and who need
additional skills.

Applicant Reouirements: To receive its allotment, a State must file a
general State application and 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 funds as needed under a Letter of Credit.

Obli ations of Grant Recipients: Each State is required to match Federal
dollars at a rate of ( cents for every 90 cents of Federal money received.
(No match is required of Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the
Nortown Mariana Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.)
All grantees must use at least ten percent of their grants for special
projects and teacner training.

.O
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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.

U. RESPONSE .0 GEPA 4170)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1982 the Department's orincipal objectives for this program
were:

1. To improve 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.

6. Progress and Accomplishments:

1. State educational agencies are using a broao array of agencies to
improve and expand the outreach capacity 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 services include transportation for adult education partici-
pants and child care. For these two services, inany entities served
as providers, with churches being the most common.

2. The Clearinghouse on Adult Education has as one of its main functions
the dissemination of information on effective practices. Five adult

education pictjects have been approved by the Joint Dissemination
Review Panel for their replicability and positive impact on partici-
pants.

Networks have been established in support of competency-based adult
education, adult secondary education, Eng",ish as a second language,
education for adults with disabilities, and defense-related adult edu-
cation. There networks help build State and local capacity for

enhancinc 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
methodolosies more appropriate to the education of adults. These pro-
gram improvements make it possible to better serve adults and to !lo-

grade their educational, economic, and social status.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

4. A small scale study has been started (a) to identify educational needs
of adults, (b) to obtain baseline data in response to the Secretary's
adult literacy initiative, and (3) to assess the service delivery
system of the prcgram to meet specific target populations.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Pro ram Scope: The distribution of the fiscal year 1982 monies for use
in fiscal year 1983 was as follows: (1) $864,0P received by Outlying
reas; (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 basis 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 ($4,710,912).
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 S42 per person. About 20
percent received instruction in English as a second language.

4

States reported major involvement in adult education and support services
by business and Industry, churches, local educational agencies, and

voluntary/community organizations.

States continued efforts to improve the quality of instructional services
through special experimental demonstration projects and teacher training
projects. projects trained personnel -- administrators, supervisors,
teachers, and paraprofessionals. Program areas of major investment for
special projects include learning for the disable!, high school diploma,
English as a second language, adult perfomance level/life skills, and
community linkages.

ape 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 in English as a
second language is also a priority of the legislation.

Program Effectiveness: Federal program staff have summarized State per-
(ormance reports. They state that:

o The majority of the participants in the program are in grades 0-8 or ESL.

o Over 81 percent of the participants are between 15 and 44 years of age.

o Almost 80 percent of the participants indicated that they had achieved
their individual Program goals.

250



406-4

Program Effectiveness: (Continued)

o States report that those benefitting from adult education, support
services, and associated personnel 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.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and kecommendations for Legislation

Proposals were introduced in the Congress to consolidate the Adult

Education Act and the Vocatiaal 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 submitted to the Department of Education each

year.

F. Other Supporting Data: No national studies in these areas were con-
ducted during fiscal year 1985. In addition, collection of demograr""
data from the States has not been permitted subsequent to 1981. U5i.9

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

Black 501,973
Hispanic 507,889

White 955,196

Participants By Level (2,261,252)

Level I participants
(grades 0-8 and ESL)

1,607,092

Level II participants
(grades 9-12)

654,160

Participants By Age (2,261,252)

Age 16-24 years 956,680
25-44 886,836
45-59 270,935

50-' 146,801
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 407 (b):

A small-scale study is being planned for fiscal year 1984.

contacts for Further Information:

Program operations: Paul V. Felker (202) 245-9793

Program studies: Eugene Tucker (202) 245-8364

Notes

1. In fiscal year 1980, a supplemental 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 EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY) GRANT PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.063)

Nigh!ights

o The number of Pell zpplioants was about the same as in the previous
year. (IIC)

o Low-income. freshman students met approximately one fourth of their
educational expenses through the Pell grant program. (IIC)

o No sexual bias was observed in the distribution of funds through this
program. (IIF)

o The participation rate for Black students was 72 percent higher than
for white students.

o From 1980 to 1982 program participation rates for freshmen declined.
(IIC)

o Significant improvements 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.,
247 -251; as amended PL. 94-328, PL. 94-482, PL. 95-43, 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 $2,431,000,0001/
1980
1981

m

2,157,000,0002/

2,604,000,0002/
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 education at eligible institutions of higher education.
The program is intended to improve access to postsecondary education for
students demonstrating financial need.

Eligibility: Eligibility for Pell Grants is limited to undergraduate
students, enrolled in an eligible institution and program of postsecondary
education, who are maintaining "satisfactory progress" and attend on at
least 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 $1599.
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Application Procedure: A student submits an application to a processor
under contract to the Department of Education. The processor calculates
the student's expected family contribution from the contribution schedule,
determines the student's eligibility and notifies the student. The eligi-
bility notice is then submitted to the institution designated by the
student. An award amount is determined by the school based on schedules
drawn up by the Department 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 Department of Education. Awards are payable to the
institution by the Office of Student Financial Assistance (OSFA) based on
the submission by the institution of a student aid roster showing the
amount of grant aid expected for all students enrolling in the coming
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 550 and $1800 respectively.

I\

Duration and Phasina_of Assistance: The deadline for applicaticlp\sub-

mission was March 15, T981, for 'file 1981-82 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 stud nts' for the
period required to complete the first baccalaureate degree (o equivalent)
with no limit on the nuqber of grants per student. However, the student
must be attending at least half-time and must be making sat,sfActory pro-
gress toward a baccalaureate degree; therefore, there is ant implied limit
on the number of grants to each recipient.

Requirements During Assistance: If the student fails to maintain satisfact-
ory progress or eligibi 1y the grant is reclaimed from the institution by
the Federal government. The payments to and reclamations from institutions
are reconciled by the Office of Student Financial Assistance at the end of
the award year.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

The goal of the Pell Grant program is to provide access to higher education
to persons who may otherwise be denied access because of financial need.
Departmental objectives to meet this goal in the 1982-83 academic year
were:

o Establish a standard 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 uauly burden applicants
with complex forms and untimely delays.

o Monitor and control- inaccurate or inappropriate information leading
to disbursement of over/under awards.

o Maintain equitable distribution of aid, and maintain access to higher
education for students in low-income families.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

Addressing the goals and objectives of this program, the Office of Student
Financial Assistance (OSFA) has accomplished the following during 1982-83.

o Pell application forms reflecting Federal laws and regulations gov-
erning the calculation of expected family contribution were prepared
and distributed.

o The new processing contractor (SOC) processed applications from approx-
imately 5,000,000 students in 1982-83 and produced eligibility reports
in an effective and timely mnner.

o 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 establish-
ing patterns of responses requiring verification.

o Low income students were able to attend college at enrollment 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 the number of applications declined only slightly to 5,118,543,
but 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
available on the actual number of recipients and the size of awards.
However, in tne 1981-82 award year for Pell Grants, 4,883,071 students

submitted applications of which 4,615,000 were valid (contained all

required information) and 3,336,961 were qualified (had a demonstrable
family need). The recipients from this group totaled 2,109,000. Total

grants of $2,309,056,000 were distributed, averaging $849 per recipient,
with a range from 550 to $1670 (E.1). A detailed breakdown of first-time
fulltime students served by cost of college and family income is presented

oelow in Taoles I and 2 in the section on program effectiveness.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Institutions Participating.: In 1981-82 4915 institutions acted as dis-
bursing agents for Pell grants and 787 requested OSFA to be the disbursing
agent.. These numbers did not change radically from 1981 to 1982. (C.1)

Type of Benefits Provided: The Pell grant provides a basic floor of

financial aid which, together with family contribution, work/loan and
other non-federal aid programs, enables access to higher education at
the undergraduate level. Approximately 50% of college students received
some form of Federal financial aid in 1982-83 of which Pell Grants were
a substantial portion (E.2, E.3).

Program Effectiveness: Two questions address program effectiveness:
(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 sensith,e? The data in Table 1
(E.2) address the answers to these questions.

For 1982-83, the support for first-time full-time freshman provided by
Pell 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 provit c. even more support for
the lower cost .schools, e.g., 26.4% of costs in che SO-3000 cost range
for all incomes but 30.4% of costs in this range for the lowest income
students. It can be seen that Pell grants are responsive to income and
school costs. Grant amounts increase as costs increase but, with one
exception, decrease at progressI'vely 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 $60)1 and above), although the size of the grant
does increase (3748 at $0-300fl to $887 at $6001 and ,above).

The change in Pell distribution over the period 1980-82 is shown by
comparing Table 1 with Table 2 for 1980-81 (E.4).
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Table 1

PELL GRANTS TO STUDENTS, Fall 1982

--FAMILY INCOME---

Cost of
Education

($)

LESS
THAN

$9999

S10000

THRU
519999

$20000
THRU
52999

$30000
THRU

539999

$40000
OR
MORE TOTAL

0-3000 AVG S 853. 794. 617. 590. 594. 748.
% AID 50.79 40.20 20.48 9.96 6.46 24.95
RATIO 30.39 28.10 21.73 20.70 20.95 26.41

3001-4000 AVG S 1006. 806. 644. 660. 760. 813.

% AIO 52.36 39.81 18.92 8.58 4.06 22.32
RATIO 28.22 22.52 17.97 18.36 21.06 22.65

4001-5000 AVG S 1061. 825. 625. 644. 819. 812.

% AID 62.15 49.27 23.72 10.20 4.13 24.0
RATIO 24.00 18.72 14.18 14.56 18.46 18.37

5001-6000 AVG S 1145. 872. 701. 759. 775. 878.

% AID 64.13 48.36 22.80 9.58 3.95 23.95

RATIO 21.64 16.53 13.32 14.38 14.60 16.63

:001+ AVG S 1321. 1084. 961. 1062. 1138. 1099.

S AID 71.02 58.23 33.41 16.73 6.27 26.31

RATIO 16.86 13.50 11.78 12.61 12.53 12.91

TOTAL AVG S 1094. 881. 727. 7P9. 917. 887.

% AID 59.66 47.07 23.63 10.88 4.85 24.10

RATIO 23.35 18.28 14.81 15.54 15.81 17.28

Data Bases
AVG S 2

14 AID *

RATIO .

Source: E

First-time Full-time Freshman Dependent
Average Dollars Per Recipient
% of Recipient/Total Students
(AVG S Per Recipient/AVG Cost) x 100

.2
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Cost of
Education

(S)

Table 2

PELL GRANTS TO STUDENTS, Fail 1980

---FAMILY INCOME--

LESS $10000 520000 530000
THAN THRU THRU THRU
$9999 $14999 $29999 $39999

$40000
OR

MORE TOTAL a

0-3000 AVG 934. 749. 577. 589. 813. 772. 04

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. 802.

% AID 67.63 49.48 25.79 10.75 4.47 29.83

RATIO 30.45 23.40 17.26 18.28 21.52 23.30

4001-5000 AVG 1108. 888. 627. 694. 672. 865.

% AID 70.87 53.96 30.40 13.08 6.15 34.87

RATIO 24.27 19.38 13.70 15.19 14.71 18.90

5001-6000 AVG 1002. 813. 651. 749. 810. 817.

% AID 61.03 50.53 29.61 13.35 6.41 34.63
RATIO i9.01 15.37 12.26 14.06 15.10 15.39

6001+ AVG 1249. 999. 814. 857. ' 961. 982.

% AID 73.37 , 58.46 34.67 15.94 5.68 30.68
RATIO 17.73 13.96 11.20 11-.46 12.44 13.27

TOTAL AVG 1029. 328. 636. 690. 808. 828. ...

% AID 67.03 50.42 27.73 12.21 5.30 32.23

RATIO 26.47 20.19 15.34 16.17 17.25 19.65

Data Base 2 First-time Full-time Freshman Oependent
AVG $ = Average Dollars Per Recipient

% AID = % of Recipient/Total Students
RATIO 2 (AVG $ Per Recipient/AVG Cost) x 100

SOURCE: E.4
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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, fewer 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 incow but increasing
with cost. Pell amounts, as a percent of cost and as a rate ^f program
participation, are highest for low- income students, which appcJi to be
consistent with legislative intent.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendationi for letslation

The administration wants to place the emphasis on parental and student
contribution as the basis of meeting college costs before Federal student
aid is considered. Currently, a student calculates the amount of Federal
aid obtainable such as grants, low -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
would be required to provide a maximum of 40 percent, or a minimum of
$800 toward their educational expenses through work or loans before
qualifying for any grants. The family would continue to be expected to
contribute support.

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

1. U.S. Oepartmenc of Education, Office of Postsecondary Education,
"Pell Grant Program 1981-82 End-of-year Report", compiled by OSFA.

2. Cooperative Institutional Research Programs of Higher Education
Research Institute - Annual Survey of Freshmen 1982-83, tabes
derived by Planniny and Evaluation Servico a ED.

3. "Student Financial Aid for Full-time Underyaduates, Fal!

Survey H60, Higher Education Panel, ". Andersun and F. Atelsek,

Aashington, 0:C., unpublished.

4. Cooperative" Institutional Research Program of Higher Education Re-
search Institute - Annual Survey of Freshmen 1980-81, taoles derived
by Planning and Evaluation Service of E0.

S. Personal communication with Office of Program Operations, Sept. 1983.

F. Other Su000rting Data

distrioution of Pell grants to freshmen by race and sax is shown :n
Taole 3 below (E.2) for the 1982-33 award year. The a:Frerence 'n cam-
cibation rates ane mean awaro rates between men ana women is not great.
:n general, the participation rates of blacks were higner for Macs
stuaents than for white students. war levels arlea acrcss the inc0m2
groups in he :Ole.
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Table 3

PARTICIPATION IN THE PE!! PROGRAM
BY SEX AND RACE FOR FIRST TIME, FULL TIME

DEPENDENT STUDENTS FALL 1982

501-8

Family Income Si-
5,999

6,000
14,999

$15,000
24,999

S25,000
39,000

$40,000
AND UP

Al 1

Male

% Participating 57.6 53.8 33.5 13.5 5.0 22.8
Average Per Recipient $1 ,176 $1,016 $ 796 801 $963 S913

Female

1-Participating 61.9 53.2 34.7 13.5 4.6 25.5
Average Per Recipient $1,107 970 $ 75.4 740 $881 8880

Black °

% Participating 69.4 75.3 37.0 21.0 10.8 41.7
Average Per Recipient S1,074 $ 956 $ 860 S 858 $996 $939

White

11111% Participating 59.9
Average Per Recipient $1,135

53.1

$ 986

34.0
$ 773

13.7

$ 771

4.8

S932
24.2
$893

All Students

% Participating 60.1 53.5 34.1 13.5 4.8 24.1

Average Per Recipient 51,135 S 991 $ 775 $ 772 f S927 S896

1
SOURCE: E.2

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

The CIRP survey referred to in E.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 available during Spring 1984.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Joseph A. Vignone, (202) 472-4300

Program studies: Robert Bart, (202) 245-788a
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Notes

1. Excess monies in FY78 and FY79 were carried forward. 5140,000,000
was rescinded. 5258,000,000 was drawdown from FY81.

2. Includes $150,000,000 reduction due to Budget Amendment. Includes
Supplemental appropriation. Of this amount, $258,000,000 was draw-
down for FY80.

3. under 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 are distributed
directly to the student.
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. Highlights:

o The percentage of first-time full-time freshmen recipients decreased
from 1980-81 to 1982-83 while average awards increased. (II.C)

502-1

SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.007)

o The number of participating institutions increased to about 4200. (II.8)

o Distribution of funds to students within states based on actual need is
not highly correlates 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.S.C. 1070b, Public Laws 92-318, 94-482, 95-566,
96-374, and 97-12.

Funding Siete 1979:

Fiscal Year

1979
1980

1981

1982
1983

Authorization Appropriation

5200,000,000.p
200,000,000
200,000,000 Id
370,000,000

370,000,000

5340,100,000
370,000,000
370,000,000

355,400,000
355,400,000

Purpose: Enables undergraduate students with additional financial need to
supplement a basic Pell grant, to meet educational expenses and promote
equality of educational opportunity at the postsecondary level. 0f the
two types of SEOG grants, initial year grants are for students not previous-
ly receiving an SEOG, 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. Receipt of an SEOG is determined by an
institution's financial aid office but the distribution of funds to schools
is determined by the Department of Education by an allocation formula
applied to the available appropriation.

Eligibility: Accredited higher eduLacion institutions.

Students are eligible if they are enrolled in an accredited institution at
least half-time, and do not .owe a refund on a Title IV grant or are not in
default on a Title IV loan and meet citizen/resident requirements.

263



502-2

Applicant Requirements: Applicants file a financial statement with their
institution from which the institution develops a measure of the students'
"financial need". A statement of educational purpose must also be filed
by the recipient.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Institutions may distribute the amount
or 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 required
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 option of reserving 10 percent for

less than half-time students. The maximum amount of a grant is 52000 and
no grant may be less than S200.

A portion of the funds for SEOG 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.

Obligation of Grant Recipients: Students must maintain a satisfactory
standard or progress as determined and certified by the institution attended.

State Allocation Formulas! Funds are allocated to States through a formula
which is based upon full-time and part-time enrollment converted to a

full-time equivalent (FIE) relative to the total number of students in the
53 State areas. Funds are allocated as initial yea. (IY), for first-time
recipients only, or as continuing year (CY) for previous recipients of

SEOG.

Allocations are computed in three stages:

1. A conditional guarantee, based on 1979-80 expenditure data for previous-
ly participating institutions, and on comparably eligib'e institutions
for first-time participants.

2. An increase in an institution's conditional guarantee occurs when the
sum of conditional guarantees for all institutions in a State is less
than that State's FY 1980 allocation.

3. . further increase if the sum of the new conditional guarantees for ail
institutions nationally is less than the Federal SEOG appropriation.

The purpose of the three step process is to insure that institutions will
receive at least the amount of their 1979-80 allocation. The conditional

guarantee for oreviously participating institutions is the sum of their IY
and CY allocatIons in 1979-430. For institutions aoolvino for the first

-.line the conditional guarantee is the greater of:

1. S5000.

/. 70 percent of the average :Y per student exeennit4re at :omcaraole

eItroie Ins:1:JtIons ntj:1Dliee Dy enr11:ment Df the aoo;;;an.:

nst-:Jtlon, D;Js :ne 3vera4p Der izJcert e(Delc:::;re at :omparao'e
ellgloie thsti.:=ons py enri'ment at :ne !coil:int
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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 IY allocat;on, plus 100 percent of its current
CY allocation.

3. T amount which would have been computed for a first-time application.

The conditional guarantee is divided between IY and CY funds based on the
percentage that the institution's request for each type of aid bears to
its total request.

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 to its 1981-82 allotment times
the ratio of total SFOG funds available in 1982-83 to total SEOG
funds available in 1981-82.

2. An institution's adjusted conditional guarantee is equal to its

conditional guarantee times the ratio of the actual state allotment
(determined in step 1) to the sum of all conditional guarantees to
institutions in the state.

This pro-rated allocation procedure replaced the usual allocation formula
for 1982-83.

Administrative Costs: institutions receive payments for administrative

costs based on the sum of their expenditures under the SEOG, CWS and
NDSL programs. The amount payable is equal to 5% of the first $2,750,000
of expenditures plus 4% of the amount greater than $2,7500,000 and less
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 SEOG, the
compensation of students under 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 institution).

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(al

A. Goals and Objectives

FY 83 goals were:

o Expand tne number of participating institutions.

o Maintain equitable distribution of aid to all institutions.

o Establish standard needs analysis systems and approve equivalent insti-
tutional analysis formulas so tnat all students will have equal op-

portunity to participate.
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8. Progress and Accomplishments

o 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.

o The program used 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
wider which some institutions would have had reductions from the previous
Year or would have had larger or smaller reductions than comparably-
situated institutions.

o Tabls of expected family contribution were published in the Code of
Federal Regulations and limits established within which an institutional
need arialytif-syttem would be -flipi-oved as equivalent to -the Federal
system.

C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness

Program Scooe: In award year 81-82 tne program staff r,ported that

there were ,T5,000 grants ave-aging $424 per student. This is a change
'-om the previous year when 717,000 students received grants averaging
4573 (El, E2). Complete data for 1982-83 is not yet available.

Distribution of SLOG aid to first-time full-time dependent freshmen is
shown for a two year period in tables 1 and 2. The overall participation
rate for this group fell from 8.7 percent in 1980 to 5.9 percent in 1982.
The participation rates for the lowest income groups decreased from 19.8
percent in 1980-81 to 15.1 percent in 1982-83 (less than $9999) and from
1.4.3 percent to 11.0 percent ($10,000-S19,999) over the same perioa.

Average awards increased but represented about the same fraction of educa-
tional expenses in bOth years. Participation rates by cost of education
showed the largest decrease in the $0-3000 category (7.6 percent to 3.6
percent) with the highest cost category, $6000+ going from 12.8% to 9.4%
participation during this period.
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Table 1

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program, Fall 1980

Family Income

COST OF
EDUCATION

($)

LESS
THAN

$9999

$10000
THRU

$19999

$20000
TRHU
$29999

$30000
THRU

$39999

$40000
OR

MORE TOTAL

0-3u00 AVG $ 640. 560. 560. 586. 653. 595.

% AID 17.56 10.35 4.35 1.67 0.82 7.57
RATIO 25.15 20.92 20.66 21.49 23.74 22.21

3001-4000- AVG $ 688. 599. 576. 598. 1007. 632.

% AID 19.27 12.13 4.46 1.62 0.72 6.85
RATIO 20.18 17.46 16.75 17.39 29.06 18.38

4001-5000 AVG $ 676. 678. 560. 579. 566. 644.

% ID 22.22 16.24 S.23 3.05 1.16 10.10

RATIO 14.80 14.79 12.24 12.67 12.39 14.08

5001-6030 AVG S 721. 668. 679. 693. 649. 685.

o 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. 756. 728. 773. 901. 776.
% AID 30.00 25.61 1E,41 5.99 1.41 12.82

RATIO 12.07 10.69 10.02 10.34 11.65 10.48

TOTAL AVG $ 699. 648. 632. 667. 818. 664.
AID 19.80 14.27 6.81 '2.71 0.99 8.73

RATIO 17.97 15.80 15.23 15.63 17.47 15.75

Data base = First-time Fu11-time Freshman Dependent
AVG S = Average Dollars Per Recipient
f. AID = 4 of Recipient/Total Students
RATIO = (AVG a Per Recipient/AVG Cost) x 100

Source: E.3
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Table 2

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program, Fall 1982

Family Income

COST OF
EDUCATION

($)

LESS
THAN

$9999

$10000
THRU
$19999

$20000
THRU

529999

$30000
THRU

539999

$40000

OR
MORE TOTAL

0-3000 AVG $ 695. 627. 554. 541. 426. 624.

A10 8.55 5.19 3.27 1.33 0.26 3.57

RATIO 24.75 22.21 19.52 19.00 15.02 22.02

3601-4000 AVG $ 660. 574. 518. 528. 625. 590.

% AI0 11.72 6.60 3.01 1.63 0.69 4.08

RATIO 18.50 16.02 14.47 14.67 17.33 16.45

4001-5000 AVG S 694. 661. 501. 518. 702. 612.

% AID 16.17 11.19 4.82 2.44 0.91 5.52
RATIO 15.70 15.00 11.37 11.73 15.84 14.08

5001-6000 AVG $ 759. 638. 596. 712. 652. 666.

A10 17.16 11.45 5.25 2.13 0.51 5.67

RATIO 14.33 12.10 11.31 13.49 12.30 12.61

6001 + AVG S 1000. 889. 877. 915. 932. 911.

% AIO 21.76 20.42 13.14 7.01 2.01 9.44

RATIO 12.76 11.06 10.77 10.86 10.27 10.70

TOTAL AVG 5 768. 709. 673. 729. 816. 722.

% A10 15.07 10.95 5.74 2.97 1.10 5.87

RATIO 16.38 14.72 13.71 14.35 14.06 14.06

Data base 2 First-time Full-time Freshman Oependent
AVG S = Average Dollars Per Recipient
I AID = # of Recipient/Total Students
RATIO = (AVG S Per Recipient /AVG Cost) x 100

Source: E.4
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Program'Effectiveness: 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.g., median income or average need within a State. Ideally,

funds distributed should reflect abi::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 across the
three lowest income categories. (E-1),

Income

Levels

410 %*of
all SEOG
Recipients

t of all

t:COG funds

Tattle 3

Oistribution of /SEOG Recipients and
Funds b, Family Income

$ 0- S 6000- 31'2000- 318000- 324000- 330000 Independents

5999 11999 A7999 13999 29999' & up and at least
1/2 time

12.1 13.5 / 12.1 9.6 6.8 10.5 35.2

0
11.13 14.4 14.7 13.0 9.7 8.5 28.6

SOURCE: E.2

A more detai'M breakdOwn ,showing the usefulness of SEOG funds percentage
of educational costs covered for freshmen is available from the Cooperative
Institutional Resedr0 Program's annu0 survey of freshmen. Tables 1 and

2 indicate that over the period 1980-82, there has been a 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 groups, 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 full-time student

and a measure of need within the State (E.5). The measure used was the
average eligioility index For Pell Grants for students within, the state.
A positive correlation (rs.35) was found, but the relative weakness of
tie correct7on indicates that actual need for SEOG funds is not strongly
indicated Dy application of State allocation formulas.
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D. Plans for Program ImorovemeA and Recommendations for Legislation

The administration proposes to terminate the SEOG program as part of a new
self-help approach which would increase grants for the neediest students.

luortingStudies and Analyses

1. 1981-82 Campus-Based Programs, unpublished tables from Campus-Based
Analysis Section, Fall 1983.

2. 1981-82 Campus-Based Programs Annual Report, U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, Office of Student Financial Assistance, Campus-Based Analysis-
Section, December 1982.

3. Cooperative Institutional Research Program -
1980 -81.

4. Cooperative Institutional Research Program -
1982 -83.

Annual Survey of Freshmen

Annual Survey of Freshmen

5. A Report on the Funds Distribution Formula Under the Campus-Based
Student Aid Programs, U.S. Department of Education, March 15, 1983.

F. Other Supoorting Data:

The distribution of SEOG by race and sex is shown in Table 4. In general,

black students have higher participation rates and larger awards than

white students. The difference in participatio rates betweeri men and
women is very small.
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Table 4

PARTICIPATION IN THE SEOG PROGRAM
8Y SEX AND RACE FOR FIRST TIME, FULL TIME

DEPENDENT STUDENTS FALL 1982

$1-

5,999
$ 6,000
14,999

$15,000
24,999

I 525,000
39,000

1S40,000

AND
UP

All

Men

% Participating 16.7 13.6 7.7 * 3.5 5.7
Average Per Recipient $ 773 $ 738 $ 670 $ L62 $813 $729

Women

% Participating 15.5 13.3 7.7 3.7 1.0 6.1

Average Per Recipient $ 810 $ 730 $ 701 $ 683 $814 $727

Black

% Participating 17.5 I 17.4 9.3 5.9 8.0 10.4

Average Per RecipieW. $1,339 $ 925 $ 81'7 $1,051 $462 $873

White

% Participating 15.6 1 12.6 7.4 3.5 1..0 5.7

Average Per Recipient $ 799 $ 735 $ 677 $ 707 $840 $726

All Students

% Participating 16.0 12.9 7.7 3.6 1.1 5.9

Average Per Recipient $ 794 $ 734 $ 685 $ 719 $814 $728

Source: E.4
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III. RESPONSE TO CEPA 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
available during Spring 1984.

Contact for Further Information

Program Operations: James Kesler, (202) 245-9717

Program Studies: Robert dart, (202) 245-7884

Notes

!. Initial year authorization only.

4
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STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANTS
(CFDA NO. 84.069)

o Freshman student participation decreased between 1980-81 and 1982-83.

o The number of States that have expanded the use of private sector funding
and work-study to better serve needy students has doubled since 1980
(II8).

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: Higher Education 4mendments of 1972, Public Law 92-318, the
Education Amendments of 1976, Public Law 94-482, the Higher Education

Technical Amendments, Public Law 95-43, the Middle Iccome Student Assistance
Act, Public Law 951.566, a 1979 Technical Amendment, Public Law 96-96 and
the Education Ameaments.of 1980, Public Law 96-374; 20 U.S.C. 1070c; 34

CFR 692.

Funding Since 1979

Fiscai'vear Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 50,000,000 1/ 576,75..),000

1980 50,000,000 / 76,750,000
1981 40,000,000 76,750,000

1982 75,800,000 11,680,000

1983 76.800,000 60,000,000

Purpose: Make incentive grants to the States to develop and expand grant
assistanceto 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. In 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 SSIG program ensures the availability of an agency within
each State which is concerned with the exploration?/ and development of
additional sources of grant assistance to students in postsecondary educa-
tion.

Undergraduate students attending public, non-profit private, nc (at State
option) proprietary schools must meet citizen/resident requirements and
have no outstanding Title Pt default or refund payment 'due. At State
option, graduate acid less-than-half-time students may also be e'igible,
All nonprofit institutions are eligible to participate, except whore

excluded by the State constitution or by a State law enacted prior to
October 1978.

Formula Reouirements: Allotments to States are apportioned according' to

signer education enrollments.
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Administrative Agencies: Under Zection 1203 of the nigher Educatich
each State designates an agency which receives Federal funds, provides
matching State funds and distributes the total to eligible students. This

agency may be part of the State gOvernmet, an Education Department or
division dealing with higher eduction, the organi-ation managing other
State/grant or loan programs, or a designated corporation acting for -4

State. The agency receives federal SSIG funds, matches them dollar fiJr
dollar with State funds, and distributes them .o eligible students in the
State student aid program.

Applicant Requirements: All States and territories may apply for formula
grant allotments. Students apply annually for State ';rants uncle need
criteria established by the State and approved by the Secretary of Education.

. They must apply through their institution or directly to the Star= agency.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Annual State allotments are forward
funded for student awards in the next academic year. Since 1980, States
have had the option to extend aid to graduate, as well as undergraduate,
students.

Obligations of SSIG Recioients: Students must maintain satisfactory aca-
demic progress as certified by their institution. State agencies must
submit annual and other reports required by EC and must keep auditable
records for up to 5 years.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (,a)

A. Goals and Objectives

Continuing oojectives of this program FY 1983 were:

o Deliver student aid dollars to qualified recipients.

o Encourage States to explore ways of better serving needy students..

o Encourace private sector involvemeut to provide additional sources or
funds. 1/

o Insure the availability of State agencies concerned with the distribution
of grant aid to needy students.

3. ?rogress and Accomplishments

o Total program funding nas increased from 563.7 millior to 576.7 million

from 1973 to 1962. However, between 1980-81 and 1987-83, Freshman parti-
cipation declined from 17.4 to 15.6 percent.

o Studies of scholarship programs in several sta:as (e.g., Virginia
and Georgia) nave nelpeo To identify tne pest nix of grants and loans
to s4pport tie needielt st;:aente.

o In FY 1,2.83 tne numoer o' States developing son% or of 3.:vcte setter

or worc.related aid Tncreased ".p 24, more `.nova toaol!ig :ne '0 wniLr

nap State 4orc-sIJoy oro5rams "n '9SC.
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C. Costs, Ber.efits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: In FY 82 (award year 1982-83) Federal funds of $73,680,000
matched 50:50 by State funds for a total of $147,360,000, have been

distributed to an estimated 294,720 recipients, with awards averaging $500
(of which half is federal money). The maximum award is $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 fundeand 2 percent of recipients. (El)

Distribution of Aid: Surveys over the last two years have shown that the
average award to freshmen recipients remained fairly stable (now at $718
compared to $708 two years ago) but with rising education costs, this has
meant a drop from 16.8 to 14 percent in average award levels as belated to
total costs. (E.2, E.3) Details are shown in the next two tables.
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State Grants To Students, Fall 19802/

Family Income

COST OF LESS $10000 $20000 530000 S40000
EDUCATION THAN THRU THRU THRU OR

(S) $9999 $19994 $29999 $3999S MORE TOTAL

0-3000 AVG S 690. 558. 539. 608. 815. 602.
% AID 22.08 19.52 13.76 6.94 5.20
RATIO 27.10 20.84 19.90 22.27 29.67

14.89
22.47

3001-1000 AVG 5 698. 5.93 536. 621. 720. 609.
% AID 27.91 23.78 15.29 8.78 4.75 15.73

RATIO 20.45 17.27 15.58 18.05 20.78 17.70

4001-5000 AVG S 774. 697. 657. 696. 739. 704.

% AID 32.06 28.68 19.20 11.84 6.G3 19.91

RATIO 16.96 15.21 14.36 15.24 16.16 15.40

5001-6000 AVG S 768. 680. 715. 754. 734. 716.
AID 28.69 27.30 17.76 11.13 6.72 19.62

RATIO 14.56 12.85 13.47 14.16 13.68 13.49

6000 4- AVG S 1154. 1042. 1020. 967. 831. 1025.

AID 39.07 36.70 27.25 15.77 5.95 21.72
RATIO 16.38 14.56 14.04 12.92 10.75 13.85

TOTAL AVG S 772. 686. 671. 726. ;66. 708.

% AID 27.66 25.34 17.19 10.10 5.48 17.44
RATIO 19.85 16.73 16.19 17.03 16.36 16.80

Note: Data base = First-time Full-time Freshman Dependent
AVG $ 0 Average Oollars Per Recipient

= # of Recipient/Total Students
RATIO = (AVG S Per Recipient/AVG Cost) x 100

Source: Study E.2 cited above.
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State Grants To Students, Fall 19822/

Family Income

TOTAL

COST OF LESS S10000 520000 $30000 $40000
EDUCATION THAN THRU THRU THRU OR

($) $9999 519999 $29999 $39999 MORE

0-3000 AVG $ 593. 567. 479. 556. 662. 565.

% AID 16.91 14.57 13.21 9.37 7.03 12.26
RATIO 21.11 20.07 16.88 19.50 23.33 19.58

3001-4000 AVG $ 662. 577. 534. 539. 567. 576.

% AID 20.75 17.98 12.83 7.92 4.90 12.30

RATIO 18.56 16.11 14.90 14.99 15.70 16.06

4001-5000 AVG $ 706. 600. 516. 530. 549. 579.

% AID 29.34 24.88 17.46 10.12 6:19 15.46
RATIO 15.96 13.62 11.70 11.99 12.39 13.09

5001-6000 AVG $ 711. 576. 579. 641. 705. 618.

% A10 38.66 33.23 18.93 8.53 5.20 17.87

RATIO 13.44 10.91 11.00 12.15 13.29 11.70

6000 AVG $ 1204. 1141. 1091. 1096. 956. 1103.

% AID 35.86 33 19 25.83 18.10 6.56 1t.83

RATIO 15.37 14.20 13.39 13.02 10.53 12.95

TOTXL AVG $ 789. 704. 678. 735. 725. 718.

% AID' 28.16 25.15 17.65 10.68 5.89' 15.63

RATIO 16.83 14.62 13.81 14.47 12.49 13.98

Note: Data base = First-time Full-time Freshman Dependent
AVG $ = Average Collars Per Recipient
AID = # of Recipient/Total Students

RATIO = (AVG $ Per Recipient/AVG Cost) x 100

Source: Study E.3 cited above.
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O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations fo Legislation

Plans are to withdraw funding for tnis program. Federal funds are con-
sidered unnecessary as a stimulant to encourage States to orovide 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 through a development period and will now need
to provide both halves of their student assistance outlays.

E. SuPoorting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above

1. State Student Incentive Grant (SSIG) Data Summary Reports, SSIG Pro-
gram files, Division of Policy and Program Development, Office of

Student Financial Assistance, Office of Postsecondary Education, Depart-
ment of Education.

2. .Cooperative Institutihnal Research Programs of the Higher Education
Research Institute - Annual Survey of Freshmen 1980-81, unpublished

tables derived Planning and Evaluation Service of ED.

3. Cooperative Instilutional Research Programs of the Higher Education
Research Institu;e - Annual Survey of Freshmen 1982-83, unpublished
tables derived ,q\ Planning and Evaluation Service of ED.
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F. Other Supporting Oata

The distribution of State grants to freshman by race, sex and family income
is examined in the following table (E.2) for the 1989-n3 award year.

PARTICIPATION IN STATE GRANTS 2/
BY SEX, RACE, AND FAMILY INCOME FOR FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME

DEPENDENT STUDENTS: FALL 1982

UNDER
$6,000

S 6.000
14,999

$15,000
I 24,999

$25,000
39,999

$40000

PLUS
ALL

INCOMES

Male

% Participating 27.1 27.4 20.6 11.9 5.6 14.8
Average Per Recipient 5806 $742 . $687 57I7 3735 $722

Female

% Participating 26.7 2.0 2:.9 12.8 6.2 16.4

Average Per Recipient $816 $741 $675 $707 $720 $717

Black

% Participating 26.6 39.3 25.4 :5.5 t 7.3 23.9
Average Per Recipient $583 $667 $7:19 $754 $690 5693

White.

% Participating 26.3 26.8 20.7 12.2 5.8 '5.4

Average Per Reci,ient S804 $736 $667 $705 $739 $712

All Students

% Participating 26.9 27.1 21.2 12.3 5.9 15.6.

Average Per Recipient $812 [ $742 j $681 3712 $728 $720

No significant oias is apparent in this table although there is a noticeable
difference in participation rate for black vs. wnite in the 36000-14999
family income range. The higner rate for blacks as composed to the other
population elements (white, male, female, ail students) actually 4; favor-
able to them,
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No studies of the SSIG program re c.rrently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Lenora G. Smith, (202) 472-4265

Program studies: Rourt Bart, (2021 245-7884

Notes

1. Plus such sums as may be needed for continuation students. Beginning

in FY 1981, the statute c*moined initial and continuation grants under a
single authorization.

2. For example, State agencies have developed additional funding sources
by establishing cooperative programs with private industry. Work-study

programs outside institutions have been implemented in some cases.

