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SUMMARY OF GAC TESTIMONY BY WILLIAM J. GAINER ON

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

GAO testimony covered recent work on the Chapter 1 Compensatory

Fducation program, the Chapter 2 Education Block Grant program, and

an analysis of nearly 500 local dropout prevention programs.

Chapter 1 _Student Selection. A review of student selection ceci-=

sions_for 8,200 children in 58 schools and 17 school districts

revealed few selection errors for participants irn Chapter 1 reading
programs. As permitted by law, districts develop their own selec-
tion criteria for educationally disadvantaged students and these .

criteria vary significantly. Most districts use nationally normed

tests but cut,off scores for eligibility vary from the 20th to the

50th percentile. Othér districts rely more on teachers' profes-
sional judgments. AS a result, in one distriet only students who

scored below the 20th percentile were served, while in another.

district students who scored at or well above thé 50th percentile
received help. This variation means that some of the nation's

needier children are not being served.

Chapter 1 Fiscal Provisions: GAO found that 44 states continus to

require school districts ro maintain the same type of documentation
to demonstrate comparability of services betweeri Chapter 1 and

non-Chapter 1 schools as required under Title I. However, in _
measuring comparability 30 states currently permit their school

districts to exceed a 5 percent variance, which was the maximum

allowed under Title I, and monitoring of compliance at the state
level is generally limited &and infrequent,

Chapter 2 Data Collection and Administrative Costs. The Education
Block Grant is the only block grant which does not require submis-

sion of state program reports. Thus, timély and comprehensive
information on how states use federal funds is not available, If

statutory changes were made, the Department of Ediucation could work

with organizations representing state grantees to identify data _
needs. The lack of national reporting standards and thé difficulty
of defining administrative costs also make it difficult to analyze
or control the use of funds for program administration. In an

earlier report GAO developed options for tracking and controlling
administrative costs. :

Three
guarters are potential dropouts and theée remainder have already

dropped out. Local dropout program officials identified Ffactors

they perceive as critical to effective programs. These factors were
(1) caring and committed staff, (2) Secure classroom environments,
(3) personalized instructicn, (4) flexible curricula and school
hours and; (5) links to social service agenciés and the employer

community: This strong consensus among practitioneérs is buttressed

by the literature on helping "at risk" youth, thus providing a much

clearer picture of how dropout programs should be structured.




Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to be here today to dlSCUSS GAO work1 reiated

to the. reauthorization of the elementary and seconda*y education
programs. As you know, much of this work was requested by this
Subcommittese.

My tegg}mony will briefly summarizé the most important

findings from our work on:

== Chapter 1 compensatory education student selection

process and program fiscal provisions.

== Chapter 2 education block grant data collection
activities and administrative costs.

and ask that . these be included in the record At the conclusion

of my testimony, a panel of GAO staff and I will answer any

questions the Subcommittee may have.

CBAPTER 1 STUDENT sgf,g@fmﬁ e’ Rmfrwﬁﬂ"f ~

Accordlng to Chapter 1 _of the Educatlon eonsoildatlon and

Improvement Act, a school district must (1) identify schools with
the greatest concentration of poor children; (2) identify
educationally needy students in these schools; and (3) uitlmately
select the neediest students to receive services. _Since no
ggeg;flc federal criteria exist, we used staté or local selection
cr};er;a employed by the 17 school districts in the 8 states we
visited to determine compliance w1th legislative selection

pr1nc1p1es. Our data indicate that, for theé most part, school
officials followed their established guidelines.

1 ellglblllty shonid be tightened: However, 1t is 1mportant to

note that the administration recently proposed that more Chapter

1 resources be directed to school districts with the highest -

concentrations of poor children; that funds be targeted within a

school dlstrlct to the poorest one-third of a discrict's schooil

1Edueaeeonmslock Grant: How Funds Reserved for State Efforts in
Cal;forn;a—aadAWaahlngton Are Used, GAO/HRD-86-94, May 13; 1986;

School Dropouts: The Extent and Nature of tpe Problem;

GAG/HRD =86~ 106BR,,June 23, 1986 Compensatory Education; Chapter
1-Par ' '7Selectlon Criteria, GAO/HRD-87-26,
January 30, 1987jwend Block Grants: Federal Data Collection
Provisions, GAO/HRD-87-59FS, February 24, 1987.
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attendance areas and that those children in greatest need of
remedial services be selected at the school 1level,

