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©i "~~~ PREFACE . L.

The,Tltle I D1strLct Practlces Study was conducted by

.Advanced Technologyv Inc. for the U.S. Department of Edugétiin‘s
Planning and Evaluatlon Service. One goal of th1s .study was . ‘to

descr1be how local d1str1cts~operated pro;ects funded by T1tle f

of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act [ESEA] in the

1981 82 school year.. A second, related goal was to document

3
o

.local educators ratlonales for the1r program dec1s1ons,(the1r ;
perceptlon of\fhe problems and benef1ts of requlreme%t;}contalned

in the 1978 Title I. Amendmepts, and thelr assessments of the

¢ "I ‘..A
” .

expected effects of Chapter 1l of the- Educatlon Consolldatlon and

Improvement Act [ECIA] on school d1str1ct-operatlons of T1tle ‘I
. . -9

) a

pro;ects. The study was des1gned spec1f1cally to. draw cross-tlme

comparlsons with the f1nd1ngs of the Compensatory Educatlon Study

conducbed by . the Natlonal'Instltute of” Educatlon [NIE} and to

prov1de basellne data for subsequent analyses of Chapter l,

ECIA s admanlstratlon.f;f‘_“

él The results of the T1tle I D1str1ct Pract1ces Study are

Y

'presented 1n th1s and elght other spec1al Eeports (see back R

cover), plus the\study S, Summéry Report. These reports synthe—
s1ze ‘data collgcted from a mall questlonnalre sent to T1tle I !

‘Brfectors in more than 2, 000 randomly selected school d1str1cts, .
tructured 1nterv1ews and document reV1ews &P lOOlnatlonally »

representatlve Title I d1str1cts, and 1ndepth case stud1es 1n 40

"spec1ally selected T1tle I d1str1cts.




___._—————JkaﬂmaﬁrﬂﬂmrTﬁUECtlves of this major national study, a

S

spec1al study staff was assembled w1th1n ﬁdvanced Technology\
ASoc1al Sc1ences D1V1s10n. That staff, housed in the D1v1s1on s

Program Evaluatlon Operatlons Center, oversaw the study des1gn,

e

data cOllectlon and process1ng, analysis work, - and~report pre-

T paratlon. The study beneflted from unUsually eXperlenced data
- collectors who, w1th Advanced Technology s senior staff and:
: . <

;consultants, condhcted the . structured 1nterV1ews "and case
,stud1es.‘ Two" consultants, Brenda Turnbull of Pollcy Studles

' .

X! - Assoc1ates and Joan Mlchle, asslsted in maJor aspects of the
O study 1nclud1ng the wr1t1ng of spec1al reports and chapters 1n,
) the Summary Report. Mlchael Gaffney and Dan1el Schember from the'

law f1rm of Gaffney, Anspach Schember, Kllmaskl & Marks, P.C.,’
Y

applled the1r longstand1ng famlllarlty W1th T1tle I's :legal and

‘4, '

t "pollcy issues to each phase of the study.

»

-~

,j", ‘The Government PrOJect Off1cers for the study, Janlce

Anderson and. Eugene Tucker, prov1ded substantlve gu1dance ‘for thet

f_completlon of the tasks result1ng in these final reports. The.'

N,

.suggestlons of the study s Adv1sory Panel and cr1t1ques prov1ded d

. by 1nd1v1duals from the T1tle I program off1ce, espec1ally

iWilliam Lobosco'and Thomas Enderleln, are also reflected 1n these

'vreports.,

Members of Advanced Technology s analyt1c, management, and

' productlon staff who contrlbuted to the completlon of ‘this and

other reports are too numerous to llst, as are the state and -

)

local off;c;als who cooperated with th1s.study. W1thout our

-



mentioning- their namés,'they should know their
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contributions have
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been reéognized“and truly appreciated.
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TITLE- I SERVICES TO STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR . _ o
_ESL/BILINGUAL OR SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS o =,
J ¢
,  SUMMARY |
In the past two deCades three of the largest'Federal cate;
. ¢
7_gorlcal programs in educatlon were enacted. While T1tle I of the
(S ~

'Elementary and Secondary Educatlon ActﬁkESEA] of 1965, T1tle VII
Cﬁlof ESEA (Blllngual Educatlon Act),-and P.L.;94-l42, Educatlon for
All Hand1capped Chlldren Act of 1975 were des1gned to be separ—
ate ent1t1es, ach with d1fferent cr1ter1a for e11g1b111ty for
" service, someAstudents are ellglble for serv1ces from more than
T one of these programs: o f }fj )

- o s ' A o
When a district has more than one of them, complex decisions

.

- bf student selectlon, dellvery of serv1ces, and program coord1—

- nation must be made with cons1derat10n for the d1st1nct Federal,
state, and local regulatlons, pol:.c:.es,‘a and practices that oper—.

rd

ate. : R g'éQn@ .~

This spec1al report focuses on two subgroups of the Title I

.

populatlon- (l) students ellglble for T1tle I and Engllsh—as—a~

L4

.Second-Language [ESL]/blllngual serv1ces and (2) students e11g1-'

c

!

e

-ble for T1tle I and spec1al educatlon.
.The Title- I D1str1ct Pract1ces78tudy gathered data from a

large natlonally representat1ve sample of d1str1cts. Approx1—
N :

mately 2,000 d1st;1cts were surveyed through a mail. questlon—s

na1re,:and an add1tlonal 100 d1s¢r1cts were v1s1ted by 1nterv1ew

i

teams. Case stud1es Were conducted at 40 other d1stf1cts ‘chiosen




. “ff*ff:7f545;5;

data were used to 1nvest1gate the follow1ng questlons- P

° "What patterns of serv1ces ex1st for students ellglble
for Title I and other categorlcal programs (1 e., JESL/
blllngual and spec1al educatlon)? . _ '

-

" ® ‘What are d1str1ct policies or pract1ces regardlng the

i eligibility of* handicapped and llmlted-Engllsh—profl— .
cient [LEP] students for Title I serv1ces?- LotV s
_ A I o
e . ,What is done to coordlnate serv1ces ampng Tltle I,.VQ('
. S special educatlon' ‘and ESL/blllngual_educatlon? R,
.Serv1ce Patterns' b o _%/.\'; gueh& 'f3;3
‘ * . . . ' PR BN e

 The D1str1ct Practlces Study shows that 10 9 percent of the

d1str1cts 1nclude ESL 1n their Tltlé)I programs,~Whereas only a’

~rvery sﬁall number of d1str1cts (3 6 percent) report offerlng

o . @ ) ‘
spec1al educatlon asvpart of. the1r T1tle I programs._lr‘

3 . : LR
ot Most d1str1cts report no change over the last three years .

"w1th regard to T1tle I serv1ces to e1ther handlcapped (77 per—df
.cent) o LEP students (Sf percent).Q“Ev1dence from the 51te

-

visits suggests that‘therTltle I.guldelrnes-are,at leastvpartly

:responslble for both the” 1ncrease and decrease in Tltle I ser—'ﬁf“f
_.v1ces to multlply—ellglble students 1n those dlstrlcts reportlng
a change.; T __h_[_ 3 "31 '

'"The Ellglblllty of Ha glcapped Students for Tltle I:“7

About one- fourth of the d1str1cts respondlng to the mall .
\‘-T

questlonnalre say that no handlcapped students 1n Tltie I sohools;f

who meet . the cut off cr1ter1a are ellglble.‘ Approxmmately one—;.'

th1rd of the respondents descrlbe a. varlety of condltlons under-ﬂ

’ whldh a hand1capped student could or could not rec1eve Tltle I.

W




T~ .
. .

The ellglblllty of hand1cappéd/students for T1tle I is fre-'

quently related to. the type of hand1cap. Students who are speech

‘

1mpa1red, phy31caLly hahdicapped,‘v1sually hand1capped, or hear-,v

s

o _.1ng 1mpaLred tend.%o be ellglble for Title I.". - In 44 percent\of .

E the d1str1cts, alL hand1capped students in T1tle I schools Who : '
. (Y '__"

meet the cut—off cr1ter1a are e11g1ble for T1tle I._;*” { ‘j yf

; .

The Ellglblllty of’ L1m1ted Engllsh—Prof1c1ent Students for-
T1tle I

v SRR S o .f' qu,-'“”r

. .. . .

. Only l6 percent of. the d1str1cts surveyed have a 51gn1f1-y'
: cant number of students of Ilmlted-Engllsh-prof1c1ency.g F1ve '
P .

percent of the dlstrlcts respondlng to the mall questlonnalre

.' des1gnate LEPs'as 1ne11g1ble for Tltle I, compared to 67 percent‘

.
LY

:*ﬁff of the d1str1cts thau cons1der all 11m1ted or non-Engllsh—speak-v
o °* 3 . . ‘ . s - .