3. State grants include federal SSIG allotments plus required :sate

matching and in many cases, overmatch from Sta.s funds. This accounts
for the fact that average grants exceed the averages calculated for
SSIG awards only (5500).

AO
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GUAPANTEED STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM
` "n't No. 84.032)

Highlights)

o A new need analysis test for borrowers with family incomes of S30,000
and above resulted in lower participation rates in FY 1982 than in

FY 1980. (Section II. C)

o Among those borrowing, the guaranteed student loan paid for a smaller
percentage of total educational cost in FY 1982 than in FY 1980.

(Section II. C)

o During FY 1982, average loan amounts decreased for freshmen borrowers
in the lowest institutional cost categories compared with FY 1980; but
increased in the highest cost categbry. (Section II. C)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: P.L. 89-329, Title IV-8, as amended, 20 U.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 $2,984,000,000 $ 999,343,00t) S 957,503,000
1980 4,840,000,000 1 597,877,00C 1,609,344,000

1981 7,824,000,000 7.,721,115,000 2,535,470,000
1982 6,238,000,000 3,247,776,000 3,073,846,000

1985 6,09,000,000(est.) 2,942,072,000 3,100,500,000

Pun ose: GSL: Authorizes low-interest loans to students and parents to
he p pay the students' costs of attending eligible postsecondary insti-
tutions, including colleges, universities, and vocational, technical,

business and trade schools and certain 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 but loans are made to parents of
dependent undergraduates and to graduate and independent undergraduate
students. PLUS /Auxiliary loans ire less subsidized than regular GSL
loans.

Eligibility: GSL: Varies from state to state. Generally, any U.S.
citizen, National, or Permanent resident in the United States for other
than a temporary purpose, who is enrolled or accepted for enrollment
on at least a half-time basis as an undergraduate, graduate, professional
or vocational student at a participating postsecondary school may apply.
A student that is presently enrolled at a participating institution must
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Eligibility: (Continued)

be maintaining satisfactory progress in the course of study he/she is
pursuing. Also, the student may not owe a refund on any Title IV grant
or be in default on any Title IV loans received while in attendance at
that school. If the student's or the family's adjusted gross income is
330,000 or more the student/family must undergo a "need 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
generally eligible for loans on the same basis as those borrowing under
regular GSL provisions. An important exception is that there is no need
test an the basis of income although lenders may restrict loans or loan
amounts on the basis of tne borrower's creditworthiness.

Application Procedure: GSL: Each year the student obtains an application
for a loan from a lender, school, or State guarantee agency. The student
completes his or her portion of the application and submits it to his/her
school. The school must certify that the student is accepted for enroll-
ment, is enrolled, and is maintaining satisfactory progress. The school
must aiso provide information on the student's cost of education and
other financial aid. The student then takes the apvlication 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 lender disburses the proceeds of the loan to the
School and/or to the applicant. In most states, the borrower is required
to pay usually from proceeds of the loan, an insurance premium which
varies depending upon the particular state. In addition, the borr,mer
pays a 51 "origination fee" wnicn is used by the U.S. Department of
Education to help defray the Federal interest benefits and special
allowance costs. Students most re-apply for each year of school in

wnich tne loan is expected to be used.

PLUS/Auxiliary: The application procedure is identical to that for GSL
oorrOwerS except that, in the case of parent borrowers, loan proceeds
are sent directly to thele; and, no origination fee is charged on approved
loans.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: GSL: Undergraduates may borrow up
to $2500 annually for a total of S12,5(1 cumulatively. Graduate and
professional students may '-nrrow up to $5000 annually for a total of

525,000 cumulatively, including any undergraduate borrowing. Students
make no payments and are charged no interest wnile they are attending
scnool. %ring reoayment, interest is currently cnarged it 81. Loans
mace during previous years have carried interest rate:t 7: and 91.
Repayment generally is made over 5 to 10 years oeginning 9-12 months
ter the stucent ceezes to be at least a half time student. The entlPe
per-oo from the Cate of 9riginai loan tnrougn completion cf repayment
may lot exceed 15 years ;excluding periods of authorized deferment ana
foroeerance;. 'infer tie cur-v,t Act, authori:ation exOlreS Seotemoer

10, :g86; autnorizat.on 'or loans to previous correwers :3 tcmo:e...e

etucat:on expires ZeotampeP :0, 1390.
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Duration and Phasing of Assistance: (Continued)

PLUS/Auxiliary program: Parents and graduate students may borrow up to
53,000 annually and $51,000 cumulatively. Indepegdent undergraduates
may borrow up to 52500 annually and $12,500 cumulatii4ly inclusive of
GSL borrowing. Interest is currently charged at a rate of 12% and repay-
ment of both principal and interest must begin within sixty days of loan
disoursement.

Obligations of Lenders and Borrowers:

Lenders must submit quarterly bills to the Department based on loans
outstanding in order to receive interest benefits and special allowance
payments. Additional operational reports are required for specific
purposes.

Lenders, schools, and guarantee agencies are subject to periodic examina-
tion and audit by ED. Participating schools must have an independet
audit of all GSLP transactions at least biennially.

Len$rs must maintain records to support and identify loan transactions,
interest billings, and/or special a4owances. Guarantee agencies must
maintain complete records to support and identify their activities.
Federal regulations specify administrative and fiscal records required
to be maintained by schools.

Borrowers are required by statute to keep lenders informed of their
current addresses and of any change in their academic statis. When in
repayment, borrowers are expected to make payments on time and to

continue to keep lenders informed of any change in address. These pro-
visions, where applicable, apply equally to PLUS/Auxiliary borrowers.

11. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals tid Objectives

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

o to implement recent legislat;ve amendments which principally provided
for an analysis of financial need for GSL applicants whose families had
incomes of $30,000 or more;

o to accelerate collections on defaulted loans, especially by private
collection agencies under contract with'the Secretary;

o to acce;erate compliance actions involving fraud, waste, and 'louse;

and,

o to reduce tae backlog of unresolved audits and accelerate the Prose-
cution of defaulters through the Justice Department.
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8. Progress and Accomplizhments

o Interest Costs fell by over 200 million from FY 1982 to FY 1983 due
in )art to both the application of the new needs test and the fall in
in.:rest rates.

o All new statutory provisions were implemented.

o Collection act'vities of private collection agencies were increased,
resnl*ing in agency collections of $12.6 million in FY 1983.

t Al. outstanding audits over six months in duration were resolved
during this period. Also, a number of defaulted accounts were sent
to 'ne Department of Justice for prosccutinn.

C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness:

Student Participation; Participation in the Guaranteed Student Loan
Program is estimated to be about 28 percent of all Joligible students,
including graduate and professional students. For freshmen undergraduates
for the Fail of 1982, the participation rate was 22.4 percent. (See
Tables 2 and 3 for mc-e details.) varticipation rates and average loan
amounts are primarily sensitive to cost of education. For the lowest
cost category (S0-3u00), the average freshmen participation rate in 1982
was 7.4 percent of all freshmen in that cost category. In the highest
cost category (56000+), 33.7 percent Of all students borrowed under this
program. Although a smaller percentage of students in the lowest cost
SchJOls participated, student loans paid for a larger percentage of their
total costs. For example, in 1982 loans -covered 47.9 percent of total
co sX in the least expensive category of institution, but paid for only
23.1 percent 01 total cost in the highest cost category. However, the
average tcan at the highest cost schools was about 50 percent higher
tnan in tne lowest cost schools. Because of the annual borrowing limits,
students attending progressively more expensive institutions find that
student loans will meet a smaller percentage of their total costs.
(E.1) Data on the PLUS/Auxiliary program is not yet available.

Program Scope: GSL: In EY 1982, total loan volume in GSL amounted to 6.1
billion. This grew to an estimated $6.7 billion in FY 1983. Total loan
recipients were 2.7 mirlion in FY 1982 and 3.0 million are expected to
participate in FY 1983. See Table 1 for additional details.

;WS/Auxiliary: In FY 1982, PLUS/Auxiliary Loans amounted to 3103 million
wnile in FY 198- this component of the program is expected to grow to
S24', million. While only 42,000 oarticipated in the PLUS/Auxiliary pro-
gram in FY 1982, participation should increase to 95,000 in FY 1983.
The cumulative outstanding loan volume amounted to S22.7 iilinn In

7! !982 ana an estimated 326.3 'Minn in FY 083.

28.1
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Types of Benefits:

GSL: Inns are provided to students for which the Federal government
pays the interest obligation (currently 810 while the borrower is in

school and during certain grace and deferment periods,?,!

Loan limits are $2500 annually and 112,500 cumulatively for under-
graduates, and 55000 annually and 325,000 cumulatively (inclusive of

undergraduate loans) for graduate students.

PLUSjAuxiliary Loans.. Loans to parents of undergraduate students and
independent and graduate students are provided at 12 percent interest
with no in-school interest subsidy paid by the Federal Government,

PLUS/Auxiliary Loans limits are 53000 annually and 315,000 cumulatively
for parents of dependent undergraduates and graduate students and S2500
annually and 312,500 cumulatively (inclusive of regular GSL amounts) for
independent undergraduates,

Table 1

Regular Loans

Summery of Loan Volume and Recipiew's
1981-82 and 1982-83

1982 1983

Loan volume
(in millions)

$6,135 36,720

Recipients
in thousands)

2,746 2,981

Average 1..du 32,234 32,254

Auxiliaryy Loans

Loan volume
(in millions)

S 103 S 249

Recipients
(in thousands)

42 95

Average Loan 32,452 52,621

Total

Loan tolume 36,238 56,969

(in millions)
Recipients
(in thousands)
Average loan

2,788

32,237
1

3,076

$2,266

Cumulative
Outstanding
Loan Volume
(in millions)

522,700 S26,560
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Program Effectiveness:

With the cost of postsecondary education rising sharply during receet
Years, guaranteed student loans have become an increasingly important
financial resource for studYnts from families with incomes below $30,000
(See Tables 2 ano 3).

The overall participation rate for undergraduates is estimated to be 28
percent. For first-time, full-time freshmen, however, the average parti-
cipation rate in the Fall of 1982 was 7'7.4 percent and ranged from 4.4
to 46.3 percent depending on family income and cost of attendance.

The actual and/or anticipated Impact of the needs test on borrowers from
the $30,000+ income category can be seen by comparing Taoles 2 and 3.
For the S30-39,999 category, participation rates decreased between FY 1980
ar,I 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 group, average loan amount as a percentage of average total cost
declined from 42.9 percent in FY 1980 to 35.1 percent in. FY 1982. This
comparison, based on CRP 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 costs of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program while assur-
ing that students with financial need have adequate funding to attend
college, It should be noted that during recent years several other
factors Iffected loan volume and, therefore, subsidy costs. College
costs rrSe at a higher rate than incomes; Social Security Benefits for

freshman students 4ere phased out, and the Pell Grant Program needs test
was tcghtenea. Also greater emphasis was placed on self help, (work and
lovis) as a means of financing educational costs. Due to a combination
of higher educational casts, 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 increased
by 21 percent and the average loan by less than ten percent. With the
addition of tne needs analysis test for borrowers with family incomes of
S30,000, a total of only aoout $2.6 pillion was required to cover total
program costs in FY 1983 compared with $2.9 billion in FY 1982, suggesting
that the administration's goal of reducing costs has been successful.
However, interest rates were decreasing rapidly during FY 198: a factor
oniCh explains mucn of tne reauction in ,,sts.
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Table 2

Guaranteed Student Loans, Fall 1980

COST OF
EDUCATION

First-time Full-time Dependent Students

F,mily Income

LESS $10000 $20000 $30000
THAN THRU THRU THRU

$9999 19999 29999 39999

54000
OR

MORE TOTAL

0 1000 AVG S 1091. 1276. 1514. 1654. 18.65. 1458.
% AID 8.12 12.58 15.33 15.75 10.03 12.71
RATIO 42.85 47.70 55.84 60.61 67:94 54.43

3001-4000 AVG $ 1215. 1500, 1738. 1831. 1988. 1393.
% AID. 14.04 22.0b 25.59 23.78 .16.94 21.49

RATIO 35.62 43.69 50.53 53.23 57.33 49.23

4001-5000 AVG $ 1.325. 1549. 1713. 1865. 1988. 1700.

% AID 18:08 21.86 25.82 25.77 19.51 22.67
RATIO 29.02 33.81

IP
37.43 40.85 43.50 37.17

5001-6000 AVG $ 1348. 1527. 1689. 1795. 1989. 1675.

AID 14.86 21.15 28.18 28.41 23.61 23.69
RATIO 25.56 28.86 31.80 33.72 37.06 31.56

640 $ 1437. 1582. 1761. 1941. 2116. 1837. f% AID 26.59 32.28 35.86 36.34 10.29 32.77
RATIO 20.39 22.10 24.23 25.94 27.38 2 82

TOTAL AVG $ 1268. 1.491. 1698. 1830. 7023. 1689.

% AID 13.87 20.59 24.84 24.82 20.00 21.47

RATIO 32,62 36.34 40.94 42.89 43.19 40.06

1/ Data base = First-time Freshman Dependent
AVG $ 2 Average Dollars Per Recipient
% AID = 4 of Recipients/Total Students
RATIO = (AVG S Per Recipient/Avg. Cost) 100
Source E.1
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GOST OF
EDUCATION

Table 3

Guaranteed Student Loans, Fall 1982
First-time Full -Lime D"endent Students

FAMILY -"OME

LESS 510000 $20000 530000
THAN THRU THRU THRU

540000
AND

(5) 59999 $19M 529999 539999 ABOVE T9TAL.

0-3000 AVG 5 1148. 1210. 1400. 1380. 1824. 1357.

5 AID 6.93 8.65 8.56 7.50 1.43 7.43
RATIO 40.89 42.85 49.30 48.44 64.32 47:90

3001-4000 AVG S 1432. 1471. 1573. 1488. 1459. 1%2.
:.SID 13.77 17.05 15.89 12.24 6.07 13.18'

RATIO 40.18 41.08 43.8.9 41.36 0.72 41.d5

4001-5000 AVG 3 1518. 1647. 1609. 1706. 1686. 1103.

t AID 27.42 30.13 30.06 24.51 10.74 23.81

RATIO 34.33 37.37 :1.02 38.60 38.02 38.55

5001-6000 AVG $ 1608. 1721. 1900, 181i. 1869. "%1845. A

AID 27.78 31.40 31.46 25.32 12.19 25.31

RATIC 30.39 32.61 36.10 34.31 35,04 34.18

6001+ AVG S 1938. 1946. 1977. 1474. 1976. 1966.

% AID 46.03 16.29 45.47 39.10 1..22 33.65
RATIO 24.74 24.22 24.25 3.441 21.76 23.08

411111 wpm11.1m

TOTAL . AVG 5 .1636. 1704. 33. 1782. 1830. 1771.
\1AIO 24.04 27.56 27.63 23.45 11.78 22.36

. kATIO 34.92 35.5r 17.?5 35.08 31.56 34.50

1/ Data base * First-time Freshman II- anent
AVG $ * Average Collars Per Recipient
1 ma # of Recipients/Total Students
RATIO = (AVG S Per Recipient/Avg. Cost) 100

Source: E.1
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R. Program Improvement:

The Department will continue to increase its efforts to collect on out-
standing defaults during FY 1981 and to reduce the incidence of default

Expanding collection activities through referral of additional de-
laulted accounts to private collection agencies;

Sharing information on defaulted accounts with consumer credit bureaus;

o Conducting computer matches to locate defaulters;

o Increasing litigation in instances of fraud and abuse involving both
lenders and individual defaulters;

o ,Monitoring the total collections effort more closely.

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

1. The Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP), University of
California at Los Angeles, California, 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 groups 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
loan amounts for Blacks are 50% below the average and in the U5-39,999
group where average loans for Blacks are nearly 30% above the mean.
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Table 4
4

PARTICIPATION AND AVERAGE FIRST-YEAR LOAN AMOUNTS
IN THE GSLP-PROGRAM BY SEX AND RACE FOR

FIRST TIME, FULL TIME DEPENDENT STUDENTS FALL 1982

FAMILY INCOME

504-10

$1-
5,999

I $.6,000
14.,999

$t5,000
24,999

$25,000
39,000

$40,000
ANO
UP

All

Male.

% 'Participating 24.6 26.3 27.5 25.1 11.4 22.4
Average -Per Recipient $1;501 $1 ,547 $1 ,692 $1,681 $1,710 $1;656.

Female
, .:

SPartidpiting. 20..7 25.8. 26:9 25.2 .12.2 244'4'
Average: Per Recipient S1,971 $1,564 11,661 $1 ,696 $1,710 $1;696 0

Bled

S Participating 19.6 20.0 20.7 23.1 21.8 21.1:-
Average Per Recipient $1,030 $1,312 $1,61.2 $1,949 $1,611 S1,574-

white
.

S PaOtidipating 23.5 27.1 27.0 25.1 11.6 22.4
Average Per Recipient $1,554 $1,555 $1,680 $1,687 $1,707 S1,657

All Students /
S Participating 1 22.4 26.9 , 27.2 25.2 11.8 ,22/:4!
Average Per Recirtient $1,538 $1,556 $1,677 $1,688 $1,110 $1,1651

Source: E.1
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III. Response to GEPA 417(b):

Studies in progress are:

14 A study entitled 'Analysis of the Distribution of College Costs,
Parental Contribution, and Federal Student Assistance" will provide
additional analyses cf the financial aid needs of students in relation
to Federal student al' subsidies. The expected completion date is
February, 1984.

50441

2. The CIRP survey referred to in E.1 above provides annual data on

distribution of aid from Federal student aid 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. All volume figures represent commitments rather than disbursements.

2. 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 educational institution or enrollt 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 employment, 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).
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Direct Loan Prograi
(CFDA No. 84.038)

Highlights:

o The Average Direct Loan for firit-time full-time students increased
between 1980-81 and 1982-83 from $1046 to $1138, an average annual
increase of 4.5 percent. (Section II.C)

o -Program participation rates for first-time, full-time students de-
-Clined sharply over the two-year period from 9.g percent to 6.7 percent.

tSeCtion It.C)

6 In 1982-83 the average Direct Loan for firit-time full-time students
constituted only 22.2 percent of average total cost compared with 24.8
percent in 1980-81. (Section II.C)

Li. 'PROGRAM PROFILE

legisiatioh: Higher Education Act of 1965, Public Law 89-329, Title IV,
lOart E;. 20 U.S.C. 1087aa-108711., Public Laws 92-318, 94-482, 96-49, 96-
46.i.,96-536, 96-374, and 97-12.

,funding Since 197g:

. Fiscal Year Authorization. Appropriation

1979 $400,000,000 $328,900,000
1980 400,000,000 300,800,000
1981 400,00C,000 200,800,000
1982 286,000,000 193,360,000
1983 286,000,000 180,860,000

Put ose: To provide low-interest loans to financially needy students to
e p pay their cost of attending institutions of higher education as

well as vocational, technical, business and trade schools. The Direct
Loan program is the smaller of two loan programs which together are a
major component of the financial aid system consisting of grants, work,
and loans.

Relationship to Other Student Aid Programs: The Direct Loan program is

* one of two loan programs, the other being the Guaranteed Student Loan
program. The Direct Loan program is the loan component of the "campus-
based programs" which are directly administered by financial aid officers
at postsecondary institutions. Oirect Loans help provide the financial
aid ofricer flexibility in designing student aid packages which help
'meet individual student needs. They are often comoined witfl one or more
adoilional Federal student.' aid programs (pelt 3rant, SEOG, or Study,

GLS) to provik:a a financial assistance package for financially neeay
Students.

292



505-2

keci-iehts 11:1 Accredited, Oottsecondart institutions meeting
g. Ity-requ rements may partiCipate. Fu0ds are first allotted

ambnvthe States, according to. itatUtory fOriaula, then to institutions
-uhdarboth statutoryreqUireMentSand.Orogram regulations.

The State apportiOhment formula is bated on: the ratio of full-time
=enrollees in institutiOns of higher. ,education withih the State to the
total number of such ,persons enrolled ih all. the States. If necessary,
additional funds are apportioned to. each State-to mike that apportionment
eqUil to its allotment for 1972. Ninety perdent oft-he-tuna are allotted
according to, the above formula (E.3).

Wattling funds are apportioned SG that each institution receives its
Federal Capital Contribution (FCC) as follows:

An indtvidual institution's level 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.

The Conditional Guarantee is determined as follows:

A. For an institution currently participating In the Direct Loan program,
its Conditional Guarantee is equal to the greater of:

1. 90% of its base year level of expenditures; or

2. 90% of its current finding level, times its utilization rate which
equals:

an institution's base year-level of Direct Loan funds divided
by its Direct Loan funds available in the base year.

B. An institution which isia first-time applicant to the program receives
a Conditional Guarantee eiR1-7Erthe greater of:

1. 55,000; 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, enrollment.
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Recipients Eligibility (Continued)

C. A second-time applicant institution receives a Conditional Guarantee
equal to the greater of:

1. Option A or Option B, 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 Oirect
Loan 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 greater than the State allotments.

Beneficiaries Eligibility: Students are eligible for a loan if they are
enrolled on at least a half-time basis and &remaking satisfactory academic
prOgress as determined by the institutions, or. have been accepted for
enrollment for at least half time at an eligible institution, and are
United States citizens or are in the U.S. for other than a temporary
purpOse and intend to bedome permanent residents. Direct Loan appli-
cants must demonstrate financial need as determined by one of the

approved needs analysis systems.

Obligations of Oirect Loan Recipients: Recipients: Participating insti-
tutions must submit a combined piscal Operations Report and Application
Form which functions both as an application for future funds and as
an annual report of past operations for SEOG, WS, and Oiroct 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.

Ouration and Phasin of Assistance: Recipients: Each institution main-
tains a Revolving Fund which receives annual Federal Capital Contrib-
utions, repayments from loans previously made, and an annual administra-
tive allowance. The institution makes loans to borrowers from cash flow
available in the Revolving Fund.

Beneficiaries: Students may borrow a total of: (a) $3,000 if they are
enrolled in a vocational program or if they have complev.d less than two
years of a program leading to a bachelor's degree; (b) $6,000 if they
are undergraduates and have already comAleted two years of study toward a
bachelor's degree (this total includelf any amount borrowed under the
Oirect Loan Program for the first twol.years of study); (c) 512,000 for
graduate or professional study (this total includes any amount borrowed
under the Direct Loan Program forondergraduatiliudy).
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Duration -and Phasing of Assistance (Continued)

tudepts,Mtki, no payments and are charged no interest while they are
-attending a.postsecondary institution. Loan repayment begins six months
after-the borrdWer leaves school. The duration of repayment is usually
tenyeari and the borrower may repay on &monthly, bi-monthly, or quarterly
'basis:.

Theborrower's repayment period may be deferred notto exceed three years
service as a voltinteer with VISTA, the Peace Corps., a tax-exempt

-organization perfohning service comparable to VISTA or Peace Corps, for
Military service or for service as an officer in the Commissioned Corps
of ;the -U.S. Public Helath Service. Repayment may also be deferred during
arperidd not to exceed three years during which the borrower is temporarily

tautly disabled or is unable to secure employment because he or she is
grdViding care required by a spouse' who is so disabled. Two year
deferients are granted to borrowers who are serving internships required
td.begin professional practice or service. A percentage of the total
tean;a0ount may be cancelled for individuals providing special services
nsPecific teaching areas and for members of the Armed Forces of the
United'-States' serving 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,Unpad balance, for the first and second years of teaching; 20 percent
of such principal and interest for the third and fourth years of teaching;
-ind.30 percent for the fifth year. Up to 100 percent cancellation must
blisunder certain conditions if the borrower serves as a full-time staff
member in a Head Start program. An institution must cancel up to 50
OerCent of a loan when the borrowers serves in the Armed Forces for at
least one year. There is also cancellation of any remaining loan

obligation upon the death of the borrower or in the event of permanent
and-total disability.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During 1982-83, the Department of Education emphasized the need for

institutions to collect past loans more effectively ana thus make more
loan funds available to students.

0. 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 loans were not being successfully pursued L'y colleges and universities.
Aiming over such loans to the Department has resulted in more effective
collection by commercial collection agencies under contract to ED. In

1982-83, $20.0 million was collected in defaulted loans returned to ED
by institutions for collection, an increase of 77 percent over the
1981-82 figure of $11.3 million. The Department is also intensifying
its regulation and oversight of loan portfolio quality b" strengthening
due - diligence requirements which colleges must meet in carrying out
their collection activities.
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C4. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: Private colleges-and universities -were allotted 47 percent
of the-198_413 Federal Capital Contribution althoUgh they enroll only
about 22 percent of all students. Private ,universtties And four-year
institutions received 45 percent ($78.5 miilion) while privatestwofiear
colleges received 2 percent (S3.5 million).. Public universities and
folk-year institutions received 38 percent 0664 million) and public
2-year colleges, 3 percent ($5.2 million). Borrowers attending.Propriet-
art schools received about 12 percent of NDSL capital contribution
(EA)).

Student Partici ation: During 1981-82, total Direct Loan fundi of approx.
imetely $590 million were awarded to an estimated 750,266 borrowers. The
average award was $774'. This is the latest available data.

The average Direct loan to first-time, full -tune freihMen generally
increased from £1046 in 1980-81 to $1138 during-the.two-year period -from
1980-81 thru 1982-83.(See Tables 1 and. 2), an average annual increase of
4.4".percent. Increases fn- average loaq-amounts -ocCurred'OmOrily among
freshhan recipients :attending Med540 and_higher .Caii. institutions:, For
example, freshmen attending schaoli costing- betWien $400t45000- had
aveak_loans of $1115 in 198243. and S983 in 1980-81. Theit attending
the category of.inatitutiOns 1$6081-0 tad' average- loans
of $1273 in 1982-83 and $1142 in 1980-81. iloWeyet., freihMen in the
least expensive colleges (S043000) had average decreases in average
loan amounts. For example these borrOwera had average loans of $7/78 in
1982-83 and $859 in 1980-81, an average decrease Of-5.2 perOent annually
during the two-year period. A similar decline occurred for recipients
in the next least expensive institutional category (53001.4000).

The percentage of freshmen participating in the Direct Loan program de-
clined very sharply from 1980-81 thru 1982-83. In 1980 -81, 9.9 percent
of all students received a Direct loan. In 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, ip the lowest-
cost category ($043000)i there was a decline in participation from 5.8
percent in 1980-81 to 2.0 percent in 198243 (E.2).

Types of 8enefits,?rovided: The program 'pays an annual Federal Capital
Contrioution to the-Institution and the institution provides a 1:9 match-
ing share. The institution is also entitled to an adOinistrative cost
allowance for the Direct Loan, Work Study and SEOG funds which equals
five (5) percent of the first S2,750,000, plus four (4) percent for
.expenditures greater than S2,750,000 but less than $5400,000, plus
three (3) percent for expenditures in excess of $4,400,000.

Students receive low-interest loans which may be repaid over a long

period of time (up to ten years) and may also be eligible for deferral
for various types of service (see "'Duration and Phasing of;ssistance").
In additioz, borrowers may have an or a portion of tneir Oirect Loan
ocoileation conceIled.if :ney teacn in an ejementary or secondary ;0°o:
officlahy aeslonatect as a low-Income ;caw.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

PrograM Effectiveness: The annual Federal Capital Contribution for Direct
Loans is allotted first to States, then to institutions within each State,
and finally to students. An important issue for program effectiveness
is the extent to which these different allocation patterns result in an
equitable distribution of funds consistent with legislative intent.

State Distributions

The Direct Loan allotment formula has only a single criterion: the
ratio of higher education full-time enrollment within a State to total
full-time enrollment in all States and areas. It is not surprising,
therefore, that the number of students receiving Direct Loans within
Stites is highly correlated (.99) with full-time edrollment within
Statei. However, when the average amount of Direct Loan per full-time
student within each State is compared with a measure of student financial
need (the mean Pell Grant eligibility index for that State), there is a
moderately strong correlation (.51). These comparisons tend to show that
FCC allotments to States, while proportional to enrollment, are also
moderately well correlated with the financial need of students within
States (E.3).

Student Distributions

Although State allotmentstor'iilaie only moderately, well with a measure of
overall student need within' States, redistribution of Direct Loan funds
by institutions themselves appears to be consistent with legislative
intent.

It is generally agreed that a measure of equity is achieved when 1) pro-
gram participation rates are highest for recipients from lower-income
families and decrease as family income increases, 2) the average amount
of direct loan for a given educational cost range shows moderate variation
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 Direct Loans to students.

For example, Direct Loan participation rates range from about 12 percent
in the lowest family income category (less than $9900) to only 3.3 percent
in "the highest income category ($40,000 or more). This indicates that a
larger percentage of needier students receive Direct Loans, as intended.
Direct Loans comprise between 21 percent and 23 percent of average total
cost of recipients (Table 2). Although only a small percentage of recip-
ients from higher-income families participate in the program, their

greater financial need often reflects special circumstances and most
often they are attending lower-cost schools. Although the higher income
groups receive larger Direct Loans comprising a larger percentage of
total costs, the net effect of Direct Loan distributions is to fulfill
the equity criteria.
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Full-Time Freshmen

Oirect Loan, Fall 1980
7irst-Time Full-Time Oependent Students

Family Incoke

COST OF LESS $10000 $20000 $30000 $40000
EDUCATION- THAN 7NRU 7NRU THRU OR

1$)' $9999 19999 29999 39999 MORE TOTAL

0-3000 AVG $ 650. 767. 946. 1197. 1604. 859.
t AIO 7.25 7.51 .6.09 3.58 1.59 5.80
RATIO 25.52 28.66 34.91 43.88 58.42 32.07

3001.4000 AVG $ 732. 334. . 1147. 1397. 1717. 1067.

SAID 12.18 14.70 10.49 6.09 2.99 9.55
RATIO 21.44 27.21 33.34 40.61 49.52 31.02

4001-5000 AVG $ 821. 895. 1055. 1186. 11366. 983.
% AID 14.76 13.97 11.15 6.28 3.18 10.20
RATIO 17.98 19.55 23.04 25.97 29.88 21.50

5001-6000 AVG $ 915. 1015. 1060. 1250. 1574. 1071.
% A10 11.40 13.45 11.80 7.56 4.62 10.64

RATIO 17.36 19.18 19.97 23.48 29.33 20.17

d000 + AVG $ 1024. 1073. 1097. 1278. 1571. 1142.

% AID 25.91 26.47 22.41 12.64 4.45 16.41

RATIO 14.53 14.99 15.10 17.08 20.33 15.43

.1==

TOTAL AVG $ 811. 948. 1084. 1297. 1600. 1046.

% AID 11.98 13.84 11.14 6.74 3.31 9.85
RATIO 20.85 23.10 26.14 30.40 34.15 24.81

Date base * First-time Freshman Dependent
AVG $ = Average 0014 s Per Recipient
S AID * 0 of Recipient/Total Students
RATIO = (AVG S Per Recipient/Avg. Cost) 100

Source: £.2.
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Table 2

Direct Loans Fall 1982
First-Time Full-110e Dependent Students

Family Income

COST OF

EDUCATION
LESS
.THAN

59999

510000

THRU
19999

520000 530000
THRU THRU
29999 39999.

540000
OR

MORE TOTAL

0-3000 AVG S 812. 662. 742. 906. 1357. 778.

% AID 2.88 2.85 2.55 0.90 0.64 2.03
RATIO 28.93 23.45 26.14 31.80 47.85 27.46

3091-4000 AVG S 906. 963. 930. 1032. 1428. 991.

% AID 4.61 5.25 3.99 2.58 1.36 3.53
RATIO 25.41 26.91 25.97 28.70 39.59 27.61

4001-5000 AVG S 865. 1064. 1228. 1156. 1278. 1115.
% AID 12.62 13.64 9.80 5.73 2.05 7.94

RATIO 19.57 24.14 27.84 26.15 28.82 25.24

5001-6000 AVG S 932. 1014. 1175. 1157. 1354. 1096.

% AID 12.83 11.22 8.88 4.85 1.72 7.12
RATIO 17.62 19.21 22.33 21.92 25.51 20.75

6000 + AVG S 1176. 1254. 122E. 1375.. 1381. 1273.

% AID 17.97 i8.51 15.28 10.38 2.83 10.28

RATIO 15.00 15.61 15.06 16.33 15.21 14.94

TOTAL AVG $ 973. 1084. 1156. 1219. 1357. 1138.

% AID 9.98 10.65 8.43 5.36 2.03 6.73

RATIO 20.76 22.51 23.77 24.01 23.39 22.16

.Date base = First-time Freshman Dependent
AVG S * Average Dollars Per Recipient
% AID = i of Recipient/Total Students
RATIO n (AVG S Per Recipient/Avg. Cost) 100

Source: E.2.

J

299



SOS-9

Table 3

Pani oi pa VI on in the Oi rect Loan Procram

By Sex and Race for First -time, Full -time
Dependent Students Fall 1982

55,999
I

14,999
00

1 524,999 39,000 j

$40 + Al 1

Mal e

% Participating 8.7 11.2 9.0 5.8 1 2.0 6.3
Average Per Recipient S 879 S 983 $1,095 $1,183 51,311 $1,102

Female

S Participating 9.1 10.5 10.0 6.7 2.1 7.1

Average Per Recipient S 964 S 994 S1,087 S1,185 SI .278 $1,097

1,0

fliatk

X Partici pacing 14.0 11.8 16.4 4.2 2.7 9.9
Average Per Reci pi en t S 726 $1 ,1 54 S 809 S1,102 I $1,527 $ 976

Whi to

, f
% Pa Id ci oatiag 9.1 10.4 9.2 6.1 2.0 6.6 c,

Average Per Recipient S 944 S 998 S1,096 S1,201 - 51 .3Z 9 S1 pi 11 . .

All Students

S Participating 9.0 j1 10.8 9.5 6.2 2.0 6.7

Average Per Recipient $ 929 $ 989 $1,091 $1,184 $1 ,295

I
$1 ,I 00

I

Source: E.2.
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0. Plans forPrograin Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

.In.,TY 1984 516,060,000 was appropriated for a capital contribution to in-
titutional tevolving loin funds. in addition to approximately $530,487,000

in institutions for new loans from loans in repayment. An

Omit: Of $l9,800,000 was requested to meet payments to institutions
Whiii student loans are cancelled: by teaching obligations.

Ihtreased- efforts are being .made to reduie outstanding defaults in the
,Oirect Loan progran by strengthening institutional due diligence moire-
iheritt and by intensifying collection activities. These efforts will
;resul in more funds becoming available for new loans.

,E4. Supporting Studies_and Analysis .Cited in. Section C Above:

-PrOgrani files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
"Eihicition41981.

2. tie Cooperative' Inititutional Research Program (CIRP), University of
at Los Angeles, California, 1983.

3. "A Report on the Funds Distribution Formula Under the Campus -Based
Programs". U.S. Department of Education. March 15, 1983.

F. Other Supporting Data:

Table I and 2 provide the distribution of Direct Loan Freshmen by family
income and cost of education as well as the average loan amount and the
percentage of total cost' met by these loans. Table 3 provides the
distribution by income, race and sex. Data for the 1983-84 academic
Year will be available in the Spring' of 1984. The data indicates that
woollen as a 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.

III.' -RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

Studies in progress are as follows:

1. The CIRP survey referred to in £.1 above provides annual data on
distribution of aid from Federal student aid programs for first-time
full-time freshmen by race and by sex.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Robert Coates, (202) 245-2320

Program studies: Dan morrissey, (202) 245-7884
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WORK STUDY PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.033)

Highlights:

o Although Work Study (145) funds are distributed to students on the
basis of financial need, funds are distributed to states on the basis
of the number of students in states.

o Although the average WS award/ for first time full time students
(FTFT) increased from $686 to $725, it met a smaller percentage of
total cost in 1982-83 than in 1980-81. (II. C)

o The percentage of FTFT students participating declined from 15.0 in
1980-81 to 12.8 in 1982-83. (II. C)

o Total program funding increased in FY 1983-84 to $590 million from
$528 million in 1982-83. (I)

I. 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, 96-374,
and 97-12.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization apspriation

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 550,000,000 590,000,000

Pupt:: To stimulate
ittihding postsecondary
meet the cost of their
used to subsidize up to
the remainder provided
itself.

and promote part-time employment for students
institutions who need the earnings to help

education. Federal grants to institutions are
80 percent of a student's part-time wages with
by the employer, which may be the institution

Authorization for Work Study programs also provides for Job Location
and Development Centers which assist students in locating potential

part-time employment. Up to 10 percent of the Work Study grant up to
a maximum of 525,000 may be used to support these centers.

,The institution is also entitled to an administrative cost allowance for
expenoitures which equals five i5) percent of the first $2,750,000, plus
four (A) percent for expenditures greater than $2,750,000 but less

than 55,5170,000, plus tnree (3) percent for expenditures in excess of
55,500,000.
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Relationship to Other Student Aid Programs

The' Work Study program is the work component of the financial aid system
-Consisting of grants, work, and loans. It provides the student with an
alternative to using loans for meeting educational costs. In some
instances, when used with loans, it can provide isufficient funds to
attend a higher cost. college. The majority of Work Study awards to
individuals are used for on-campus employment and the remainder for
"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 WS appropriation is
reserved for Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the Trust
Territbry of the Pacific Islands. An unspecified amount_is also reserved
for students froni the last two of these areas who attend institutions
outside of those areas. Ninety percent of the remaining funds are allottted
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 three stages:

1. A "Conditional Guarantee",
2. A "State Increases based on its "fair share" of the State

apportionment (noted above), and
3. A "National Increased based on its "fair share" of the national

appropriation.

The WS Conditional Guarantee computed as follows:

A. An institution that participated in the WS progrmn in the base year
receives a Conditional Guarantee equal to its 1979-80 expenditure
(unless it has suffered a substantial enrollment decline).