ééiéctihg schools

selectlng schools with the hlghest concentrations of low-income
chlldren--was dOne properly 1n each dlstrlct we v1s1ted.,

cr1ter1a for thls step was furnished most oftén (39 states) by

the state agency, and the most commonly specified criterion was

the number of children receiving a free or reduced price lunch

and/or from households rece1v1ng Aid to Families with Depéendent
Children. :

Student Selection

As permltted by current law, districts used a wxde varIety

of methods to first identify educationally deprived students in

each school and then to decide which of these students had the

greatest need for assistance. However, nearly all distriets used
standardized test scores in some way to select students: Eleven
of the 17 districts we visited used standardized reading and

mathematics test scores almost exclusively to select students.

Cutoff test scores used to identify those eligible ranged from

those scoring below the 20th percentlle to the 50th percentile.

Then to select the neediest children,; students were ranked by

test score and _those with the lowest_scores were selected. The

rema1n1ng six districts used multiple selection criteria--test

scores in combination with other factors such as teacher

recommendations or classroom performance--to select the neediest

children. _Most used the same selection procedures they did under
the prior Title I program.

. The 11 school districts that relied ent1re1y on _stident test
scores nearly always followed their own criteria. Of the

combined total of 2, 1567students participating, selecting

officials were. unable to give a satisfactory reason for program

partlcipation for bniy 3 percent of the students. Similarly, the

six school districts. in our sample that used multiple criteria to

pick a total of 604 students for Chapter 1 participation had a

very low error rate for those they selected (1 percent) and those
they excluded (less than 1 percent).

Variations In Who Was Served

those served. For example, in Hattlesburg,,MlSSlSSlppl,"whlch
used a 50th percentile cutoff, students in Chapter 1 reading had

scores from well belrw :the 20th percentile up to the 50th




percentile. In contrast, only one participant in Lansing,
Michigan; which cut off participation at the 20th percentile,
scored above that level.

districts using test scores only and those with more judgmental

selection methods using multiple criteria, For example,

Georgia's Bibb County, a multiple-criteria district, defined
educationally deprived children as those who were either one or

more books behind in the fourth grade reading series or who =
scored below the 50th percentile. Students behind in the reading

series were given preference to those scoring below the cutoff.

Thus the Bibb County schools in our sample served one-third of
the students with percentile scores from 0 to 50 and one-fifth of

the students above the 50th percentile.
CHAPTER 1 _PISCAL PROVISIONS

__ _Chapter 1 fiscal provisions are intended to ensure that

children receiving federal assistance do not receive less in the
way of state and local funded services than they would receive if
there were no Chapter 1 program: We looked at two of these
fiscal provisions--"comparability of services" and "supplement,

not supplant state and local funds". (See Exhibits I and II.)

Comparability of Services
As you know, the 1981 Chapter 1 legislation sought to reduce

federal control inherent in Title I and increase state and local

flexibility. Under Title I, school districts could not

discriminate against or among Title I funded schools in the

provision of state and local resources. State and local spending
per pupil had to be roughly "comparable"” among all district.

schools. Chapter | (and its implementing regulations) modified

the comparability provision and eliminated specific annual

reporting requirements. The variance aliowed between spending on

Chapter 1_and non-Chapter 1 schools; which had been 5 percent
under Title I, was also relaxed.

~ Current law requires only that school districts file a

written assurance with state education agencies that they have
established policies to maintain equivalency of (1) teacher .
salaries, (2) number of teachers, administrators; and auxiliary
personnel, and (3) school materials and instructional supplies,
Federal regulations do, however, réquire school districts to keep

records that facilitate an effective audit and demonstrate

compliance with Chapter 1 requirements,

Most states have continued to require districts to maintain

documentation to prove comparability but with no specific
reporting requirement and infrequent monitoring we cannot be surs
that comparability is being maintained. At least 30 states have
also relaxed the variance requirement and allow up to a 10
percent variance: To elaborat~, although the requirement for




school districts to report annually to states on comparability
was dropped, 44 of the 49 states, including the District of

Columbia, which responded to our questionnaire continue to
require school districts to collect and maintain the same

comparability data required under Title I. Of the 44 states that
have continued to. require districts to maintain specific

documentation to demonstrate comparability, 30 have taken

advantage of the relaxation in the noncompliance threshold used

for measuring comparability. That is; the majority of states

have increased from 5 to 10 percent the variance allowed between
Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 schools in terms of their

student=staff ratios; salary expenditures per student; or cther

measures. Also, most states still requiring recordkeeping, do
not make school districts demonstrate that comparability is being

maintained during theé second half of the school year, as required
under Title I.