1ng students 1n T1tle I schooIs ellglble for T1tle I if they meet

2 L * .

he cut off cr1ter1a. ~An addltlonal 15 percent say the LEP stu-'

I

dents could, rece1ve Title I serV1ces, part1cularly, 1f they

’ coudd beneflt from the program. Dur1ng the site v1s1ts, we

'-n

learned that both T1tle I Directors and teachers cons1der the o

.

'ly- ab111ty to benef1t from the program tO(be based most frequently

3

E_jl. on the degree of Engllsh prof1c1ency of a student. Fourteen

‘_‘

T percent of the dlsarlcts report that y LEﬁZ are e11g1ble for

V'Tltle'I, th t*§§ the 1tle I program 1s des1gned spec1f1cally

for LEPs."A*_ltlonally, in” a few d1str1cts v1s1ted LEPs are.

au_omatlcally placed 1n the Tltle I program. When these

responses are compared to sumlllar ones Whlch focus on hand1-'

"capped students, 1t appears that LEPs are wore read&ly 1ncluded .
, o
R 1n Tltle L programs than are handlcapped students. '




: Coordination

Most respondents 1nd1cate that coord1natlon between cate-

gor1cal programs at the d1str1ct level is~ 11m1ted. Some.dls—

'tr1cts V1ew these programs as separate ent1t1es w1th the results‘

"that program personnel are generally not—famlllar with the other

‘programs, Other d1str1cts V1ew coord1natlon as a way to. solve £
:problems rather than enhance serv1ces. D1strr9ts w1th that y1ew—<
: o .
R p01nt tend not to coord1nate 1f they are exper1enc1ng few or no

[y . -

problems.' Some coord1natlon occurs at the building level, ‘such
- 4

‘as the use of the mult1d1sc1p11nary team, r1g1nally developed to
_handle spec1al educatlon referrals, a method expanded to address_
‘referrals to all spec1al programs wlthln a school bulldlng.--
Coord1natlon efforts center more on the student selectloh
‘process than on the.coordlnatlon of the 1nstructlonal program

o .‘For‘example, some Spec1al Educatlon D1rectors‘mentlon that in

é thelradlstrlcts the pract1ce 1s to try T1tle I f1rst before

5;‘ _recommendlng a: student to apeclal educatlon. "In: add1tlon, some}‘,g
rtend to use. Title I as a trans1tlon for students coming from a
'self-conta1ned envlronment nto the malnstream, but an equal
numbqr do not. Slmllarly, a. few ESL/Brllngual D1rectors report

:_~ yus1ng T1tle I as a trans1tlon from the b111ngual classroom to the

regular monollngual Engllsh—speaklng classrooms,bwhlle an equal

number state that<T1tle_I is not a transltlon program ‘for LEPs.
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. TITLE I SERVICES TO STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR
- ' ESL/BILINGUAL OR SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

INTRODUCTION =~ = T : f

. Three of the %ar§és€ Federal categor1cal programs 1n educa—'
tion are: . Tltle T of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act,
‘.[ESEA]* of 1965' Title VII of ESEA (Blllngual Educatlon Act); -

and P.L. 94- 142 Educatlon for All Handlcapped Chlldren Act of
s

1975. At the Federal level, these programs were des1gned to be
sépafate_entltles with their own requ1rements for program design

and methods of‘identifying students; .However, some students are

e11g1ble for serV1ces from more than one of these programs.

ThlS spec1al report focuses on two subgroups of the T1tle I
population: (1) students e11g1ble for Titke'I and spec1al edu-
catlon and (2) students:eliglble for Title I and,Engllsh—as—a-
v
Second-Language [ESL] or b111ngual serV1ces.' These two subgroups

are 1nd1cated by the shaded parts of Figure 1. eI

The boundar1es ~of these spec1al populatlons are not as'

LY R

: clearly def1ned as .the d1agram may suggest. Somet1mes 1t is

d1ff1cu1t to 1dent1fy m11dly handlcapped students” or those who

*Hereafter referred to as Title I, or ESEA. -

**Hereafter referred to as Title VII.
~ o

***xp third subgroup of the T1tle I populatlon, students eligible

for 'all ‘three programs, represented by the lined overlap -area,

are not inc¢luded in this report. For a discussion of general

Title- I student selection procedures represented by the unshaded

Title I area, see Michael Gaffney and Daniel Schember, "“Current’

Title I School and Student Selection Proceduresi and Implications

for: Implementlng Chapter l, ECIA," a spec1al report in thls
-'series.
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are somewhat less‘thanvproficient in English. Furthermore, dis-

,tinguishing between these‘special-populations is,often difficultg
. “ ~ . ) *
- For example, Title I was designed to prov1dezserVices to low-.

v

achieving'students in low-income<areas. Underachievement,'~
< however, is also a factor 1n diagnOS1ng some handicapping condi-‘

tions, in3particular, learning disabilities and mental retarda-
o ] ' '

tion Kdajar,'1977). Thus, the amount of overlap of these two L
) 4 . . . a
populations is difficult to determine. R

The delivery of serv1ces to these special populations 1S
‘complicated by - the differing requirenents for program design.
'Districts are required to prov1de spec1a}7§upplemental serVices
to all students determined to be handicapped or~llmite -English-
_proflcient [LEP],,regardless of the schools‘they atténd. In

M\'""fébmﬁgrisoﬁ: actual participantsjin the TitA; l,pro-ram are
selected fron among the eligihle studernts Who‘att nd schools
.designated‘to provide Title I‘services:' Since T tle I services

overlapvof

-Title I with spec1al education or ESL/bilingual serVices can only

are provided in-only certain targeted schools, the

Toccur in Title I schools. , . o

Tltle I (§124('f)(l)), Tltle VII (§731(g)), and P L. 94-142
(§612(6)) contain prov1s10ns which encourage coordination inl
\districts or schools having more than one of them. - These §r¢4
Visions do not however,.spec1fy the nature or- process of this |
cooperative’effort. Previous research showed some of the diffi—

culties that”may ensue from operating more.qéan-one of these

. programs in a;district'or school (Kimbrough and Hill, l981).f'

\
L

Qo a : o S ' 3 , h o ' :
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But these f1nd1ngs were based on small samples of casé stud1es
not necessarlly representatlve of pract1ces natlonW1de. By p
. a

contrast, in .the T1tle I D1str1ct Practlces Study,f a large,

. natlonally representatlve sample of’ d1str1cts was used to

\1nvest1gate the follOW1ng questlons.

~ '

L] 1'What patterns of services ex1st for students ellglble

‘ . for Title I and other categorical. programs (1. e.,
Lo spec1al educatlan and ESL/blllngual)? ‘

° 'What are d1str1ct pollc1es'or practlces regardlng “the
: ellglblllty of handicapped and 11m1ted-Eng11sh—prof1-'
c1ent students for Title I serv1ces?
® What is done to coord1nate serv1ces among T1tle I,
PR spec1al education, and ESL/blllngual education?

' LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND "

. ESEA represented a major*QXpanslon of the Federal role in

'v

education.. As part of ESEA, Title I prov1ded Federal money’ . forl
serv1ces to low-ach1ev1ng students in- low-1ncome areas. {f~' .
The 1965 Title I reguIatlons spec1fy that educatlonally
_depr1ved chlldren 1ncluded hand1capped chlldren, but ‘many school
"d1str1cts were reluctant to start special educatlon programs
under th1s author1ty (W1rtz, 1977). 1 Thas cont1nued hesltancy to
prov1de approprlate services to handlcapped students led to the
R passage of several laws relat1ng to the educatlon of handlcapped

e

students wh1ch culmlnated in 1975 w1th P L. 94 =142, .Th1s law

expands mandates’ and authorlzatlons for services’ to the handl-'

capped and contains a new fund1ng formula.

.

*Hereafter referred to as the District Practices Study or DPS.

-—
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R(P L 90 247) ;n‘addltlon, the educatlonal r1ghts of ‘these’
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P L. 94 142 was passed two years after §504 of the Reha- -

fe

bllltatlon Act of. 1973, an, unfunded c1v1l r1ghts law which pro- -

-

'otherw1se quallfled hand1capped person. P»L 94 l42 was a grant

4 * r . .