B. 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 student WS base year expenditure

at comparable eligible institutions, multiplied by the applicant
schoolls base year enrollment.

C. An institution applying for the second time to the CIS program
receives a Conditional Guarantee equal to the greater of:

1. The funds determined by Section 8.1 above; or
2. The funds aetermined by Section 3.2 wove; or
3. 90 percent of its current year allocation.
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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 a "State
Increase" occurs). If 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
"National Increase."

The State apportionment formula is based equally on three factors:

1) 7he 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

families tirith incomes .of Tin 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
s

or professional
students enrolled or 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 a refund on a Title IV grantr 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 applies.

Applicant Requirements:

Recipients: Participating institutions submit a single Fiscal Operations
Report and Application Form for the Work Study, Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant and National Direct Student Loan Prpgrams. Newly
participating institutions submit only the application form.

Beneficiaries: Eligible students apply for assistance to the insti-
tution's student financial aid office.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance:

Recipients: Funds are awarded for use oy participating institutions for
one award year at a time.

Beneficiaries: Nork Study awards are not iutomaticaily renewed but are
made annually as part of a financial aid package to :hose Jemonstrating
financial need.
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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.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a) 1

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department of Education emphasized the following
goals and objectives with respect to the Work Study program:

o To encourage use of Work Study funds to suppdrt tutoring for adult
literacy and employment at eligible day-care centers.

,o To promote greater use of Job Location and Development Centers which
,provide support to institutional administrators in locating and develop-
ding part-time off-campus employment for students.

B. Pre ress ancLIkwents

o Approximately 40d 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: During 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 ($246 million); public two-year schools were allocated
16 percent ($94 "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 al, 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 institutionally administered work programs which is

consistent with data collected from first time full time students on WS
participation. (E.1)

The study estimates that Work-Study earnings financed about 19 percent
of all costs in public institutions but only 10 percent in privately
controlled schools even though private colleges received a proportionately

higher total amount than public institutions. Dollar awards, which
averaged between $720 for freshmen to S830 for juniors and seniors, were
generally higher in private institutions but by less than $100 in most
cases. (E.3)

In 'addition, approximately 400 institutions had established Job Location

and Development Centers ay the beginning of the 1982-83 school year

according to program information. (E.1)
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C. Costs, Benefits'and Effectiveness (Continued)

Student Participation: Average Work Study awards) 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
offaitty decreases for selected recipient groups, measured by family
inceid.and cost of education. In 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
categories ($0 -$3000 and $3001-$4000). Only at the most expensive insti-
tutions ($6001+) were there consistent wicreases in average awards during
the period. However, that increase averaged only 3% annually 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 1982. Decreases in participation were characteristic
of the-enttre institutional-cost range although the decline in the highest
cost Colleges was small. Some increases in participation rates occurred
fnthe:$20,000-$40,000 family income groups attending the least expensive
institUttonS. Increased WS participation, however, was observed for
thiS same income group attending the highest cost category of institutions.

1nformatlion on graduate and professional student participants is limited.
However, in FY lgiti 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 family income (E.3).

Typei of Benefits Provided: The program pays up to 80 percent of the
earningsof students in eligible jobs to institutions or participating
public or private nonprofit organizations, thus assuring students of
work opportunities. Proprietary institutions receive WS funds only for
students employed in 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.
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Table 1

Participation of First Time Full Time
Dependent Students in Work-Study Grant Program,

Fall 1980

COST OF
EDUCATION

($)

LESS
THAN
$9999

Family Income

$10000 $20000
THRU THRU
$19999 $29999

$30000
THRU

$39999

$40000
OR

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

0001-4000 AVG $ 626. 642. 628. 639. 744.

S AID 22.24 20.03 12.74 6.54 2.43
RATIO 18.36 18.71 18.25' 18.59 21.47

4001-5000 AVG.$ 663. 670. 699. 709. 598.

% AID ' 28.78 22;62 15.02 8.76 3.27

RATID 14.52 14.62 15.28 15.53 13.08

5001-6000 AVG $ 682. 719. 737. 735. 745.

% A10 18.24 20.41 17.72 11.60 4.81

RATIO 12.93 13,6b 13.87 13,80 1341

6000 +. AVG $ 814. 812. 801. 787. 756.

% AID 41.35 38.86 12.24 19.74 5.90

RATIO 11.55 11.35 11.02 10.52 9.78

TOTAL AVG $ 662. 683. 697. 703. 720.

% AID 23.64 21.54 15.38 9.08 3.63
RATIO 17.03 16.65 16.81 16.48 15.37

506 -6

TOTAL

610.

12.18

22.76

638.

12.63
18.55

677.
15.76

14.80

721.

15.96
13.59

801.

24.22

10.82

686.

14.96

16.28

Data base = First-time Freshman Dependent Student
AVG S = Average Dollars Per Recipient
% AID = 0 of Recipients/Total Students
RATIO = (AVG $ Per Recipient/AVG COST) 100

Source: Secondary Data Analysis of Cooperative Institutional Research

Program Fall 1982, OPSE/PES/SIAD
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Table 2

Participation of First Time Full Time
Dependent Students in Work-Study Grant Program,

Fall 1982

COST OF

EDUCATION

($)

LESS
THAN
$9999

$10000
THRU
$19999

Family Income

$20000 $30000
THRU THRU

$29999 $39999

$40000
OR
MORE TOTAL

0-3000 AVG $ 570. 615. 579. 634. 568. 594.

% AIO 18.47 14.72 10.21 ,6.87 2.58 10.46
RATIO 20.30 21.76 20.37 22.24 20.02 20.98

30g1-4000 AVG $ 565. 592. 602. 607. 717. 599.
% AIO 14.52 11.35 7.56 5.21 2.50 7.71

RATIO 15.84 16.54 16:81 16.87 19.88 16.69

4001-5000 AVG $ 671. 580. 680. 653. 764. 649.
I % AID 21.05 17.91 112.26 7.16 3.10 1 10.68

RATIO 15.17 13.17 15.41 14.78 17.24 14.68

5001-6000 AVG $ 682. 719. 724. 696. 658. 706.

% AID 24.37 18.56 12.78 7.77 3.51 11.65

RATIO 12.88 13.62 13.76 13.19 12.40 13.37

6001 + AVG $ 831. 854. 844. elett. 842. 849.

% AIO 38.02 38.78 34.14 25.31 8.19 23.54
RATIO 10.61 10.63 10.35 10.25 -9.27 9.96

TOTAL AVG $ 685. 702. 738. 753. 782. 725.

% AID 21,93 19.31 14.69 10.23 4.61 12.76
RATIO 14.62 14.57 15.04 14.82 13.48 14.13

Data base a First-time Freshman Dependent Student
AVG $ x Average Dollars Per Recipient
% AID 8 i of Recipients/Total Students
RATIO ' (AVG $ Per Recipient/AVG Cost) 100

Source: Secondary Data Analysis of Cooperative Institutional Research
Program Fall 1982, OPBE/PES/SIAD
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C. COiti Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

ProgramIffectiveness:

There is a critical question about whether WS funds have been distributed
in a manner that is consistent with the ligislative 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,
distribdtions at all, three levels must be considered in assessing a response
to this question.

State Distributions

While the statutory distribution formula is complex, a comparison of the
total WS distributions with the total number of full-time students in each
WM; indicated almost a perfect correlation (.994). However, when the
average work-study distribution per full-time student was compared with a
measdreof student need (the mean Pell Grant eligibility index for the
State), there was a low correlation (.10). Thus, State allocations are
apparently 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 revfbw of the distribution formula
outlined above under the Recipient Eligibility section suggests that insti-
tutional appropriations 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
likely to be representative of actual need.

Student Distributions I/

Despite the fact that allotments to states are not correlated with financial
need, distributions from institutions to 'students suggest that the intent
of the legislation is being closely foliowed. The first measure is 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
institutions. In addition, the average award levels remained about the
same across income categories and generally increased as costs increased.
Thus, as defined, cost equity was achieved.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Conti:.ued)

With regard to income 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
fon all of college groups. In addition, the participation rates increase
within an income group as the cost of education increases. Thus income
equity as defined has also been achieved. Similar patterns can be observed
for Fall 1982 for both cost equity and income, suggesting institutional
equity is 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 1980-81 to 1982-83 overall and in most cost/income
categories. Mean dollar amounts increased, reflecting thi 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 total appropriation_fer the two periods fell from
$550 million (1979) to $528 million (1962A/. Tie' FY 1983 appropriation
of $590 million'should reverse this trend.

OT Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The Work Study Program is considered an essential component of the Admini-
stration's package of student financial aid. To this end, an increase in
funding has been proposetto assure that students would. have adequate work
opportunities to provide for their self help (work/loan) commitment in
meeting educational costs.

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

1. Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Educatiri, U.S.
Education, Washington, D.C.

2. The Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP),
California at Los Angeles, California, 1983.

Department of

University of

3. The American Council on Education, "Student 'Financial Aid for Pull
Time Undergraduates", HEP Survey 060, We hington, D.C. 1983

4. U.S. Department of Education, A Review of the Distribution Formula
for the College Based Programs, Unpublished study, 1983.

F. Other Supporting Data:

Table 3 provides a summary of the distribution of Work-Study recipients by
family income, sex, and race by average amount 41:Work-Study awards and the

4 percentage of total students obtaining these awards. 0verall, women have
an 13 percent higher participation rate than men And blacks have a nearly
22 percent higner participation rate tnan /mitts. These variations differ,
of course, by income categories.
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Table 3

Particrpation_ip the WS Program
8y Sex for Fiist Time, Full Time
Dependent Students, Fall 1982

$1-
5,999

$ 6,000
14,999

$15,000
24,999

$25,000
39,000

I $40,000

AND
UP

I All

Male

% Participating 22.1 19.8 15.1 i 10.3 4.7 11.6
Average Per Recipient $ 705. 725 $ 748 $ 771 $814 $ 754

Female

% Participating 22.5 21.7 18.1 12.4 4.5 13.7
Average Per Recipient $ 668 682 $ 714 $ 724 $735 $ 707

Black

% Participating 22.3 15.8 16.5 20.1 4.0 15.2
Average Per Recipient $ 770 629 S 811 S 729 $700 $ 726

WO
Participating 22.2 20.4 15.9 11.1 4.5 12.5

Average Per Recipient $ 679 $ 690 $ 728 $ 734 $768 $ 720

All Students

% Participating 22.3 20.9 16.6 11.3 4.6 12.7
Average Per Recipient $ 684 $ 700 $ 730 $ 748 $778 $ 729

Source: Secondary Data Analysis of Cooperative Institutional Research Program -
Fall 1982, OPBE/PES/SIAD
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III. RESPONSE TD GEPA 417(b):

Studies in progress are:

1. The CIRP survey referred to in E.1 above provides annual data on
distribution of aid from Federal student aidiprograms for first-
time full-time freshmen. Data 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: Dan Morrissey, (202) 245-7884

Notes 1

1. Work Study awards to students include both the Federal and the insti-
tutional portidh. Mean awards may not be calculated by dividing the
total federal appropriation by the number of participating students
due-to reduCtions in the total because of administrative cost allowances
and transfer of funds.

2. The Work Study appropriation in FY 1983 consisted of a $540 million
appropriation and a supplemental amount of $50 million authorized by
Public Law 98-8 (sometimes known as the "Emergency Jobs Bill"). Sins
Public Law 98-8 represented an authorization external to the WS Program,
no change in the WS authorization level was required.

3. Ten percent of the institution's Federal allocation may also be used to
develop *Community Service Learning" programs which provide public

service work study Jobs related to the student's) academic program.
However, these programs have rarely been implemented.

4. WS earnings make up about one-fifth of all student earnings. It

will not be possible to separate out the particular effect of this
program on college going or college selection. Attention to this issue
is included in the overview of Federal Postsecondary Education programs
section.

S. The WSP program is forwd-funded. Funds appropriated for a fiscal

year are used in the next academic year For example, FY 1982 appro-
priations were used during the academic year 1982-83.

F
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UPWARO BOUND
(CFOA No. 84.047)

o The Administration proposed reducing funding for The Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Students.

I. PROGRAM PRQFILE

Le islation: Sections 417A and 417C, Title IV of the Higher Education Act
as amen e ; 20 U.S.C. 1070d, 1070d-la.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization 1./ Appropriation

1979 5200,000,000 S140,000,000
1980 200, 00.000. 147,500,000
1981 200,000,000 156,500,000
1982 165,000,000 150,240,000
1983 170.000.000 154,740.000,

Purpose: To generate skills and motivation necessary for success in educa-
tion high school among low-income youths and potential first-genera-
tion.college students. The goal of the program is.to increase the academic
performance and motivational levels of eligible enrollees so that t.. y may
complete secondary school and successfully pursue postsecondary education
programs.

Eligibility: Institutions of higher education, public and private agencies
and organizations, and, in exceptional cases, secondary schtols.

Low - income individuals and potential first-generation college students
who need academic support in order to successfully orsue a program of
postsecondary education. Two-thirds of the participants must be low-income
individuals or potential first-generation college students. Required low.
income criteria are stated in application materials. Except for veterans,
who can be served regardless of agb, project participants must be between
13 and 19 years old and have completed the eighth grade but have not
entered the twelfth grade (exceptions allowed).

Applicant Requirements: The standard application forms furnished by the
Zipartment of Education and required by OMB Circular No. A -102 must be used
for this program. Proposals are to be developed in accordance with regula-
tions, application and timetables issued by the Secretary of Education;
no State plan is required. Requests for program applications should be
made to the Division of Student Services, Office of Postsecondary Education,
Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., 4ashington, n.C.

202n2. ;his program is subject to the Educator lepartment neneral

Administrative Regulations (SCAR).
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Applicant Requirements: (Continued)

Federal staff and selected field readers evaluate new proposals on the
basis of the selection criteria specified in 34 CFR 645.31 and 34 CFR
645.32.

Ouration and Phasing of Assistance: This program has no statutory formula
Vila:Thing requirements. Three-year continuation awards are made to
successful applicants.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Financial and performance reports must
be Submitted on an annual basis in accordance with the Education Departmer'
General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR).

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

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

o To proide technical assistance to prospective applicants for new
Upward Bound grant awards by conducting application preparation work-
shops and developing and disseminating an application development guide.

o To implement procedures and standards for evaluating the prior
experience of previously funded Upward Sound applicants.

o To issue approximately 440 new Upward Sound grant awards in the third
quarter of fiscal year 1983.

o To respond to GAO's recommendations on assessing Upward Sound pro.
jects' success in meeting two important program goals: (1) increasing
participants' academic skills; and (2) enabling participants to be
successful in postsecondary education.

o To establish and administer grant monitoring procedures using a variety
of cost-effective techniques (i.e., site visits, telephone monitoring,
annual performance reports, audit reports, and individual project eval-
uation plans). These grant monitoring procedures would allow the
Department to assess c"anges in project performance over time in order
to consider requests for grants, as well as assess overall program

accomplishments.

o To review existing Upward Bound regulations and policies to determine
if changes should be recommended and implemented.

o 7o implement tne Secretarial Idols for 1983.
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Ili -Progress and Accomplishments

o in response to GAO's recommendations on the Upward Bound Program, Er)

isdonsidering amending the prior experience regulations for the Upward
110und Program in order to place more emphasis on the academic skills
-growthsand OostseCondary success of Upward Bound students when awarding
new grants.

o In order to implement the Secretarial Goals for 1963, the Application
NOtice for the Upward Bound Program contained a section entitled
'"Suggestions for Fiscal Year 1983 Applicants for Upward Bdund Funds."
ThiS section detailed six characteristics of successful program practices
related to the Secretarial Goals.

.0 Application preparation workshops were conducted in five cities nation-
illy for applicants for new Upward Bound grants. An application develop.
ffient guide.Was.prepared. and - disseminated to all prospective applicants.

o Procedures and standards for assessing prior experience of previously
funded Upward Bound applicants were developed, and prior experience
*lints were assigned to 432 eligible applicants.

-o:513--grant applications were received and processed. 423 applicants
weii issued pint award; for program year 1983-84.

o. In response to GAO's recommendations, steps were taken to ensure that
every Upward Bound application funded in FY 1983 contained objectives
for measuring the academic skills growth of Upward Sound participants
and for following up on Upward Bound graduates to determine their post,
secondary success. For those applications without clear measurable
objectives in the above areas, specific objectives were negotiated into
the project work plan prior to funding.

Given the shortage of resources available to monitor over 400 grants,
a variety of cost-effective grant monitoring procedures were implemented.
These included extensive telephone monitoring, reviews of annual per.
formance reports and other data, and on.site cross ..program monitoring.

L. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Types of Benefits: grants are provided to participating institutions to
provide educational services to disadvantaged youth.

Student benefits typically begin with a six to eight week residency and
study on a college or secondary school campus. During the academic year
the student may attend Saturday classes or tutorial/counseling sessions or
participate in cultural enrichment activities. nuring the junior and

senior years the student explores postsecondary option:.

Program Scooe: In FY 1983, 423 awards were made, at an average grant of
$161,441. Thirty-two thousand participants were served at an average
Federal cost of $2,134 per participant. Only nee awards were .wade in

FY 1983. Total program awards were $68,289,683.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Program Effectiveness: A 1979 evaluation of Upward Bound (E.2) provided
the most comprehensive and scientifically accurate statistics about the
program. These statistics were based on a national sample of more than
3,400 Upward Bound students in the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grades and
a comparison group of about 2,000 similar students who did not participate
in the program.

The following evaluation findings document the impact of the Upward Bound
Programs

o Participation in Upward Bound (UB) brought those students to the 96
percent rate of high school completion, which is the national rate of
completion.

o Upward Bound had a large positive influence on postsecondary entrance.
About 91 percent of the typical UB participants entered some type of post-
secondary education while about 70 percent of comparablt nonparticipants
entered.

o Upward Bound influences the types of institutions entered and the types
Of individuals who enter. Of the students, that entered postsecondary
education, about 73 percent of typical UB participants attended a four-
year college or university. The comparable rate for nonparticipants
was 50 percent. Indeed, 22 percent of the nonparticipants attended a
vocational or technical school in comparison to 9 percent of typical UB
participants.

o Overall, UB had a large positive effect on student persistence. Over
all types of schools, typical UB participants maintain their enrollment
for one or more terns than do comparable nonparticipants. Controlling
for the type of school attended, UB participants persist slightly longer
(i.e. one-fifth of a term) than comparable nonparticipants.

o Over all tyres of schools, typical UB participants earned more credits
than comparable nonparticipants.

o The grades earned at postsecondary institutions by UB participants were
roughly the same, or slightly lower, than those earned by comparable
nonparticipants. At four -year colleges and universities, average UB
participants and comparable nonparticipants earned grade point averages
of about 2.0 (equivalent to a letter grade of C).
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

A management-oriented evaluation (E.3) of the Special Programs for Disad-
vantaged Students has recently been completed. A major purpose of this
study was to interview policymakers, legislators, and program participants
to determine their perceptions of the programs' goals and, if possible, to
achieve consensus on the program objectives. There was general agreement
about the following objectives for the programs:

o Project participants' motivation to complete secondary education will
be enhanced and graduation rates will be increased.

o application rates to,,POstsecondary institutions by program participants
iw 1 be increased.

o Project participants' knowledge of realistic postsecondary educational
nities and financial aid availability will be increased.

o The number of accurate apelications from students for financial assist-
ance and the amount of financial aid received by a project will be
increased.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

The Administration 'proposes to reduce funding for the Special Programs for
the Disadvantaged and 'emphasize aid to the most disadvantaged persons.

E. kipporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C:

1. Program files,
Education, 1983

2. Evaluation Stud
Research Triang
1979

Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of

of tne Upiard Sound Program: A Second Follow-up
e Institute, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina,

3. Evaluability Assessment of the S ecial Pro rams for Disadvanta ed
Students, American Institutes for Research, Palo to, CA, anuary
1982.

F. Other Suoporting Data:

The latest data available indicate that 47 percent of the Upward Bound
students were male and 53 percent female; 55 percent were black, about 14
percent of Hispanic origin, 24 percent white, and the rest Asian, Pacific
Islander, or Native American.
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No further studies of this program are being conducted or planned.

Contacts for Further' nformation

Program Operations: James 0. Ormiston, (202) 426-8960

Program Studies: Robert N. earls (202) 245-7884

Notes

Represents budget authority and appropriation for all Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Students. Funds are not appropriated separately
for the five programs.
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TALENT SEARCH
(CFDA No. 84.044)

Highlights:

o The Administration proposes funding these activities at a reduced level.
(II-D)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Sections 417A and 4178, Title IV of the'Higher Education Act,
as amended; 20 U.S.C. 1070d, 1070d-1.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorizationl/ AppropriationX/

1979 $200,000,000 $140,0001000
1980 200,000,000 147,500,000
1981 200,000,000 156,500,000

1982 165,000,000 150,240,000
1983 170,000,000 154,740,000

Purpose: To identify qualified youths with potential for postsecondary
education; to encourage them in continuing in and graduating from secondary
school and in enrolling in programs of postsecondary education; to publicize
the availability of student financial aid; and to increase the number of
secondary and postsecondary school dropouts who reenter an educational

program.

Eligibility.: Institutions of higher education, public and private agencies
and organizations and, in exceptional cases, secondary schools.

Individuals residing in the target area or attending a target school who
have potential for education at the postsecondary level and who need one
or more of the services provided by the project. Two-thirds must be low.
income individuals who are also potential first-generation college students.
Project participants must be between 12 and 27 years old (exceptions

allowed). Required low-income criteria for participants are stated in

application materials.
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Applicant Requirements: The standard application forms as furnished by the

Department of Education and required by 01E1 Circular No. A-102 must be used
for this program. Proposals must be developed in accordance with regula.
Lions, applications, and timetables issued by the Secretary of Education;
no State plan is required. Requests for program applications should be
male to the Division of Student Services, Office of Postsecondary Education,
Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington, O.C.

202D2. This program is subject to the provisions of the Education Depart-
ment General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR).

, Federal staff and selected field readers evaluate new proposals on the
basis of the selection criteria specified in 34 CFR 643.31 and 34 CFR
643.32.

Duration and Phasin of Assistance: This program has no statutory formula
or mazcning requ rements. nree year continuation awards are made to
successful applicants.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Financial and performance reports must
be submitted on an annual basis in accordance with the Education Depart-
ment General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR).

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with respect to

this program were:

0

0

0

0

To issue noncompeting continuation grant awards to 167 Talent Search
projects during the third quarter of fiscal year IOU.

To establish and administer grant monitoring procedures using a variety
of cost effective techniques (i.e., site visits, telephone monitoring,
annual performance reports, audit reports, and individual project eval-
uation plans). These grant monitoring procedures will allow ED to

assess both individual project performance over time in order to consider
requests for grant renewals, as well as to assess overall program
accomplishments.

To develop and have approved a new performance reporting
Talent Search Program.

To review existing Talent Search regulations and policies
if changes shoula be recommended and implemented.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

o The Talent Search Program regulations were developed under the re-
gulation reform policies and procedures and were published in final
form in 1982. A file of suggestions for further deregulation and of
policy questions is maintained.

o 167 noncompeting continuation awards were issued (160 in the third
quarter and 7 in the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1983).

o Given the shortage of resources available to monitor these grants, a

variety of cost-effective grant monitoring procedures were implemented.
These included extensive telephone monitoring, reviews of annual per-
formance reports and other data, and on-site cross program monitoring.

o A new annual pert., ''.ante report form for the Talent Search Program
was developed and approved for use in reporting project performance
for the 1982-83 project year.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectivess

Program Scope: In FY 1983, 167 continuation awards were made for an

average award of $102,108. Services were provided to an estimated 197,000
participants at an average cost per participant of $87. Total program
awards were $17,057,989.

Program Effectiveness: An impact evaluation of this program has not been
conducted. Program data for FY 1981 show that 65,239 clients were placed'
in postsecondary education with an additional 40,187 accepted but not yet
enrolled. About 14,301 actual or potential dropouts were persuaded to
return to school or college. (E.I)

A management.oriented evaluation of the Special Programs for Disadvantaged
Students has recently been completed. The study was commissioned by the
Department of Education and conducted by the American Institutes for Re-
search (AIR). A major purpose of the study was to interview policymakers,
legislators, and program participants to ascertain their perception of the
program's goals and, if possible, to build a consensus so that agreed upon
objectives for the program were established.

There was general consensus about the following program objectivei:

o Project participants' motivation to complete secondary education will
be enhanced and graduation rates will be increased.

o Application rates to postsecondary institutions by program participants
will oe increased.

o Project participants' knowledge of realistic postsecondary educational
opportunities and financial aid availability will be increased.

o The number of accurate applications from stIdents for financial assis-
tance and the 'amount of financial aid received by projects will oe

increased. ;E.?
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0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The Administration proposes to reduce funding for the Special Programs for
the Disadvantaged and emphasize aid to the most disadvantaged persons.

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C

1. Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education, 1983

2. Evaluabilit Assessment of the Special Pro.rams.for Disadvantaged
u.en s, ertcan nst tutes tor 'esearcn, 'alo 0, a irornia,

January 9B2

F. Other Supporting Data

In FY 1981, the latest year for which data are available, 153 projects
provided services to about 200,000 clients. Of these, about 41 percent
were black, 32 percent white, 20 percent Hispanic, and 7 percent other
ethnic groups. About 56 percent were women, and 44 percent, men.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies of this program are being conducted or planned.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: James D. Ormiston, (202) 426-8960

Program studies: Robert H. Berls, (202) 245-7884

Notes:

1. Represents budget authority and appropriation for all Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Students: Special Services, Upward Bound, Talent
Search, Educational Opportunity Centers, Service Learning Centers (up
to FY 1982), and the Training Program. Funds are not appropriated
separately for these programs.
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EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY CENTERS
(CFDA No. 84.066)

Highlights:

o The Administratfin proposed terminating these activities.

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation: Section 417A and 417E, Title IV of the Higher Education Act,
as amen e , 20 U.S.C. 1070d, 1070d-lc.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorizationi/ Appropriationi/

1979 5200,000,000 . $140,000,000
1980 200,000,000 147,600,000
1981 200,000,000 156,500,000

1982 165,000,000 150,240,000

1983 170,000,000 154,740,000

Pur ose: To provide- information on financial and academic assistance
available e for qualifed adults desiring to pursue a program of postsecondary
education and to assist them in applying for admission to institutions of
postsecondary. education.

Eligibility: Institutions of higher education, public and private agencies
and organizations and in exceptional cases, secondary schools.

Adults residing in the target area who need one or more of the services
pr6ided by the project in order to pursue a program of postsecondary
education and who desire to pursue or who are pursuing a program of post-
secondary education. Two-thirds of the participants must be low- income
individuals who are also first - generation, or potential firsteneration,
college students. Project participants must be at least nineteen years
old (exceptions allowed). Required low-income criteria for participants
are stated in application materials.

Applicant Requirements: The standard application forms as furnished by
the Department of -Education and required Iv OMB Circular No. A-102 must
be used for this program. Proposals are to be developed in accordance
with regulations, applications and timetables issued by the Secretary of
Education; no State plan is required. Requests for program applications
shodld be made to the Division of Student Services, Office of Postsecondary
Education, Department of Education, On Maryland Avenue, S.W. , Washington,
O.C. 20202. This program is subject to the Education Department General
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR).

Federal staff and selected field readers evaluate new proposals based on
the selection criteria established in program regulations. Grantees are
selected on the basis of satisfactory proposals and availability of funds.
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Duration and Phasing of Assistance: The Department of Education awards
Educational Opportunity Center Program grants on a cost - sharing basis
paying up to 75 percent of the cost of estaolishing and operating a center,
to approved postsecondary institutions, and public and private agencies
and organizations. Awards are forward - funded and are made competitively.
Grants are three year continuation awards.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Financial and performance reports are

required on an annual basis in accordance with the Education Department
GenE:ra1 Administrative Regulations.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 411(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

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

o To issue noncompeting continuation grant awards to
during the third quarter of fiscal year 1983.

o To establish and administer grant monitoring procedures using a variety
of cost-effective techniques (i.e., site-visits, telephone monitoring,
annual performance reports, audit reports, and individual project eval-
uation plans). These grant monitoring procedures will allow ED. to
assess both individual project performance over time in order to con-
sider requests for grant renewals pad overall program accomplishments.

o To review existing EOC regulations and policies to determine if

changes should be recommended and implemented.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o The EOC Program regulations were developed under the regulation reform
policies and procedures and were published in final in 1982. In

addition, the Department reviewed the EOC regulations and clarified
ED policy concerning EOC services to stidents enrolled in programs
of postsecondary education.

with respect to

33 EOC projects

o 33 noncompeti continuation awards were issued (32 in the third
quarter and 1 In the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1983).

o Given the shortage of resources available to monitor these grants,
a variety of cost-effective grant monitoring procedures were
implemented. These included extensive telephone monitoring, reviews

of annual performance reports and other data, and on -site cross-
program monitoring.

o A new annual ;erformance report fors for the EX 9rogram was developed
and approved for use in reporting project performance for the ;q$2-13
project year.
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Program Scope: In fiscal year 1983, 33 continuation awards were made
for an average award of $236,311. Services were provided to an estimated
105,600 participants at an average cost per participant of 575. Total

program awards were $7,798,260.

T_pes of Benefits Provided: The Centers operate a recruiting effort to
identify persons who need the program's iervices, to counsel them about
opportunities for furthering their education, and to help them apply for
admission and financial aid. The Centers also provide remedial and tutorial
services to students enrolled or accepted for enrollment in postsecondary
schools.lf-

Program Effectiveness: An impact evaluation of this program has not been
conducted. However, program data for FY 1980 show that 33,021 participants
were placed in postsecondary schools or other types of training programs,
while another 8,078 participants were accepted by a postsecondary insti-
tution but had not begun their studies.

A management oriented study of the Special Programs for Disadvantaged
Students (E0Cs, UB, TS, SSOS) has recently been completed by the American
Institutes for Research (AIR) under contract to the Department of Education.
The major purpose of the study was to ascertain' the perceptions of the
program's goals by program managers and policymakers, legislators, and

participants, and, if possible, to build consensus among those interviewed
so that agreed-upon program objectives were established.

There was a general consensus by the above groups on the program's
objectives. These include:

o To increase project participants' motivation to complf4te secondary

education and enhance graduation rates.

o To increase application rates to postsecondary institutions by partici-
pants.

o To increase project participants' knowledge of realistic postsecondary
educational opportunities and financial aid availability.

o To increase the number of accurate applications from students for

financial assistance, and to increase the amounts of financial aid
received by the project.

o To enhance participants' motivation to complete studies in a postsecond-
ary institution. (E.2)
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0. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The Administration proposed to eliminate funding for this activity.

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

1. Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education, 1983.

2. Evaluability Assessment of the Special Programs for Disadvantaged
Students, American Institutes for Research, Palo Alto, Ca.ifornia,
MMI71982.

F. Other Supporting Oata

In FY 1981, the last year data is available, 32 funded projects provided
various forms of counseling and assistance to 127,198 participants.

1. Total participants by ethnicity.

American Indian
Asian/Pacific,Islands
Black
Hispanic
White

II. Total participants by

Men
Women
TOTAL

3,621 03%
.4,645 04

-50,780 40
19,734 15

AMU 38

127,198 176

sex (FY 1980).

_,,;1,14
41.2%
58.8

1c00* lIPTX

III. RESPONSE TO EPA 417(b):

No studies related to this program are being conducted or planned.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: James D. Ormiston (202) 426-8960

Program studies: Robert H. 8erls (202) 245-7884
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Notes

I. Represents budget authority and appropriation for all Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Students: Special Services, VOward Round, Talent
Search, Educational Opportunity Centers, Service Learning Centers (up
to FY 1982), and the Training Program. Funds are not appropriated
separately for these programs.

2. Public Law 96.374 focused the Educational Opportunity Program on

adults (at least nineteen years of age). Not less than two-thirds
of the individuals participating in a project must be low-income
and potentially first generation college students. The description
presented reflects the program in academic year 1980-81.
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SPECIAL SERVICES FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS
(CFDA No. 84.042)

o The Administration proposed reduced funding for these activities empha-
sizing aid to the wAt disadvantaged minority students. (II-D)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation,: Section 417A 4:nd 417D, Title IV of Higher Education Act,
as emended, 20 U.S.C. 1070d, 1070d-lb.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year AuthorizatiOhl/ Appropriation

1979 $200,000,000 $140,000,000
19E0 200,000,000 147,500,000
1981 200,000,000 156,500,000
1982 165,000,000. 150,240,000
1983 170,000,000 154,740,000

Purpose: To idqntify qualified low - income, first generation college stu-
dents or physically handicapped students who are enrolled or accepted for
enrollment by institutions that are recipients of grants, and to provide
supportive services for these .students who are pursuing programs of post-
secondary education.

klituMa: Funds go to institutions of higher education to provide
services to low-income, first-generation college students or physically
handicapped students in need of academic support to successfully pursue a
program of postsecondary education. At least two-thirds of the project
participants must be physically handicapped or must be low-income individ-
uals who are first-generation college students. The remaining participants
must be either physically handicapped, low-income individuals, or first-
generation college students. Required low - income criteria for partici-
pants are stated in application materials.

i
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Award Criteria: Federal staff and selected field readers evaluate new
pWithe basis of the selection criteria; plan of operation;
quali4 of key personnel; budget and cost effectiveness; evaluation plan;
adequacy of resources; need for a special services project; likelihood
of success; institutional commitment.

Duration and Phasin of Assistance: This program has no statutory formula
or mate ing requ rements. hree-year continuation awards are made to
successful applicants.

Obligation and Grant Recipients: Financial and performance reports must
be submitted on an annual basis in accordance with Education Department
General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR).

11. RESPDNSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

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

o To issue noncompeting continuation grant awards to 640 Special Services
projects during the first quarter of fiscal year 1983.

o To establish and administer a variety of cost-effective grant monitoring
procedures (e.g., site-visits, telephone monitoring, annual perfomance
reports, audit reports, and individual evaluation plans) which will

allow ED to assess both individual project performance over time in
order to consider requests for grant renewals, and overall program
accomplishments.

o To develop and approve a new performance reporting form for the Special
Services Program.

o To review existing Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Program
regulations and policies to determine if changes should be recommended
and implemented.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o 639 noncompeting continuation grant awards were issued during the
first quarter of fiscal year 1983.

o Given the shortage of resources available to monitor over 600 grants,
a variety of cost-effective grant moaitoring procedures were implemented.
These included extensive telephone monitoring, reviews of annual per-

formance reports and other date, and on-site cross-program monitoring.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments: (continued)

o A new annual performance report form for the Special Services Program
was developed and approved for use in reporting project performance
for the 1982-83 project year. This form was developed in accordance
with GAO recommendations on the data needed to assess the success of
Special Services projects in meeting the program goals.

o The Special Services Program regulations were developed under the re-
gulation reform policies and procedures and were published in final in
1982. In addition, the Department reviewed the Special Services re-
gulations concerning services to "physically handicapped" and determined
that diagnosed learning disabled students may be served under the
definition of physically lsabled contained in the Special Services
regulations.

C. Costs, Benefits, and effectiveness

T pes of Benefits: Special Services is a c scretionary grant program that
maces awe s to institutions of higher education to provide remedial
or bilingual educational teaching, guidance, and/or tcounseling services
for students with an educationally, culturally, or economically deprived
background, or with a physical handicap or limited English-speaking ability.
The program is forward-funded and no matching funds are required by the
grantee institutions.

Pro ram Scope: in FY 1983, 639 awards were made (continuation grants only)
or an average award of $94,764. Projects served 150,000 participants
at an average Federal cost per participant of $404. Total program awards
were $60,554,119.

Program Effectiveness: The Systems Development Corporation has conducted an
impact evaluation of the Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Pro-
gram. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the impact of the federally
funded Special Services for Oisadvantaged Studerts (SSOS) program as it
existed during the 1979-80 academic year in postseconeary educational
institutions across the country. The base-year report summarizes the SSOS
program's short-term impact on freshman students who received special
services from the program in that year. A follow -up survey, conducted
in academic year 1982-83, attempted to determine longer -term program impact
on the same sample of students, many of whom were then in their senior
year in their colleges and universities. Findings from the base-year
report are summarized below (E.1):

o Students who received the full range of SSOS services were 2.26 times
more likely to complete the freshman year than similar students who
did not receive such services.

o SSPS s:unents at:emoted and completed lore course units than ii4

similar students 4no did not participate in these services.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

o SSDS students who had full-services had lower grade point averages in
the first year than students who had more limited services. However,
it is likely that this finding simply reflects the fact that students
with poorer educational background and poorer entry skills tend to be
given more services.

o Students receiving more financial aid are more likely to persist through
their freshman year, and tend to attempt and complete more course units
and to obtain higher grades, than comparable non participants in the
program.

o Students having more affluent parents attempted and completed more
course units and received higher grade point averages than SSDS students.
However, student financial incentives (grants and tuition waivers) were
apparently highly effective in offsetting some of the negative effects
of poverty backgrounds for some SSDS students. Such incentives were
stronger predictors of course units attempted and completed, and of
grade point averages, than the level of parental income, at least within
the income range found in this study.

The follow-up study, conducted on students who would normally be in their
fourth-year of college, reported the following (E.5):

o Almost 60 percent of the SSDS participants were still enrolled three
years after the initial freshman survey, and over half were full-time
students.

o In general, students with freshman-year participation profiles repre-
senting moderate levels of services, e.g., a single type of academic
service (tutoring, group instruction, academic counseling) or a combi-
nation of two types of services tended to show superior performance on
three of the long-term outcome measures (time enrolled, and course
units attempted and completed), compared with students who received no
special services in their freshman year. However, only certain pairings
of services and outcomes showed these relationships, and there was
no clear evidence that one particular kind of service was superior
to another.

o The freshman-year participation profiles representing the most intensive
combinations of services showed no relationships with the long-term
outcomes, or in certain cases, negative associations. One possible
explanation is that the academic services were generally beneficial,
but that the most intensive services were targeted toward students
with the greatest learning deficiencies and were unable to overcome
those deficiencies.

o Non-academic special services (orientation, culture: services, assess-
ment, and referral) received either during the freshman year or later,
are associated with more extended enrollment, greater numbers of course
units attempted and completed, and higher grades achieved.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

o Academic special services received after the freshman year are associated
with poorer long-term academic outcomes.