-program des1gned, 1nlpart, to as51st state educatlonal agenc1es

‘[SEAs] and local educatlonal agenc1es [LEAs] 1n paYhng,for the

R

lﬁextra ‘cost of prov1d1ng mandated equal opportun1t1es for the

. A . %

hand1capped %SllVersteln, 1981) ] : SR R s
Several federally sponsored educatlon programs are also
targeted to non-Engllsh-speaklng and LEP students. W%lle T1tle

VII is the bést known source of fund1ng for blllngual programs'

:for LEPs, other federally sponsored educatlon programs have_"

N

prov1ded addltlonal educatlonal serv1ces to these students-.:

for example, thevEmergency School Ald Act, theJ}ndlan -Educa-" -
v
tlon Act of 1972 (P L. 92~ 318), and the M1grant Education Aet

students are pro ected b Federal leg1s1atlon and several court
p Y

dec1s1ons. o
B / ]

B

hlblts rec1p1ents of Federal funds ffom d1scr1m1nat1ng aga1nst an_

T1tle VII of ESEA, known as the Blllngual Educatlon Act, was -

AY
passed in 1968 as a Federal response to" the spec1al needs of

R A

chlldren of llmlted Engllsh-prof1c1ency Th1s leg1slat1bn, how-

ever,_ does not support a phllosophy of ent1tlement for all LEP -
.
students to-recelve blllngual educatlon, Rather, Lt funds

demonstratlon prOJects upon competltlve

o . BRI
school d1str1ets to “plan, deVelop, and 1mplement local blllngual

prOJects. These projects were 1ntended to be demonstratlons and



~ provide for sta?é and‘local»capacity;bpildihg-anot permanently

The r1ght to equal educatlonal opportunltles for LEPs 1s

. A funded Fed

guaranteed Under §60r of . T1tle VI of the C1v1l R1ghts Act of 1964~

al ‘e . [ . . ; L ' . S
whlch states- }; d'_' ' - e s
. 'I :'-a . ..‘.\" . / P . '~."
= - No person in the Unlted States shall, on the
- ground of race; color,“br national origin,: be
 excluded from part1C1patlon iny be denied
benefit/s of; or ‘be subjected to dlscrlmlna— , .
“tion under any..program oOr actlvity rece1v1ng . o
‘Federal flnanc1al assistance. . - - '
.' ~In 1974 the Supreme Court based 1ts dec1s1on in Lau v.h :
. p3 . ‘. . R
Nlchols on Title VI of the ClVll R1ghts Act of 1964° and subse-.“'

quent regulatlons and. gu1dellnes of the Off1ce of C1v1l R1ghts

[OCR] The Lau dec1slon 1nterpreted th1s clause to extend the

concept of d1scr1m1natlon to 1nclude fallure of school sys&ems to

prov1de 1nstructlon which w1lL allow effectlve part1c1patlon in

classroom act1V1t1es of llmlted or non-Engllsh-speaklng students.
s In 1975, OCR 1ssued a document ent1tled "Task 'Force- Flndlngs-‘

-

- Spec1fY1ng Remed1e$ Avallable for Ellmlnatlng Past Educatlonal

-

]

Practlces Ruled Unlawful under Lau v. Nlchols,' wh1ch recommended

some form of blllngual educatlon as the appropr1ate remedy at

: (\aﬂmost every level of publlc schoollng. The ma]or character1st1c

dfof the programs. suggested in- the."Lau Remedles 1s'the use of

- languages other than Engllsh to teach subJect matter. 'While‘the

"Lau Remedles) mandate that blllngual educatlon be prov1ded to v

LEP students -1In most types of school s1tuatlons, the legal status

-

of this mandate was uncerta1n. ‘Thus, OCR in 1976 1ssued

. 7
- ’




-,

"u‘statement to its reglonal off1ces that the "%hsk Force F1ndlngs

C—

were gu1de11nes only (Rotberg, 1982)

¢ T1tle I, P.L. 94- 142, and Title VII all conta1n prov1slons’

- which encourage coord1natlon w1th other programs. The 1ssue of

/ . o

how to coord1nate these programs became a to£;c of major concern

L

to educatlonal pollcymakers dur1ng the wr1t1ng of the regulatlons o

for the 1978 Amendments to Title I (P L. 95~ 561) Attentlon cen-=;

> : & 1

tered on the Tltle I-supplement—not—supplant pEQV1sions_des1gned

K . N
to ensure that T1tle I funds are used in dition'to, notlén

-

place of, state and local funds._ ompllance w1_h supplement-not-

: supplant is demonstrated by the requlred by-law standard by Whlch

. VT1tle I funds cannot be used to pay for services a school d1s—.

<

' .trlct is requlred to make avallable under. (l) Federal, state, or

~local law; (2) a court order'-or (3) a voluntary plan for compll-

'

ance-approved by-the_Offlce of,C1v1l R1ghts in the Department of
Educatlon [ED]
There was -cencern that LEAs ‘would use Title I funds to meet .

obllgatlons under. P I/, 94-142 and §504, 'in V1olatlon of the

»

i requlred-by—law standard. One 1nterpretat10n of th1s standard

f.hwas that all special: serV1ces to hand1capped students had to be

provided under P.L.’ 94-142 and §504, However, the effect of this _

-practice would be'the'autgmatic'exclusioniof all handicapped

¥

s 3.

students  from Title‘I} which is a violation of §504;."

‘The coordination of Title-L with other spe@}al programs
_’ .

(1nclud1ng spec1al educatlon; ESL/blllngualv and state compen— 7
satory education programs) is addressed in a_sectlon in the f1nal

P
K3

21.



T1tle I regulatlons of January l9, l981. This section was

changed to the status of -a guldellne o March 27,‘1981.' Two

s
< bas1c,pr1nc1ples.angﬁreafflrmed in the guldellnes:,
o T 7.
. _T1tle,I funds are not to be. used in meetlng

o : the obllgatlon of ‘districts to prov1de a free
. . . 'approprlate public education to handlcapped
R . “s;udents-or in brov1d1ng effectlve part1c1pa-
. tionf LEPs in school programs. These ser-
N vices must be met with state and .local funds
- as’ requlred by law (T1tle VI and §504)

. o LEPs and the hand1capped cannot automatlcally
.be excluded. frog Title I programs when these
services could be of benefit to them. ' There-

' , ., .-° fore, once state and local funds are used to
r\\v B meet required minimums, Title I may be used \
r ~in a ‘supplemental fashlon. C : S

Kh

&
For local adm1n1strators, the d1ff1culty 1n 1mplement1ng

» .

these guldellnes centers around the questlon, "What is the

requlred m1n1mum for - proV1d1ng ‘a free and approprrate educatlonv,'

~
to hand1capped students or in prov1d1ng effect1ve part1c1patlonl

‘,of-LEPs in school’programs?" : 'flh‘ . s .
. A . .

-

PRIOR RESEARCH S L ‘

,5 >In. l979 Birman stud1ed the overlap between T1tle I and P L. -
94514

2 spec1f1cally focus1ng on 1ssues relat1ng to the methods

&

of targetlng students and match1ng students to program serv1ces.

o

' These .case stud1es reveal that the recelpt of serv1ces by dually P

'ldentified students var1ed greatly at the state, d1str1ct, and it
indiwidual school levels. A number ‘of staff ‘were confused about K

. v et
‘whether or not students were allowed to recelve both~T1tle’I and

special education services. Duplication of services was rare
: : .8 . , .
because school staff members were reluctant to give some students

-,

j o | »;I ) o 8 ;:il 22 L




,two s1m11ar programs whlle other studen\hwwrth spec1al needs
ﬂrecelved no extra serv1ces. In most d1str1cts stud1ed by Blrman,

there was sequentlal Coordlnatlon of T1tle I and spec1al educa—
- - ) - - fo Ty

tion serV1ces. That 1s, T1tle I was used as f1rst recourse prlor

'éo referral.to special educatlon and as a means of suppd’t for

v .

hand1capped students belng malnstreamed 1nto the regular class— N
”Midhie (1981) focused'on‘the receipt of services by dually

1“ ellglble students 1n several school d1str1cts Wlthln one. state

-
B

' and found a slmllar'pattern of sequent1al-coord1natlon. Some
staff members were unde} the 1mpresslon that students could not
legally receive both T1tle I and spec1al educatlon serv1ces-‘a,d

< | few suggested that ‘some students should not be g1ven two s1mllar~‘”
programs whlle other students w1th needs recelved no add1t onal -

"serv1ces. In two of the f1ve d1str1cts studled by M1ch1e, coor=
ldlnatlon of all spec1al serV1ces w1th1n a school bulldlng was.

.done by a mult1d1sc1pllnary team, or1g1nally establlshed to

review - spec1al educatlon referrals.' However, in theSe two d1s— T
iy 4
»tr1cts, students were generally unable to rece1ve T1tle I and .{g-
spec1al education. concurrently because of d1str1ct pollcy,_ |

although sequent1al coord1natlon %f serV1ce was employed. Thus,

'overly restr1ct1ve pollc1es on the- prov1slon of Title I to handl—;ﬁ

5capped students hampered efforts to use the mult1d1sc1pllnary f{

v
A -

team as a coordlnatlon mechanlsm to 1ts fullest extent.«
X
In the w1nter of 1978—79 the Natlonal Center for Educatlonal

‘Statistics [NCES] cOnducted~a fast response.survey'to determlne L




7;‘l,"¥, fj ]ff ;'.j...,j B o i uik.~ Q_T-Sff.;

t . . . . _»' [ .‘

'the extent to wh1ch d1str1cts experlenced problems related to'

.-\

'xprov1dyng services to students eltigible for several Federal prog-h

4 ‘

\:rams 3nclud1ng T1tle I, T1tle VII, and P L. 94—142. One of; the

2

'most frequently reported problems was the d1ff1culty 1n coordl—'

nat1ng instructlonal requlrements for students.
. . /‘ . ¢ N
A more recent study, Klmbrough and Hill (1981), 1nvtst1gated.

. the effects of mult1ple program 1mplementat10n on school and d1s-'

'vtr1ct operatlons. Th1s study used a sample of e1ght school d1s—‘

& -

'tr1cts, all of wh1ch had four or more categor1cal programs.,'

These d1str1cts were chosen, among other~reasons, because they‘

: ¥
;-were hav1ng d1ff1cult1es adm1n1ster1ng mut1ple categorlcal

uprograms. Klmbrough and\ﬂlll s analys1s focused on the conceptsf'

of 1nterference'(1 e., the. confllct between categor1cal programs

.and the core local program) and cross—subsldy (1 e., the use of

categorlcal funds 1ntended for one benef1c1ary group to prov1de

erV1ces to another benef1c1ary group) : Whlle most of the

',1nterferenbe f1nd1ngs have more to do w1th the core-base program;

- ,and categor1cal programs, Klmbrough .and. H;ll d1d report that

>

‘”7categor1cal programs often segregate students for large portlons

RIC

: of the day.

,K1mbrough and Hlll also reported that funds for ‘one. cate—

gor1cal program are often used to prOV1de serv1ces requlred of

~:another program (cross subs1dy) One type of cross subs1dy '

:1dent1f1ed is d1str1ct ad]ustment of T1tle I ellglblllty cr1—~

ter1a to ensure that 'services for learn1ng d1sab1ed chlldren were

-

: purchased by T1tle,vahenever poss1ble._ Some d1str1cts changed

:, 10 », - 24



%o

the serv1ces offered by a funded program to fulflll the requlre-

ments of an unfunded or part1ally funded program. Th1s often_f

LS e .

resulted in a. reductlon of serv1ces tOvchlldren not ellglble fqr'

1 . '

other categorlcal programs._-Ptnally, Klmbrough and Hlll found _

‘that d1str1cts-d1verted adm1n1strat1ve and teach1ngvstaff'from
one program to fulflll the requlrements of another program.

Spec1f1c examples 1nclude a T1tle VII teacher superv1s1ng T1tle I

L Y

‘ aldes who worked ‘in blllngual programs and T1tle I. teachers:vf

"worklng under the superv1s10n of a spec1al educatlon coord1nator

to supplement the spec1al educatlon program.-
-x- . .

B In contrast to the small,.purposely selected sample of d1s—."
tr1cts in the Klmbrough and Hlll study, the Tltle I D1str1ct

Pract1ces Study surveyed, through a mall questlonnalre, a- natlon-f

Ll
.

,ally representatlve sample of approx1mately 2, 000 schoor'dls— i

;_ \..
. PS

' tr1cts, not selected on. the baS1s of known d1ff1cult1es w1th

) mult1ple categorlcal programs. Furthermore, 1nterv1ew teams
, L

: v£31ted a representatlve sample of lOO dlstrlcts, and case stud—”b
ies. were conducted at 40 addltlonal dlstrlcts chosen 1n part

- s

because they hgd mult1ple categorlcal programs._"

FINDINGS OF IETLE I DISTRICT PRACTICES’STUDY

. Patterns of : Serv1ces for Multlply—Ellglble Students fl‘
In the Natlonal Inst1tute ofrEducatlon [NIE] study of T1tle7
I (l977), lO 2 percent of d1str1cts surveyed offered ESL as. part

[

.‘

*For a complete descrlptlon of the ‘District Pract1ces Study
methodology, see Chapter 2 of the, study 'S Summary Report. E

.. . .' “ e




»1nd1cates tha'5 therpercentage‘of d1str1cts hav1ng spec1al

"’prOV1d1ng ESL in- T1tle I.,_':g"'*'”j;f T

| major contrlbutlng-factor for_the

'serV1ces funded by T1tle I *

. '. S "\;'
by

catlon. ‘In the 5\§tr1ct Pract1ces Study,_lO 9 percent 1nclude
. e, :

. .-

'ESL as: part of tﬁelr T1tle I program, and 3 6 percent of the

o~

"educatlon as part’of thelramltle I program has decreased but

there has been llttle chanée 1n the percentage cf d1strxcts

R

BN
v, - .
'~r‘

‘ .

PERCENTAGE OF- DISTRICTS OFFERING INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
o FUND%E/WHOLLY',B(IN ?ART BY TITLE I :

"NIE ‘ﬂ DISTRICT PRACTICES

o -

"of the1r T1tle I programs, and 7 8 percent oﬁfered spec1al edu-frf'

| ) | (1977) R STUDY (1982)
'<_English#as—acsecond Language;ij,ffiQ,Z%-_:;f_._ o lO 9% _}
Special Education I j.4ﬁf<.5"l\l S7.8% . .. . ~vf, 3.6%"

;4 . BT : AR .
‘ . [ .o . s o~
e - \ ‘

It is probable that the 1mprementat10n of P L 94 142 w1th

. 1ts requlrement of prOV1s1on of sp§c1al educatlon serv1ces is the

ecreasg 1n‘spec1al educatlon
Dur1ng the analys1s phase of thL DPS, more'informatiqni

.prov1ded by Title I funds.‘ Four perant of the districts

»

5rv1s1ted reported that speclal educatlon for the handicapped;isJaﬁ

i
.u«\ s

2 2p

*Although P L. 94~ 142 was passed 1 1975, d1str1cts were not 'J'"
- required to: 1mplement it until the? 977+ .78 school year. Final '
Federal. regulatlons were publlshed on August 23, 1977, after the'
"collectlon of the 'NIE data. . T 3

s e,

was de51red about the klnd of spec1al educat10n services beingfff -

v

- T1tle L.dlstrzcts regprt spec1al educatlon as. part of the T1tle I 'f'?
R

\\ Jprogram. A comparlson of resufts\iﬁom these tw major stud1es»

R
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g'part of the1r T1t1e I Eéggrams.f ThlS percentage closely paral—

1eLs the 3 6 percent reported from the ma11 questlonnalre sample; .
Follow—up phone calls were,made to alL the dlStrlctS VLSlted i

' wh1dh reported hav1ng th1s sub]ect area in Tltle I.J In all of

_these dlstrlcts the Trtle I D1rectors say that handlcapped

»-.'.students are el:LgJ.ble for T1t1e I, but there 1s no T1t1e Iﬂom— -

ponent des1gned spec1f1ca11y for them._ Thusu the actual percen;7

tage ‘of dlstrlcts havrhg a T1t1e°I component deslgned for the o

handlcapped 1s probably much smaller than the obtained 3 6 per-i'jw

=jcent.~m L

s

:"_' Most serv1ces des1gned spec f1caf1y for the handrcapped are

prOV1ded through sources other than Tltle I.‘-Generally. some

combrnatlon of Federal, state, and 1ocal fundlng &s employed. RRR

e ,. °

Part or all of the speclak/;ducatlon services may be proV1ded ;}ﬁ,;

"'V -" D- """' ' . i T S

*ESL classes are prov1ded to help students achlre profic1ency 1n
Engllsh. “They do not use the motHer tongue as ‘a vehicle of = '
1nstructlon. Bilingual education classes -use both English and
the - mother tongue in teaching subjectumatter._ ESL is typically a
component in b111ngua1 programs. R R

e uf( ®
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. ‘.

by T1tle VLI or by state and local funds, not by Title I. Title.

I may prov1de ‘a T1tle I a1de s serv1ces to a b111ngual educatlon

program or ESL classes 1ndependent of the b111ngual program
Among poss1ble configuratlons,‘ESL serv1ces~may be:

-_l}' Funded‘solely by T1tle I as a. component of the Title I
program : o

'ﬁf'.2. Funded part1ally by T1tle I and prov1ded as part of the
‘ Jbili al education program only to blllngual program
partzgfpants--e g., Title I aide .

,3;_: Funded totally by the. b111ngual educatlon program for
blllngual program parui9apants ' .