The General Accounting Office has recently completed a study of the Special
Services program. The purpose of the review was to assess EC's administra-
tion of program operations to determine if the grantee projects were meeting
program and project goals, and to determine the progress of students in
the program. This review covered the fiscal years 1978, 1979 and 1980.
The review is based on visits to eleven SSOS project (in six States) out
of the 557 project grantees.

GAO findings were in large part consistent with findings from earlier
studies in reporting that E0 needs better assurance that program goals and
project objectives are being met. Specifically, GAO reported the following
findings (E.3):

o Only three of the eleven projects visited had specific objectives

to increase retention and graduation rates.

o In most cases, project objectives described the types of services
to be provided and the number of students to receive the services.
Other objectives were stated in broad, unmeasuiable terms.

o Assessments of local projects have rot been made to determine whether
project objectives are being met. Site visits are infrequent and too
limited in scope.

o Local project reports to the SOS program managers are not complete
nor actuate; failure to obtain objectives is not reported.

As a result of these findings, the GAO made the following three recommend-
ations:

510-5

o To better determine whether project objectives and program goals are
being met, the Secretary should require project proposals to contain
measurable objectives consistent with the program goal of increasing
retention and graduation rates.

o The Secretary should require project monitoring visits to determine
whether projects are meeting proposed objectives.

o The Secretary should require project annual performance reports to

Include information on the academic performance of participating stu-
dents, and the status of all proposal objectives whether accomplished
or not.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

A management-oriented evaluation (E.4) of the Special Programs for Disad-
vantaged Students has recently been completed. The major purpose of this
study was to interview policymakers, legislators, and program participants
to determine their perception of the program's goals, and if possible to
establish consensus on the program's objectives. There was general 'agree-
ment with the following program objectives:

o To increase project participants' knowledge of realistic postsecondary
educational opportunities and financial aid availability.

o To increase the number of accurate applications from students for finan-
cial assistance, and to increase the amount received by the project.

O To enhance the program participants' motivation to complete studies in
a postsecondary institution.

o To increase mlistence in and completion of appropriate postsecondary
.programs for SSDS participants.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The Administration proposed to reduce funding for the Special Programs for
the Disadvantaged and to target these funds on aid to the most disadvantaged,
particularly minorities.

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

1. Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department

of Education, 1983.

2. Evaluation of the Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Program,
final report, System Development Corporation, Santa Monica, CA, 1981.

3. "Report on the Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Program",
November 12, 1982, U.S. General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C.

4. "Evaluability Assessment of the Special Programs for Disadvantaged
Students", American Institutes for Research, ,alo Alto, CA, January
1982.

5. Follow-Up Evaluation of the Special Services for Disadvantaged Students
Program, draft final report, System Development Corporation, Santa

Monica., CA, 1983.
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F. Other Supporting Data:

510-7

The latest data available, FY 1981, show that 57 percent of the program
participants were female and 43 percent were male. About 38 percent of
the participants were black and 40 percent of the participants were white,
14 percent of Hispanic origin, 5 percent Asian, and 3 percent Native Ameii.
can. Seven percent of the students were physically handicapped.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

A follow.up study to the 1981 evaluation of the SSOS program has been
conducted. This evaluation assessed the longer-term impact of the program
on the same student sample, many of whom were in their fourth year of
college.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: James O. Ormiston (202) 426-8960

Program studies: Robert H. Berls (202) 245-7884

Notes

1. Represents budget authority and appropriation for all Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Students. Funds are 30t appropriated separately
for the five programs.

As
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VETERANS' COST-OF-INSTRUCTION PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.064)

Highlights:

o The Administration proposes terminating these activities.

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended; Title IV,
Section 420; 20 U.S.C. 1070e-1.

Funding Sim! 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 Indefinite $19,000,000
1980 14,380000
1981 6,019,0n0
1982 12,000,n00 4,800,000
1983 12,000,000 3,000,000

Purpose: To encourage colleges and universities to serve the special
iliara veterans, especially Vietnam-era and disadvantaged veterans.

Eligibility: Nationally or regionally accredited institutions of higher
education. Proprietary institutions (i.e., organized for profit) and
schools or departments of divinity are not eligible.

Applicants must demonstrate and document either a 10 percent increase in
undergraduate veteran enrollment in the year of application over the pre-
ceding academic year or that their veteran enrollment constitutes at least
10 percent of total enrollment. Only veterans who are (1) enrolled at
least half-time in eligible institutions of higher education, and (2)
recipients of benefits under Chapters 31 and 34 of Title 38, U.S.C. can be
considered in the enrollment count.

Applicant Requirements: Applications, instructions, and assistance are
provided-by Veterans' Program Branch, Institutional Support Programs, Office
of Postsecondary Education, Department of Education, Washington, 0.C. 20202.
Apply to unit above using ED Form 424-269. This program is subject to
the provisions of OMB Circular No. A-110.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: This program provides formula grants
to institutions of nigher education based on the number of veterans enrolled
receiving veteran's educational or vocational rehabilitation services with
bonus payments for enrolled veterans who are educationally disadvantaged or
disabled. There are no matching requirements. Current legislation limits
institutions' total award to s75,0on. The payment factor is proportionately
reduced to meet the limits of the funds available.
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Obligations of Grant Recipients: Annual fiscal and operational reports.
Inst tutitnal audits, usually annually, but not less frequently than once
every 2 years, shall be made available to the Secretary of Education.
Recipient is required to maintain standard recores.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 a)

A. Goals and Objectives

o Complete processing of all required reports
and program performance reports).

o Visit at least one.third of the institutions
cal assistance as needed.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

(budgets, financial status

funded and provide techni..

o Applications for 1983.1984 funds were processed and awards madefto 833
institutions of higher education.

o VCIP staff personnel participated in cross program monitoring activities
and site visitations were conducted as scheduled.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: The Veterans' Cost of Instruction (VCIP) program was
created in 1972 . The peak year of veteran enrollment in postsecondary
education was 1976 when there were approximately 910,000 enrolled veterans
wNo were eligible for services under VCIP. By 1981, the number of eligible
veterans had declined to 212,000, and projections indicate that eligible
enrollment is likely to fall below 200,000 in 1983. (E.1)

Types of Benefits Provided: Institutions receiving VCIP funds must maintain
a Turl-tIme Office or Veterans' Affairs and provide counseling and tutorial
services, outreach and recruitment programs, and special education programs
for veterans, with special emphasis on services for disabled or handicapped
veterans, incarcerated veterans and educationally disadvantaged veterans.

The VCIP program is intended to provide improved and expanded services
to veterans enrolled in institutions of higher education. The Program
is neither a contract nor a grant, it is an entitlement grogram. An.

institution is entitled to a payment of S300 for each undergraduate
veI.eran enrolled in the institutiol (Category 1) and to a bonus payment
of $150 for each enrolled veteran who has been the recipient of certain
v.A. benefits designed to assist the educationally disadvantaged veteran

(Category II) .
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)._

Program Effectiveness: No studies of program effectiveness have been con-
ducted.

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

o No funds were requested by the Administration for this program for due
to the sharply declining number of Vietnam-era veterans.

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

1. Program Files, Office of Pottsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education.

F. Other Supporting Data:

o None available.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 41701:

o No studies of this program are planned or in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

111/1

Program Operations: James Rogers, (202) 245-2806

Program Studies: Robert H. Berls, (202) 245-7884
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FUND FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION'
(CFDA No. 84.116)

Highlights:

Fund projects in FY 1982 focused on national science and technology needs,
teacher education, and, the economy. (IIB)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Title X of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended
00 U.S.C. 1135 - .135a-3). :

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 75,000,000 513,000,000
1980 75,000,000 . 13400,000
1981 20,000,000 13,500,000
1982 13400,01)0 11,52n,000

1983 13,500,000 11,710,000

Purpose; To provide assistance for innovative programs which improve
access to and the quality of postsecondary institutions. The eight broad
purposes for which grants and cooperative agreements may be awarded are:

1) Encourage the reform, innovation, and improvement of postsecondary
education and provide equal educational opportunity for all;

2) Create insOtutions and programs that offer new paths to career and
professional training and new combinations of academic and experi.
ential learning:

3) Establish institutions and programs based On tie technology of communi-
cations!

4) Carry out changes in internal structure and operations designed to
clarify institutional priorities and purposes in postsecondary education.
al institutions;

51 Design and introduce cost.effective methods of instruction and operation;
5) Igtroouce institutional reforms designed to expand individual opportun-

:ties for entering and re-entering institutions and pursuing programs
of study tailored to individual needs;

7) Introduce reforms in graduate education in the structure of academic
professions and in the recruitment and retention of faculties;

8) Create new institutions and programs for examining and awarding creden.
vials to individuals, and introduce reforms in current institutional
practices related to credentials.

333
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Purpose (Continued)

The Fund's major strategy is to solicit widely for exemplary, locally
developed improvement proposals. Proposals are accepted from all forms of
organizations and on all topics and strategies applicable to postsecondary
education (except basic research). Various FIPSE grants competitions
attract 20 to 40 proposals for each available award. This enables the
grants to be made selectively to address the most widely felt problems and
most broadly useful strategies. The applicant's ability to specify both
the problem and strategy is meant to produce more locally useful proposals,
a flexible indicator of emerging problems and opportunities nationally,
and a minimal Federal role in setting the education agenda.

Types of Competitions: Small discretionary grants and contracts are award-
ed competitively to a variety of postsecondary institutions and agencies
(including two-and four-year colleges, State education agencies, community
based organizations, and other institutions concerned with education beyond
high school). Awards are made for the following programs:

o Comprehensive Program - Under this program, over 96 percent of FIPSE's
program funds support a variety of action-oriented ,improvement projects.
Projects span the full range of postsecondary issues, including improve-
ment in the quality of education, integration of education and work,
initiation of partnerships between schools and businesses, and delivery
of appropriate educational services to a variety of learners.

o Mina Shaughnessy Scholars Program - Fiscal Year 1983 was the third year
of this program. Jointly supported by the Carnegie Corporation and the
Department, these grants enable educational practitioners to analyze
important advances in postsecondary education and to make such advances
known and available to a broader audience.

o Final Year Dissemination Grants - A small number of dissemination grants
are supported for selected FIPSE projects in their final year so that
they may disseminate information about their projects to other insti-
tutions.

Applicant Requirements: There is a two-stage proposal process for the
Comprehensive Program. Preliminary proposals are submitted directly to
the Fund. These five page documents state the problem to be addressed,
provide a description of the proposed program, indicate an evaluation
format and list a budget. Successful preliminary app;icants are invited
to submit final proposals.

Proposals are reviewed by field readers, by the Fund's staff and its direct-
or, by the 3oard of the Fund, and by appropriate Department officials.
State postsecondary education commissions must be given an opportunity to
comment on projects funded in their States.
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Duration and Phasing of Assistance: The Fund supports both single year
and multi-year projects. Grants are awarded on a 1-, 2-, and 3-year basis,
with phasing of assistance as required.

The inclusion of some institutional funds is one of the criteria used in
evaluating proposals but no specific matching rate is required by current
legislation or regulation.

Obligations of Grant Recipients.: The Fund requires periodic progress evalu-

ation reports from grant recipients, as well as a final report upon termin-
ation of funding.

Compliance with standard Education Department audit requirements is re-
quired. Grant recipients are also expected to maintain standard financial
records.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA (417(a}

A. Goals and Objectives

In fiscal year 1983, the Fund began new projects through the Comprehensive
Program and the Mina Shaughnessy Scholars Program. Neither program limits
its awards to specified Federal priorities, but both awarded grants con-
gruent with Secretarial and Administration priorities.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

The Fund's field responsive grants competitions are meant to serve as an
early warning device of emerging problems and opportunities. The table
below shows five areas which have been growing in size for some years,
and which have now become a major part of the Fund's portfolio of pro-
jects.

Grants by Selected Topic Area, Fiscal Year 1983

Teacher Education 18 (9%)

Science and Mathematics 22 (11%)

Cducational Technology 35 (18%)

Education and the Economy 16 (8%)

Graduate and Professional Education 21 (11%)

(but not teacher education)

SOURCE: S.1.

Zacn of these areas has been silgied out because !: is an 'ssue of -4ng
concern among apoiicants: this list is inustrative ratner :aan inclusive
of all tne themes Acdressed by grzn..ees.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectivaness

Program Scope

Since it w.s established in 1972, the Fund has supported over 1100 projects,
(selected iron over 25,000 proposals). The Federal Government's portion of
this effort totaled less than $124 million over the 11 years, for projects
located in all States and most of the outlying areas.

In FY 1983, 202 grants were awarded, including 75 new ave.rds through the
Comprehensive Program, 102 second and third year grants to projects begun
through the Comprehensive Programs of 1981 and 1982, 13 Mina Shaughnessy
Scholars Awards, and 12 Final Year Dissemination grants.

Of these grants, 62 percent went to individual institutions of nigher edu-
cation, while the remaining 38 percent of the awards were received by
consortia of institutions, State agencies, professional associations and
other forms of organizations involved in postsecondary education. (See

Table 1)

The one area in which the Fund's portfolio has narrowed somewhat over the
years is in the scope of topics. The extent of and reasons for this change
are illustrated in Table 2: as the purchasino power of the Fund's budget
has fallen, successive Administrations since the mid-70s have chosen to
rAintain the breadth and number of grants, trading off against grant size.
The result is fewer projects of the largest size involving topics such as
support of major institutional realignments and major statewide e"forts.

Table 1

FUND FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF
PROGRAM DATA

Comprehensive Program

POSTSECONOARY EDUCATION
FY 1983

1983

New awards 75

Average award 64,267

Total $4,820,000

Non-competing contributions 100

Average award 65,400

Total $6,540,000

Final Year Dissemination
Number of grants 12

Average award S 8,333
Total S 100,000

Mina Shaughnessy
Numoer of grants 13

Average award $ 25,923

Total $ 350,000

TOTAL $11,710,000
SOURCZ: E.1.
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Table 2

Funds for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
Changes in Amounts of Comprehensive Program Grants

1973 1977 1983

Average Grant: S 92,500 S 72,500 S 63,900

Maximum Grant: 375,000 188,616 166,000

% of Grants S100,000+: 31% 19% 8%

1973 1977 1983

220-380,000 10%
200-220,000 5%

180-200,000 3% 2%
160-180,000 2% 1% 11.

140.160,000 6% 0% . 1%

120-140,000 3% 1% 1%

100.120,000 ..... ... . 6% 5% 5%
80.100,000 7% 15% 11%
60. 80.000 9% 22% 26%

40- 60,000 42% 23% . 24%

20. 40,000 8% ..... 17% 16%

0- 20,000 .. 2% 4% 4%

TOTAL: 08%* 101%* 99%*

Source: E.2. *Rounding errors

Note: figures are in nominal dollars and not adjusted for inflation.
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Table 3

Distribution of Awards FY 1982 - FY 1,483
Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education

(In Thousands of dollars)

Applications received:

1 - I of Grants
I by 'institutional type:

1982
Actual

1983
Estimate **

2,790 2,940

two-year public 17 17

two-year private 3 2

four-year public 79 68

four-year private
other (including consortia, and
public and private organizations)

42

64

43

65

Total 201 195 **

Historically Black Colleges 6 5

Funds to:
two-year public S 1,004 1080

two-year private $ 115 141

four-year public S 4,222 4078
four-year private S 2,034 2221

other S 4,419 3781

Total * t11,710 $11,301 **

Historically Black Colleges 5261 5306

Average award to:
two-year public 559 $64
two-year private 552 $70

four-year public 563 4560

four-year private SA8 552

other S69 158

Total 558 158

Historically Black Colleges S43 641

**Includes funds. transferred from DOL in 19:22 and funds granted to FIPSE
by the Carnegie Corporation in 1992 and 1983.

**At the time this table was constructed 195 of an eventual 202 grants,

and 511,301,000 of $11,710,000 had been awarded.

Source: E.I.

..., ........e..........
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C. Costs Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Program Effectiveness: A Fund-commissioned study has been completed
recently which focused on the institutionalization and adoption of the
Fund's Comprehensive Grant Programs. This study was a partial replication
and extension of a study of the Fund which was completed earlier (see
prior Annual Evaluation Reports for the major findings of the earlier
study). (Source E.2.) The current study used only two criteria: the
current rate of project institutionalization, and the current extent to
which Fund-supported projects influence others.

Specific results of the later study include:

o Eighty-eight percent of the sampled projects continued to exist after
their grants ended. This continuation rate is greater than the 78
percent found in the previous evaluation.

o Eighty-eight percent of the projects that have been completed for
at least two years still exist, and 82 percent have become initi-
tutionalized (that is, they report that they will still provide
at least the same level of service or activity). This rate of
institutionalization is much higher than the rate of 55 oercent
found in the previous evaluations.

o Eighty-one percent of the existing projects report that they provide
at least the same level of service or activity as they did when they
were recipients of the Fund. Again, this compares favorably with
earlier findings in which 73 percent of the continuing projects met
this criterion.

o The rate of project institutionalization is not affected by the absence
of the original project director.

o The Fund's projects influence a large number of )then people and
organizdtions. This, it is estimated that the Fund has received an
additional return on its investment of more than 200 percent.

o A reassessment of the data collected in the previous evaluation,
in light of the more current research, indicates that approximately
10,000 persons or organizations were influenced by the Fund's pro-
jects between 1973-1979.

o About 60 percefit of the influenced parties were within thl same

region as the grantee, thus the cross-regional fertilization of

ideas was somewhat weak.

o The cross-fertilization of ideas across institutional types is even
weaker than it is across regions.

orojects were not aale to expand to tne extent, that earlier art*ects
haa. )f those aro:ects still in existence following tie ena of :tinc
suaoort, onlf 31 per:ent) nave inceaseo, nereas aver ha:f of
tne orojects studied previousl; lad exoandea.
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D. Plans for Program improvement and Recommendations for Legislation-__"--,

No changes are contemplated, except that appropriation language has been
proposed which will require grant recipients to match a portion of the
Federal funds they receive. The Administration believes that this strategy,
recognizing the benefits accruing to grantees, will also help to reduce
Federal spending and require institutions to be fully committed to projects
that they wish to undertake.

E. Supporting Studies Cited in Section C Above

1. Program Fles, Office of Postsecondary Education, 1983.

. "Evaluation of the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education,".

Draft Final Report, Sol Pelavin Associates, Washington, D.C. , .,83.

F. Other Supporting Data:

See Table 1. No other data available.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No additional studies are planned or are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Stephen C. Ehrmann, (202) 245-8100

Program studies: Robert H. Berls, (202) 245-7884

Notes

1. See FY 1982 Annual Evaluation Report for details of the results of
earlier studies.
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TRAINING PROGRAM FOR SPECIAL PROGRAMS
STAFF AND LEADERSHIP PERSONNEL

(CFDA No. 84.103)

Highlights:

o No funds were requested for this program in the President's budget for
this program.

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Sections 417A and 417F, Title IV of the Higher Education
Act, as amended; 20 U.S.C. 1070d, 1070i-1d.

Funding Since 1979:

.

Pur ose: To provide traing for staff and leadership personnel who
are emp oyed in Special services, Upward Sound,. Talent Search,, and
Educational Opportunity Centers programs. Training for local project
personnel is designed to improve their skills in leadership, management,
academic instruction and counseling.

Fiscal Year Authorization 1/ Appropriation 1/

1979 $200,000,000 $140,000,000
1980 200,000,000 147,500,000
1981 200,000,000 156,500,000-

1982 165,000,000 2/ 150,240,000
1983 170,000,000 154,740,000

Eligibility: Institutions of higher education, public and non-profit
private agencies and organizations are eligible for grants. Partici-
pations may include leadership personnel, full- and part-time staff,
and individuals preparing for employment as staff or leadership per-
sonnel in projects under the Special Programs.

Applicant Requirements: Federal staff and selected field readers evaluate
new proposals on the basis of the following selection criteria: plan

of operation; quality of key personnel; budget and cost effectiveness;
evaluation plan; adeqt.acy of resources; need for a training project.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: This program has no statutory formula

or matching requirements. One-year grants are forward-furded and must
begin by September of the next year.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Ftnancial and performance reports mus:
oe suomittaa on an annuai oasis.
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II. RESPONSE TO GEPAUal

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with respect to
this progri.4 were as follows:

o Te consult with regional and state professional associations that
have persons with special knowledge with respect to training needs
of the Special Programs.

To implement procedures and standards for evaluating the prior
experience of previously funded Training Program applicants.

o To issue approximately 10 new Training Program grants during the
fourth quarter of fiscal year 1983

o To establish and administer grant monitoring procedures using a

variety of techniques (i.e., site visits, telephone monitoring, annual
performance reports, and individual project evaluation plans) which
will allow E0 to assess both individual project performance in order
to consider requests for grant renewals, as well as to assess overall
Training Program acc^mplishments.

o To review existing Training Program regulations and policies to
determine if changes should be recommended and implemented.

o To publish funding priorities for the Training Program based on

the Secretarial Goals for 1983

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o In order to implement the Secretarial Goals for 1983, the Application
Notice e the Training Program contained a section entitled "Funding
Priorities for Fiscal Year 1983." This section detailed five Secre
tarial priorities for FY 1983 Training Program grants. Those ap-
plicants addressing any one of these priorities were given extra
point consideration during the evaluation process.

o Public comments on training needs for Special Programs staff and
leadership personnel were solicited at an open meeting held in

Washington and through the NPRM on the Funding Priorities for fiscal
year 1983, published in the Federal Register.

o Procedures and standards for assessing prior experience of previously
funded Training Program applicants were developed, and prior experience
points were assigned to II eligible applicants.

o 62 grants applications were received and processed. Twelve applicants
we;e issued grant awards for program year 1983.;a.

o A variety of monitoring procedures ere implemented. These ine.ided

extensive telephone monitoring, revi,:ws of reports and otner rats,
and five on -site visits.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

o The Training Program regulations were developed under the regulation
reform policies and procedures and were published in final form in 1982.
As a result of recent grant competitions, ED is considering revising
the Selection Criteria section of these regulations in order to better
evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of a proposed training program.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Sco e: In FY 1983, as in FY 1982, 3959,700 was awarded to insti-
tutions. , is amount funded 12 grants each averaging $79,975. Funding
at this level will finance 1500 participants at an average cost of $640
per person. (E.1.)

Types of Benefits Provided: The Training Program awards contracts to
support the operation of-short-term training institutes and in-service
training programs to improve the skills of staff and leadership per-
sonnel.

Program Effectiveness: No formal studies of this program have been
conducted. However, a recently completed management oriented evaluation
of the Special Programs for Disadvantaged Students, while not assessing
the Training Program per se, founa that many SPAS project personnel

expressed a major need for more and better training in such diverse
areas as: the most effective techniques for educating and motivating
disadvantaged students; possible techniques for augmenting Federal pro-
ject budgets by obtaining private sector assistance; the "key elements"
of successfully managing a project; and possible techniques for involving
parents and community groups more effectively in implementing successful
outreach efforts. (E.2.)

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation

The Staff Training program was proposed for elimination.

E. SuPPortin Studies and Anal ses Cited in Section C Above:

1. Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education, 1983.

2. Evaluability Assessment of the Special Procrams for Disadvantaged
Stuaents, American Institutes for Researcri, Palo Alto, California,
1.1707)982.

F. Other Su000rting Data:

None
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

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

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: James 0. Ormiston, (202) 426-8960

Program studies: Robert H. Berls, (202) 245-7884

Notes

1. Represents budget authority and appropriation for all Special Programs
for Disadvantaged Students. Funds are not appropriated separately
for these programs.

2. Beginning in FY 1982 the Training Program became a discretionary
grant program instead of a contract program.
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INSTITUTIONAL AID PROGRAMS
(CFDA No. 84.031)

Highlights:

o A recently completed study of 51 participating institutions provides
first in-depth knowledge of successful institutions with HEA III

funded program activities. (See Section II.C)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

HEA of 1965, Title III, as amended by Public Law 89-329 and
Public Law 96-374; U.S.C. 1051-1069c.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979

1980

1981

1982
1983

120,000,000
120,000,000
120,000,000
129,600,0001/
129,600,0002/

120,000,000
110,000,000
120,000,000
134,416,0001/
134,416,000,/

Pur ose: To assist institutions of higher education with limited finan-
c a resources who serve significant percentages of low-income students
to improve their academic programs, institutional management, fiscal

stability, and student services with the ultimate objective of institu-
tional self-sufficiency.

Eligibility: Developing institutions for FY 1982 were defined in the
legislation as institutions of higher education which: (1) provioe an
educational program which awards an A.A. or a B.A. degree; (2) are
accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting agency or association,
or making reasonable progress toward such accreditation; (3) have sat-
isfied both of the above requirements during the five academic years
preceding the academic year during which program assistance would be
provided - -with the exception that the five-year stipulation may be waived
by the Secretary for institutions which serve to increase the amount of
higher education available to Indians, Spanish-speaking, rural, black or
low-income students; (4) admit as regular students only persons having a
certificate of graduation from a high school providing secondary education
or the recognizes equivalent of such a certificate; and (5) are puolic
or non-profit.
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Applicant Requirements: The institutional aid program is available only
to those institutions which serve significant percentages of low-income
students and have limited financial resources. Each year, the Education
Department publishes in the Federal Register a set of eligibility tables
that the institution must use to determine its eligibility. An insti.-

tution must meet or exceed a minimal score based on these tables to obtain
eligibility. There are different tables for 2-year public, 2-year private,
4-year public, 4-year private, graduate only- private and graduate only-
public institutions. There are 3 separate programs, Part A (Strength-
ening Institutions), Part B (Special Needs) and Part C (Challenge Grant).
There are. separate criteria for Part A and Part B. Those eligible for
Part A or Part 8 are automatically eligible under Part C. Graduate-only
institutions may be eligible for Part C only.

The Part. A program uses 3 eligibility 'criteria; high average Pell awards
per recipient, high percentage of Pell -recipients per full-time equivalent
(FTE) enrollment, and low Educational and General Expenditures (E and G)
per FTE. Once an institution is designated as eligible to apply, a

proposal needs to be submitted and rated. If the proposal is highly
rated, an institution may receive a one-year planning grant, a renewable
grant not to exceed 3 years or a non-renewable grant for 4 to 7 years
in duration. Not less than 24% of the money must be reserved for 2-year
schools.

The Part B program uses three eligibility criteria, high Pell and campus-
based awards per award recipient, high percentage of campus -based and Pell
recipients per eTE, and low E and G per FTE. Once an institution is de-
signated eligible, its proposal is rated. If the proposal is highly
rated, an institution may be eligible for a one-year planning grant or a
nonrenewable grant not to exceed 5 years. The government will share
cost from the third to fifth year of the grant at a declining rate OM,
80%, and 70%). Not less than 30 percent of the money is reserves for

two-year schools. Fifty percent of the amount received by Historically
Black colleges in 1979 or $27,035 .pillion, is reserved for Historically
Black Colleges.

An institution may be eligible for both Part A and Part B but cannot be
funded by both programs.

For the Challenge Grant program, institutions establish eligibility under
Part A or Part B or under special tables for graduate only institutions.
Challenge Grants can be used for the same activities as funded under Part
A and Part B. An institution must match 50% of the funds in commitments
from non-Federal sources. An institution may receive a Challenge Rrant
and a nonrenewable grant from Part A or Part B. Challenge Grants are
nonrenewable.

In addition, Congress enacted the Challenge Grant Amendments in log3. This

amendment Initiates a new endowment program under Part C. The initial

grants will oe awarded in Fy 19Aa. It provides for federal matchlng of
institutionally raised endowment funds.

Nration !no Phasing of Assistance:

raole 1 out tie CuratiOn and ohasing or assis:arce for alco par:.
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Table 1
Types of Awards

Maximum
Number

Percent
Institutional

Part A of Years Cost Share Renewable!!

Planning Gr: : 1 0 Yes
Renewable 3 0 Yes
Nonrenewable 7 0 No

Part 8

Planning Grant 1 0 Yes
Nonrenewable 5 0,0,10,20,30g/ No

Part C 5 50 No

1. Renewable means may receive another Title III grant. Only one planning
grant may be obtained.

2. Cost share reluired in 3rd, 4th, and 5th year of grant.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Reports as requited by grant monitors.
Records must be retained TW-ryears after the end of the fiscal year the
grants were awarded.

II. RESPONSE TO GERM 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives,

o Fulfill the Department's obligation to evaluate Education Department
programs by evaluating Title III.

o Provide technical assistance and review of ongoing projects.

o Notify applicants by June 30 for Parts A and 8 of funding status.

o Maintain the Oepartment's commitment to Historically Slack colleges.

D. Progress and Accomolishments

o A study completed of 51 participating institutions.

o Visited only institutions in serious trouble since resources for site
visits has seen limited in recent 'ears.

:Aet a:i legisiatad deadlines.

o made 36 awarcs, a ziri'icant nursers :o 3:eV< toileces.
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C. Cost, Benefits and Effectiveness

y21, of Benefits:

The Titla III program was originally established to provide assistance to
Historically Black Colleges or other institutions with similar problems.
The Administration looks to this program as an important source of

funding for Black Colleges.

The Strengthening Institutions Program (Part A) provides one-to-three year
renewable grants and four.to.seven year non-renewable grants. At least 25
percent of the funds appropriated under this program must be used for
non-renewable grants. A minimum of 24 percent of the funds must be awarded
to two-year institutions. Funds may be used for planning or allowable
faculty development, curriculum, special se-vices or management improvement
activities.

The Special Needs Program (Part B) provides non-renewable one.to-five year
grants. Historically Black colleges and universities must receive no less
than one-half of the funds which they received under Title III in fiscal
year 1979, or $27,035,000. A minimum of 30 percent of the funds under
this program must be awarded to community or two -year institutions. Funds
may be used for planning or allowable faculty development, curriculum,
special services or management improvement activities.

The Challenge Grants Program (Part C) provides eligible institutions with
a one-time grant for one-to-five years on a 80-50 matching basis. Funds

'may be used for the same activities as under Part A and B above.

The Endowment Grant Program provides eligible institutions a government

match of institutionally raised endowment funds.

Program Scope: In FY 1982 Congress appropriated 5134,416,0no (includes a
STO.DArsupplemental) and directed the Department to move 5300,000 from
Part B to Part A to fund two colleges in Vermont. Carry-on authority of
funds was granted to select .,ore institutions that had high scores but
were unable to receive a grant award because of lack of funds.

In addition, Congress directed ED to hold a special competition for

Historically Black colleges in order to obligate all the funds set..

aside for these institutions and to conduct a separate competition of

SS.OM for institutions that had an enrollment of at least 45% Hispanic
and Native American students.

The 1982 obligations were made in phases. The initial obligations were
made before passage of the supplemental appropriation of 1982 and assumed
a funding reduction as specified in that year's continuation appropriation.

Table 2 provides a detailed breakdown on the distribution of awards by
Part for each major minority group and by institutional type and Cortro1
in FY 1982. Table 3 provides the distributions for FY 1983, but only by
Part

353



Table 2
Fiscal Year 1982 Obligations

(000)

Fiscal Year 1982 A B C

514-.1

TOTAL

Appropriation* $65,400 $64,800 $9,216 $134,416
Obligations $64,589 $60,352 $7,896 1132,838

New Projects .277 186 45 508
Continuations 3 0 0 0
Historically Black

Projects 27 49 10 86
Obligations $10,597 526,605 $4,220 5 41,422

Native American or Asian
(or Asian Pacific)

Projects 8 8 0 16
Obligations $ 1660 S 2,227 n S 3,887

Hispanic**
Projects 22 2 n 24
Obligations $ 5,416 225 0 $ 5,641

4-year private
Projects 9:3 70 22 185
Obligations $21,271 $25,800 $2,402 5 49,474

4-year public
Projects 48 33 10 91

Obligations $14,979 5l41771 $1,779 $ 31,528

2-year private
Projects 14 12 6 32
Obligations S 2,528 S 2,598 S 405 S 5,531

2-year public
Projects 122 71 6 199
Obligations 125,811 $17,184 $ 710 S 43,704

med. School 0 0 52,500 S 2.600

Source: 5.1

*5 million supplemental was added without regard to the parts.

"3 of these institutions received additional funds from 1093 for thei r'
initial grant.
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Table 3
FY 1983 Authority

(000)

Descriptive Measures

Part A - Strengthening Program

Planning grants
Number of awards 11

Average of award i 25
Federal rost S 275

One-to-three year grants

Number of awards 120

New 31

Continuations 89
Average award 'S 133
Federal cost S 16,000

Four-to-seven year grants
Number of awards 146

New
Continuations ii;

Average award S 316
Federal cost S 46,133

1983

Pact B-- Special Needs

One-to-five year grants
Number of awards 173

New ld

Continuations 159

Average award S 361

Federal cost S 52,408

Part C

Challenge wants:
Number of awards 56

New 14

Continuations 42

Average award S 171

Federal cost S 9,600

PROGRAM TOTAL:

Number of awards
Total cost

Source: E.!
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514.7

C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness

Program Effectiveness: Until recently there has never been a study of
the Institutional Oevelopment program that was able to determine the
impact of Title III funds on institutional development at the activity
level (i.e., faculty development, curriculum improvement, etc.). Such a
study was completed in 1983. It is too long to detail specific activi-
ties, but findings from the study do provide great insight as to the
re:" lnd potential success for the progt.m as a whole. In institutions
makthg successful use of Title III funds, the President was personally
involved in theproject from the beginning. HEA III program rules and
regulations were also strictly followed. Time was also given to allow
for the development activity to bear fruit. There were few activities
observed that could be certified as successful on the institution's
terms or with regard to HEA III program intent after only a year or two
of development or that become operational and clearly self-supporting
in that time. The study Also indicated that the elemenls that go into
making a successful program take same time to be effectively coordinated.
This development process is new to Title III institutions* but not to
other postsecondary education institutions.

The basic anomaly in the prvram at this point, say the researchers, is
that the Title III activities generally have greater impact in the more
advanced institutions. However, the less advanced institutions face the
greater problems. The general observation is that most institutions (in
the study) appear to have come a long way since 1965 and Title III cer-
tainly was one of the maJor contributing factors. However, Federal
program managers need to become more sensitive to the sometimes less
obvious needs of less developed institutions. In this regard, the study
offers a number of suggestions. These will be outlined in two special
workbooks. One for distribution to the participating institutions and
the other to be made available to program managers. (E.2)

O. Plans foe Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

The FY 1934 funding level was S134,416,000. Appropriation language was
proposed to ensure funding for Historically 81ack colleges at a level of

not less than S45,741,000, an increase of 54,921,000 above the 1983 revised
estimate. In addition, S88,675,000 was available for all other institu
tions.

E. Su000rtinn Studies and Anatises Cited in Section C Above:

1. Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education

2. Davis, Junius; fronside, Roderick; and Ian Sant. Jerry, The Anatomy
of Insti:utional Develocnient for Higher Education Institutions Serving
117a717Fom LOW income iacx;rouncs. lesearcn 7riangie InstitJte,
OcT,oper 1983
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F. Other. Supporting Data:

None

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(0.:

An-evaluationof-61- i:Je-III recipients was recently completed. 'No

new studies are planned.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Willipm Butts, (202) 245-2715

Program studies: James Maxwell, (202) 245-7884

Notes

1. Includes a 510,000,000 supplemental

2. ncludes-a 54,816,000-supplemental from passage of the 1.983 sup-

plemental appropriation bill.

3. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 lowered the author-
ization level to $129,600,000 while the supplemental budget actions
effectively raised the authorization for FY 1982 and FY 1983.
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MINORITY INSTITUTIONS SCIENCE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.120)

Highlights:

o A recent study of ten participating institutions indicated an improve-
ment in the quality of their science programs. (II-C)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Section 3(a)(1), National Science Foundation Act of 1950
as enacted by Public Law 81-507, 64 Stat. 149 as amended, (42 (U.S.C.
1862); Section 515(d) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981
(20 U.S.C. 1221e-16(2) note).

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 55,000,000 $5,000,000

1980 5,000,000 5,000,000
1981 5,000,000 5,000,000
1982 5,000,000 4,800,000
1983 5,000,000 4,800,000

Purpose: To assist institutions in improving the quality of preparation of
their students for graduate work or careers in science, and access of
undergraduate minority students to careers in the sciences, mathematics
and engineering. To improve access for pre-college minority students in
careers in science and engineering through community outreach programs
conducted through eligible minority colleges and universities. Tolmprove
the capability of minority institutions for self-assessment, management,
and evaluation of their science programs and dissemination of their
results.

Eligibility: Private and public accredited 2- and 4-year institutions of
higher education whose enrollments are predominantly 450 percent or more)
American Indian; Alaskan Native; Black, not of Hispanic origin; Hispanic;
Pacific Islander; or any combination of these or other disadvantaged
ethnic minorities who are underrepresented in science and engineering.
Proposals may also be submitted by aon-profit science-oriented organiza-
tions, professional scientific societies, and all non-profit accredited
colleges and universities which will render a needed service to a group
of MISIP-eligible institutions or provide in-service training for project
directors, scientists or engineers from eligible minority institutions.

Applicant Reouirernents: Institutions must provide tne information ne-

cessary :o estaoilsn tneir eligioility fo:-. participation in MISR. The

data on enrollment furnished to tne Office for civil Vgnts to satisfy
requirements !or :ne "Fall Enrdllment and Compliance leLiu : of 'Asti-
tuticns of 'igner Etucation4 are acceptable. Proposals lust oe signed
ay tne oroject director(s), tne relevant department 'lead(s), and py an
autnorizea official. The Dedarven: suggests tnaC some institJtional

contr4dutIon de included as part of ordgrtn supoort. +owever, Oy :aw,

the program nas no ma::n:ng reduirements.
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Duration and Level of Assistance: The duration and maximum grant depends
on which of the four grants the institution receives. The Institutional
and Cooperative grants, which have a maximum duration of 3 years and a
maximum award size of $300,000, are for comprehensive science education
projects at a single institution or a consortium of institutions. The
Design grants, to provide science planning capability, have a maximum
duration of one year and award size of up to $20,000. The Special grants,
with a maximum duration of two years and maximum award size of $150,000,
are available for improvement activities in science and engineering
progrIms, development of pre-college enrichment activities or any other
activities designed to address specific barriers to the entry of minor-
ities into science, mathematics, and technology fields.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: The program requires interim reports
from directors of projects IliWing a duration of more than 1 year at the
end of each academic year's activities. A substantive technical report
is required upon completion of the project for all funded projects.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goa and Objectives

o :omplete processing of grant applications within 6 months of closing
notice.

41.

o Maintain Department's commitment to Minority Institutions.

o Provide parti:ipants with technical assistance and conduct audit
reviews.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o Grart processing was completed in a timely manner.

o randing was requested for FY 1984.

o InSuffitient money was provided for site visits needed to make audit
revievs and provide technical assistance.

C. Costs, 8enefit, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: Awards made in FY 82 and FY 83 were similar (Table 1).
Most of the funds expended were for Institutional, Cooperative or Special
grants totaling approximately $4.7 million or 98% of the total in r

1983. The 14 Institutional and 2 Cooperative grants were the largest,
averaging over $211,000 and $264,000 respectively, while the 20 Special
grants, averaged over $59,000 and the 3 Design grants over $18,000 for
the same period.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (continued)

Table 1

Minority Institutions Science /improvement Program

Award Type Institutional Cooperative Design Special

Maximum Size
Maximum Duration

$ 300,000
3

$300,000
3

$20,000
1

S 150,000

2
FY $2 Award dollars $3,158,400 $490,558 539,260 $1,100,518

number 14 2 2 20
average $ 225,600 $245,279 $19,630 S 55,026

FY 83 Award dollars $2,963,656 $527,232 555,210 $1,188,392
number 14 2 3 20
average $ 211,690 $263,616 $18,403 S 59,420

SOURCE: E.1

Program Effectiveness: A program evaluation was conducted by Arthur 0.
Little Inc. in 1979. It concluded that MISIP has been successful in

assisting institutions develop capability enhancing activities in these
science programs. Also it stated that participating institutions re-
ported increases in the number of sponsored science research projects
conducted by science faculty. (E.2)

ESR Research' Associates visited ten participating institutions. They
found that the MISIP effort has been of considerable value in improving
the quality of the science departments in most of the Institutions. In

particular, the program increased the number and quality of faculty,
increased the percentage of students majoring in science, and enhanced
the research capabilities of those science departments. However, the
science education outcomes were not uniform. Instruction was improved
when it included acquisition of permanent laboratory equipment. Faculty
retention is most likely to be enhanced by improving the institutions'
programs as a whole rather than in faculty development, which is more
likely to help the faculty member find another position. (E.3)

Staff analysis of the interim and final participant reports reveal that
over 70% of the grant-initiated activities have been institutionalized.
In some cases institution41 records were sufficient to assess the pro_
gram, but the program should be better documented by the institution so
that the performance of this program can be assessed better. (E.1)

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

grogram priorities win focus upon upgrading the duality of ;nstruction in
matnematics and science in ninority institutions and providing access for
minority studentS to pursue careers in science ant ensineering.
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E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above:

1. Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education.

2. Arthur D. Little, Inc., Evaluation of Minority Institutions Science
Improvement Program, Prepared for the National Science Foundation (No.
C-79691) February 1979.

3. ESR Research Associates, The Minorit. Institution Science Improvement
Program, Ten Case Study Assessments. January 5, 1983.

F. Other Supporting Data:

The purpose of this program is to improve science, mathematics and tech..
nology education at predominately minority institutions. As Table 2

indicates, 164 out of 260 eligible institutions (63t) participated in
the program through FY 1983.

Table 2

Minority Institutions Science Improvement Program (MISIP)
Institutional Participation in MISIP, FY 1972-83

Predominant
Minority Group

Number
Eligible a/

Number
of

Awards

Number of
Different Institutions
Receiving Awards b/

Alaskan Native 4 2 1

American Indian 25 20 15 b/

Black 158 211 109 b/
Mexican American 13 12 8
Puerto Ricam 25 33 16

Micronesian 2 3 1

Combination 30 26 14 b/

TOTAL 260 2/ 309 164 b/

a/ Does not include 34 institutions whose eligibility/accreditation is
uncertain or which are non - accredited.

b/ Includes nine non-accredited American Indian institutions, and one
Hawaiian institution not included in the current eligibility pool
count.



III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No further studies are in progress or planned.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Argelia Velez Rodriguez, (202) 426-9313

Program studies: Jim Maxwell, (202) 245-7884
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LAW SCHOOL CLINICAL EXPERIENCE PROGRAM
(C FDA No. 84.097)

Highlights:

516-1

o No funds were requested for this program in the President's budget
(II.D).

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1946, as amended, Title IX, Part E
20 t.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $7,500,000 $2,000,000
1980 7,500,000 4,01)0,000

1981 5,000,000 1 3,000,000
1982 1,000,000 960,onn
1983 1,000,000 605,000

Purpose: To establish-'or expand programs in accredited law schools in
ZRIFFo provide clinical experience to students in the practice of law.

Eli ibility: Individual accredited law schools and a ccmbination or
consor lugof accredited law schools.

Application Requirements: Instructions and forms detailing application
procedures are mailed to alt accredited law schools. Proposals are sub-
mitted to the Department of Education for a national competition. They
are reviewed by a panel of outside consultants,who make recommendations
for funding to the Secretary. Panels are made up of faculty from law
schools and attorneys in private practice.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are usually for one year and
are forward funded.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Each successful applicant is required

to share at least 10 percent of the total cost of the clinical law pro-
gram. Yearly reports on program activities are also required. Audits may
be required. Therefore, records are to be available for five years.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives:

During FY 1983, the major aim has been to encourage institutions to continue
programs in the absence of Federal funding.
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8. Progress and Accomplishments:

There is evidence that the program will continue in the absence of Federal
support. For example, the Ford Foundation-sponsored Council on Legal

Education for Professional Responsibility (CLEPR) has spent approximately
S7 million over the past ten years to support approximately 100 clinical
legal education programs. Information from the program files also indicates
that law schools are making a greater financial commitment to clinical
education by including clinics in their reguiar budgets and are pro-
viding tenure-positions to clinical professors. They are awarding, academic
credit to students who participate in clinics. (E.1)

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness.

Students Served: During academic year 1982-1983, it is estimated that
lbols students benefited from a supervised clinical experience
supported by the 40 project grants. The great majority of these students
gained legal experience in the 'preparation and trial of actual cases,

including administrative cases and the settlement of suits outside the
courtroom, by providing real services, under supervision, to actual clients.

Types of Benefits Provided: Law School Clinical Experience program funds
primarily support expanded in-house supervision of students engaged in
clinical experience. In addition, support allows institutions to develop
and expand their curriculum in this area.

Program Scope: For academic year 1482-83, $968,000 was c-Arded from

fFscal year 1982 funds to support clinical legal education programs at
40 law schools. The average grant was about S24,000. Academic year
1983-84 grant award amounts will be similar. (E.1)

Program Effectiveness: Since the program was first funded in FY 1978,
109 law schools have received $11.5 million in support for their clinical
legal education program. These grants have enabled law schools to:

1. Develop new areas of clinical experience and incorporate them in law
school curriculum.

2. Increase the participation of law school faculty in the supervision
of students in clinical legal education programs.

3. Provide appropriate and improved supervision of students enrolled in
clinical programs.

Increase the numoer of students participating in clinical 3rograms.

5. imercve skills of law students in interviewing Acnesses, inveszisation
and analysis, :ounsnling clients, negotiating c.nmoromises, dra':ing

documents, advocating Derv's legal decisionma<ers, and Vstiminq in

Drofessional resconsisility.

6. leveioc apersoriate clans tr: assume tne a^ ^y :3s_ ; If :nese :!rIcrl.rS

eosent Faceral funding.
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

The need for clinical legal education appears to have been adequately
demonstrated as programs are being supported at most of the Nation's
accredited law schools, therefore the Administration plans to terminate
this program. If the institutions continue to consider the programs
valuable, they will support the operations of the programs, possibly
with support from the community or other private sector groups.

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

1. Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education, O.S. Department of
Education, 1983.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 4171a:

No studies related toithis program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Alan Schiff, (202) 245-2347

Program studies: Robert H. Berls, (202) 245-7884
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LEGAL TRAINING FOR THE DISADVANTAGED
(CFDA No. 84.136)

Highlights:

o No funds were requested for thi; program in the President's budget for
this program because it has obtained sufficient visibility to attract
private funding. (II -0)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, if ailiendid,"Title--IX,-Piiit D:
20 U.S.C. 11341-1134m.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorizat:onl/ Appropriation

1979 . Indefinite S1,000,000
1980 Indefinite Loonionn
1981 S5,000,000 1,000,000

1982 Sisooniono 960,000
1983 1,000,000 1,000,000

Purpose: To assist persons from disadvantaged backgrounds to undertake
17/ Trig in the legal profession. The program was originally funded and
administered by the Office of Economic Opportunity (0E0).

Eligibility: Public and private agencies and organizations other than
fnstltutions of higher education are eligible to apply for grants or con-
tracts under this program. A noncompetitive project grant is awarded
annually to the Council on Legal Educational Opportunity (CLEO) to admin-
ister the program.

Applicant Requirements for Participants: Applications are submitted to the
Council on Legal Education Opportunity (CLEO) which conducts an initial
screening of applicants. Applications deemed eligible are forwarded to
regional panels of law school deans and educators who make the final select-
ions.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Ztudents1 Intensive six -week training
session in tne summer prior to law stnool and annual stipends of SIM for
the three years of law school. Annual grant awards are made to tne Council
on Legal Educational Opportunity (CLEO) for distribution.

Obligations of Participants: Participating law schools file annual reports
to tne CLE1. audits are required. The reoorIs are maintained by CL1.

The law scnools are expected to aosoro more than half tne costs of :ne

summer institu:es and provide tuition scnolarqnios, 4S 440 as otter forT:s
of financial aid t3 USX) mments. It has been estimated tna: :he annual
=eoaral supoort for CLS1 generates as iucn as s3,onl,non in cas an, 'eeqicas

annually fru :le law scr:ools.
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II- RESPONSE TO GEPA 4l7(')

A. Goals and Objectives

During fiscal year 1983 the program objectives were:

o To redress the substantial underrepresentation of minority and economic-
ally disadvantaged groups within the legal profession.

o To serve those persons who aspire Ad are qualified to enter the legal
profession but betause of substantial economic deficiency ant marginal
admissions credentials may be unable to gain admission to law school
under prevailing standards.

o To provide these students with the opportunity for law school matricu-
lation via the operation of summer institutes and the provision of
annual fellowships.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

Support through this program has enabled the Council on Legal Education
Opportunity, in concert with participating law schools, to

o Conduct an active and aggressive effort to identify prospective law
students in need of services provided by the program.

o Plan and conduct seven annual regional institutes across the country
to provide intensive pre-law training to students in the summer prior
to their entrance into law school.

o Insure that these six week summer institutes include an in-residence,
intensive study program in legal analysis and law development and empha-
size abstract thinking, legal research and legal writing techniques.

o Evaluate each student at the end of the institute, in terms of his/her
potential for successfully mastering the law school curriculum.

o Provide law school placement assistance for all successful students.

o Provide $1,000 annual stipends to all students successfully completing
the summer institutes and enrolled in an ABA accredited law school.

o Maintain records concerning law school enrollment, bar performance,
and employment data of individuals served by the program.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: In the 1982-83 icademic year, 217 new students .pert sup-

portedported n addition to 1141 continuing students. In 19 93-Rd, nn new
students will be supported along with 308 continuing students. 41together
over 3,300 students have participated in the CLEO program at 14a law sch'ols.
Table I summarizes awards for 1012 and 1083.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Students Served: During academic year 1982-83 over 200 potential first-
year aw students received six weeks of intensive pre-law training during
the summer at seven law schools selected by CLEO to run these institutes.
About 99 percent of these students completed the institutes and were ad-
mitted to law schools. They joined over 300 other CLEO students in their
igcond or third year of legal Study.

:types of Benefits Provided: The CLEO program has two central components
service-to-students-in-addition-to-its-semices-to-the law. schools.

The two primary student components are summer institutes for prospective
law students and annual fellowships of $1,000 to those successful graduates
of the summer institutes attending law schools. participating law :schools
also waive tuition and fees for these students.

Program Effectiveness: In the past fourteen years, MED has assisted

3,270 students from disadvantaged backgrounds in gaining admission to
law schools. As of February 1983, 1771 CLEO students have successfully
completed law schools. A 1978 survey of CLEO fellbws bar performance
showed that 501 out of 678 fellows who responded out of the 1,410 who were
sent questionnaires (or 73.9 percent), passed their bar examination o.i their

first or second attempts. This compares with the national bar performance
rate of 74 percent during the same period. (E.3)

Table 1

Summary of Awards for CLEO

19P3

New Awards -

1982

Federal Dollars S 210,000 S229,0n0
Number of Students 210 ?29

Continuations -
Federal Dollars S 340,000 5308,000
Number of Students 340 308

Sumer Institutes -
Federal Dollars S 210,000 5210,000
Number of Institutes 7 7

CLEO - Administrative Costs S 210,000 S253,000

Total S 461,nno sl ,nno,inn

Total Students Supported S37

Source: S. I,
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

An earlier study of the program indicated that while CLEO fellows' mean
admission test scores were considerably lower than the national average
(422 compared to 552), their academic standing reflects a surprisingly
successful record of performance for the period of law school enrollment.
Eighty-seven percent of those fellows surveyed were reported to be in good
standing at the conclusion of the first year, 94.1 percent in the second
year, and 99.6 percent in the third year. (E.3)

0, Plans for Program Improvement_andilecommendations for_Legislation

During its first two years of operation, the program was funded solely from
private sources. With Fedetzl assistance, the program gained visibility and
demonstrated its effectiveness in training disadvantaged individuals for

successful careers in the legal profession. Now recognized as effective,
this program is likely to attract support from businesses and other
organizations which have a direct interest in training or employing CLEO
fellows. Therefore, the Administration proposes to terminate this program.

E. Sopporting Studies and Analyses

i. Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department
of Education, 1983

2. U.S. Department of Education 'A Report on Specific Fidi:dtly* Funded
Graduate Education Programs 1978 to 1980° (The Secretary's Report to
Congress on Title IX of the Higher Education At of 1965 as amended)
January 1981.

3. Council of Legal Education Opportunity, Unpublishe data on CLEO
Fellows academic and bar performance data: 1578.

4. Applied Management Sciences, "A Study of the Specific Federally Funded
Graduate Education Programs," February 1978.

F. Other Supporting Data

Table 2

Racial Composition of CLEO Particippnts in
Academic Year 1981-82 and 1982-83 2/ (E.3)

Number Percent Total

1981-82

31ack 301

Hispanic Americans 199
Asiap Americans 19

American Indians 3

Caucasians 13

Others 20

TOTAL 550

369

1982-83 1981-82 1982-83

326 54.7 61.4

158 36.1 29.8
18 2.5 3.4

1 .5 1.5

15 2.1 2.8

6 3.6 1.1
ffl" 2/ 9773 TOT

ow...9 10...1,
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al. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No studies related to this program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Louis Venuto (202) 245-2347

Program studies: Robert N. 'kris (202) 24Z-7884

"Notts

1. Until FY 1982, "Such sums as may be necessary" were authorized for
appropriation.

2. Of the total CLEO students in 1982-83, 283 or 53 percent were women.
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FELLOWSHIPS FOR GRADUATE AND PROFESSIONAL STUDY
(CFDA No. 84.094)

Highlights:

518-1

o Because of the availability of non-Federal sources of financial support,
no funds were requested for this program. (II.D)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, Title IX, Part 8;
20 U.S.C. 1-134d-1134g.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 1/ 1/

1980 T/ T/
1981 60,000,000 2/ S12,0,000
1982 14,000,000 lomo,noo
1983 14,000,000 11,924,000

Purpose: To assist in making available the benefits of post-baccalaureate
education to graduate and professional students who demonstrate finae:ial
need. Fellowships may be awarded to support students in the following
categories: (1) Graduate and Professional Opportunity Fellowships, award-
ed to individuals from groups who are underrepresented in graduate or
professional study; (2) Public Service Education Fellowships, awarded
to individuals who plan to begin or continue a career in public service;
and (3) Mining Fellowships, awarded to individuals who plan to study
domestic mining and mineral fuel conservation.

Eligibility: Any institution of higher education with a graduate or
professional prograc leading to an advanced or professional degree.

plicant Requirements: Awards arelm dr, nnually on a competitiv2 basis
instiintions higher educati

' 14'
ply erectly to the ii44 'ent
terning application resEducatpon. structions and I , .g itl

mailp to 1 e1i oplje in, following publicat o the

outside the Governor Value ,,

*ce of clos,ng da Althe 1~! Igisier. Panels of perts from
titutional applicatio'd and rec-

ommend funding to th4*reta { es/the final decision,.
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Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Allocations of fellowships are made
to successful applicant institutions that, in turn, award the fellowships
to qualified students. Grants to institutions are awarded for one year
only. Renewals or extensions depend upon evidence of progress during
the preceding year. In accordance with the statutory requirement, no
'grants may be made of less than $75,000 to any institution. The minimum
award, however, does not apply where the grant is made to support contin-
uation fellowships only. This requirement was waived completely in the
FYs 1981, 1982, and 1983 appropriations language.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: All records must be retained for a

period of 5 years from the termination of the award.
MN-

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with specs to each
of these programs were:

Graduate and Professional Opportunities Fellowships

o To provide access to graduate and professional education for 1015
qualified minorities and women, who otherwise might be unable to
obtaiff graduate level education;

o To meet national employment needs for well trained individuals,
particularly minorities and women, in career fields of high national
priority;

o To provide incentives to institutions of higher education to recruit
500 new students, maintain 700 continuation students, and graduate
500 minority and women students in high quality professional and

academic programs.

Public Service Fellowships

o To provide access to graduate education in the public service areas
for 230, qpnlified minorities and women who otherwise might be unable
to obtai4* pate level education;

( - ,

o To 190 sere representation of minorities and women at tile highest
, .

levp4 ,blic service, especially at the state and local levels;
anal* 1 O

tv .
o Tdhof Me incentives 0 institutions of higner education( to recrui:

tpeoilt, students, ma:noir. li continuation students, arid Iracuate

MO :arid and women students in ii 2n 7uality public 4iervlce :r1-

116Ing ;ellowsni:4

o fun2s .Vert addro2riati.d, :3 pais and ocjast.les de-a lot tstniisne:.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

Graduate and Professional Opportunities Fellowships

o .rantees recruited minority students and women to fill the fellowships
in the fields of study selected during the peer review process.

o Over 50 percent of fellowships are awarded ill the Physical Sciences,
Engineering, and Life Sciences.

Public Service Fellowships

o The program has strengthened the relationship between academic theory
and actual practice by encouraging a provision for practical exper-
iences and internships in public administration positions as an inte-
gral part of the curriculum for MPA programs.

o It has strengthened academic and community ties, through its encourage-_

ment to colleges and universities to. form cooperative arrangements
with state and local governments.

o The program has provided support to Historically Black Colleges and
Universities by awarding over $154,000 in fellowships under the
FY 1983 competition.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Students Served: Eligible college graduates apply for fellowships direct-
ly to institutions that have received grants. The student must neet all
the institutional eligibility requirement; for admission into one of
the approved graduate or professional programs for which the institution
awards fellowships. In FY 1983, fellowship stipends were awarded based
on financial need up to a maximum of 44,500 per 12-month period. An
institstiOnal allowance of $3,900 per year is provided for each fellow
enrolled in the program. Fellows must be full-time students and ordinar-
ily cannot have the fellowships renewed beyone a 36-month time period.
(EA.)

Program Scope:

Graduate and Professional Opportunities Fellowships

From fiscal year 1983 funds, 128 grants totaling almost 310,000,000 were
made to colleges and universities to support 7nd students in their second
or third year of f,:11-time graduate or professional study, and to support
another 500 new students beginning their first year of study during

1993-8d. It is projected that the fellows will study in academic and
professional areas in roughly the same pr000rtions as they have previously

(See1
/Se Program Effectiveness).-
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

1982-83
% of Total

Physical Science 18.1

Engineering 17.8
Life Science 16.3

Social Science 16.2
Psychology 6.3
Humanities 1.4
Professions:

Law 15.8

Business 6.6
Education 1.5

100.0

Public Service Fellowships

From fiscal year 1983 funds, 52 grants totaling almost 51,920,000 have
been made to colleges and universities to support 106 students in their
second year of full.time graduate study and to support another 1d9 new
students beginning their first year of study during 19E-84 in the field
of public administration or closely related .reas. Fellows supported
under the program are restricted to study in the field of Public Admin-
istration or closely related areas such as Urban Affairs, Public Policy
Analysis, International Affairs, Environmental/Natural Resources Admin.
istration, etc.

Program Effectiveness;

Graduate and Professional Opportunities Fellowships

Final reports ngceived during the fall of 1982 indicate that 55 students
were awarded Pci.0s., 174 students masters degrees, and 66 stucents

received the first peofessional degree in law. These aegrees were earned
in the following areas:

Ph.0s.

Life Science 20

Physical Science 13

Engineering/Como. Sc. 9

Social Science 5

Education 8

Business 4amin.

Masters

19

38

58
18

dl
mlmwrio TriW

37.1

....
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

Institutional projections indicate that another 83 students will be

awarded the Ph.D. during the spring and summer of 1983. (E.1)

Public service Fellowships

Based on Project Directors' annual performance reports, in 1982 an

estimated 109 Public Service fellows received masters degrees in public
administration or closely related fields. Institutional projections
indicate that another 150 will be awarded a masters during 1983. (E.1)

Detailed information or program participants by race and sex are pro-
vided under Section F below.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

No funds are requested for the Graduate and Professional Opportunities
Fellowships program. Currently, there are a wide variety of non-Federal
sources of financial support available for minorities and women pursuing
graduate study, especially in engineering and science. These include
support from postsecondary institutions, foundations, and other private
sources. Federal financial assistance is available to graduate students
through the Work Study program and the National Direct Student Loan
program. In addition, through the Guaranteed Student Loan program's
Auxiliary Loan Assistance, graduate students will be eligible for loans
of up to 58,000 annually.

Additionally there is no need for Federal encouragement of graduate
study in the public service field. Many institutions currently offer
high level, high quality graduate programs in public administration.
Furthermore, there is now a substantial supply of qualified persons to
fill public service jobs. The number of master's degrees awarded in

public service fields increased by 141.5 oercent between academic years
1970-71 and 1978-79, and doctoral degrees awardeu in these fields in-

creased by 106,7 percent during the same time period. Graduate students
in public service fields are eligible to receive Federal financial
assistance through the Work-Study r ram.and the National Direct Student
Loan program. Under the Gu4ran 4.fident Loan program's Auxiliary

it Loan Assistance, graduate studeri 1 be eligible for loans of up to
$8,000 per year to support thoiNe on.

t . /

E. Supporting Studies and Analysi$
4

ted in Section C: .4

/ h
1. Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of

a
Education

A

2. "Evaluability Assessment of'the Graduate Professional Oocortunities !!!

;Iro ram," tne American Institutes iar Researtn, Palo A to, CA, July
981

4

375



F. Other Supporting Data:

Program participation by sex and race follow for each program;

Graduate and Professional Opportunities Program

Based on five years of program experience, it is expected that the compo-
sition of 1983 fellows by sex and race will be similar to the fiscal
year 1982 totals:

% of Tntal Nr.dber

Blacks 54.1 553
Hispanics 19.2 195

Asian Americans 5.4 55

Native Americans 3.0 31

Majority Women ;8.3 187
100.0 1022

Womer ovirall, however, comorised moretban 50 percent of the 1022 fellows
supported at 115 institutions during academic year 1982-83.

Public Service Fellowships

The composition of tne studer :ts participating in the program has changed
from predominantly white male to predominantly women and minority ma!es
(79%). It is expected that the cmposition of these fellows by sex and
race will show a gradual increase in the number of minority participants.
The FY 1982 percentages are as follows:

ETHNICITY % OF TOTAL

White
Aale 21%
Female 43%

Black
Male 2%
Female 17

Hispanic

Male I%
Female Z%

AsiaAmerican
Male 0

Female i%

`native American

Male 1".

remale

84%

29%

5%

1*;

;Mara: , Nome" :::mnr-set: 5: .4r:rt :ne 43-3ws s;:oor:a,
acacemi: *;s2-,1
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III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies of this pluyram are being condtxted or plann'

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Louis Venuto (202) 245-2347

Program studies: 6.14ert H. Berls (202) 245-7884

$

Notes

1. The Education Amendments (P.L. 96-374) of 1980 provided for a new
Part B of Title IX of HEA of 1965. The new Part B voids and re-
places the old Part B (Graduate/Professionirlducation Opportunities
Program), raft C (Public Service Fellowships), and Part D (Dos estic
Mining and Mineral and Mineral Fuel Conservation Fellowships) and
constitutes a new Part B in which the separate authorities were
combined into one authority. For information on each program prior
to FY 1981 see the ED Annual Evaluation Report for FY 1981.

2. It should be noted that under the consolidated Part 8, Section (e),
it is required that at least as much money be spent each year on
Public Service Fellowships, mining Fellowships and G*POP fellowships
as was spent in FY 1979 for each of these categories.
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FUL8R1GMT-HAYS TRAINING GRANTS PROGRAM
(CFDA Nos. 84.019, 84.020, 84.021, 84.022)

Highlights:

o No funds were requested for this program. (11-0)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

,Legislation: Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 (Ful-

bright-Hays Act), Section 102(b)(6); Public Law 87-256, 22 U.S.C. 2452
(b)(6) and Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended, Sections 104(b)(2) and (3) Public Law 83-480; 7 U.S.L. 1691.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year

1979

1980
1981

1982

1983

Authorization Appropriation

1/ $3,000,000
3,000,000
6,200,000
4,800,000
5,000,000

IlissIse: This program has four parts; Faculty Research Abroad, Foreign
Curriculum Consultants, Group Projects Abroad, Doctoral Dissertation Re-
search Abroad.

(1) Faculty Research Abroad:

To heq universities and colleges strengthen their programs of' inter-
national studies through selected opportunities for research and study

abroad i foreign language and area studies; to enable key faculty members
to keep current in their specialties; to facilitate the updating of curri-
culum; and to help improve teaching methods and materials.

(2) Foreign Curriculum Consultants:

To benefit American education at alji levels by helping institutions bring
specialists from tier countries to.he United States to assist in planning
and developing curricula in modern foreign language ana area studies.

(3) Group Projects Abroad:

To neip educational institutions improve their programs modern foreign
languages ana areas.

;1) 9octara; "Jsse,tatIon:

7o orov;le F:r graua:a stJcalts :o aftgage '1 :J11-::me
ersser:a:toti !'ssearci aorbad In no:cern 'Jrtign 'ilgua;1) ar: area St-a:is.

Tnis tr,.;.ram :s :as7;nel 2P/0;02 oisaar.:n <n.Tml4cca 4-c

ioou: areaF :F :re Ncria diceiy -n
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Eligibility:

(1) Faculty Research Abroad:

Applicant Eligibility: Accredited American colleges or universities that
offer instruction in foreign languages and area studies.

Beneficiary Eligibility: Candidates for faculty research awards must be
U.S. citizens or nationals, with whom institutions have long-time employ_
ment relationships (visiting faculty members are ineligible) or educators
experienced 1,1 foreign language and area studies. Candidates must have
engaged in at least half-time teaching or research relevant to area of
specialization luring the two years preceding the date of the award;

possess adequate skills in the language of the country or in a language
germane to the project or region where the project would be undertaken.

(2) Foreign Currictlium Consultants:

American institutions eligible to apply for Foreign Curriculum Consultant
grants are: State departments of education; local public school systems;
institutions of higher education accredited by a nationally recognized
accrediting agency or association, private nonprofit educational organiza-
tions, or a consortium of these institutions.

(3) Group Projects Abroad:

Applicant Eligibility: Accredited universities; 4-year colleges; community
and junior colleges; State departments of education; private nonprofit
educational organizations; consortiums of institutions.

Beneficiary Eligibility: Individuals participating in Group Projects must
be (1) U.S. citizens or nationals; and (2) faculty members in foreign

language or area studies, experienced educators responsible for conducting,
planning, or supervising programs in foreign language or area studies at
the elementary, secondary, or junior college levels, or graduate students
or upperclassmen who plan teaching careers in foreign language, area stud-
ies, or world affairs.

(I) Doctoral Oiss2rtation Research Ab ad:'

A candidate for a Dissertation Reskch Fellowship must be a citizen or
national or permanent resident of the United States; plan to teach in a

U.S. institution of higher education; be enrolled in an eligible U.S.
institution and have been admittfd to candidacy for a doctoral degree
in foreign language or area studies; provide evidence of adequate foreign
language skills to carry out effeftively the proposed research. If appli-
cant plans to conduct research in the U.S.S.R., Bulgaria, Czecnosiovakia,
Roland, 4ungary, Romania, Yugoslavia, or the German Democratic Repuolic,
he or she must have arplied to the Internaticnal ?esearch and Exchange
Board (IREX), 655 Third Avenue, New York, A!Y Inni7. If applicant plans to
conduct research in the People's Republic of China, it is recommended that
he or sne a; so apply to tne Committee on Scnolarly Communication tie

,eople's Reouolic of China, Iational Academcy of Sciences, .2161 ConstitJtion
,Avenue, Washinsten, nC 2041?.
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ApplAcant Requirenents:

(1) faculty Research Abroad:

Elible institutions are responsible for accepting, screening, and for-
warding to the Research Branch, Division of Advanced Training and Research
International Education Programs, those individual applications which meet
the institution's technical and academic criteria. Callidates for faculty
research awards apply directly to their employing institutions.

Facety members may address requests fe general information to the Research
Branch, Division of Advanced Training Ad Research, but obtain application
forms from the appropriate office at their employing institutions. Appli-
cations are submitted directly to the institution, not to the nivision.

The faculty member must present a detailed description of the proposed
project; present a statement frem the employing institution describing how
the project will contribute to an institution's plans for developing pro-
grams in foreign language and area studies. If the applicant plans to
work in the U.S.S.R., Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Hungary, Romania,
Yugoslavia or the German Democratic Republic, he or she mot have appliel
to the International Research and Exchange Board (IRE?(), 655 Third Ave.,
New York,'NY 10017. If the applicent plans to conduct research in the
Per.T1t's Republic of China, it is recommended that he or she also apply to
the Committee on Scholarly Communications with the People's Republic of
China, National Academy of Sciences, 2101 Constitution Ave., Washington,

D.C. 20418.

The Division of Advanced Traininc, and Research makes the initial selection
and recommeidation of awartl recipients with the advice of a panel of special-
ists in foreign language, area studies, and world affairs, and comments by
U.S. embassies and binational commissions in the proposed countries of

research. The :elections are subject to review and final approval by the

Board of Foreign Scholarships.

(2) Foreign Curriculum Consultants:

The Office of Postsecondary Education publicizes details and grant avail..
abilities trod receives proposals from American educational institutions.
Assisted by a panel of experA from the academic commumizy, the Office of
Postsetondar%) Education makes prei;minary recommendatio66 V. the Secretary.
All recommended. proposals are reviewee and approved byfthe presidentially
appointed Board of Foreign Scnolars?tips. Proposals ar'iroved at this stage
are forwarded to appropriate U.S. diploaatic mission4.abroaL: to recruit

candidates. The Beard of Foreign Scholarships reviews and approves tne
resulting slate of candidates. 'lest institutions select the redolent.
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(3) Group Projects Abroad:

An institution or organization interested in the program plans and proposes
a group project that woWid significantly improve its program in foreign
language and area studies. Specific guidelines for preparation of proposals
as published in the Federal Register and subsequent submission are available
upon request from International Education Programs. The institution or
organization must give assurance that the indivi4uals it nominates to
undertake the projects are appropriately qualified.

With the advice of a panel of academic consultants and an assessment of
the feasibility and suitability of each proposal by U.S. embassies and
binational commissions in the proposed countries of study, the Inter-
national Education Programs evaluates the proposals and makes initial
selections and recommendations of grant recipients. The selections are
subject to review and final app roval by the Board of Foreiv Scholarships.

(4) Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad:

The graduate dean of a college or university or his representative is

responsible for accepting, screening, and forwarding to the Research Branch,
Division of Advanced Training and Research, International Education Pro-
grams, Office of Postsecondary Education those individual applications which
meet the institution's technical and academic criteria. Candidates for

dissertation research fellowships apply directly to the institutions at
which they are enrolled in a Ph.O. program, not to the Department of Educa-
tion.

Institutions request application materials from the Research Branch, Divi-
sion of Advanced Training and Research. Students should address requests
for application forms to the office of the graduate dean at the graduate
schools at which they are enrolled in a Ph.D. program.

The candidate must present a feasible resevch project.

The Res.:arch Branch, Division of Advanced Training and Research, Office of
Postsecondary Education makes initial selections and recommendations of

award recipients with the advice of a panel of specialists in foreign

language and area studies andiOlments by U.S. embassies and binational
commissions in the proposed coliiitties of research. Selections are subject
to review and final approvalybly the Board of Foreign Scholarships.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance:

(1) Faculty Research Abroad:

project grants are for three to twelve months.

(2) Foreign Curriculum :onsoitants

Length of assistance is eignt to ten months. Dayments are is to host
institutions at the oeginning of tne fall term.
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(3) Group Projects Abroad:

Assistance is determined by the duration of the project, ranging from six
weeks to twelve months.

(4) Doctoral Dissertation Research Aborad:

Awards are made for at least six but not more than twelve months.

Obligations of Grant Recipients

Award recipients must file terminal reports. Doctoral Dissertation Research
Abroad grantees must also file interim reports. Fiscal records of institu-
tions are subject to audit at any time within five years after close of
the fiscal year in ohich expenditures are made or until the resolution of
any outstanding audit questions.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(11

A. Goals and Objectives

The goal and objectives for FY 1983 were to award project grants and fellow-

ships within the prescribed schedule.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

(1) Following a national competition including domestic peer review and
overseas host country approval, awards were made to institutions for
individual Faculty Research FellcNships.

(2) Seventeen applications, revesenting 15 states and ;-Jerto Rico, for

the Foreign Curriculum Consultants program were received. All applications
were reviewed by a panel of external academic experts, oy ED staff, and
by the Board of Foreign Scholarships.

(3) Seventy-two applications were received from 29 states for Group Pro-
jects Abroad. All applications we reviewed by a panel of experts, ED
staff and by the Board of Foreign Scholarships.

(4) Following a national competition for Doctoral Dissertation Research
Abroad Fellowships, including domestic peer review and overseas lost country
approval, awards we: r. made for individual research fellowships.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Types of Benefits:

The Faculty Research Abroad Program provides opportunities for raculty
specializing in uncommonly taught modern foreign languages and area studies
and teaching at institutions of higher education in the United States to
conduct research overseas for the purpose of improving their skills and
developing curricula.

The Foreign Curriculum Consultants Program enables eligible U.S. insti-
tutions to bring specialists from other countries to the United States for
an academic year to assist in planning and developing curricula in modern
foreign languages and area studies.

The Group Projects Abroad Program provides grants to U.S. educational
institutions and organizations for training, research,, advanced foreign
language training, curriculum development, and preparation or acquisition
of instructional materials in international and intercultural studies by
groups of individuals engaged in a common endeavor. Special Bi-lateral
Projects provide U.S. educators with short-term training seminars abroad
on foreign languages and world area studies with a view toward sharing
this experience with students, colleagues and others after returning to
the United States; to support bi-lateral education projects between the
U.S. and countries abroad between USED and selected foreign Ministries of
Education.

The Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad Program provides opportunities
for graduate students who plan to teach at institutions of higher education
in the United States to conduct research overseas on approved Ph.D. disser-
tation topics in non-Western language and area studies.

Program Effectiveness:

No recent studies completed.

Program Scope: The following 'lords were made in FY 1983:

o Faculty Research Abroad: 35 fellowships were awarded at 31 institutions

for a total amount of $747,608.

o Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad: 113 fellowships were awarded
to 30 institutions for a total amount of 1,899,371.

o G:3up Projects Abroad: Thirty-two proj,:ts totaling 52,147,213 we,'e
supported in fiscal year 19113. Twenty-five proposals utilized 4.S.
dollars in the amount of 51,718,103. Seven projects were 14pportel
under the U.S.-owned foreign currency category totaling 1429,110.
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C. Costs Benitfits and Effectiveness (Continued}

o Foreign Curriculum Consultants: Seven projects totaling $94,830 were
Supported.

o. Special 8i-lateral Projects: Eight projects were supported for a total
of-$660,000 in Italy, Itrael-, Korea, China, Brazil, Liberia, India and
'Pakistan.

D. Flans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

o No funds were requested for tPis program. This action reflected the
Administration's effort to curtail Federal txpendittres and encourage
individuals, institutions, businesses, and other organizations to pro-
vide a greater share of support For international education and foreign
language studies.

_Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Section C Above:

_o PrOgram Files, Office of Postsecondary Edh44tion, U.S. DepartmInt
of Education, 1983.

F. Other Supporting Data:

See,Program Effectiveness (ILO in Language Training and Area Studies.