. Usually a student rece1ves just l, or 2,.o0r 3, both l and 2, or

. -

both l.and 3. I
- : .
D1str1cts W1th enough LEP students to generate a. b111ngual,>
educatlon program tend to. des1gn the blllngual program as selﬁ-
conta1ned and T1tle I as a pullout program.' During: case study

serv1ces, wh;le one LEA uses T1tle I teachers to prov1de ESL only

g

I’\
for those students aboj; to WC trans1tloned to a monollngual
Engllsh class from the b111ng

al program. In contrast, other

Blllngual D1rectors 1nterv1ewed01nd1 te little or no knowledge

“of, the T1tle~I program. Their dist: ct‘philosophy tends to view

o
the categorlqpl programs as separateh'and theseugsrectors do not

, “know the number of LEP students or blllngual program students-

rece1v1ng Tltlg_I serv1ces. . '_7 S, "g
a : :
%, 3
Slnce LEPs low adhlevementfwn academ1c subjects is due,'h
’ # LA \
-5‘ . ‘ {?A . .
1n pant, to, thelr llmlted prof1c1ency in Eng@ash,,lt is not
: . «e?" -
o S ) , -
‘,": ‘.0'.' . .
Ta
. .
. ',c:.-' N 2 . . ,'q' . _’&
- ; A ] A - 1 r
. ’\a SR o Lo
. M . ) g ¥
: fas 28 oy

v181ts, several LEAs report u81ng Title I teachers to prov1de ESL



‘ dervices to-LEP students, and 20.6 percent report specifically |

‘des1gn for spec1al education are not affected by the availabil-

U

~ surprising that‘one-half of -the Title "I instructors concentrate

~ .

their efforts on vocabularyideyelopment when providing Title I ~

coordinating their efforts with district ESL programs. In con-. .

.trast, 17.6 percent say that LEPs recei&e the same Title,I

instruction as students proficient in English.

Independence of Categorical Program Designs

SeVenty-five percent of the ESL/Bilingual Directors inter-

Viewed _say. that Title I funds play’ no_;ole in dec1d1ng grade

.

.levels, subject, or . program des1gn in their programs. While one

‘district with a significant ‘LEP population reports an attempt to

take bilingual needs of the Title I program into- account in- the
%

-

allocation of resources, thereris no district formula for-allo—

™ .
;cating teachers and materials. In another district, decisions

- l

.for the ESL program are 1nfluenced by What Title I would prOV1de._,

Sixty-eight percent of.the Spec1al Education Directors

1nterv1ewed report that grade levels, subjects, and program{

ity of Title,I, In.contrast, only,two,percent of the districts o

'have'planned.division of  labor for the two~programs._“In one of - -
,these, reading decoding skills are prov1ded in Title I, Whereas.

. "““-;,\ .
‘spec1al education focuses on language arts and mathematics.,,Inf‘~~

v

'vb
the specyal education program. Twenty-seven pergehﬁﬁof the Spe--

'c1al Education Directors suggest that Title I reduces: the num—‘

s

“ber of referrals to spec1al -education and/or the number of

il o . ‘ ) s . i .
CEs .. . Sty .

. . RS
.



»

students included in special education. The following quotations
t ' : - 1 . .

are 1llustrat1Ve. ' t

[ There was an increase in special education referrals
: after the sixth grade, when Title I ended. - '
e When Title I was added to the junior high, there was a
decrease in requests for special educatlon ~money at
this level. : :

) Title I prov1des enough remed1al serv1ce to keep some -
-students out of the LD program. )

This reductLon 1n the number of referrals and/or ‘students

served in special education as the' result of the avallablllty of

¢ -

. - o ) 4
Title I is closely related to student selection matters. The
main effect on(ghe'special'education program is to reducevthe'

numbers of students requiring special education or evaluation

services; that is, the size, but -not necessarilxjthe content, of

&

the program'is affected.' These'examples support but do_not con—'
firm Klmbrough and Hlll s hypothes1s of cross—subs1dy.

Most ESL/Blllngual and Spec1al Educatlon D1rectors say the:

existence or absence of T1tle I does not 1nfluence whether or not. .

school rece1ves other categorlcal programs. However, other

data from our spec1al .purpose sample are not always consistent’

'w1th these responses._ For example, 1n one LEA the presence of

.

the ESL program 1n certa1n schools results 1n the1r becomlng .

v -

_T1tle I schools., In that d1str1ct, LEPs. are bused to LEP centers )

in non—T1tle I schools, thus ra1s1ng the free—lunch count and

‘maklng those schools ellglble for T1tle I. In- another d1str1ct,

. because it is provided by another program.

specxal Federal programs are: planned to be’ xndependent of one .

another so that Title I does not: prOV1de math in, h1gh school

30
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-Eligibility of Handicapped and Limited English—Profic1ent Stu-
dents for Title I SerVices - '

More data were obtained on student selection for handicapped
students than on LEP students for'two reasonsf’ First, more dis-
tricts operate a. spec1al education program than operate an ESL/
'bilingualpprogram. Second, the identification anﬂ appropriate
.placement.of handicapped students are more complex than are the
procedures for LEP students, and moredguestions»were asked to

obtain the necessary detail.

Handicapped Students ~:‘ : L AN

Although most serVices designed spec1f1cally for handicapped'

students are prOVided outs1de of Title I, a number of handicapped
%

*_‘students are also eligible for Title I.* - According to the Title

I guidelines,fsuch students cannot be automatically'excluded from -
Title I programs if these students could benefit from Title I‘. Y
'_ services. In the mail questionnaire, district administrators,
‘were asked to describe their usual policy or practice for includ;:
ing handicapped students in the Title I program. Approx1mately
',one—third of the respondents describe a variety of conditions

under which a handicapped student could or could not receive"

. Title I. About one-fourth report that no handicapped students

are eligible for Title I programs,~While 44 pe;-

‘..“. Iyg

ent report that
all handicapped students. in Title I schools who meet the cut-off "

criteria are eligible for Title I programs (Table 1).

9t3 o »

*Any student determined to be handicapped must receive spec1al
‘education services. 1In comparison, for Title I 'programs, actual’
partic1pants are selected from among eligible children.

' . I — )
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& . . . .‘ . . .. . l - ‘.i '>‘ . " ®
TABLE 1
. . : : - -
_USUAL DISTRICT POLICY OR PRACTICE ON DETERMINING
/ ©ITLE I ELIGIBILITY FOR HANDICAPPED AND LEP STUDENTS

Pl .

HANDICAPPED N=415 DISTRICTS, . LEP N=72 DISTRICTS*, .

, ! ] [} . . - ‘ : . ' - : .
44% All handicapped students in 67% All limited ,or non-English-
Title I schools who meet = speaking students in Title I

. the cut-off criteria are ~ schools are eligible for
_eligible_for'Tiﬁle I S » Title”I”%f they meet the cut-
T ‘ ' ot - off criteria - £

- 32% Students are eligible - 15%.Studehts are ei%&iblé;depend—
. depending on certain con- ing on certain conditidhss -

. ditions ' g R .
C .14% Title I serves only LEPs

v
v

. 24% No handicapped students are 5% No limited or non-English-
' eligible for Title I . ' speaking students are
oo T : eligible for Title I

{

———

100§ Total ' L  101%** Total

[4

*This small N results from the relatively Small proportion of
districts nationwide which enroll a substantial number of LEP
students. - : ' ' '
‘**Rounding error. N

] T



. v . § . e
. '“W‘Data‘from our site visits suggest at~least two possible

explanatlons for the reported exclus1on of hand1capped students‘
from the Title I program in some d1str1cts-'
. 4

,
K2 .LEAs may he automat1cally excluding hand1capp’é stu-
dents, in which case these LEAs are in v1olatlon of
§504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (ciyil rights
legislation for the handicapped) and of Title I guide-
-lines. Automatic excluslon was reported dur1ng sev-
.eral site visits. . , e
Yo 7T ’
® Title I D1rectors may not be aware - of who 1s legally
: ~defined as handicapped. . During our site ‘yvigit inter-= -
views some Title I Directors who had 1n1tially .
responded‘that no handicapped- student is ellglble for
"Title I were questioned as to whether or not this
included ‘tHe speeoh impaired. Some qualified their
response by saying that only the speech impaired could
be included in Title I. One Director asked, "Are the‘
- speech impaired considered handicapped?"- Similarly,
- geveral LEAs, school personnel stated that- special
- education. students are generally. excluded from Title I
.but they later added that physically hand1capped stu~-
dents are ellglble on the same bas1s as the nonhandi-
'capped. - o, '

Some respondents 1nd1cate that dec1slons about the 1nclu?'
"sion of handlcapped chlldren 1n T1tle I are: made on a case—by-
- . case has1s. These dec1s1ons are frequently madeq dur1ng mult1d1s—
_ciplinary-teamkmeetlngs, descr1bed more fully 1n a subsequent
section of th1s report. Some d1str1cts use a-: var1ety of or;terla
to determlne whether a hand1capped student can also recelve T1tle
\I,>for example., ) |
@ _If the student can benef1t from Title I

e If the student can be reasonably expected to make
substantlal progress :

e If the student is able to- functlon 1n small groups



S S T P
If the student is mainstreamed (that is, students in
self-contained spec1al education classrooms are

excluded) . RIS . .