II/. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b::

No studies of this program are being conducted or panned.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Kenneth D. Whitehead (202) 245-9691

Program studies: Robert H. 8erls (202) 245 -7884

Notes

1. Indeinite, does not have specific money :guthorization.
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LANGUAGE TRAINING AND AREA STUDIES
(CFDA Nos. 84.015, 84.016, 84.017)

Highlights

o No funds were requested for this program since these activities are now
well-established in the funded institutions. (II-D)

r. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, Title VI, 20 U.S.C.
1121.

Funding Sinde 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979

1980
1981

1982
1983

$75,000,000
75,000,000
57,750,000
30,600,000
30,600,000

$17,000,000
17,000,000
19,800,000
19,200,000
21,000,000

Purpose:

Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Languages Programs: To

(1) assist institutions of higher education to plan, develop, .and carry
out a comprehensive program to strengthen and improve undergraduate in-
struction in international studies and foreign language, and (2) assist
associations and organizations to develop projects that will make an

especially significant contribution to strengthening and improving under-
graduate instruction in international studies and foreign languages.

National Resource Centers: To promote instruction in those modern foreign
languages and area and international studies critical to national needs by,
supporting the establishment, strengthening and operation of such programs
at colleges and universities.

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships: To meet the needs of the
United States for experts in modern foreign languages, area studies, and
world affairs by supporting fellowships for advanced study at institutions
for higher education.

International and Studies Research: To improve foreign language and area
studies training through support of research and studies, experimentation,
and development of specialized instructional materials.
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Programs: Accredited colleges and universities, and public and non-profit
private agencies and organizations.

Centers: Accredited American colleges and universities.

Fellowships: Accredited institutions of higher education offering com-
prehensive graduate language and area and international studies are eligible
to apply for award quotas.

Research: Institutions of higher education; qualified individual re-
searchers; State educational agencies; public school systems; other educa-
tional and professional organizations.

Applicant Requirements:

Programs: When funds are available for the support of new programs,
announcements are issved in the Federal Register. Application forms and
guidelines for submission of proposals are available from the international
Studies and Foreign Language Program, international Programs, Office of
Postsecondary Education.

Institutions must provide evidence of existing resources and institutional
commitment to language and area and international studies through a curri-
culum that piovides instruction dealing with a particular world area and
its languages, with comparative world area studies, or with the internation-
al aspects of professional or other fields of study.

Centers and Fellowships: Eligible institutions submit proposals for the
funding of centers only, fellowships only, or, both when the announcement
of a new competition is issued in the Federal Register. Application forms
and guidelines for the submission of proposals are available from the
Centers and Fellowships Branch. This program is subject to the provisions
of OMB Circular No. A-110. Higher education institutions currently receiv-
ing funds for a two or three year phased program support may submit annual
proposals for the continuation of such support. New students seeking
fellowships may apply to the institutions annually.

Researcn: Formal applications are prepared in response to announcements
of program requirements and closing dates in the Federal Register.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance:

Programs and Centers: ;rants are awarded for 12 month periods, subject to
renewals of I or 2 years. Payments are made as stipulates in the ;rant.

Fellowshies: kademid year payments are mace :ne institution *Jurinc
the :ern of the felLowsnio. I' Summer feilowsnios are issJ?d, they 4P!
Pe for a summer session in wnicn the eduiyaient of as academic year's
foreign language study is comoleted.
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Derition_ind.Phasing.of Assistance (Continued)

Research: A project is generally no longer than 18 months. The duration
Of the project is determined during the negotiation process. When addi-
tional= time is required to complete a project, conducted under a contract,
continuation of support may be negotiated, subject to examination of

accomplished work and availability of funds. Projects conducted under
,a grant may be phased, with the phas's following the first phase subject
'to: renewal on a noncompetitive basis. Renewals of grants, which were not
included in the, original negotiations, will be considered in competition
With.ill other new applications.

Obtifitions of Grant Recipienti:.

TrOgraM and Centers: All programs must provide final reports upon com-
.pletibkof the grant. Financial reports are also required. All records
supporting claims under grant or'relating to the accountability for awarded
fUnds Oust be available upon request for five years.

FelloWthips: All records bearing on the receipt and expenditure of funds
inderthe program must be available fbr inspection by the Department (1)
for 3 years after the fiscal year in which grant funds are spent, (2) until
14dit:br for five years after the grant, or (3) until resolution of any
audit - questions.

Research: A final report or subject data as established through negoti-
aionfis required along with interim progress reports and financial reports.
All fiscal records will be subject to audit by the Department at any time
within' 3 years after expiration of the contract or grant.

RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

ftoccntinue the programs' purposes:

National Resource Centers: The. National Resource Centers Program provides

genera'issistance for nationally recognized centers of excellence in

Modern foreign languages and international studies in order to maintain
and extend U.S. capability to train and sustain specialists and foster
research in modern foreign languages and international studies.

FLAS Fellowships: The Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships Program

provides incentive awards to meritorious students undergoing advanced

training in modern foreign languages and related area studies. The fellow-
ships are awarded through approved institutions with nationally recognized
programs of excellence..
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doaltAndObjectives: (Continued)

Undergraduate International Studies and.Forelgn language Program: Priority
is g.ven to the following types'of prtdects:

o Projects that are initiated by front line service delivery institutions,
Such as institutions of higher education. Applications' from organiza-
tions and associations are funded only for projects which make an

especially significant contribution to strengthening and improving
Undergraduate instruction in international studies and foreign languages;

o -Projects that are locally developed, have strong institutional and

community support, and. use Federal dolfars in partnership with insti-
tutional and private sector funding;

o PrOjetts that strengthen the acquisition of basic and higher level
skills in modern foreign languages, and in disciplines such as the
hittory, anthropology, economics, and the geography of the areas where
such foreign languaget are tpoken

o Projects that strengthen the acquisition of knowledge and skills in

profetsional fields with an international component, such as agricul-
ture, business, education, law, and journalism, or that develop skills
for thft analysis of critical issues such as economic development,
technology utilization, national security, or international trade;

o Projects that utilize computers to implement more effective means of
teaching modern foreign languages, and for the collection and analysis
of information about critical international issues;

o "Seed" projects that include specific plans and supporting evidence
that shows the projects would continue without Federal assistance
when the grant terminates.

Business and International Education: Objectives are to;

o Promote innovation and improvement in international education curricula
to serve the needs of the business community;

o Increase international skills of the business community; and

o Oevelop linkages between institutions of higher education and the
business community involved in international economic activities.

International Research and Studies Program: The goal of. this program is to
support research designed to improve and strengthen the status of foreign
languages, area studies, and other related instruction in the American
educational system. To help accomplisi this objective, priority is given
to applications proposing to conduct resear; in the following areas:

o The use of computers in improving foreign language instruczion;
o Foreign language acquisition;
o tmproving teaching methodologies for foreign language instructivt;

o Foreign language proficiency :esting; ant
o Instructional materials tevelopment for uncommonif : !ugh languages.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

v r

520-5

National Resource Centers: Ninety-one centers were funded, 78 of them
comprehensive graduate and undergraduate and 13 of them undergraduate.
The average unit cost for comprehensive centers was $122,000 and for under-
graduate centers $78,000. The total centers budget of $10,600,000 was
awarded. (Table 1)

FLAS Fellowships: The national competition for fellowships yielded 117
institutional awards representing the equivalent of about 700 academic
year fellowships (some of the funds were used for summer awards for ad.
vanced intensive language training.) Because the Federal grant was not
always exactly divisible by an institution's average unit cost (there are
varying tuition rates on most campuses) there were many cases were non-
Federal funds were added to round out the next whole fellowship. Thus,
the total number of fellowship generated amounted to approximately 750 or
about 50 more than Federal funds support. The total fellowship budget was
$6,000,000.

Combined Grants: Because some grants combined centers and fellowship awards
and. some grants represented only centers or only fellowships, a total of
123 grants was issued. These grants were made to 47 institutions, 27 of
them public and 20 private.

Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Lanqua9e Programs: Of the
54 projects funded in FY 1-983, six were of particular interest because
they focused on a new area international business and the acquisition
of foreign language skills for technical and professional use.

Businets and International Education Program: This program was funded for
W-Tiisttime in FY 1113 with 22 grants awarded for an average grant of
$45,000. The grantees comprised eleven universities, six four-year colleges
and seven two-year colleges. All the grantees have linkage agreements
with the business community involved in export related trade or internation-
al economic activities.

International Research and Studies Program: This program made 20 awards
averaging 546,000 in FY 1983 and concentrated its grants on projects con-
ducting research on the improlement of foreign language instruction.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

Table 1
A Summary of Funding

For Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983
By Program Areas

Program Scnpe:

520-6

1982 1983

NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS
go. of centers 90 91

. Avg. cost per center $113,045 $116,480
fetal centers $10,174,000 $10,600,000
.

FOREIGN LANGUAGE AND AREA STUDIES
C.1.1104SHIPS

116. -Of institutions 113 117

Aló. of fellowships 800 700

AVerage cost (academic year) $7,406 $8,570
4'Otal Fellowships $5,925,000 $6,000,000

RESEARCH PROGRAM
No. of awards 29 20

Average cost $40,103 546,000
Total Research Program SI,163,000 $920,000

INTERNATIONAL STUDIES AND
FOREIGN LANGUAGE PROGRAMS

No. of awards 60 54

Range of awards $40,000- $30,000-

° 80,000 80,000
Total International Studies and

Foreign Language Programs $1,938,000 $2,300,000

INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS PROGRAM
No. of awards mg* 22

Average cost MP MP $45,000
Total International 3usiness MI OP S1,000,000

TOTAL ALL PROGRAMS $19,200,000 $21,000,000

Source: E.I
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

o determine trends in employment of former fellowship holders and assess
the match between training and employment;

o establish a protected competition for advanced students of the pro-
fessions and in high-demand disciplines;

o establish sabbatical awards for mid-career graduates to maintain and
improve skills.

Undergraduate Curricula: The Department currently funds two-year "start-up"
projects to promote the development of international studies in undergraduate
.curricula. Forty-two percent of these projects were continued by the
'sponsoring institution after Federal funding ended. This is a much higher
rate of continuation than for other Federal programs ttith a similar "start-
up" strategy. Projects identified as successful in this program become
part of the National Diffusion Network or other funds should be set aside
for dissemination,

Research: Although the on inal intent of this program was to provide
support for the other three I 'program components, it has not done so. The
research program has been major source of new teaching materials for
languages that are not usually taught. It is not widely publicized because
its funds do not support the publication and dissemination of products.
developed with those funds. The Department should take the followidg
actions:

o fund a dissemination study to determine the demand for research program
products and the best ways of serving potential users;

o make "add-on" grants to prepare successful pre-tested materials for
publication;

o increase support for materials for area studies and decrease the number
of language surveys;

o coordinate the research program with the other Title vI program com-
ponents,

The program staff began to initiate corrective action on several of these
recommendations in the 1982 competition for centers and fellowships.

The just completed second phase of this study analyzed supply and demand
trends for foreign language and area studies graduates, and assessed the
relationships between employment and program-supported training (E.3.).

The principal findings of phase two are:

o On balance, the FLAS program has played an important role in a training
process that has attracted a broad base of competent and highly moti-
vated students. These students spent considerable time in language and
area stuoies training and now rate the education tney received very

highly. To tne extent that comparisons are passible, ;LAS recipients
are receiving more training :nen older specialists aid, and are or

competent; bat they are seriausi/ concerned about :he. lack of opoortani:j
for language snay nomad, and the seeming unresoonsIveness of tne

392
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness: (continued)

graduate training process to a changing job market for their skills.
In tact, throughout this profile of former FLAS recipients, one finding
hOlnierged repeatedly: the training of language and area studies
specialists has remained relatively s'.1atic, while major changes have
occurred in empltyment and skill utilization patterns.

The portrait that emerges of the typical FLAS recipient is that of
a serious student who entered graduate school with some prior exposure
to international studies and who, while in graduate school, spent
considerable time in language training and related disciplinary study.
OnsaVeeage, FLAS 'recipients obtained more language training than the
average undergraduate and the vast majority had same firsthand experience
in- another country or region of the world. However, only about half
had- either coursework or first-hand experience in the region in which
they-later specialized; most of them entered graduate school armed with
the skills required for foreign language study and motivated to immerse
teemidlies in-the study oranotherculture.

o: the FLAS fellowship program has functioned well as a meritocratic
SS-Item that has brought good students from a very wide variety of

undergraduate institutions to the best universities in the country
for language and area studies training. Most FLAS recipients between
1862 and 1878 majored in history or the humanities, with a smaller
number in the social sciences and even fewer in professional dis-
tiplines. The humanities orientation of the FLAS program is most
evident,among Soviet specialists, 'half of whom majored in language
and literature.

o FLAS Ph.D:s with academic jobs are currently teaching in over 450
colleges and universities, and most of them work in institutions that
are non-selective in their undergraduate admissions policies. In this *
very important way, then, the specialist expertise produced with FLAS
assistance is now being disseminated broadly to undergraduates in all

i
types of institutions. In addition, the majority of academics, regard-
less of the type of institution in which they teach, report using their
language and area studies expertise all or most of the time.

o The vast majority (over 75 percent) of FLAS Ph.D.s are currently teaching
in colleges and universities, but the proportion has steadily decreased
over cohorts. More than twice as many Ph.D.s in the 1977-79 cohort
hold nonacademic jobs as do those who earned their doctorates in the
1967 -70 cohort (28.6 percent versus 13.7 percent). Most of those

(60 percedt) in non-academic jobs sought academic employment. The
average over the cohorts for non-academic employment is 25 percent
with the latest cohort reaching about 30 percent.

393
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

o Ibis growing shift Aram academic to non-academic employment has pro-
found implications for the extent to which language and area special-
ists are able to use' their skills. The one-fourth-of FLAS Ph.O's who
are not employed in postsecondary education work for a variety of
employers, particularly profit-making organizations. (Only nine percent
of those with non-acadeMic jobs chose them.) Those in non-academic
jobs typically do not use their skills -- especially those in profit-
making employment. But those who are employed by the federal government
typically don't use their skills either: only 1 of 3 on the average
use their skills, with a high of 1 of 2 for those in the Russian/Slavic
areato a low of 1 of 6 who are African specialists.

o For the FLAS fellowship for those recipients who attained the Ph.D.,
unemployment (or holding only a part-time job) has doubled from the
1967-70 cohort'to the 1977-79 cohort. That is, the most recent cohort
is twice as likely to be unemployed as the earliest cohort in the study.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislatidi

No funds were requested for this program. Most of the institutions
receiving assistance under this program have One so for many years, and
these activities are now well-established parts of their curricula. The
Administration believes funding responsibility should be assumed by these
institutions.

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

1. Program Files, Office of ,Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education, 1983.

2. Federal Swart for International Studies: The Role of NDEA Title VI.
(final report for phase one of a two-part study for the U.S. Department
of Education), Lorraine' M. McDonnell and others. Rand Corporation,
Santa Monica, California, 1981.

3. FederalSt.an.ua.eandAreaS.ecialists: 14_1
dticorarifi.ASFe-FlowshioWiT3iVnts.(11T41report

for phase two of a two-part study for the U.S. Department ,.f Education),
Lorraine M. McDonnell and others. Rand Corporation, Santa Monica,
California, 1983.
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F. Other Supporting Data:

Table 2

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF FLAS PH.D'S (N - 1949)

Sex

...:4

.

Male 78.1 -.

Female 21.9
i-;

Racial/Ethnic Group
,.

White/Caucasian 93.1
Minority Group 5.7

Black 0-9
Hispanic 2.2
Asian 2.3 ;

Amer. Indtan
No Report

0.3
1.3

,.

.

Age in 1982 0

Under 35 7.9
35-39 29.3 :.

40-44 36.8 ,

45-49 15.0

50-54 6.8
55 or over 3.3
No report 0.8
Median Age (Years) 40.9

Ph.0 Year
1967 4.6

1968 5.5

1969 6.3
1970 8.4

1971 8.0

1972 9.4

1973 10.0
1974 1.5
1975 9.1

1976 8.7

1977 7.1

1978 7.7
1979 6.6

Source: Study E.3 cited above.
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Table 3

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF NON-PH.D. FLAS RECIPIENTS (N it 53))

S
Sex

Male 59.9
Female' 40.1

Racial/Ethnic Group
White/Caucasian 92.1
Minority Group 5.3

Slack 1.7
Hispanic 0.3
Asian 3.3

No Report 2.7

Age in 1982
Under 35 36.1

35-39 3n.s

40-44 20.9
45-49 7.1
50-54 1.9
55 or over 1.3
No report 1.2
Median Age (Years) 36.2

MA Cohort
Pre '1970 30.9
1970-1174 28.3
1975-1982 30.5
No MA 10.4

Source: Study E.3 cited above.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No further studies of this program are in progress.

Contacts, for Further information

Program operations: Xenneth 0. Whitehead, (202) 24S-9591

Program studies: Robert R. 3erls, (202) 116-788d
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COOPERATIVE EDUCATION
(CFOA No. 84.055)

Highlights:

o Because the benefits of a Cooperative Education Program have been demon-
strated and such programs are now widely available, the program's ob-
jectives have been achieved. No funds were requested for FY 1984. (II.D)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Imislation: Higher Education Act of 1965, Title VIII, Public Law 89-329;
20 U.S.C77133 1133b.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $ 28,000,000 $15,000,000
1980! 28,000,000 15,000,000
1981 35,000,000 23,000,000
1982 20,000,000 140,400,000

1983 20,000,000 14,400,000

u.

Purpose: To provide Federal support for the planning, establishment, ex-
pansion, training of personnel in, or carrying out of cooperative education
programs in institutions of higher education, for projects demonstrating
or exploring the feasibility or value of innovative methods of comprehensive
institutional cooperati I education, or for research into methods of imprbv-
ing, developing, or promaing the use of cooperative education programs in
institutions of higher education. (Cooperative education programs are

those with alternating or parallel periods of academic study and public or
private employment related to the student's academic program or professional
goals.)

Eligibility: Accredited institutions of higher education. Other public
or private nonprofit agencies and organizations are also eligible for

training and research grants.

Applicant Requirements: Applicants must submit signed statements that they
have complied with rederal civil rights legislation including Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of i964, Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, and,
where appropriate, that they meet the definition of higher education given
in Section 1201 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: The maximum grant an institution of
higher eaucation may receive in a single fiscal year for the administration
of programs is $325,000. A consortium may receive 5250,000 times the

number of institutions in the consortium. No such limitation applies to
demonstration projects, training or research programs. Eligibility for

adminil ration grants is limited to five years for a unit of an institution

of higher education, individually or as a participant in a comoination of

institutions of higher education.
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Duration and Phasing of AssistancEltontinued)

tinder section 802 multi year rants are available to support projects for
a total of 60 months if no previous Federal Cooperative Education Program
funds were received by the applicant. Institutions which have received
single-year section 802 grants in previous yeaes are only eligible to
apply for single-year grants. Projects supported under section 803 may
receive multi-year grants for a total of 36 months.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Annual fiscal and progress reports must
be submitted at the termination of the grant period and other informatic.
must be furnished as requested. Participants are subject to Federal audits.

Institutions receiving second, third, fourth and fifth year administrative
grants are required to provide joint funding amounting to 10, 20, 40 and
70 percent of such costs respectively. They must also spend on cooperative
edodation an amount not lest than they spent the previous year.

Institutions of higher education must also assign students to jobs relevant
to their academic prograci and provide supervision during the work period.
Institutions evaluate, with the employer, the student's job performance.
In most i cases, students are regularly enrolled and awarded academic credit
for the work experience.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

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

o Stimulate institutions to initiate school-wide cooperative education
for all students.

o Stimulate the growth of inter-department cooperative education programs,
especially for newly participating institutions.

o Provide training grants to assist faculty members and administrators to
design and implement cooperative education programs and to emphasize
the improvement of training techniques.

8. Provess and Accomplishments

In Fiscal Year 1983 the following activities were funded.

o 15 non-comprehensive aemonstration grants were funded to bring the
total to data to 36.

o Of tie 152 newly oarcicipating institutions 20 recei4ec tiree :a file
multi-year awar,..s :3 assure funding over tne ceveIopcent period.

o To assure access across -tne nation tne 11 two and four year :reinins
;rants Nero awartec 4in a dice geograanical zistriou:ion.
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Types of Benefits:

Four categories of grants are provided under this program.

1. Administration grants - projects generally focus on a single department
or cluster of departments in an institution'of higher education. Funds
are used to develop and carry out cooperative education programs and
to strengthen and expand linkages with employers (and local high school
cooperative education programs).

2. Comprehensive demonstration grants large grants assist institutions
plan and initiate institution-wide cooperative educational approaches
VI postsecondary programs of study.

3. Research grants - projects collect, study and disseminate information
an: cooperative edudation programs and practices.

4. Training grants - projects provide institution program directors and
I faculty and professionals in business with informatfon on how to

administer and expand theiF cooperative education programs.

Program Scope: In fiscal year 1983437 applications were submitted by
Mo--"Ticants requesting a total of 562,239,481. The appropriation
for fiscal year 1983 is $14.4 million.

From the $14.4 million appropriation, grants were awarded to 196 of the 437
applicants. Of these 196 awards, 170 were administration grants, totaling
$9,400,000; 15 were comprehensive demonstration grants, totaling $4,100,000;
and 11 were training grants, totaling $900,000. Grants totaling $4,915,6r0,
were awarded to 74 two-year public and private institutions of higher
education; grants, totaling $9,244,406 were awarded to 119 four-year public/
private institutions; and grants, totaling $240,000, were awarded to 3 non-
profit organizations.

It is estimated that 175.000 students enrolled in the program. Distribu-

tions to institutions are provided in more detail in Table 1. Of particular
interest are average awards by institutional type and control. Also of
interest are the distribution to colleges serving large ,umbers of 31ack
Hispanic Students.

Program Effectiveness: In 1970, less than 200 institutions were participat-
ing in Cooperative Education._ By 1980, well over 1000 schools had such a
ptogram. Most of the increase was due to the availability of Federal
funds, since half of all applicants received awards. However, despite the
fact that one-third of all postsecondary institutions have participatad in
the program, only about two percent of all students in the. nation have
participated in the program.

Earlier studies of student participants (fully described in Eel) indicate
that upon graduation, participating students had a more specific sense of
career objectives. They were also more 11%e/y to be employed in in

occupation related to their field of study and had higher expected iifetiie
earnings.
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521-4

Distribution of Cooperative
By Institutional

FY 1982

Education Grants
Type and Control

and FY 1983

Fyl 982 FY 1983

Applications received: 437 437

# Grants awarded by
institutional type:

2 year public 75 70
. 2 year private 3 4

4 year public 45 48
4 year private 73 71

public/private organizations
secondary/vocational schools

1 3

HBCUs 12

predominately Hispanic 4 2

predominately Black (not HBCU) 6 4
predominately Asian 0 0

Federal funds to:

2 year public 54,370;872 54,719,409
2 year private 123,392 196,200
4 year public 2,919,734 3,125000
4 year private 6,811,00? 6,119,300

public/private organizations
others

$175,000 240,000

HBCUs S1,542,458 S614,000
predominately Hispanic 147,392 89,100
predominately Black (not HBCU) 753,269 536,300
predominately Asian 0 0

Average award to
2 year public 558,278 567,420
2 year private 41,131 48,050
4 year public 64,883 65,106
4 year private 93,301 86,1)17

nacus 5125,538 517,729
predominately Hispanic 36,848 »A450
predominately 3Iack clot =25,545 iSs,nis

predominately Asian a

Total f of par:icipants ;stuaents)
being served: in !:1 3-40
programs

17nmo 17,Inn Es:.

Source: E.1.
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D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

No fundt were requested for this activity in 1984. With more than one -
third of.the Nation's postsecondary institutions having cooperative educa-
tion programs, and with more widespread recognition of the benefits of
this educational approach, there is no longer a pressing need for federal
encouragement and stimulation in this area. The concept has been demon-
strated adequately, as evidenced by the number of participating institutions.

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

1. Program Files - Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department
of Education, Washington, D.C.

2. Office of Management and Budget, Justification of Appropriation Esti-
mates for Committees on Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1982, Education,
Volume 1.

3. Annual Evaluation Report for FY 1981, U.S. Department of Education,
Washington, D.C.

;

4. Applied Management Sciences, "Cooperative Education - A National Assess-
ment." Silver Spring, Maryland, 1977.

F. Other Supporting Data

None

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

Nostudies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Morris L. Brown, (202) 245-2146

Program Studies: Sal Corrallo, (202) 245-7884
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LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
(CFDA No 84.135)

522-1

Highlights:

o Program was transferred to the Agriculture Department after the
Department of Education completed the FY 83 funding. (II.D)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Second Morrill Act of 1890; 7 U.S.C. 322 et seq. and

Department of Agriculture Appropriatidns Act of 1907 (Nelson Amendment);
7 U.S.C. 312 et seg.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $2,700,000 $2,700,060
1980 2,700,0010, _2.700,000
1981 2,800,00011 2,800,000
1982 2,800,000 2,800,000
1983 2,800,000 p 2,800,000

Purpose: To provide Federal support to States and jurisdictions regarded
as States for the purpose of this -legislation, for collegiate-level in-
struction in agriculture and the mechanical arts. In addition, program
funds may be used to support instruction in,Ahe English language and the
various branches of mathematical, physical, natural, and economic sciences.

The objective of the First Morrill Act of 1862 was to provide public
lands to any State that would agree to establish ah institution in which
programs in agriculture and the mechanical arts would be available to
the sons and daughters of working class liel5ple. The objective of the
Second Morrill Act of 1890 was to provide those States having a dual
school system annual funds for support of land-grant colleges and to
authorize funds for the establishment of a land-grant college for

81ack persons. Later amendments to the aid to land-grant. colleges
program were designed to maintain and increase the level of Federal

support in continuing the availability of these educational programs

for persons whose educational opportunities were limited.

eligibility: States in which land-grant colleges or universities are
located are eligible for funds. A land-grant college or university is
an institution designated by a State 'legislature for the benefits of

the First aorrill Act of 1862 or the Second Morrill Act of 1890.

DuratIon and Phasing of Assistance: 5S4,1:100 annual grant to each State,
or other jurisaictions with no matching requirement. There art currently
7" lana-4rant institutions within states and other jurisdictions.

Monies are caia directly to State treasuries and in the event that lore

than one iand-grans institution exists in a State, S:ate lelli:etJra

"lust orovice ay statqte for :ne civilian of :nese lies. 2'
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Restrictions: Funds may not be used to purchase land, nor may they be
applied to the purchase, erection, repair, or preservation of buildings.
Each land-grant institution is required to provide annually to the
Department of Education a report on the expenditure of monies received
under all land-grant appropriations.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

o To process grants quickly so that the program could be transferred.

o To transfer program to the Department of Agriculture.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o Grants were awarded within the time schedule.

o Once program funds were distributed, the program was officially trans-
ferred to the Department of Agriculture.3/

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Program Scope: In FY 1983, $2,800,000 was apportioned among the 56 states
and other jurisdictions. Of the 74 land-grant institutions, only Cornell
University in Ithaca, New York, and the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology retain elements of private control. All of the land-grant colleges
offer educational programs of more than two years duration. Land - grant

institutions now exist in all 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto
Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa and Micronesia. (E.l)

Level of Benefits: The aid to land-grant colleges and universities pro-
gram assists 74 land-grant institutions in meeting costs of instruction
and equipment. The $50,000 annual grants are allotted by formula between
the one or two institutions in each state. The Black colleges receive
much less than one half of the $50,000. The average in FY 1980 was
$12,937. On the other hand, Cornell and Massachusetts Institute of

Technology receive a full $50,000. (E.l)

Program Effectiveness: The Morill-Nelson permanent appropriation is a

miniscule source of funds for the 74 land-grant colleges and universities,
which include some of the strongest and most prestigious institutions of
learning in the country, such as Cornell University, the Massachusetts
Institute of re ' neology, and many of the major State universities.

403

L



522-3

Program Effectiveness: (continued)

Since these grants form a very small part of the institutions' recent
budgets and the use of land-grant monies is of a discretionary nature,
the current impact of these funds is difficult to assess. Nonetheless,
a review of the list of recipient institutions suggests that the land-
grant institutions in this program have provided the bulk of the technical
expertise which has made the U.S. agricultural sector the most technolog-
ically, advanced and dynamic in the world.

It is noteworthy to report that the 16 predominantly Black land -grant
institutions in the South are also eligible for aid under the HEA Title
III, Institutional Development Program.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Le itlation

The program is no longer administered by the Department of Education.
Administrative authority was transfered to the Department of Agriculture
beginning with the 1983-84 academic year 3/

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

1. Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of
Education

T. Othei. Supporting Data

Table 1

Selected Characteristics of Institution; Funded, 1980 4/

' Institution Funding

Number Percent Amount Percent

Historically Black 16 22 S 207,000 7

Predominately Black 2 3 100,000 4
Hispanic 2 s 3 100,000 i4.

Samoa and Micronesia 2 3 100,000 a

All 74 100 2,300,000 100

Eighteen land -grant institutions are nistorically or predominantly Black.
They represent 2S percent of the institutions but only 11 percent of
the funding. Sixteen States had to spiit their $50,000 grant. oetween
their historically Slack institution ana their other land-grant insilt:.:-

tion (E.1).
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III. RESPONSE ID GEPA 417.0)

No additional studies are planned for this program.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Jane Coulter, (202) 447-7854

Program Studies: James Maxwell, (202) 245-7884

522-4

Notes:

1. The Education Amendments of 1980 established the Community College
of American Samoa and the Cpllege of Micronesia as land grant colleges,
bringing the number of jurisdictions to 56.

2. In 1978, administration of the Bankhead-Jones Act was transferred to
the Department of Agriculture. The Department of Education, through
1983, administered only the Second Morrill Act, with its $50,000
annual grant to each of 56 states and other jurisdictions.

The original Act provided public land (in the amount of 30,000 acres
for each Senator and Representative of a State). The Second Morrill
Act provided for an appropriation of $25;000 for each State having
a land-grant institution. The Nelson Amendment of 1907 doubled
these appropriations to $50,000. Puerto Rico was added in 1908; the
District of Columbia in 1969; Guam and the Virgin Islands in 1973;
and American Samoa and Micronesia in 1980. The Bankhead-Jones Act
of 1935 is another przogram for land grant colleges and is funded

through the Agriculture Department.
1

3. The program was transferred in the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981
(Public Law 97-98, Section 1419). The transfer was intended to be
effective immediately upon passage of this act in 1981, but ro action
was taken until 1983.

4. Totals do not add to 100% since some are included under more than one
category.

o
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COLLEGE HOUSING PROGRAM
(CFDA No. 84.142)

Highlights:

o $40 million in new loan commitments were made in FY 1982 and FY 1983
(11.C).

o No authorIty for new loan commitments was requested since enrollment is
no longer increasing. (11.0)

I., PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Housing Act of 1950, as amended, Title IV; 12 U.S.0 1749 et
seq. pursuant to Sec. 305 of Public Law 96-88, Oepartment of Education
Organization Act, the College Housing Program was transferred by determ-
ination order of OMB from 1140 to ED on May 4, 198r.)

Funding Since 1979:-

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

Annual Permanent

1979 Indefinite $13,097,000 $241,000

1980 13,645,000 212,000
1981 0 279,000
1982 0 232,000
1983 0 40,000

Purpose; To alleviatg severe student and faculty housing shortages through'
construction, acquisition, or rehabilitation; to provide student and faculty
housing and related facilities; and to reduce fuel consumption or other
operating costs of existing eligible housing and related. faelities:
Currently, loans are limited to energy conservation, rehabilitation and
relieving severe localized housing shortages.

Method of Operation: The College Housing Program enables the Secretary of
Education to make direct Federal loans to higher education institutions

and certain other eligible college housing agencies at a three percept
interest rate. The funds are provided from U.S. Treesury borrowings and
through proceeds from the sale of participation certificates, backed by
pools of existing college housing loans, and marketed through the Government
National Mortgage Association (GNMA), as trussor, The difference in

interest owed or participation certificates (approximeely 5 percent) and
the interest earied on institutional loans ;mut 1 percent) has peen let
previously by Congressional aporoorietion. For F" 1900., the difference
dos procosoo ts to pal: frlm tie :nooll;ated Potence :mica comes lar7eiy
frw institutional loan repayments. The lepert:tent lust say Io .131,14

5451.5 lillion Sy 198'43. Loan repayments need to be used largelf for
tnls purpose, Out CongresS 'as traditionally located :ha: tne leoart.sent
spena 'Acme '';nos Ix new loan tormitments iiCn year.
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Eligibility: Public or private nonprofit colleges and universities offering
at least a 2-year program acceptable for f61 credit toward a bachelor's
degree, and public or private nonprofit hospitals operating nursing schools
or internship and resident programs, public higher educational facility
authorities, nonprofit student housing cooperatives, and nonprofit corpora-
tions established solely to provide student or faculty housing are eligible.

Applicant Requirements: The applicant must be authorized by a governing
body to borrow and provide financial statements for current as well as
past years. The institution must provide documentation as to estimated
project costs, need for the project, and estimated cost savings if the pro-
ject intends to reduce fuel consumption. Each institution must develop
its own plans, subject to local zoning and building codes. Competition
for construction contracts is required.

Evaluation of Applications: Before the loan is approved, the soundness of
thplan is determined by Government inspection and the ability of the
institution to pay back the loan ;bust be assured.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Loans may be scheduled for repayment
over periods of up to30,Yiairup to 50 years tn some circumstances) at 3
percent interest. There are no matching requirements.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Certification of final project costs are
required prior to cfose.out. Periodic reports on the status of pledged
revenues are required. Audits may be made at the discretion of the Depart-
ment of Education. In addition, copies of the institution's audited finan-
cial statements met be submitted.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA d17(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with respect to the
College Housing Program were as follows:

o To provide low interest loans to institutions of postsecondary education
for the purchase, construction, or rehabilitation of housing and related
educational facilities in order to relieve severe housing shortages in
the higher education community.

o To administer the annual loan competition in an accurate and sound manner
and ensure that awards are made on schedule.

o To continue efforts in the area of credit management improvement to
ensure that sound loans are made and the Federal interest is rrotected.

o to support the objectives of the President's Executive nrder 12320 to
assist Historically Slack Colleges and Universities 0.18CUs).

o To enhance t*.e verification and validation controls of the procran to
ensure that awards are ';:ode to institdtions with iaii2 end Seva.d ho.Jsrld
deficiencies.

o To reduce regulatory burden on institutions.
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B. Progress and Accomplishments:

o Awarded $40 million in new loan commitment; supporting 14 housing con-
struction projects and 5 energy conservation projects in FY 1982.

o Awarded nearly 20% of available funds to 48CUs in FY 1982, and anticipate
A

exceeding the regulatory 10 !". minimum set-aside provision to 118Cbs again
in FY 1983. Participated in National Technical Assistance Workshop for
fitias in May 1982.

o Acquired computer support for the ranking of housing applications.

o Acquired the services of ROM (engineering consultants) to review and
monitor projects to ensure project feasibility and compliance with
Federal regulations.

o Streamlined regulations and application material to decrease burden on
institutions, and yet increase control for verification and validation of
data regarding applicants' financial status and housing deficiency.

o Acquired access to government field expense allotments, a legislative
set-aside, in order to monitor projects through construction period,
i.e. site visits.

o Established procedures to ensure the financial soundness of new loans
utilizing such resources as Federal Reserve Bank delinquency listings,
financial status reports, and regulatory provisions relating to insti-
tutional eligibility and loan cancellation.

o CoMpleted inventory of all closed projects to ensure prompt and proper
billing by the Federal Reserve Bank. Cancelled inactive loans and
enforced policy requiring institutions to begin construction, within
1R months of loan reservation.

o Streamlined procedure to insure prompt delivery of notes and bonds to
the Federal Reserve Bank.

C. Costs. Benefits, and Effectiveness

New Loan Commitments: to FY 1982, a total of $40 million was directed to
Pe made avallapie for new loans. This compares with $88 million available
in FY 1981.

Table 1 ShcwS vie distribution of loan commitments for 1982. These commit-
ments were made f-om .he program's revolving fund, loan repayments and

other income and re.mirea no approariation. nineteen commitments were
made 11 1982. Three.auarters of the fonds were for construction wnile Z5
percent was .sea for energy conservation projects. This zist,iCutiOP was
similar to 1981.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness ;Continued)

Table 1

Loan Commitments

Housing Construction

1982 1983

Number of loan coomiltments 14 13

Amount of commitments $30,043,000 $29,978,000
Average loanacbmmitment S 2,145,929 $ 2,366,000

.

Eniegy Conservation projects
Number of loan commitments 5 IS

Amount of commitment $ 9,957,000 $10,022,000
Average loan commitment $ 1,991,400 $ 668,133

Total number of commitments . 19 28

Total amount of commitments $40,000,000 $40,000,000

Indirect or Off-budget Costs: the Federal Government must absorb the
difference between the approximately three percent interest paid by institu-
tions and the prevailing interest rate for Treasury borrowing. Therefore,

most of the program's cost is off-budget and does not appear under the
College Housing Loans account. Off budget cost for this program in FY

1982 approximated $225 million.

Assessment of Needs: The condition of rapidly expanding enrollmints which
formerly created a national need for this program no longer exists, and
there is no longer the need for a Federal role in this area.

A recent Education Department study of college housing showed which iasti-
tutions provided housing and to what extent (see Table 2). Nearly all
universities (99 percent) provide some housing. Eighty-seven percent of
the 4-year colleges provide for some housing but only 36 percent of the
2-year colleges provide housing. More students at private colleges (53
percent of their students) are living in college housing than at public
colleges (32 percent of their students).

The occupancy rate is between 95 and 101 percent of the designed capacity.
This high demand may show a need for more housing or that institutional
housing is a better bargain than non-institutional alternatives. However,

only 1 percent of the students are living in substandard housing. Thus,

only limited renovation is needed at existing college-owned facilities.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Table 2
Students Housed at Institutions

With Residential Facilities, Fall 1981

1

All
Type of Institution Institutions

Public
Universities 112

Four-Year Colleges 420

Two-Year Colleges 900

Private
Universities 74
Four-Year Colleges 1285
Two-Year Colleges 246

Source: El

523-5

Number of
Institutions
With Housing

Num'er of
Students

Housed (000s)

As a Percent
of Full-time
Enrol .k

110 626 3i

341 546 34

206 82 24

73 234 42
1139 722 59
205 77 51

Servicing of Existing Commitments: Amortization of the final issues of
participation certiiicatet-marketed to.the public in 19C7-68 must be com-
pleted in FY 1987-88. The Department of Education must pay to GNMA approxi-
mately $451.5 million by that tiaie. It is necessary that loan repayments
be used largely for ais purpose, rather than for making new loan commitments.

In 1984, the major. portion of loan repayments and other income will be
used to pay program operating expenses. These expenses include:

o $72,000,000 for interest expenses on borrowed Treasury funds used

to make loans in prior years which was 567,613,000 in 1983

o $28,138,000 for interest expenses on participation certificates was
the same as 1983.

o $76,000,000 for principal payments to the GNMA participation sales
fund. Thes$ funds will be used to amortize the outstanding debt on
participation certificates which will be redeemed in 1937 -88. This
payment was '047,491,000 in 1983.

o $1,445,000 for loan tdrvicing and management expenses of the Federal
Reserve and maintenance of properties we have repossessed. This cost
was $807,00u in 1983.

0. Plans for Program Itmc;ovetent and Recommendations for Legislation

flo authority for new loan commttments was requested. This is part of the
Administ-ation's overall effort to reduce Federal expenditures and, thereby,
control tnflation and pro9de relief to financial markets. In 1984, credit
management improvement efforts have been continued and enhances. It is

anticipated that 198a collections will increase ay S12 million over '982
principal collections and S7 million over 1983.
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E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited

1. Higher Education Panel Survey 55. American Council on Education,
Washington, D.C. 1982.

2. U.S. Department of Education, Program Files, Office of Postsecondary
Education, FY 1982.

F. (112EAIEn1J11111all

None

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

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

Contacts for,Further Information

Program operations,: Charles Griffith, (202) 245-3253

Program studies: James P. Maxwell, (202) 245-7884
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ANNUAL INITREST GRANTS
(CM No. 84.001)

Highlights:

524-1

o $24,500,000 was requested in the President's budget for FY 1984 to pay
interest subsidtes on the remaining loans.

1. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Title VII, Part C, Section 734 of the Higher Education Act,
as amend 20 U.S.C. 1132d-3.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year

1979

1980
1981

1982
1983

Authorization Appropriation

Indefinite

Indefinite
Indefinite

Indefinite
Indefinite

29,000,000
29,000,000
26,000,000
25,500,008
25,000,000

Purpose: To reduce the cost of borrowing from non-Federal sources for
the construction, reconstruction, and renovation of needed academic
facilities, a program of annual interest subsidy grants to institutions
of higher education is supported-

Eligibility: Higher education institutions or higher education building
agencies are eligible.

Applicant Requirements: The applicant must f;ance at least 10 percent
of the project through non-Federal sources, must be unable to secure as
favorable a loan from otner sources, and must undertake the project in
an economical manner.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: The Federal Government is obligated
to pay the annual subsidy over the entire length of the loan with a
maximum forty year loan repayment term.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: The facility cannot be used for re-
.- ligfous worship or sectarian activity or for a school or department of

divinity.
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RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

The current objectives are to meet the Federal commitment on the 625
remaining commerical loans for construction projects approved prior to
FY 19/4 and to make no new commitments to subsidize additional loans.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

Funds appropriated in FY 1983 were equal to the Federal commitment for
that period.

C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness

Program Scope: The program appropriations represent the difference be-
lween the commerical rate on an loan and an interest rate of 3 percent.
Currently, 626 of these grants are in active pay status, 38 projects have
been paid in full, and 30 gad been terminated.

Program Effectiveness: From the program's inception in FY 1970, 711

grants nave been approved, subsidizing a 541.43 billion loan volume.
The Federal subsidy has exceeded $1.4 billion over this period.

According to a study of facilities needs, the large volume of academic
facilities construction supported by this program assisted in meeting
the current and expected national demand for plant facilities. (E.2)

O. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

To meet the Federal commitment to pay interest subsidies on the remaining
commercial loans for construction projects approved prior to fiscal year
1974, appropriations as needed will be requested. This will support
subsidies against the remaining loan volume of $1.1 billion. No new
awards will be made. Appropriations, and appropriation requests in

future years will decrease gradually as the loans subject to interest
subsidies are retired.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited Above

1. Program files, Office of Postsecondary Education, 4.S. Department of
Education

2. The O4mand for Facilities in the Postsecondary Sector, 1975 to 1990,
Josepn Froompon, Inc., wasnington, D.C. August 15, 1974.
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LOANS FOR CONSTRUCTION, RECONSTRUCTION, AND
RENOVATION OF ACADEMIC FACILITIES

(CIDA No. 13.594)

Highlights

525-1

o New funds are expected to pay only for insufficiencies on partici-.
pation sale certificates and interest deficiencies on earlier Depart-
ment of Treasury borrowings. (II.D)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Title VII, Part C, of the Higher Education Act, of 1965 as
amended, 20 U.S.C. 1132d; and Participation Sales Act of 1966.

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriatioftli

1979 $200,000,000 $ 2,204,000
1980 200,000,000 2,180,000
1981 80,000,000 1,656,000
1982 80,000,000 11,096,000?/
1983 80,000,000 20,143,000

Purpose: To assist higher education institutions in obtaining adequate
academic facilities, the Secretary is authorized to make or insure loans
for the construction, reconstruction, or renovation of academic facil-
ities.

Eligibility: Institutions of higher education and higher education
building agencies (i.e., State agencies empowered by the State to

issue tax-exempt bonds on behalf of private institutions of higher
education) are eligible for loans.

Applicant Requirements: Loans are awarded pursuant to the following
stipulations: (1) that not less than 20 percent of the development cost,
of the facility be financed from non-Federal sources (this requirement'
may be waived for schools qualified as developing institutions under
HEA Title III), (2) that the applicant has been unable to secure the
amount of such loan from other sources upon terms and conditions
equally as fafforable as the terms and conditions applicable to loans
under this program, (3) that construction will be undertaken in an

economical manner, (4) that, in the case of a project to construct an
infirmary or other facility designed to provide primarily for outpatient
care of students and institutional personnel, no financial assistance
be provided for such projects unoer Title IY of the dousing Oct of 1950,
(5) that the loan be repaid within fifty years, and (5) that the ap-
plicant pay an interest rate of tnree or four percent.
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F. Other Supporting Data

None

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b)

No studies are planned or in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Charles Griffith, (202) 245-3235

Program Studies: James Maxwell, (202) 245-7884

415
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Use of Appropriation: The program requires an annual appropriation to
cover the operating deficits. These deficits occur because the Secretary
is required to make interest payments on participation certificates and
on Treasury borrowing that exceed repayments from low interest loans to
institutions.

Types of Benefits Provided; loans for Construction, Reconstruction, and
Renovation of Academic Facilities is one of four programs designed to
help institutions of higher education meet a national need for academic
facilities. The benefits provided to institutions of higher education
by this program is the reduction of their financial burden by making
available loans for academic facilities with low rates of interest.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: The law allows for a repayment period
of 50 years but loans are normally made for 30 years.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Make repayments on a timely basis.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(0

A. Goals and Objectives

To collect on defaulted loans and to improve debt collection efforts,
a credit management improvement plan, including dollar targets and

initiatives for the collection of defaulted loans and delinquent loan
payments,'was developed and implemented during.1982.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

A collection program was undertaken and, without affecting the ability
of the institutions concerned to continue services in postsecondary
education, $27.2 million was collected. A total of $1.2 million was
collected from institutions in default during 1982, more than the dollar
collection goal for such institutions.

C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness:

Program Scope: In the last 18 years, approximately $640 million has .

supported loans to over 660 institutions. Since 1975, four new loans,
initiated by the Congress, have been made under this program. In 1978,
Congress authorized two loans totaling $7.2 million to assist Georgetown
University and Tufts University in the construction of two model inter-
cultural centers. In 1981, Corgress authorized two additional loans

totaling $25 million to assist Boston College in the construction

of a new library, and to provide supplementary funds to Georgetown
University for the model intercultural center project initiated in

1978.
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

Costs: Since this program began in 1965, Congress has appropriated more
than $580 million to support loans to institutions with an additional $200
million provided through the sale of participation certificates to the
public in 1967 and 1968.

Needs Related to Removal of Physical Barriers: There have not been any
comprehensive studies conoucted with regard to the overall reconstruction
and renovation needs in higher education facilities. However, a special
survey was conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
in 1979 to assess the costs at colleges and universities of removing
architectural barriers to the handicapped in compliance with Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. The surveys indicated that institutions
were moving ahead IA comply with Section 504 without Federal assistance.
It was alsri determined that the capital costs required for removal of

architectural barriers at most i Actions were small relative to total
college budgets. Over a three -yeas period ending in June 1980 (deadline
for compliance with Section 504), the estimated cost of removing archi-
tectural barriers represented about three percent of total capital outlays,
and only one third of one percent of the total revenues of all the college
and universities during this period. (E.2.)

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation:

No new construction loans are planned. Prior to 1982, the unobligated
balance of the loan account was sufficient to cover deficits in the
program's annual operating expenses. In 1982, however, the unobligated
balance of the fund was depleted due to new loan activity. Appropriations
are Aow required annually to fund operating deficits.

E. Supporting Studies and Analysis Cited in Sections C and F:

1. The Oemand for Facilities in the Postsecondary Sector, 1975 to 1990,
Joseph Froomkin, Inc., Washington, 0.C. August 15, 1974

2. The Imoact of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 on American
Co149es and Universities, Final Report, NCES, May 1979.

3. Program Files, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Oepartment of
Education.

F. Other Supporting Data:

None

III. lESPONSE 70 G=?A al (b):

10 aoci:iona; sticies are lannzd tnis ;r13rim.
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Contacts for Further Information

Program Operations: Charles Griffith, (202) 245-3253

Program studies: James Maxwell, (202) 2457884

Notes:

t. Excludes a permanent indefinite appropriation under "Payment of Parti-
cipation Sales Insufficiencies" in the Independent Offices Appropriation
Act, 1967.

2. Includes supplemental appropriation of $9,746,000.
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TERRITORIAL TEACHER TRAINING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM --
PROJECT GRANTS TO TERRITORIAL JURISDICTIONS (CFDA No. 84.124)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation.: P.L. 95-561; Title XV, Part C, Section 1525 of the Education
Amendments of 1978. (Expires September 30, 1984)

Funding:

Fiscal Year Authorization 122r2pri at i on

1979 $2,000,000 - --

1980 $2,000,000 $2,000,000
1981 $2,000,000 $1,800,000
1982 $2,000,000 $ 960,000
1983 $2,000,000 $ 960,000
1984 $2,000,000 $1,000,000

Purpose: To provide assistance for the training of teachers in schools in
Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and the Virgin Islands.

Eligibility: The State education agency (SEA) of each territory is eligible
to apply for a grant.

Restrictions: Activities must be directed at teachers who workwith stu-
dents in grades K-1? in public and non-profit private schools. All activi-
ties must be directly related to teaching and must be carried out within
the territory. Allowable activities include, but are not limited to,
inservice teacher training in basic skills development or specific subject
areas, curriculum development, use of instructional materials or equipment,
classroom management, or training for teachers to ;thieve full certifica-
tion under the appropriate territorial requirements.

Duration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are for one year.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Performance and financial status reports
must be provided.

II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and ObfectIves

The purpose of :his progran has heel to lake a significant investment
up7radin5 :he skills and caoectty of teachers in the territor'es.

420
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

Over the four -year life of the program, total grants will amount to $5.7
million. Based on available estimates of public school teachers in the
five territories (see F.1 below), this represents an average investment
of over $1,000 per teacher.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Teachers Trained: About 1,800 teachers received training in 1982-83,
at an average cost of $533 per teacher.

Costs: The five grants ranged in size from $88,000 to $400000.

Program Effectiveness: No information is available on improvements in

teacher skilTi or capacities resulting from training activities supported
by this program.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

Congress has appropriated $1,000,000 for this progarn for FY 1984.

E. Suoporting Studies and Analyses:

There have been no studies of the program.

F. Other Supporting Data:

1. 1980 Statistical Abstract of the United States, Outlying Areas, Tables
T5SO 7171717306, pages. 885-888.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies of this program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Haroldie Spriggs, (202) 254-6572

PiTogram studies: Judith Anderson, (202) 245-9401
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B. Progress and Accomplishments

Over the four-year life of the program, total grants will amount to 55.7
million. Based on available estimates of public school teachers in the
five territories (see F.I below), this represents an average investment
of over $1,000 per teacher.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Teachers Trained: About 1,800 teachers received training in 1982-83,

at an average cost of $533 per teacher.

Costs: The five grants ranged in size from S88,000 to 5400,000.

Program Effectiveness: No information is available on improvements in

teacher skills or capacities resulting from training activities supported
by this program.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendations for Legislation

Congress has appropriated 51,000,000 for this progam for FY 1984.

E. Supoorting Studies and Analyses:

There have been no studies of the program.

F. Other Supoorting Data:

1. 1980 Statistical Abstract of the United States, Outlying Areas, Tables
1550 and 1556, pages 886-888.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA417(b):

No studies of this program are in progress.

Contacts for Further Wormation

Program operations: Haroldie Spriggs, (202) 254-6572

Program studies: Judith Anderson, (202) 245-9401
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PUBLIC LIBRARY SERVICES--GRANTS TO STATE LIBRARY AGENCIES
(CFDA No. 84.034)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Library Services Act, P.L. 84 -597k as amended by the Library
Services and Construction Act, Title I, P.L. 91-600, P.L. 93-380, P.L. 95-
123, and P.L. 97-35, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. (The
LSCA expires September 30, 1984)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization

1979 $140,000,000
1980 $150,000,000
1981 $150,000,000
1982 $ 65,000,000
1983 $ 65,000,000

Appropriation

$62,500,000
$62,500,000
$62,500,000
$60,000,000
$60,000,000

Purpose: To develop and improve public library service' in geographical
areas and to groups of persons with inadequate service; to provide library
servicts for patients and inmates of state-supported institutions, phy-
sically handicapped individuals, disadvantaged persons in low-income areas,
both urban and rural, and those persons who have limited English-speaking
ability; to strengthen metropolitan public libraries which functioW as
regional or national resource centers; and to strengthen the capacity of
the State Library Agencies.

Eligibility: All State Library Agencies in the 50 States, 0.C., Puerto.
Rico, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, the Trust Territories of the
Pacific Islands, the Northern Mariana Islands, and Guam.

Applicant Requirements: In order to participate in any Library Services
and Act (LSCA) Program, each State must have a Basic State
Plan approved by the Secretary of Education, or his designated official.
(in this case it is the Assistant Secretary, OEM), plus a long-range

plan (3-5 years) on state priorities for meeting tne information needs of
the people in the state. An Annual Program plan must also be submitted.
To be eligible, the States must match the Federal contribution in proportion
to their per capita income as required by program regulations published in
the Federal Register and also qaintain the same level of non-Federal expend-
itures as in the second preceding fiscal year.

Ouration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants are awarded after the eporovel
of tne SWIFFk.ate Plan and acceptance of the long -ranee oleeupdace and
an Annual Program plan of activities. These awards are based on a colnin-
dtion of a minimum basic atIotneit and a formula !used on total resident

;conui;ion.
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Obligations of Grant Recipients: Financial and annual reports are due once
a year, 90 days after the conclusion of the fiscal year Evaluations of
projects are to be included.

ice`
II. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives with1 respect to
this program were as follows:

o Encourage the extel.sion of public library services through state library:
subgrants to local public libraries for underserved or unserved counties
and small towns across the nat'on.

o Support the increased capability of the State Library Agencies and the
local public libraries to provide basic public library services.

o Encourage the State Library Agencies to, select local public library
projects which target on innovative library services to the disad-
vantaged, limited English-speaking, State institutions, and the phys-
ically handicapped.

o Complete processing of all State grant award requests.

8. Progress and Accomplishments

o The overall goal of havilig public libraries in all geographic locations
throu9nout the country has been to a great extent achieved -- wit: 4 over
96 percent of the Nation having access to library services.

o 95 percent of the overall-,support for basic public library services
is derived from local (82%) and.state (13%) sources.

o Over 25 percent of the LSCA program funds were used to provide library
services to the disadvantaged, limited English-speaking, State institu-
tionalized and physically handicapped.

o :lade 54 grant awards throughout the year after approving 54 Sasic
State Plan agreements for FY 83 and 84, and reviewing anc accepting 54
Annual Programs of proposed activities on FY 83 updates of the long-
range plan, and completed Annual Reports.

424
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness

Program Scope

Funds and S ecial Po ulations Rein Provided Librar Services
n ousands

LSCA Number
Latest Available Data FY 81 Funds Served

1. Disadvantaged $ 6,614 2,975
2. Physically Handicapped S 3,579 763
3. State Institutionalized S 2,739 833
4. Limited English-speaking $ 2,505 1,990

S. Aged S 557 758
TOTALS 15,9 7 I1 5

During the past 26 years, nearly $1 billion (F7 57 through FY 83,
$965,173,500) of LSCA Title I funds have been used to provide increased
access to public libraries and basic information services in areas where
they were nonexistent or were inadequate. These funds were also used to
develop and improve public library services to the special population
groups cited above. The breakout of these expenditures by major program
emphasis is noted below:

Areas of Program Emphasis
Percentage of

Latest available data, FY 81 LSCA Funds

1. Areas without services or with in-
adequate services; strengthening
metropolitan and major urban libaries
as resource centers; strengthening
state administration. 74.4%

2. Disadvantaged; physically handicapped;
state institutionalized; limited
English-speaking; and aged' 25.6%

Types of Benefits Provided: Project activities are directed toward improv-
ing access to library services not found in the traditional school system.
Specific activities in support of these objectives might include a state-
wide radio reading service.for the blind; English-as-a-second language
classes;' developing coping skills packets (how to get a job, how to use
public transportation, how to order in a restaurant, etc.) for the mentally
retarded; deposit book collections at senior citizen centers; or a books-
by-mail program for rural residents; and literacy programs for functionally
illiterate adults.

Program Effectiveness: A comprehensiv evaluation of LSCA ritie I completed
in 1981 oy Appliea Manalement Science, Inc. (See E.2) Produced findings ith
respect to four types of program impact as follows:

4 2 5-
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C. Costs, Benefits and Effectiveness (Continued)

1. Effects on the Public Library Institutional Structure

o LSCA i funds contributed significantly to the establishment of regional
systems of public libraries. This has led to the increased provision
of library services through books-by-mail and bookmobiles and has

improved the capability of local libraries to respond to information
requests through centralized purchasing and processing of library
materials, interlibrary loan and delivery systems, and through linkages
with computerized bibliographic centers.

o LSCA I :rved to help establish ti State library's role in coordina-
ting, sLrving, and planning state .de public library service programs.

2. Effects on Public Library Services

o in 90 percent of the States, LSCA I caused the *roduction of new pub-
lic library services involving new technology, llunity outreach, the
introduction of audiovisual materials, and providing continuing educa-
tion for practicing librarians.

o Ninety-four percent of the nation's libraries were able to cite at least
one change in service or the introduction of a new service as a result
of LSCA I. The benefits most often cited were the promotion of resource
sharing through regional and multi-type library systems, more adequate
staff and book /ncnprint materials, and blind and physically handicapped
programs.

o The Evaluation Study concluded that measuring the impact on the adequacy
of public library services was "fraught with severe liNitations."
The States reported that 65 percent of LSCA I funds were used by State,
regional and local public library levels "to support and/or improve
library services." The impact of LSCA could only be inferred. Also,

among public libraries receiving an LSCA I grant, 25.3 percent indicated
that such funds generated increased local funding. The study c(acluded
that it would be "both misleading and incorrect to attempt to attribute
any direct causal effect of LSCA Title I on the adequacy of public
libraries."

3. Effects on Extendina and Imoroving Coverage of Public Library
Service in tae U.S.

o Between 1965 and 1978 12.4 percent of all localities without public
libraries in the U.S. established some type of public library service
(e.g., bookmobile or books-by-mail) as a direct result or LSCA

4. rfcec:s on tne access tb 2ublic Libraries by Sbecitic Irbubs

o LSCA 'les 1.10 2 s'cn!:icant imbact bn istaOlshnel: anr: e-lims':-

of library ;e^vices to rtsioents of 3tIta subborbec trat"tJt.;ns
:;r1sons, morei, et:.'.
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o ISCA I has had a significant impact on the development and the pro-
vision of a variety of library services to the blind. These library
services were found to dovetail appropriately with the Library of

Congress' support of the regional libraries operates under the National
Library Services for the Blind and Physically Handicapped. On the
other hand, there was little evidence that ISCA I funds were imeeting
the needs of other handicapping conditions.

There was very little evidence that the LSCA 1 funds had any measurable
impact on increasing the access for those persons identified as being
urban or rural disadvantaged -- a priority under ISCA I. (In fairness
to the analysis for limited English-speaking persons, this priority
was added to ISCA in FY 74. The ISCA I Evaluation Study looked at FY
78 reports, so the long-term trends could not be establisiied,)

In 1982 an historical overview of ISCA was funded by ED which involved the
recollections of 13 individuals associated with the activities surrounding
the program from its inception in 1956 to the present. Some analyses of
program activities also occurs in the 230 page document.

D. Plans for Program improvement and Recommended Legislation

Proposed Simplification Through Deregulation

During FY 1983 a Notice for Proposed Rulemaking was'published for ISCA as
part of the government-wide effort at simplifying the regulations. The
rules were rewritten in simpler language and requirements not in the law
were eliminated. The final rule will follow.

Reauthorization

Although a phase-out of the program was proposed, the program has been re-
authorized with an appropriation of $65,000,000 for FY 84.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C Above

1. ISCA Grantee Reports

2. An Evaluation of Title I of the Library Services and Construction Act,
Applied Management Sciences, !98l.

F. Other Supporting Data

1. The Library Services and Construction Act: An Historical Overview from
the Viewpoint of Major Participants, by Edward G. HorTkiind Robert F,
Schremser. University of North Carolina, 1982, (Scheduled to be pub-
lished in 1983 by JAI Press, Greenwich, Connecticut.)

2, The Public Library and Federal Policy, by Sys ,m.' Development. Corpor-
tion, July 1973, puplished py Greenwood Di.ess, 197a,

3. S'Yaluation of LsrA se,vices to Special Tare t Seouos, 'Py Systa.. levql-

opment Corporation, 197
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F. Other Supporting Data (Continued)

4. Basic Issues in the Government Financing of Public Library Services,
Government Studies and Systems, May 1973.

S. Study,of Exemplary Public Library Reading and Reading Related Programs

for Children, Youth and Adults, by 8arss, Reitzel and Associates, Inc.,
1972.

6. A Study of Public Library Service to the Disadvantaged in Selected Cit-
ies Behavior Science Corporation, 1970.

7. Overview of LSCA Title 1, by System Development Corporation, published
by Bowker, 1968.

111. RESPONSE TO (EPA 417(k1

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

Contacts for Further Information

Program operations: Robert Klassen, (202) 26a-9664

Program studies: Jerry Burns, (202) 246-8844

128



INTERLIBRtRY COOPERATION -- GRANTS TO STATE
LIBRARY AGENCIES (unit No. 84.1)35)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Library Services and Construction Act, Title III, P.L. R9 -511,
WWde:ifand extended by P.L. 91-600, P.L. 95-123, and P.L. 97-35. (Expires
September 30, 1984)

513-1

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979 $20,000,000 S 5,000,000
1980 $20,000,000 S 5,000,In0
1981 520,000,000 512,000,000
1982 515,000,000 511,520,000
1983 515 ,000,f00 511,520,000

Purpose: To provide grants to the State Library Agency for the planning, es-
tan ishment, and maintenance of cooperative networks of libraries at the local,
regional or inter-state level. Such cooperative networks are intended to pro-
vide for the systematic and effective coordination of the resources of school,
public, academic and special libraries and information centers in order to
improve the library services to the special clientele served by each type of
library or center.

Eligibility: All State Library Agencies in the 50 states, n.c., Puerto Rico,
Guam, the virgin Islands, American Samoa, the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands, and the Northern Mariana Islands.

Applicant Requirements: Each State must have a Basic State Plan approved
by the Secretary of education, plus a long-range plan (3-5 years) on state
priorities for meeting the information needs of the people in the state. An

Annual Program plan must also be submitted.

Award Process: Grants are awarded after the approval of tse Basic State Plan
and acceptance of the long range plan update and an Annuai Program plan of
activities. These awards are based on a combination of a minimum basic allot-
ment and a formula based on total resident population.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Financial and program moons are dt,e once a
year. Evaluations or projects are to 'le included.

U. RES0ONSE TO GEPA

A. Goals !nd Ob!ectives

during "1 1981, the 9epartment's 2r4ncilal 17)jecti4es

oroira., .41-e as f)I',)ws:

resnecr. tl ttais
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A. Goals and Objectives (Continued)

o Encourage the establishment of inter-institutional networks of libraries
for the coordination of informational services in schools, public librar-
ies, academic, and special libraries and information centers.

o Support the increased capability of the State Library Agencies and regional
and local libraries to establish and maintain interlibrary cooperative
activities.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

o Fifty-four great awards were made throughout the year after approval of 54
Basic State Plan agreements for FY 83 and 84, and review and acceptance
of: 54 Annual Programs of proposed activities in FY 83, updates of the
long-range plan, and completed Annual Reports.

o Although matching- funds are not required, States demonstrated a Commit-
ment to interlibrary cooperative activities 'through resorted expenditures
of nearly f;13 million in FY 81 or slightly more than a 1:1 matching of
Federal funds.

C. Costs, Benefits and Zffectiveness

Program Scope: During the last 17 years, nearly $80 has been dis-
tri State, regional and local libraries to develop institutional net-
works of libraries involving bibliographic access, interlibrary loan, and
other resource-sharing programs. These activities have served as demonstra-
tions of the cost-saving concepts brought about through available technologies.
The 1983 appropriation assisted the states in funding about 253 cooperative
library projects affecting about 29,704 libraries.

Percentage of
LSCA Funds

1. Projects l inking libraries through
telecommunication systems to data
bases

2. Resource sharing projects not linked
to automation 44",

3. Training for tnese activities 11%

These proie.:ts are rarely discrete Federal activities. Significant state ex-
penditures are reoorted as suopiersenting the Federal hinds, even though latzlins
Df sucl fs it renuire^ r.n cv Calif)rnii reair-Ati 4citrrli:ires 3(
>A.1 i i ti 'for< T.2.1 -illion, I "AinneSota, 1.1.1 ^si 11 icn in con

!_SC2 :1: ixienl:tlirs. ^^el'<-.Ovri "see 4*..` :lese
lunt:zinh3i 4:-Its is lot?,1'141).a:

7v1cts )f lenAfits :"lteC: ac-.4.fi:4gis :Is It2:! 11^ !oCi
7'irlr Iri :t-eC:il 1-2elvelq ic:iss ic c!-.4,7,q7 3 ^7

WItc4s :fjer?1 1 / :r!:iS. i:427": iC.."/":"ii "1 I..^1,7":
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C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness (Continued)

objective might include: rapid communications systems for linking libraries
(computers, TM, or telephones); delivery systems (telefacsimile, trucks or
mail); location tools (published or computer-based lists of library holdings),
computer-based information retrieval and information processing systems; and
the costs and fees associated with these activities including the training of
personnel.

Program Effectiveness: The following summary is based on findings presented
in the evaluation study by Applied Management Sciences, Inc., completed five
years ago (See E.2). These findings are still relevant to current operations.
However, the data here do not reflect the impact of the more than doubling of
the LSCA III annual appropriation since the evaluation study was conducted.

1. Effects on the Institutional Patterns of Organization

o In conjunction with LSCA Title I, Title III program funds have brought
about a greater centralization of public library planning and coordination
at State and regional levels.

o Program funds have been a major driving force behind the development of
multilibrary cooperation and networking primarily at the State levels.

o Approximately 20 percent of LSCA I funds also were used by the States to
partially or completely support multilibrary and networking activities.

2. Effects on State SuPPort

o LSCA III is credited as having a major influence on State legislatures
in passing and modifying legislation favoring cooperation Sand networking.

3. Effects on Improving Access to Library Resources

o Access to computer-based information services was greatly enhanced through
program funding of regional, state, and multi-state cooperative netl.orks.

o Access to book and periodical library resources was enhanced through LSCA
III support of information processing systems linked to bibliographic data
banks.

o It was judged that interlibrary loan and reference source referral services
were an efficient and proper means of providing access to a wide variety
of library resources and services. However, there was some question as to
how many inoividuals actually needed and used these services.

o The procr?m influenced nearl y 40 percent of tne States t* lake onan,ies ill
legisle:ion favoranly affectins licirary cooperaci.xi an? le:moror:3.

1. Imcact on Innovation in Library Services=!

Etoerinenta; researcl or0 de-ions:ration 6C:1,1:11$ iccoun:co s',;n:!!

iiss titan 15 cerc,int
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.LIBRARY Ntliti,k1.10NS-
DISCREYIOYARY:-.GRAtn!,ARB;t6fORAttS.!01114`

IRSTIIUTIONt. Of::.fitqljEttA0001-10,,11;":ANO:=OtHER'
-ELIGIBLE AGENCIES,AlgSTITOTIONS,. Atto' .

`(govrio:.04439.)\ . .

fPROGRAM:*PROFILE .

Le Sections. tOti../04-10: .9f the Higher tduOtion..ACt of
1965; *MU 89=30 as redeihriated: Section 11,1 of
.tii!e:Ecication Amendments ,Of*-1.912;; :L* 92=31.4: and: ?s, amended by
Seetiiin..201 of the -EduCation -Amendments Of 1980, iPublie..LOW- 466Ii4,. and

'Se0iiiri. 516-Of the Omnibus 'Budget ReOOnCillatIOn .Act; 1981, ..PObliC
.LaW.,f9735-; 1024 .1022-,. 40-1933.:- ;(Expires. 'Ootembei,..30:;-1,9951

Hind ng.;Si nce.<197.0t

-ascal.,_Yea r .Author-littlish Appi O" flifitl on . :___
... , ..

.1519 '$124,00(40 ir 14400400:
1980- 120:4090SC il. ..134:00'
1981 i,940:01/. 450:0.0.01

, . 1982 1 4200001.7t 24P-0,00:
1'983 I >200:001 ;49 OPP,

. ,.

Purpose: To. .ntake grants to; and contracts- :Th., 1:601Viticini- of iltgh0fr
*.44taion and other public and'- prii4e ;agencies, 'institutions,, and or-
gani±ations for research and/or .dernonstration proj'ect's' :Waled to the
tWOVerieht of lihreflessr training, in iihrert0094 and infOrmAtio
*01601,50r, and for the dissemination of friforOatiOn.derNici 00041*.
.projects. . .,

.Eligibilit y: Institutions- of higher education,, 004 and:#000 kgeha
s'cies.;- institutions, or Orgakizati-OnS,

A-Oblitant Reduirertents_t An, appii*Caot must demonstrate in it's., ,applica-
tion; that *the project meets the requirements of the ;Act And allappli',
Cable. regOlations: . _

tuettion_ and Phasing "Assistance: drantS and contracts *re usually
awarded= for =a twelve-month period., With exception justified: In contracts
-feOnitiine- to time and may be fir' uk to five- years. txtenSfOh$ may .tie-
.graritecrat. na additi.ona cost' tai the.-Goliernirient:

Gbl{cations- of :rant ,and' tontratt_Recioientt.: Grant recipients are re,-
lui-red, ''.subbsit- an annual-- - performances .reporti `GontritCt i'etipients

monthly a/buckler- -reOVOStS for .payriieq, quaitOly ;prOgrOl reports,
and other reports as' Stittui and thek, cont^eCt.

";
'

.'str,,<
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COLLEGE LIBRARY RESOURCES -- DISCRETIONARY GRANTS
TO INSTITUTIONS OF- HIGHER_ EDUCATION ANO -EL1G111'..E,

NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS (CFOA No 84.005)

I.. ,PROGRAM PROFILE

Legislation: Sections 201, 402, and 211 of the Higher Education Act O-
M, -Title II-A; Public Law 89-329 as amended, by Seddon 201 of the Edu-
cation Amendments of 1980, Public Law 96-374 and by Section 516 Of the
0thrilbus 8udget RedOnciliation Act of 1981, Public Law 97 -35; IRS.C. 1021,
622, arid 1029 (expires September 30, 1985).

;Fdliding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year .._ -Authorization Appropri_ation

1919

1981 90P0 WO .

040000
i1;0004001980

-- S120,006,060 it

1982

ir,099,;i906.7p
?,08.8i00;

;g00
1983

'S ;000 ;000
5;00;000

1,',i992?pi001:79.9:'

.

Ourpose: To assist and encourage institutions of higher education and -Other
errgf5Te institutions in the acquitition of library materials. Fundt..may
also be used for the establishment and maintenance of library networks, for
it-Source sharing.

Eligibility: Institutions of higher education and public or private bon=
profit library institutions whose priMary function is providing library:
:Services to institutions of higher education on a formal- cooperative batito.

Applicant Requirements: All new applicants must halve eligibility estab-
lished by the Division of Institutional Eligibility 'in the .Office or Poitz
secondary Education. Applications must assure maintenance Of effort Or.,

Provide acceptable requests for waiver Of this feqUireorient..

buration and Phasing of Assistance: Grants. are awarded in one fiscal year
and are to be expended in the following fiscal year.

Obligations of Grant Recipients: Grant funds must he used to purchase;
elfglole liorary materfals or to pursue networking activities. Final
Financial Status and Performance Reports are due ninety days after the end
Of the grant-award period. Project records must be maintained for three
years after the submission of the final expenditure Wort, and granteet
are subject to audits once every two years.

:.-7.$

7",

IL RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(e)

A. Goals and Objectives

During FY 1983, this program's principal objectives were as follows:

o To complete processing 7f applications and issue notification )f awards
to successful applicants by !Jay 20, 1983.

.133
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A. Goals and Objectives (Continued)

o To assess the applicants that choose networking activities to determine
which types of activities are being pursued under this option.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

2,141 grants were awarded in FY 1983, averaging $890.

Over 80 grantees chose to apply funds to networking activities. They
belonged to local, re'ional and national networks. Many grantees
elected to purchase library materials that served as interlibrary loan
materials, thereby sharing necessary library resources.

C. Cost, Benefits and Effectiveness

Instigations Served: Of 2,141 institutions funded, 1,103 were 4-year
colieges.and universities; 986 were 2-year institutions; 24 combination
and 28-1ibrary institutions.

PtOcram Scope: Approximately 70 percent of all eligible institutions of
-nigher education participate in this program.

Types of Benefits Provided: The majority of program funds are used to sup-
p_ement the library holdings of the institutions served. The aLards also
provide for necessary updates of special collections; and allow for the our-
Chase of new materials for specific technical courses in computer science,
engineering, etc. The ,inds have also been used to pay membership fees of
"online" networks for source sharing, training of personnel to perforM
On-line entry of bibliographic data, and specific equipment essential to
the operation of external resource-sharing network.

Program Effectiveness: This discretionary program has encouraged institu-
Trans to eTalWar7.7r holdings and determine which areas need strengthen-
ing. It has permitted the intoduction of new materials essential to
Courses currently offered at the schools.

O. Plans for Program Improvegrant and Recommendation for Legislation

In the proposed budget for Fiscal Year 1984, the Deoartent proposed termin-
ation ef the College Library Resources Program. Tne reasons offered for
this proposal irciuded tne decreasing site of tne average grant and the
absence of legislation that would allow grants to be awarded on the basis
of need. In response to tnis request, no funds were appropriated for this
Program for Fiscal `fear 1984.

E. Sudoordind Stucies too »nalyses Ci:ed in Section C Above

Proliram files union =main fiscal revor:a. ;ersonai incerlie,s and
.profess:onaI iitaracIre.

F. 3ther Euodor:in; 'Iata

lone.
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RESPONSE TO...GEFA 417(b)

Studies related to this program are currently in progress.

toritacts. foe.6rther Information

.Program operations: Beth Fine, (202) 254-5090

,Program studies: Art Kirschenbaum; (202) 245-8844

tiotes

I. Authori4tion for KA, Title A and B.
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LIBRARY CAREER TRAINING--DISCRETIONARY GRANTS TO
AND CflUTRACTS WITH INSTITUTIONS flF HIGHER EMOTION

AM LIBRARY fIRGANIZATIons OR AGENCIES (CFOA No. pco3e)

Highlights:

o Contract awarded for historical study of program (III).

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

405-1

'Legislation: Higher Education Act of 1964, Title 114, Public Law 89-329
a.s amMided y the Education Amendments of 1980, Public Law 96474, sectiont
201, 202, 22?: 20 U.S.C. 1021, 1022 and 1032 (expires September 30, 1985);

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authbri zation Apptopriation
0

1979 Suniono,nooli s?,non,nnn
1980 i 12n,nrin,00nT/ 467,000

_ 1981 10,000,00n7/ 667",f100
1982 1,204,nn027 640,non
1983 1,2nn,onn37 640,000

Purpose: To assist institutions of higher education and library organiza-
r-irind agencies in training persons in the principles and practices of

libmrian1hip and infontation science, includinj new techniques of infor-
iation transfer and communication technology.

Eligibility: Institutions of higher education and public or private_
ibrary organizations or agencies providing, or planning to provide,

library services or programs.