LY

e If the student is rece1V1ng ‘special educatlon in one
' - “subject area, the student may not receive Title I
.‘instruction in the same subject but may receive Title I
1nstructlon in another ‘subject area. (For .example, if
a student's special education program consists solely
of readlng instruction; the. student could not also '
v receive T1tle I read1ng but is ellglble for Title I :
‘ math. ) : _ 2 .
L . ‘
In. some d1str1cts ellglblllty of hand1capped students for'

T1tlé I is related to the- type of handlcap._»Students Who are
Tspeedh 1mpa1red, phys1c§21y handlcapped, v1sually hand1capped,
and hear1ng 1mpaired tend to be ellglble f0r T1tle I. Educable;

mentally retarded [EMR] students tend to be excluded.v One. of the

most d1ff1cult dec1s10ns for local m1n1strators prOV1d1ng Title

I services to hand1capped students -is whether learn1ng d1sabled
fup]: students should be 1ncluded in the T1tle I program. ‘One -

"T1tle I D1rector says, "LD is the major thorn in our" srde as far
as cross-programmlng. Nevertheless, more d1strrcts deem' LD

‘
v

.students ellglble than 1nellglble for T1tle I.

It 1s probable that a- major reason for the d1ff1culty in

_establlshlng a pollcy about the 1ncluslon of LD students in T1tle.'

I 1s the problem of def1n1ng learn1ng d1sab111t1es. As recently
. ®
as 1981, representat1Ves of s1x Organlzatlons whldh const1tute

the. Natlgnal J01nt Commlttee for Learnlng D1sab111t1es dev [s)
. a hew def1n1tlon for LD (Hammlll, Lelgh, McNutt, and Lar: en,

1981). ' Although the def1n1t10n of ﬁearnlng d1sab111t1es has

P

..rece1ved the mOst attentlon dur1ng the past several years, the
) o

R Y



difficulty of identifying other handicapping conditions is also a
‘problem. According to Kakalik (1979): = 'f S

Nearly all definitions of hand1capped child-
_ ren (including the Federal definitions) are
% : nonspec1f1c in, the ~sense that they permit a
' great deal of latitude on the part of local
educational agencies and personnel in whom .

Lo [sic] they actually decide are handicapped Coe
: children. Because the interpretations of '
definitions, are not necessarily comparable

across Jurlsdlctlons, an individual child may
be considered “handlcapped“"lf he or she"
lives in one location, but "normal" if he or
she lives elsewhere. Or, the child mayrbe
categorized as having one type of handlcap in _
one location and another type in another ' ’
. location, even if both locations have the
% same set of possible categories of handi-.

ﬁg_ : capp1ng conditions. (Especially nebulous
, Ce terms in common use include "learning dis-
SRR . abled," "educational handicapped,” ard

’ “emotlonally d1sturbed ") (p. 199) Lo
Although the development of def1n1t10ns and’ cr1ter1a for ‘
hand1capp1ng éondltlons ls a respons1b111ty of spec1al educators,
. the dec1s10ns made 1mp1n e on T1tle I student seledtlon“proces—i”
ses. For example, in one LEA V1s1ted, the Spec1al Education’
'Program Offlce was in the.process of “tlghtenlng .1ts—def1n- ;
.ltion of EMR to conf@rm to. the Amerlcan Assoc1at10n'on Mental.
. "Defioi;ncy [AAMb]‘definition; Th1s change w1ll exclude the slow
'learners from the EMR program. The D1rector of Spec1al Educatlon
in that dlstrlct says the slow learners should be served in T1tle

>

Spec1al Educatlon D{rectors were asked how d1ff1cult student
selectlon dec1s10ns were made. @nswers 1nclude (l) 1ntens1f1ed
'testlng, (2) lett1ng parents plck the program they prefer,

— . ” . . : : 3
. oo . -
. ¢ . .

e ~a 38
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. -

~(3)’making the decision during a staffing team'meeting, and. (4)
basing the decision on space available in the program.

) . oo ) ’ r ) .
In two districts,visited, attitudes toward minoadties,influﬁ
11 : . .

ence placement decisions-for Title I and special education. One

d1str1ct was cited by the SEA because Title I 1s pr1mar11y

. m1nor1ty, and spec1al educatlon is pr1mar11y wh1te. vIn another
d1str1ct,'a black Pr1nc1pal acts as a gatekeeper for spec1al u'.w

educatlon referrals because he. fﬂars that too many blacks could

U

‘be.referred and consequently st1gmat1zed. ThlS Pr1nc1pal con~-

's1ders T1tle I to be" part of: the regular program and therefore a

'preferred serV1ce for black students who need extra help.
Somet1mes d1str1cts do not have spec1f1c pollc1es exclud1ng

the hand1capped from T1tle I serv1ces but, in effect, few, if-

“»
any, hand1capped students rece1ve T1tle I serv1ces. For example,

' the, pollcy of several d1str1cts ‘is to 1nclude hand1capped stu—_

‘dents 1n T1tle I 1f there 1s space, in pract1ce, there is no

- page. One d1str1ct 's pollcy states that 1f hand1capped students

-meet the T1tle I cr1ter1a -and can succeed in T1tle I w1thout

I

reshap1ng the program, they should be. served. In pract1ce, only
the speech 1mpa1red rece1ve T1tle I in that d1str1ct.
Schedullng is'a factor in. determ1n1ng whether a hand1capped .

) student should be 1ncluded 1n T1tle T4 A number of school adm1n—

¥ ’ '
‘ 1strators and teachers express ‘concern about pulllng students out

L T~
;=of the regular classroom for an. extended perlod of t1me and frag-

~ment1ng the 1nstructlonal program One LEA s pollcy is that

f{.;

students cannot be pulled out for spec1al programs for more than




" 20 percent of the total class time. Two other LEAs report that
.1f students are not rece1v1ng more. than five to s1x hours of spe—'
| c1al,educat10n, they can receive Title I.. In one d1str1ct, LD .
students do not receive Tltle]I serV1ces hecause students are
" pulled out of’regular'cIass for'bothhserGIces.durin; the‘sameu
'period. - : |

v L1m1ted—Engl1sh—Proflc1ent Students

..

Only 16 percent of the d1str1cts surveyed haye a. s1gn1f1cant
¢
number of students of.11m1ted-Engllsh—proflcaency. 'In the malI
questlonnalre, dlstrlct admlnlstrators were asked to descr1be
_their usual- pOlle or practlce for 1nclud1ng LEP students 1n;rd
: T1tle I. Flve percent of the d1str1cts des1gnate LEPs as not—
EQ ellglble for T1tle I compared %o 67 percent of the dlstrlcts that.
cons1der all 11m1ted or non—Engllsh—speaklng students in T1tle I

_ schools ellglble for T1t1e I if they meet the cut-off cr1ter1a.

So?gflmes a dlstrlct has no formal pOlle to. exclude LEPs from '

PN

T1tle I,'but in pract1ce they are- excluded.iVFor example,. ;nce* ;

‘one d1str1ct does not adm1n1ster tests ‘in Engllsh to LEPs 1n the

.“

flrst and second grades, requlred ach1evement test scores used to

"select students “for:: the Tltle I program are not avallable.'

dq

Another d1str1ct empha51zes that they do not exclude LEPs from :;;
T1tle I'whlle arb1trar11y dec1d1ng that no LEP ~can beneflt from

A

T1tle I._ In a th1rd dlstrlct, LEPs do not part1c1pate 1n T1tle I

3 .
¢
-

since ESL classes are, scheduled\eencurrently w1th T1tle I

‘classes.  _

N

. . N .

‘o
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."are more llkely to . be 1ncluded ‘in T1tle I programs than are

fEngllshi' In other d1str1cts an. LEP studentpmay rece1ve T1tle I

N A}
. Tt .
v

&Fourteen percent of the d1str1cts respondlng to the mall

questionniare: report that nly LEPs are e11g1ble for: T1tle I,

:that‘ls, the T1tle I program is des1g€Ed spec1f1cally for LEPs.

-

"hAddltlonally, in a. few d1str1cts V1s1ted, LEPs are automat1cally

~

placed_in.the*Tltle I prOgram.. When these responses are compared

to 51m11ar ones. focus1ng on - the hand1capped, ‘it appears-that.LEPs

o

' andlcapped students (Table 1, P~ 18)

te

An add1tlonal 15 percent of dlstricts report that - LEP

students may part1c1pate 1n the T1tle I. program under certa1n -

‘condltlons, that 1s, 1f they can beneflt from 1t. Both T1tle I

'D1rectors and teachers conslder that .the capac1ty to beneflt from

< .Q

“ﬁthe program ;s usually based on the degree of the student’

w

Iy

.g:

e . - If the student has suff1c1ent Engllsh to part1c1pate in
. ';ythe program S v £
. o‘.b.If the student is fluent enough to read in’ Engllsh e
. e ”If the student is not served by anonther program

’

¢ | If the “Pitle I program can prov1de materlaﬁh;des1gned ;
. for LEP students '~ﬁ‘ o SN SRS 1.. _*%-'ﬁg




.
-~
.y

v ' » ’ 1

;,1‘. 1nd1cate that they 1nclude LEPs in Tltle I. E{ght.percent.of theﬁ
D1rectors do not favor the1r d1str1ct pollcy, and a‘small percent
-1nd1cate that they'have‘amblvalent feellngs. When the'fohr‘Title'.

- M

I D1rectors who do not favor the1r d1str1ct“pollcy or pract1ce,

¢

..'v.

were asked to suggest changes, two D1rectors stated that LEPs"

I ﬁ Y
Lo &’ . -4

_ b1n1ng the T1tle I and blllngual programs so LEPs could be served
& A :
W1thout be1ng pulled\r>§L for too many programs- nd one D1rector o
S P

'rsald 1t ‘was a problem in h1s d}ierct hav1ng only an’ En%llsh-'
d

«

N wr

hat T1tle I teachers.become

i

Hiet e T
e aware of the culture of LEP students. D

PRy

i monolingual'staff and“suggeste

4 S

¢

1tvappearS“that‘for“;

B

JThus,

%ir classroom teachers

ewed:: feel that the LEP students should rece1ve Tltle I

percent have no preference. Some teachers say
) ; ‘r~

- ';:A____. .

1ngr. Others feel that LEPs should rece1ve'T1tle I'under‘certaln

constlons, for example, 1f no other speclal programs for LEPs




~

'fseparate'program. Almost IO percent bf the 1nstructors say 1f

the Tltle,I program could proV1de ESb/blllngual teachers or

spec1al materlals, then the LEPs shouLd get T1tle I. A similar

»

percentage say 1f the LEPs speak Engllsh adequately they should

°

recelve T1tle I serv1ces.1 A few T1tle Ilinstructors feel they do

Elghteen percent 1ndi atéfno pre- - S

X

feﬁe ce. EN

More‘of the regular.t

éachers 1nterv1ewed

-2

,3¥percent) prefer
to 1nclude LEPs in Tltle I than do the T1tle I»xnstructors 1ntern ‘”J
V1ewed (44 percent) One plaus1ble ‘reason forhthls dlfference is
that some“regular teachers\may v1ew the Tltle I program as a

A, &

\ means bf gettlhg extra sﬁﬁV1ces for the LEP student espec1ally
‘ s

) .
.1,-|\ . i 4~1 . ),.A ‘4.‘. . o -

.1f T1tle,I offers ‘an ESL component‘;xdther regular teachers may

view the Tlt;e I program hs1a "dumpmng ground" for LEP students.
. o f '.

N L

,{'

\FYube more h681t§;t to serve LEPs because they may laﬂk




"geased such serV1ces.3 A éf.'lt~ : f“&( uff_:_':

l".

N

o : . .
Ev1dence from the site v1s1ts suggests that the Tltle I ':j e

'

‘guldellnes were at 1east partly respons1ble f{ jboth the 1ncrease"e

\\.\

E DI \

and decrease 1n T1t1e I serv1ces to multlply—ellglble students, __f{"

F]

Some d1strrcts Whlch formerly excluded LEPs and handlcapped i.t'-“‘/;

-.0 K .,.

ohtrast, a few districts that prov1ded all

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



{1 - ;w1th1n the last three

L 'serV1ces have incre; sedq "
. ¢ T M’;‘.ﬂ“. <

. - 1;>=s.’. . : TABLE

SR T R 2 - SR

CHANGES IN DISTRICT POLICIES OR: PRACTICES ‘ON PROVIDING TITLE ‘I
3 L SERVICES TO. .HANDICAPPED AND LEP STdDENTS OVER

-;4&%:T1tle 1 has ‘served Maridii—

~102%** Total

L " THE LAST THREE YEARS
. ' HANDICAPPED. LEP g
T N—34l d1str1cts N-92 d1str1cts*
o - ‘“"." e ; T {

77% No'change
Y R : -
23% Some change in pract1ce b

, Of Those Dlstrlcts W1th a
.. 'Change. 1n Practice-- “

Ly

*j S E f-N_75

is% T1tle I has Just begun to . 46%
;. serve. hindicappéd ‘students. - -

_years.;

15% Title I has served handi
- capped ‘students for at i
"least three- years, but* hé

- 19%

_capped students for at | .
 least three years, but thej-
~serV1ces have decreased.

5% Other ‘ :-vaj,*tfl 4%

RO : . EEC . . . ol
i

LI . - ‘

3.

."82% No change

18% .

L

- English-proficiency w1th1n'
'-the last three years.

-,Engllsh-proflclency w1th1n_r

- 31%.T

:153I00% Total

$ome changeiinfpractice‘

Y A

of Those D1str1cts W1th a f 7

'Change in Practlce.;”m

T1tle I has Just.begun to'.
serve students of l;mlted—f

Title I has Just begun to
serve students of limited-

the last three years, but
the serv1ces have 1ncreased.

-Tltle I has served LEPs for
"at least three years, but the
._serV1ces have@decreased. '

'*A s1gn1f1cant number of LEAs cons1der th1s questlon nonapp11—<

cable. L : I .

e

**Rounding error... -
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coordlnated attempt to serve students W1thfspec1al,needs (Berke

wand~Demarest, 1978' Birman, 1979° and'K1rp and Wlnslow, 1978)

Prior . research done by Blrman (1979) and MlChle (1981) found p'
.some sequentlal coordlnatlon of Tltle I and speclal educatlon T

erV1ces. In these cases,_Tltle I was used as f1rst recourse

. -
0

prlor to’ referral to spec1al educatlon.' Itfwas also used as a
e _ . .

meansndf support for hand1capped students belng ma1nstreamed into’ o
-‘] . : : '

A

. the regular classroom.' . dr_",' : S T,

-P’ AR : . - &
Some Spec1a1 Educatlon Dlrectors 1nterV1ewed for the DPS

O

mention that their d1str1cts practlces are to try T1tle I f1rst

iy 'before recommendlng a student to spec1al education.. In~add1tlon,.
some use T1tle I as a transition for students comlng from a

D

self-contalned env1ronment into the ma1nstream, but an equal

: do”not use T1tle I as a ma1nstream1ng deV1ce._ Slmllarly,;.

a- few ESL/Blllngual D1rectors mentlon that they use. T1tle I as a

_}ﬂ

tran31tlon from- the blllngual classroom to the‘regular mono-

llngual EnglLsh—speaklng classroom, whlle an equal number state"
that Eltle(I’ls.not a transltlon program for LEPs. -
A S However, sequentlal coord1natlon, a process for selectlng
students 1nto programs,'represents only the. first step in program

coord1natlon.- It does not address the problem of coord1nat1ng
L

B

1nstructlonal requlrements for students, 1dent1f1ed in. the NCES

, .survey (1978 -79) of- d1ff1culties related to serv1ng multlply-.
B = 1 - T o
. '.ellglble students. A

o L e : ' 29 4_3




‘ . In most LEAs, students considered to be potential candidates
e ' . e J A N
L L . S : : ) N "
'*for spec1al educatlon are«referredrto a school—based mult1d1sc1—

N

p11nary<téam, varlouslyoknown as Chlld Study Team; D1agnost1c

Prescrlptlve Team;,Admlssl - Review, ,and D1sm1ssal [ARD] Commlt—
S : LI e v
tee; Screeninngeview Committee- and Student Support Team. Case.'

study data from 45 percent of the 20 d1str1cts chosen in part

]

because of the1r mult1ple categor1cal programs reveal that T1tle
I teachers may be on the mult1d1sc1p11nary team and are sometlmes'
permanent members. In some LEAs this committee 'is expanded to

handle all_referrals, not just'thoselfor Specialveducatgon._ In

some LEAs all other services mustibe«tried before referral to

.- e

special educatlon- Tltle I 1s among the serv1ces cons1dered.