.Applicant Requirements: Eligible institutions submit a project design to
accompiisn one or more of the program objectives cited in Section U. In-

dividuals apply directly to the grantee.

flirtation of Assistance: A fellowship or long -term institute must provide
at least one acanemic year, but not more than 12 months, of training. A

short-tern institute must provide as least one week, hot 40 more than six
weeks, of training. A traineeship project may not exceed 12 lionths. Con-
gress andated in the appropriation language that all assistance for the
current fiscal year be used to support ft: lowships.

9bligatinhs of ?ecicients; =mend StitUS puraor,-ance rloor-.;

reduited roi towing zne cnn,:lusion of Vict )r grant Tirior..
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605-2

RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(a)

A. Goals and Objectives

The objective for FY 1983 was to increase opportunities for members of
underrepresented groups to obtain training and retraining in librarianship;.
in particular, training beyond the master's degree level.

B. Progress and Accomplishments

The Department awarded grants to 33 institutions, totaling 5640,000, in

Support of 75 fellowships for library training.

The levels of training and the number of awards were:

Er

56 Masters
8 Doctorates
7 Post-masters

4 Bachelors

Of the 75 awards, 58 (77%) were to females and 47 (63%) were to minorities.

The post-master's fellowships were focussed on retraining librarians (es-
pecially handicapped) to: provide health and rehabilitation information
to the disabled; and to increase the number of minorities and women in

Mid- and upper-level library management.

At the Doctoral level, fellowships were directed to the handicapped and_
toward the upward mobility of minorities and women already in the profes-
sions but in financial need and in need of advanced credentials to compete
for jobs at the higher supervisory, administrative, and leadership levels.

Costs.-Benefits ar.d Effectiveness

Program Scope: In Fiscal Year 1983, the 34 grants totaling $540,000 pro-
video 75 fellowships for the study of library and information science.

Program Effectiveness: Annual reports from previous years (E.1) indicate
few or no prooiai-Bi recipients getting jobs upon completion of Master's
or advancing to more senior positions following post-master's or doctoral
studies.

D. Plans for Program Improvement: and Recommendations for Legislation

For Fiscal Year 1984, termination of funding was proposed by the De-

partment, because tnere is no longer a critical shortage of librarians.

z. Sonporting Studies and Analyses

1. Program files anicn contain narrative and fiscal reports, personal
interviews, and professional literature. From 1173 througn 1933. 487

';) of ewers 1.,:42 were :o liner-it/ ;ratios.
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E. SUPPorting._Stsidiet .and Analysts--.(çkitinUed)-,

tve rvie W, of the:Library, to.visni Ps , by, the' Bureau of Sod4 al
Science Aesea rch 1970:-

.3: Data. C011ecticin. ,and' -DeiCriptian, .of:KA -1104 11-8. Institutes, by.
Rutgers; Id.ew BrUntwi4ki,lieW-4er_say,1972'..

4. U.S. Department of :EdUcaticirr, Natoàl Center for Educational. Statittics,
'Lib rary;HUfnaii .-Resources _ P. Study of Supply and Demand. King: Researdn
Inc., May-,:_ 1983:

0

6454

.Otbee.tbobbetinc-Amta,

.004
.RESP-0 tit t .1040ik

I 14

liedaute, there- is .no, definitive, data: on the 'iMpact -of Title '114, :HEA,,
Library ,Career Training', tne Departeenc has _contracted for A ituay-, Histor-
Ical .. ReV:i ew_ 6 f: Iii_gher,;EduEatton Act, Title Fellowships ,Prograin......... ..
The purpose Of this ttitot fs, to ascertain the aCcomplishrienti 6f he past
recipients of sfellowthip,, .aWards,sUiide'r HEA 11-=_8', Library -Carer Training.

-program and determine the .effects of the change, in TegiOatipt: :enacted-
in 1971. Pncillary purposes are to determine If shortages in graduate
library ichbot- facul.tiesr_have :been redUded,...wilether..or not minorities and
women have iftade it to OP, raanageffient. in 'Ipraries'i and whether oe not
Min oei i et -have -enter-64 ther;profetSiln4

tin University, 4artkii-dk, 004 7pittc,...*s awarded this tOntract,
4hould be COMple0d, by :fOr

tontadts fOrjurthee .1616eitiat-i_ont

1.

4

-Program operation t frank "Ai .SW0'4,1204 125114:19()

Program e ffecti veliest: Art .ki ri4nehbatuii (st): i454844.

1. Includes aUthoritatiOn- fbr. 14EA'.'ttte Ii, 'Part A (dollege.,Library
source).

Autnoritazien for HEA Title ti, net B., ladtt.in 22L 223, ?VI
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LIBRARY 'RESEARCH Ala ;b00011010s.
hisptiloplARY: OPANTs OraitaitAti$ :41111
INSTITUTIONS OF .0i0ER _EpOtAtION''AND OTHER

ELIGIBLE AGENCIES, INSTITUTIONS, ANO 00ANtigioks
.

.(iDANo. imp} .

1; ;PROGRAM PROFILE
. .

Lelfiatinnv Sections 201, .202*,, and; 223 Of the .0i, Oar EdUcátlöñ Act of
94; Title 11-8, Public Law 89-329 a redesignated' by Section 111 of

the Education Aciandffients of 1972, 'Pti61.10 ;Law 92.3121 and s allierided% by
Section 201 of the Iducation-A0thdOentS.Of and
by Wilor016-of the -00600S- Budget leCOnCilietion Act of 1981, Public
-Law' 97-35; 20: U.S.C. 1021, 1022,, and 1013. (Expires SePtebei .30, 19£15Y.

Tiindtrig'tince.197.0::
.

fl scal'. Year

1979

1980

1981
1982

1983

:0.00ote! To make grants
edOtaiOn and other publ
ganizations for research
iMpfOvement of libradiS
'teebnelogy, and for the
,peopOts.

AOthotion:

$120400 AG 1-
120,000,000'

.10 AP 7/
1-i2QQAP.0.:7/
1,200;000 2r/

APPeektation

ItiOkii066
343,000
25p,goo.

240,A9:0

.2411000.

to, and centred* with, 1ñstt' tbn of higher
ic and Private. -ageridieS, insti.tutiOq,. and or,
and/or demonstration projects related to the

, training in ribraelanSbip, and Information

dissemination of inforMatiOn- derived: from Such

. .

fttgiblittp Institutions of higher education,. public And peiVati
-otes4-. institutions, or oegaritzationt.

holicant.Reouirements: An OpTidaht Must derionttrate, in itS applica-
tion. that the project meets the requirements of the Act and all appli-
cable regulations.

btiettion.and Ohasin41.0.AssiStanC:e: Grants and contracts are usually
awarded for a twelve-month piiiod'o with, exCeAions juftified. in Contracts
fe00. time to time and may be fOr op, to, five .yes. EitenSions may -be
ointoo at no additional cost the GOverhMent.

Oblittations of leant and tontraot_hoioieots Grant recioienti. are re-
qui re4 to 'WOO: an annual -performance report. 'Contract racipient4
tubliiit monthly voucher request t for Oayinedt, quarterly prOgriSi reports,
Arid' other repoets 4e sti.Omiate,.! in the contract.
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606-2

RESPONSE TO GEPA 417 (a)

-k. Goali and Objectives:

'0044 FY 1983, the Department's principal objectives for this program
ere as follows:

to monitor the project, "New Directions in Library and Information
Sdience Education"

To plan and initiate a contract to determine the historical impact of
the fellowship program funded under HEA II-B, Library Career Training

.0: to plan and initiate two contracts on topics suggested in A Library.
andinfOrmation Science Research Agenda for the 1980's. Topics chosen
iljere,."Role of Libraries in Creating and Providing Viewtext Information
Services"; and "Diffusion of Innovations in Library and Information
§Ciffidei"

:8. -Progress and Accomplishments:

o. Monitoring activities related to the study, "New Directions in Library
And Information Science Education" included attendance at two of the
-Advisory touncil meetings and receipt of quarterly performance reports.
The study is to determine the competencies needed now and in the next
twenty years by the library and information science profession.

:o the project, Historical Impact of Higher Education Act 11-13, Library
-Career Training, was awarded May 5 to St. John's University, Jamaica,
Nevi York. It will ascertain the accomplishments of past recipients
of fellowship awards including examination of the following issues:
if shortages in graduate library school facilities have been reduced;
whether or not minorities lad women have achieved top management
,positions in libraries; ano whether or not minorities have entered
the profession.

The Diffusion of Innovation in Library and Information Science project
will identifY,mAJor innovations in library and information science
developed in the last ten years, trace the development and distribution
of the innovation, develop a model for planned diffusion,..and recommend
options needed to develop a diffusion network for library and informa-

tion science.
N

Ar
:O. -Competition among eligibles under the Small Business Act, Section 8a

:was held for the study, "The Role of Libraries in Creating and Providing
Viewtext Information Services" to show how the Nation's libraries are
'ising the new Cichnologies to transmit print matt^ial talevialon,

table, telephone, cassettes, discs, etc-

44Q



01ans are underway for a series of regional seminars at which leaders
in libraelanthip and education wilj Onsider how ibraries can imple-
Merit the retommedationt of the National CoMmitsion on Excellence in
Education Report, AINAti*Lat Risk. This initiative will include
planning and.implethentation phases in FY 84.

Program Effectiveness: No data available.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and_ Recommendations for Legislation:

NO funds were requested for FY 1984.

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

None

F.- Other Support i Data:

None

II, RESPONSE TO GEPA 4171b)

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

Contacts for Further Information:

606-3

C. Cost, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

Program Scope: In FY 1983, program activity included the following:

o As a result of a contract supported in FY 81, Cuadra Associates
reported on "A Library and Information Science Research Agenda for
the 1980's." This report has already had two types of impact: re-

searchers are using it to direct new research inquiries, and the
Department used it to guide some of its FY 83 library research initia-
tives under HEA II-8.

0. As a result of a contract supported in. FY 82, a research project is
underway by King Researck Inc.. entitled, "New Directions in Library
and Information Science Education:" It addresses the training, of
future librariant and-information specialists, through the end of this
Century:

Program Operations: Frank Stevens, (202) 254-5090

Prognm Effectiveness: Arthur S. Kirschenbaum, (20?) 245-8844

Notes:

1. Authorization for HEA Titles 11-A and I1-8

2. ..Jthorizetion for 4E, Ti:le 11-8, Sec:ions 222, 723, arld 294
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STRENGTHENING RESEARCH LIBRARY RESOURCES-
DISCRETIONARY GRANTS TO MAJOR RESEARCH LIBRARIES

(CFQA No. 84.091)

I. PROGRAM PROFILE

Le islation.: P.L. 89-329 Title II,'Paet C, of the Higher Education Act
o 96o as amended by Section 201 of the Education Amendments of 1980
(P.L. 96-374), and P.L. 97.35, 20 U.S.C. 1021. (Expires September 30, 1985.)

Funding Since 1979:

Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation

1979
1980
1981

1982

1983

$ 20,000,000
20,000,000
10,000000
6,000,000

6,600;000

S 6;00400
6;060:000
6,tiopoio
5,10000'
6,000;600

-

Purpose: To promote researa and education of high quality throughout
the United States by providing financial assistance to (1) help major
research libraries maintatn and strengthen their collections; and (2) assist
them in making their holdings available to other libraries and to individual
researchers and scholars outside their primary clientele:

Eliaibilit : Only major research libparies are eligible. Major research
libraries may be public or private nonprofit institutions, including the
resources of an institution of higher education, independent retearch
libraries, and State or public libraries. They must demonstrate that they
have collections which make a significant contribution to higher education
and research, are broadly based, arJ recognized as having national or
international significance for scholarly research, are of 4 unique nature,,
and contain material not widely available which is in substantial demand
by researchers and scholars not connected with the applicant institution.

Criteria for Awards: Awards are based on the strength of the library's
qualifications as a major research facility, and the quality of the proposed
project, including such factors as evidence of deed, cost-effectiveness, and
Institut:0nel commitment.

Use of Awards: Grantees may acquire books, materials, staff; maintain,
inOnx, aostract, and distribute materials; or pursue other activities as
proposed in their grant applications.

Obligations of Grant Recipients:. Financial and perforilance reports are due
trorty aays after the c'7177:7the grant berica. Financial records are ex.
cectaa to b cantain.la for three year5 after tate of :he submission of cite
ennual exoendi:ura -.car:. 3rantees must lIform St eta eOncies of their
sc:ivities Incer tais hole.
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1. RESPONSE TO CEPA 417(a)

.A4 Goals and Objectives:

During FY 1933 the Department's continuing objectives for this program
were to:

o- Increase access to research materials.

6 Preserve unique materials.

o Assist research libraries in acquiring distinctive, unique and
specialized materials.

Initiate specialized research and development projects.

.0. -Promote cooperative activity among institutions.

Extend benefits to as many institutions as possible including
previously unfunded institutions.

.184 Progress and Accomplishments:

Thirty-three of the thirty-five ftscal year 1983 grantees chose biblio-
graphic control as the principal area of project activity by adding new
entries to national data bases, thus making additional research materials
accessible.

.....o.Thirteen grantees used Title II-C funds for advanced preservation
techniques to make rare and unique materials more available.

o. Seven grantees acquir'ed specialized materials and entered the biblio-
graphic records into national data bases, making additional unique
materials accessible and available to researchers and scholars.

o Specialized research was initiated and supported in such diverse areas
as Melanesian studies, the impact of technology on society, and industrial
relations.

N.,

Four cooperative projects, involving eighteen institutions, were funded.

o Eight hew grantees were among the thirty-five primary grantees funded
in fiscal year 1983; counting institutions benefiting under cooperative
projects, 49 research libraries were supported.

C. Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness:

Program Scooe: in fiscal year 1983, 42 applicants reauested 575,990,00n.
The FY 1981 appropriation of 56,000,000 supported 35 grants involving 19
separate major researcn libraries. The grants range:, in size from S35, 750

to S425,000, with an average of S171,000. AO geographic areas of the
country are represente..1. 7ypes of instir.4:ion!: rse,tizo; are as

443
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. C: Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness: (continued) .

Libraries at institutions of Higher Education . . . 27

Independent Research Libraries . . . . . 4

Public Libraries . . . . 1

State Libraries . . . . . 1

Museums . .- _ . 2

Total : 35

Major Activities and Associated.Benefits:

6 Implementation of national' bibliographic network. Through systematic
sharing of-bibliographic data, access to rare materiel is facilitated
and thousands of hourt are saved by eliminating duplicative efforts in
cataloguing and indeXing. IA FY 1983, 79 perceet., of the total funds.

awarded were used for.bibliograOhiC control ($4,738;549.

o.physical preservation Of.rarmatertals. Poor physital condition limitt
access and use, and progressive deterioration- May eventually result. in:
the total loss of rare materials. In FY 1983, thirteen of the thirty-five
grantees used part or all of their Title 114 fundt to oreserve fragile,
and deteriorating research materials. Thirteen percent of the funds
awarded were spent for this activity ($909,612).

.o Development of specialized collections_. Centralized collections of
rare or specialized materials facilitate research. In FY 1983, $351 ,813
went to support collections of the personal papers of eight modern writers,
Chinese, Japanese, and Persian language materials, and Western European
law documents.

D. Plans for Program Improvement and Recommendation for Legislation:

The Department's fiscal year 1984 Budget requested no funds for this program.

E. Supporting Studies and Analyses Cited in Section C:

None.

F. Other Supporting Dana:

None.

III. RESPONSE TO GEPA 417(b):

No studies related to this program are currently in progress.

Contacts for Further information

'01:;-iram °aerations: Frank Stevens (202) 2314:090

'roper: sz.zdies: :rthur S. Kt-schenoan (202; 245-884d
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DiSadvantaged Students:
Children in State-Administered institutions, 103
Education for, 101, 107, 110

'Legal Training for, 517
Postsecondary Education, 507, 508, 509, 510
*dial Services for, 510
Vocational Education Programs for, 402

Oissemination of Exemplary Educational Practices, 119
Doctoral Dissertation Research Prograni, (Fultiright-Hays), 519

Early Education for Handicapped Children, 306
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981, 101, 102, 104, 107, 114,.

117, 118, 119
,Education for the Disadvantaged, 101, 103, 107, 110, 402, 507, 508, 509, 511; 611
EduCational Opportunity Centers, 509
Edikational Television and Technology, 119-4,5
Elementary and Secondary Education Block Grant, 104
Etander Fellowships, 110
Entitlement Giants to Local Educational Agendies and Indian Tribal Schools,

Fa4ilty Research Abroad (Fulbright7Hays), 519.
Fellowships: for Graduate and Professional Study, 518, 519

for Bi 1 in gua 1 Teachers , 204
for Indian Students, 112
for Foreign Language Area Studies, 520

Captioned, (Media Services), 312
Follow Through, 107
Foreign Language and Area Studies, 519, 520
Fultiright-Hays Programs, 519
Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE), 512

General Assistance for the Virgin Islands, 105
Graduate and Professional Study, Fellowships for, 518, 519, :;20
Guaranteed Student Loan Program, 504

Handicapped Children, Early or Preschool Education for, 302, 303, 306
Handicapped:

and Deaf-Blind, Programs for, 305, 308, 321
Arts in Education, 117
Higher Education for, 510
Media and Films for, 312
Migrants, 320
Personnel Training and Recruitment for Education of, 309, 310
Recreation, 319
Regional Resource Centers, 304
Research, Demonstration, 206, 311, 313, 314, 317, 324
Services to, 101-3. 301, 302, 303, 305, 307, 314, 315, 320, 323
Special Studies, 313
State Ma Grant Program, 302
State-Supported School Programs, State Grant Program, 301
Vocational Renaoilitation for, 315, 316, 318, 322

81gh knool E4uivalency era, rant, :.4igr4nt Education , i5

-M11 -..---
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-Higher Education
Cooperative Education, 521
nelivery System, 500
Developing Institutions, 512-6, 514, 515
Dirt%;,t Grants, 501,512
Direct Loans, 5r5
for tra no.A.c, 303
for the Disadvantac2d, 501, 502, 507, 508, 569, 510, 517, 605-2
for the Handicapped, 510, 605-2
for Indian Students, 112
for Migrant Students, 115
for Veterans, 511
f.30 Vocational Students, 401-6
Guaranteed Student Loans, 504
Housing, College Loans, 523
1140rovement, 512
Institutional raid, 512, 514, 515, 522, 521, 524, 525, 604
law, 516, 517
Overview, 500
Postgraduate, 518, 519, 520
Special Staff Training, 513
State Student Incentive .1rants, 503

- Supplemental Grants, 502
Talent Search, 508
Work- Study, 506

Impact Aid, see School Assistance in Federally ftFfected Areas
Incentive Grants to States for Student Assistance, 501
Independent Living, Centers for, 323
Indian Education:

Adult Indian Education, 113
e*monstration Projects, 112
Entitlelent Grants to local Educational Agencies and Indian-Controlled

Schools, Ill
Fellowships for Indian Students, 112

o Personnel Development Projeccs, 112
Resource, Evaluation Centers, 112
Vocational Education Prograr, for Indian Tribes and Organizations, 404

Indian Students, Services or Aid to, 101-3, 102-6, 111, 112, 113, 116-4, 403-4,
a04, d06-4, 507A, 504 -1, s09-I, 510-7, 511_5, 513-6, 52041,1 2

inexpensive iook Distribution, 119
institutions of Higher Education, oapents to, 512, 514, 515, 522, 521, 524, 525, 604'
Interest Subsidy Grants for Academic Facilities Loans, 524
Interlibrary Cooperation, State Grant Program, 603
international Education and Business program (Language Training and tree Studiel), '521

Land-Grant Colleges, Aid to, 521
Languace :no =reds , 51;;, 77.1
Lanquage-"inoritl -2r Li mi :el In ^i i so -ors Po ;en; , or Ai i :o, ; "1-1

20t, rz, 213, 20 1, 3!3_!, 106_1, 518-1, 510.1, it 31-.5,-
513-5, 2.10-.11,1 2, :21-4, 502-3

:::ucicion, 117
Law Se'r:01 EI:Reiersce Drolrrvi,

ra :1 frrti ;I?
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Libraries:
career Training, 605
-College Library Resources, 604
POblic Library Services, State Grant Programs, 602, 503
Retearch and llemonstration, 606
Strengthening Research Lib:ary Resources, 607

Media' ServiCes and Captioned Film Loan Program, 312
Mi:g rant Education

C011ege Assistance Program, 115
'Handicapped, 320
.Higli- School Equivalency Program, 116
State Formula Grant Program, 102

1i4 na Shaughnessy Scholars Program, 512
lliiiiirity Students, Services or Aid to, 101-3, 102-6, 201, 202, 203, 204,

.4034, 501-8, 502 -9, 503-7, 5(14-10, 505-9, 506-10, 507-5, 508-4, 509-4,
'51047, 517-5, 518-6, 520-11,12, 521-4, 602-3, 605-2

:110tional Diffusion Pletwork, 11.9

Pell Grants Program (formerly BEOGO, 501 -
f!erSonnel Traininl, Recruitment for Education of the Handicapped, 309, 310
-PottieCondary Education (See Higher Education)
reschool Education for Handicapped Children, 306
rofessional Study, Fell owships for, 518, 519
Public Library Services-State Grant Programs, 602, 603

Reading is Fundamental, 114
Recruitment and Information (Special Education), 309, 310
efulgee children, 203
Rehabilitation, See Vocational Rehabilitation
'Research and Oevelopment:

Handicapped, 306, 308, 311, 313, 314, 321
Libraries, 606, 607
Secretary's Oiscretionary Fund, 119
Vocational Education, 405

5ecretary's Oiscretionary Fund, 114, 117, 118, 119 -,

School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas-School Construction, 109
School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas-maintenance and Ooerations, 108 i
Shaughnessy, Mina, Scholars Program (FIPSE), 512 pi
Special Education, Recruitment and Information, 309, 310 .,.:1
SPecial Services for Disadvantaged Students, SIO
Strengthening Research Library Resources, 607
Student As si stance , Postsecondary (See Hi ghe r Education )

Talent Search, 518
teacher Tr in mg:

ei lingual Sducatior., Zir, 2n4
$Oeci al Educet ion , 1:19
teachers of Secondary Disadvantaged Students, 111
Territorial Teactiers, 6.31
Vocational ;ill insuai 1 , VI?

___
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Technology and Educational Television, 119-4, 5 -

Territorial Teacher Training, 501
Trainia; arai Recruitment, Handicapped Education, 309, 310
Training , Librarian s , 505
training, Ri lingual Education Projects, 204
Training, Rehabilitation Personnel, 316
Training, Special Program Staff, 513

Upward Round, 507

,Veterans' Cost -of- Instruction, 511
,Virgin Islands, General Assistance for, 105
Vodational Education: -

Basic Grants to States, 4111
Bilingual, see Bilingual Vocational Programs
for Consumer and *mei:taking Education, 403
Programs for the Oisadvantaged,. 402
Program for Indian Tribes and Indian Organizations, 414
Research and Special Projects, 405

Vocational Rehabilitation:
''sic Grants to States, 314
renters for Independent Living, 323
Migratory Farmworkers, 320
Projects With Industry, 322
Severely Handicapped, 318

Women's Educational Equity, 1n6, 115
brk-Study, Collage 506, 521
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APPENDIX

EVALUATION CONTRACTS ACTIVE DURING

FISCAL YEAR 1983

451

1

jrc
>"%7"1-

o-

'-

...-.1.1...



tir .

10

CeitiMil."611141171

, .. , ,
$0044..00-.0iiikiiiiiiki..#40qiiiiiistiOkiiiikiepACAS.::,*.00: iiiko(0 i 9- '1184'

. . .
C Oki"AL,PWN40.1174"

:11i:31:0 i 0.#011 .11F e111#010,1: 1:!11; 4r.titir .ANO. prrr*
.1kritier.-40(rEMOr04,ItS... .

it-40 4.66.ii =6406k:000f:160i-

4.4t %02 i 60- rOOt 66;-.*:4

TflirffiHl1= HISIQilri Ft
70
TT:
nO:
el is

63:

lei .iii. soo,hoiimi

5*6

ri
112:

36 0=60.4110i

04:MUG NI Mitt. Fr 46$
na t

6,60 so o-m-642*

sOisOiNk Humor. Fr :
AP:

1 61 501' 300410434

ton! Fr RI:

I 360 42 -esti

oft soon. r v 47t

002 310-112-5

04400110W this t: t r '12:

4:g2

i4460,
2ti 0
1160(!.

'cif!.090'
PoslY
:MOO:

1.0~64:4

.000A0A4044t,,C9004,0q0000.
ANNUAL

4.,;,41:o*St.OE-**.usrs:**,;Uoci01!

Tp46!!0tf::ketif''W-I'4':`400kt'

:#4,11:t*f8?tif0SitP493 1 O.: Nthi,
-.2!2;16,.

TALE a ie'...ief:Hooksit- 'Kt
;pis tftig *04404. imet it.i.0

. , .
l'NF-9"04 .'1/.010,"fP:

2..owtopt60-foe itokolitlNiotik
1CO'

,t tmqt 0..4? teneii.

kiti06ti.6iiiim it**
remos)

jitileiaompif ,0100646.

lt9010 f4014-

000.0tC** :4014 fm,
*5- ofitiofizi TO!! .100:414:

:ANOFASoM.4 1 13000¢:
°hit r

*UPC";
OP6C

St11/1. fit
in- nen

Aitormrs -MESSIER
CHICO° IL: (PO: O.
-101t T,U 0/.114

itio#01 eir#,414itti±4.
ryt 000 ma,..kil..,tNat40...tou4,ttoN: tc*4 ,4!ii On; :els. TFIntoi! (N)
4041P/44W emn*0' 10/PV-10,

OPERATION 4e- ettA-i..iiiikt0-,i-
010.1)0 ton 404m1t6i 44,0s4qa
CENT 111"li

0Prii4ii Ow tti A cii4Ott2
fltAAi *u 10:1 tresork,A.

4 441-4_.
140k; -

RNC itifstitiii,tevs.
-tipitw 4icipiiie.4 Hi

1 06*

t i ) tt,kee 01,9P Mt
i1141.014tOC!..4;74 ii*

mown
Oen(

66.9n0m4,
6P9r,

tf

I



.

couteoct.komota

500A2-.0316

401.DINO-MISTORYI FT 92:
R3t

300.620111

.rbk000:61nToRto ry
salt

-1- 42- 301 00929020

SWPARY'OF PLANNING AND'EVAINAMOI CONTRAfTS AS OF OARC4 22 198

otgOiiittdu or CONTRACT'

OPtliATIIIkOF=ECtkii140!CM:i
EV ALUA T 161E TECHNICAL ASST STANCE
CENTER -Ifi

1211411
1396700

OPERATION OF ECIA CHAPTER I
ft/SILOAM* TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
CENTER.T.IV -

1291694
ilmvtor

-ruftolic tHSTORY. 0, tsp.(/'

1 S. 101- 30061+0?p6

rime1NOMIOR*1 F?' 113? 3019000

i Aj 104' 104...R70300

Et0160 HTSTORY". f1.-

I 1S -161.

SCHOOL FINANCE STUD?

014iiikkioR IAN',
LOCATION, AND TO.
SIART:AND'EADOATES

004ttoigi. trstiwo grovta
gtioutAt tut
10/47 TO 9/44

PPOJ'CT MONITOR Jgbitg,
A MAN/PATTON DOLLARS.

STOUENILL 2091111
oppr

NOOTHISESTREOIONAL LAHOOATORT SIONEOTLL
pootu ORE. (III OPRV

2696295

A STUD? OF LOCAL OPERATTONS UVOER
(CIA. CHOPFER 2

EDUCATION ANALYSIS CENTFR

EDUCATTON COIN. FOR THE STATES
OE OVER. C' 411/

4/02 to, 1/43

STANFORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE
HeNtil 'PARK' CALIF. 4N)
8/83 TO 12/05

ADVANCE') TECNNOLOOY ?!IC
MCLEAN. VA.
10/02 TO 9/65

NATTONAL LONOITUOTNAL EVALUATION OF PEWLOPMENT AS1OCTATES
TOE EFFECTTVERESS OF MOMS FOR ARLINOTON. 114.
CAN 06/04=W t 0014t t t latit trbytwtitssi4 01 0' TO 2/6
PROFICIENT ST4OENTS

Htstonv, FY o!:- -ttmoopo

0 . .1UOTOIAI STATE AND LOCAL GRANTS DIVISION

MOW HIS1ORT, ET 41-.691 0

454

101 0
11:
Fp2 0

Fs: 0
/4: 0:

0

hit 0
lit- MOO
lot 7g. Doc

/n1 MSROO
no: .0.9360
Oft 200q,,O
O7: Pinar.°
631 10141912

1O7860644

IP/

4P1

ENCLTSH
OINIE

CHEWIER
°poi

;5004

rorLstroa 242933'
OPRE

SOULFR
°POE

455

trfilmomerahlallain,

1600000



,

....,

4.1-:17**;-o*p INS/ItUTION4L A10 DIVISION

: -"''
i'1.14.1*.: 'r1109S TR4p4004 SUPPORT OF TUE 1$160E4 rolucotto* MATIORAL SC1ENCC FOUNDATION COFRALLO

.
a PANEL (CONTINUIWPROJECIO 48SNITIOTON O. C. IF) PORT

7

.4. 1%4 ö

c,;.- .i.

t*,

412 .

"44.0 :

40 ,<

0 ,r- .
:!1,._'

%

.,61401114:-WOTOPT. IT i':
1,f4

!Ts
18:
79!
ab:
41:
42:
M31

0492
sreo
100E,
11190
11250

141262
99157

111162
121392

3407R-0336

eiii.fikeimsstoott. KY 2Rt

/14 TO /49

EVALUATION De IRE SPECIAL SERVICES STSIEM OCVELOPRENT CORP.
FOR OlIA04ANTAGEO RIUDENIS PRO9RAR SANTA MONICA. CAL.

9/14 TO 11/43
9152F1

RO: 937'122
6P! mono

3. 0101 spa -79-9776
*10400--0.001*7 AVAILADLE

4.0610.01ITOOT, FY Tit 2$8420

3 44:002. '00 .-79-0171

.600* limos',. FT 19: 611,1423

401 6410A
R2: °0296

aceLs
let. 9eHr

1144411.

ictisi4

111=0=1,0

t*r FINANCIALLY OISICZSSE0 14STITU- AMERICAN COUNCIL ON 'motto* cOORALLO 244800.
!ION VASITINSION D.C. (NI °POE

9/19 10 12/4P

FIIRLRAI109 OF IMF, tAN1UAFC TRAIN149 INC RAND CORPORATION
114.1 AREA STUDIES PROGRAM SANTA MONICA CAL.

10179 TO 9/43

Rffts
(NP OM

3 to tea 300-90-0914 ASSESSMENT Or 111r STRENCIMENIND RESEARCH mums 1N.9211Ulf COPRALLO 111O129
OrvELOM149 INSTITUTIONS PROGRAM FURMAN. N. C. TO OFRE

9/80 TO 6/43
FOR0109 ET MO: 1 ?761

91: 323'14
at: 1358,8

91 to, 400-1t1-;t1ts SUPPORT or conoroetv! INSII- CAL. 0 11. AT LOS AMOILTS
TO119MAL RISEAREO PR'ORAR LOS AWIES CAL.
OSTA ACRUIIITIoN AND ANALYSIS Of 3/81 TO 3/84
ANNUAL F0F309oR S9PRSo

EUNOINO 013109v FY 41: 11°008
42: g2IEPA
RTI 14114F

ioOsii*ii

Sto9ART Of PL61tMIts MRU 0'041,01104 CCRTPAC1S Al Or voiNCN 22 1904

comtkii0o0
nk

.
NAP!

(AI OPPE
412430

45,1



4!

4

!3R1 -10 $410-41-F7.10

ND

.-
cONIAACT ROWED

FOOT04.0413TONve ry 41: 44ft6:.

42: 14:361
43: 274476

oS.11i 300-43-0028

iumoiOn nintomv. FT 83:

3 R) 102 340-06-4423

. . `,".
'

OESCNiFTION IF C Locotione APO TYPori
SARI ONO ENO OATES

TECHNICAL SUPP4O: POO POSISCC0N06R4 APPL:r0 SYSTEMS INSTITUTE
EDUCATION PLAN01140 VASUINOTON.11. C.

URI .14E !,84

V74.. s'71
4 ^ 4;

' P

00010:LI
11') '00or

&tont_

RAM 03SEONEN1 OF flit zn *Maus Ju0O. itKOEn ieok* 000?
.

;; r

.

,.4

TIONAL ELM/ULM ANO COMPLIANCE PALO ALIN iAL. 4 ) ,Oftor
P0MII0O1NO SYSTEMS 21 0) TO 6110

10000
=1,i1-. -

COLLEGE COSTS. PARENTAL comminution mosiiim000n; D.C.
INC.

(P1 OPflE
0.19!Pi*T.ANAL0S:S OF HE OISTRIOUTION OF

040 MONT ASSIS7ANCE
i001:04 HIST040. FT 43: 114e1

SOMIOTAL S700E01 ANO INS:ITO:100AL 410 OIVISION SIE740,

ioN0144 HISIORY. FY 47+49: 0

453

70: 0
71:
72: 0

73:
70:
74: 63442
76: 62900
77: 70000
to: lotaons
P1: 844493

.4.- Mu 770043
41: 631001
$21 io16313
031 600467

4.5$

6104MARv OF 0041144 *'I') 1014 cON:00C111 A; Mr PAACN 22', 04i
, . - -14,,,,,. 4 c ' ; .2.;

.., ,..vs : ?..



NO. C04/040 OWNER ttlatititioN Or t

:*01441.04; rnn romm fOOCATTOo oft.

4%410/ 300-$2.9244 COUCJITION:444LTSIO CENItO

.iukis144 HISTORIs FT 43: 504426

OS-T02 300-43-0164

OONOTNO On/04v, Fl 4s: 9,40

s* .... ot1410141. 4041.1/1 *ND MAIM/ OF enucimom-air. sisstfi

1.0CATIONi.4ND TTPc,
UMW ONO ENO TIMES

kgolvto:,*ss,ctinrs
mOmmiosi.

. 10/82,0, 91091

4441-7$/$40 .!Ht Op-ii0i0m co0o$4000010
0.isstsiimeliiirtrceiAi 0Ot.0 14 41Immato06.1):4:
COUC4ITON41. IMPPOTENTAI 6/$3 TO 9/03

V 1.
1

roo.sitto.
.4. I OPTIC

VONFtINER

Fimbitic Htsmv, Fl 7642
-101

77:

0

0

0
14: 0
15: 0

0
17: 0
WIT 0
79.1 0

- i
AO!
01:
$2:

0
0
0

C

t

RS: 516416

460

rt
stp;.Apy u l' P' c040004,C4400t

46-1:



C

.4.... >

4
,

oira3isg: . cfrataaci NUM* RESCRIPItiON SF -_ I LPFATTOR, AND rum, ; wtootm, :Stet.A$S'

? 0E000 AND ',Omen wiyin DIV.

.2-$S.:1ek .309340:32

START AND (10) OAP'S

boik.Oftlicisime. a. trqswito!.
FDl;:PLflNING END trail:00w. -anas.vsts
Div:stow 7,03 TO 'FM

*0030 IlisT0144 -AA: toiSio

DUMAN
4) DOPE

ielees.

k .t. ..4 ' tOOTOilit WINNING Aga 2i0R4261. ANALYSIS RIO) 4R0010
4,

i.loofttia.lipioay. Fr 176*:
, 0

Oa *
tit 0 .8;

22: 0
73: 0

i 24: o

s'

462

77: 0
re: 0
74: II
so: 0
42: 0
$2: 0

tatg0t0

rompiirir 9F FC$410.14M 494 4:70.114 1 trl OxIdAtTS Ai or 44e0 *2. 194i

463



NO. CONTRACT NUPOSEP

-4:-S40811/11411411 STIFF

wv-too-11-oos*

ilohOtmektkvomotrif 17: 3S124
14: 247 Goo
to: 295000
Olt 210001
at: 220000
OP: 298384
PM: 240100

"
OESCRIP1/04 OF C P Locootomo AND tip(' o -Iowan?* ,.. -

START AND ENO 0011.4

r
CONFUTER TINE IN SUPPORT mr. commtv commmtrm Wiwi:from CORP. NAODNET ISS35iD,
PLANNING AND atowilom-ramoxis NASNIONIONi D.C. 4P* otilw .;
*INCLUDES SSOAO IIII.F4 FUNDS IN 1/i/14 9/0
F, 400

I'
4,

9 02 001 snot ICI 41 NIH ' flimskA OF pupas 10 NIH FOR USE OF NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF NEALIN M000mii
NIH COMPUTER rocttit, ortmesoo, ND.. IFI OPOf

10/01 TO 9/83
.0446044-10 3184144 9- .4P:.--- t

431 3I0000

,utrOtmo mtstoolt.

464

tullITAL CO0o0INATION STAFF 70911540
ic-1

C V GT-Al: 0
TO: 0
TT: 0
Tit 0
/3 0
74: 0
75: 0
/Gs
11: 33124
101: 24,00
*I: P95080
no: 210000
Pit 2P0000
82: 48331'4

Sc0000

Alb

cUP"INV OF PlAn ISA Inn !Mb,/ too f iNIPAC/S 4F Sittf!

465.

.,

:

4



$1190 GMJ 09 ii11IS4. .90110, itIpf,46 44! $0111,161

. .

' A. , .

)9(7
e

r
66*9666 :EU
ISSZSO6
4499492- StV
tetOtet :09
eb0b9tt :1st

f400411
*Mat itt
00629
t40f9 :St
0 :01

0 :et
0 tit
It tit
0

0 :65
:b9-$.9 As IAMOJStO 04140i

010602 ONVII9

1,q6,,o!oalpTrut Al IIl 41I:114:1

/a a

OOO OOOOO