Referrals from the multldlsc1plinary team to Title I generally
& f,’
1nvolve only a few students ‘each year; the vast maJorltyiof Title:

- I studentsfare selected‘according to a separate'Title.I'seiection‘
. Ercceauré. o ";’ j.h DR G ' o ’ |
| D1scusslons of- these‘teams d1d not occur durang 1nterv1ews\
regardlng serv1ces to LEP students. Perhaps s1nce ESL/blllngual
programs ‘are not mandated to form ch11d review teams such as
.those for special educatlon, no veh1cle is in place to promote
th1s kind of coord1natlon.' |
Expanslon of these mult1d1sc1p11nary teams could be an ,
effect1ve.management pract1Ce worth d1ssem1nat1ng. It could,he-
quickly - 1mplemented by an LEA already possess1ng such auspec1al.
team. Title I instructors often noted the benef1ts of serv1ng on

such a team for 1mprov1ng coord1natlon of 1nstructlon.

1

’z-y‘ L hfi ;’4£{
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Yy
. Multidisciplinary teams generally operate at the school
building leVel.: At the district level,'the concept of coordina-.'
tion isS not seen as a’ way to enhance program delivery. 'Rather,

districts view coordination as something developed to solve a t

f)- problem.~ ‘An example of this 1S a fairly common reSponse given by

-~

Lo

B respondents explaining the lack of program coordination-' "We-
don t coordinate because we have: no problems.m

| The majority of respondents indicate that coordination

between categorical programs is limited. Where district phll--‘

‘e

osophy is to view the programs as separate entities, program

personnel are generally not familiar w1th the other.programs.‘

Whéh coordination takes place, it 1S mostly between teachers on

an informal basis or during 301nt 1n-serv1ces for Title I and ' :,Fil
(h other categorical program staffs. A few LEAs cite coordination

discussions during monthly meetings of district-level adminls-

trators as an example of formal. coordination. ' Some spec1f1c

ex mples of coordination include- Title I and special education

te chers both served on a committee to prevmew supplementary
. mate.'als:'categorical teachers who served-the same students
"coordinat'ng with"each other_so as not to duplicate seryices; S
bilingual ducation staff being asked.to review;Title;l com-
'ponents for applicability to LEP students,,teachers sharing
materials, and bilingual and Title I programs trying to coordi—

‘nate parent council act1V1tleS such as the JOint use of parent

volunteers in the’ bilingual and Title I.programs."

a .




1n-serv1ces. Th1s d1st1nctlon m1ght be expected,,glven the vff

. >
R - ’
’ . i -

Analys1s of data from interviews w1th Title I 1nstructors on.

top1cs of coord1natlon 1nd1cates a trendfof\Tltle I. 1nstructors

and spec1al educatlon teachers to d1scuss student problems and

-progreSs. In contrast, T1tle JI and: ESL/blllngual te chers most

N

often d1scuss materlals, teach1ng technlques, and teacher.

character1st1cs of the students under cons1deratlon. Many of- the

' »spec1al educatlon students, espec1ally those labeled as learn1ng

!

) commun1cat1ng in Engllsh.,

dlsabled or: emotlonally dlsturbed, often exh1b1t behav¥oral and

t10na1 problems. In contrast, the LEP students have d1» ic
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prescr1pt1ve d1scusslons of LEP students.;

V .
Another example of an effect1ve management pract1ce is the

»
.

use of subst1tute teachers SO’ the regular and T1tle I teachers

\

-

can meet to coord1nate act1v1t1es./D In the dlstrlct adopting this

P a

strategy, in. every grad1ng perlod the district prOV1des subst1—

Id

- tute teachers to all regular teachers hav1ng T1tle I students.p

“This enables them to meet and develop a coord1natlon plan for the

follow1ng grad1ng perlod. o _ - /r

a™ . . s
5 . .

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS . g o

Th1s speclal report focuses on two subgroups of the Tltle I

population: (l) students e11g1ble for Title I and spec1al
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- Title I, for example} (l) a b111ngua1»educatlon-program»w1th-a

‘ component of the T1tle 1 program, and (3) a blllngual program . .

-~

educatlon and (2) students ellglble for T1tle I and ESL/blllnguaL
serv1ces. | | - "

Only 3'6"percent'of“thefsurveyed districts report that -

':speclal educatlon is a part of the1r Tlfle I programs.y There—

_1fore, most serv1ces des1gned spec1fgc1ally for: the handlcapped _:

2

'ﬂare prov1ded through sources other than T1tle I. In comparlson,

a var1ety of. program des1gns are used to' dellver serv1ces to LEP

students,v These programs may be partlafiy or totally funded by

3

Title I aide, (2) ESL serv1ces funded solely by T1tle I as'a “

-.with an ESL component, funded in part by T1tle I. ESL is-

reported to be a component of the T1tle 1 program in lO 9 percent
of the-surveyed d1str1cts.A Other programs -for LEPs are funded by
T1tle VII or by state or local funds.

DlStrlCt pollc1es or pract1ces regard1ng the ellglblllty of

‘hand1capped students for T1tle I range from exclud1ng all hand1-

capped students from Title I (24 percent of . the districts) to

'cons1der1ng all handlcapped students in Tltle I schools Who meet‘v-

dthe cut-off criteria to be ellglble for T1tle I (44 percent of

the: d1str1cts) In the remalnlng d1str1cts (32 percent), hand1-]

'_capped students are e11g1ble for T1tle I depend1ng on certa1n

cond1tlons such as the type or sever1ty of the handlcap, the
probablllty that the student could benef1t from Tltle I, space

avallable in the Title I program, and the number of times the

‘-student is being pulled out of the regular '‘classroom.’
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LEPs are more likely to bé ihcluded in Title'I-programs than‘“
are handlcapped students. Indeed 67 percent of the d1str1cts

e with a slgnlflcant number of students of limited- Engllsh-profl—;

c1ency conslder all such students 1n T1tle I schools'to be ellgle-"?
b1e for T1tle I 1f they meet the cut-off cr1ter1a, whereas only 5.
percent of the d1str1cts exclude all LEPs.l In 14 percent 'of the

g?’ ’d1str1cts, the T1tle I.program.is des1gned spec1f1cally for LEPs.

| " BRI

cent of the d1str1cts,'LEPs are - ellglble for T1tle I

;1n condltlons, ‘in part1cular, the1r ablllt 'to

01
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Bet X examples of t ese c0nd1t10nal cr1ter1a

,abilitles;wand-disabili--
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are rece1v1ng and the related factor of schedullng. Many of i}

these cr1ter1a represéht sound educational - practlces wh1ch other

d1str1cts m1ght want to employ. S o ' l.ﬂ <

I
it

Coord1natlon efforts to date haVe centered on student selec-_t

.:.

:tlon matters such as the referral of a student from one spec1al

'program to- another or the determ1nation of the serv1ces for whlch'-
" the student is ellglble. One formal mechanlsm for th1s coord1— o
natlon ‘is _the school-based multldlsC1p11n ry team, or1g1hally o

"developed to handle spec1al educatlon ref rrals, wh1ch has been Yo

expanded to address referrals to all spec1al programs within a

.school bu11d1ng.‘

However, the coord1natlon of the student selectlon process'

represents only the f1rst step 1n program coord1natlon. The more

+

central issue is the coord1natlon of the 1nstruct10nal program of,
;\\, students who are rece1v1ng two - or more extra programs concur— .
rently.. Mult1d1sc1p11nary teams have the potent1al of be1ng used

. *
.. to prOV1de sudh coord1nat10n, but thus far ‘there 1s 11ttle ev1—

from d1str1ct adm1n1strators. Thus, coord1natlon rests on'the-j
L \ .

e e )

tent‘instructional program toTstudents._SCOordlnatlon,1s‘evenA

e
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"more imperative When students are receiving services from several
- A oo T - Lo

S categorlcal programs-, Yet districtﬁadministrators.offthesef

~ L

programs tend to v1ew them as separate ent1t1es Whlch are not

coordlnated because the d1str1ct 1s exper1enc1ng no problems
w1th them. A number of:admlnlstratorsvdo not know how many~stu—

dents in the1r program are rece1v1ng serv1ces from”otherucate-\\:
gorlcal programs, and ome are unaware of the klnds of serv1ces'$
belng prov1ded in other categorlcal programs.i W1thout thlsl |

3

1nformatlon, admlnlstrators are unable to foster a: coordlnated

service_ dellVery system throughout the d1str1ct..
D1str1ct adm1n1strators are best su1ted for establlshlng o

".coordlnatlon mechanisms’ because they.are responslble fon the |
allocatlon of resources‘and overall program 1mplementat10n._-'
The1r greater fam111ar1ty wlth Federal and state requ1rements
enables them to present compllant coordlnatlon strategles WthhIE
meet local needs and av01d 1nterference w1th other d1str1ct .

f programs._ Slnce coordlnatlon 1s V1ewed as a means of solv1ng ai,»

problem, 1t is poss1ble that reduced budgets w1ll provmde the'

at1ve endeavors.

4mpetus for future coop'm
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