Although the Department of Education has remained firm in

its enforcement of the comparability provision, the states we
visited generally did not monitor districts more than every few
years. Moreover, at several of the school districts we visited
we were told that state monitors check only for the existence of
lJocal policies which contain the assurances--they do not test for

the implementation of such policies.

Supplement, Not Supplant

_ Chapter 1 legislation also modified the manner by which

school districts could comply with the supplement; not supplant
provision, Under Title I, school districts had to use federal
compensatory education funds to sSupplement, that is; to increase
the level of funds that would, in the absence of federal funds,

be made available from state and local sources for participating

Chapter 1 children. Chapter I modified thi§ requirement by
adding an "exclusion" provision under which supplement not

supplant no longer applied to state and local compensatory
education programs if such programs were "consistent" with the
purposes of Chapter 1. As a result, Chapter 1 funds may displace
state and local compensatory education funds without violating

statutory requirements;

Eighteen states have their own state compensatory education
programs in addition to Chapter 1. These are the states that may

take advantage of the change¢ in the supplement, not supplant

provision. Seven cf these states told us that their school -
districts were not using the exclugion provision, and thus; were
continuing to distribute state compensatory education funds to
schools as they did under Title 1I.

‘Although officials in the 11 other states said that their

school districts use the exclusion provision, they were unable to
identif, the number of school districts using the provisicn. As
a result; we were unable to get an overall sense of how

extensively the exclusion provision was being used. We did,




however, visit 6 school districts with state compensatory .

education programs in 3 of these states. 1In 3 of the 6 districts
we found that the method of distributing state compensatory

education funds had_not changed, and; in fact, the districts were
distributing state funds to all Chapter 1 schools. In the other
3 school districts, state compensatory education funds were

distributed to some or most of the Chapter 1 schools.

AND,iﬂﬂiﬂiéTRﬁTIVE—COSQS

A recurring problem with this block grant program
is obtaining a national perspective on hHow these funds are used,

without unduly burdening the states with réporting requirements.

While the Department of Education must report annually to the
Congress on the use of Chapter 2 block grant funds, the

legislation does not provide the means to collect needed
_grant is the only

information. In fact, the education. block

block grant that does not require state program reports—-a
primary mechanism to collect information. -In an attempt to

provide a national picture of block grant ac-ivities, the ]
Department contracts for special studies and analyzes voluntarily
submittad state evaluation reports. This approach clearly

minimizes the cost and burden to states, but, on the other hand,
it does not provide data that are timely or comprehensive.

_ We believe national reporting standards can be an important
tool for overseeing block grant activities. For several other
bleck grants, federal agencies obtain national data with less
regulatory burden by working with national organizations

representing state grantees to identify what data should be o
collected and to develop standardized forms. This approach could
also be useful for the education block grant,; but statutory

changes giving the Secretary of Education and the states greater

authority to collect information would likely be more effective.

standard definitions for administrative costs also affects the

ability to analyze the extent to which states use their share of

costs.: We noted that the development of Standard definitions and

national picture of the use of block grant funds for

administration, but that imposing such requirements could also be
controversial and would increase state administrative burden.

Our report set forth four possib:: options to keep better track

of funds used for administrative costs and potentially restrict
states' use of funds for that purpose.

I’ ’o"c:a I: - D:R:b 72760227 — PfﬁﬁﬁﬁIdﬁ
AND REENTRY PROGRAMS

... Finally;, I would like to provide the subcommittee with
information we have developed during our ongoing analysis of
data from 465 local dropout pregrams. Questionnaires were sent

5 8



to officials of more than 1,000 dropout programs identified for
us by various education, employment, and training related

organizations. These local programs, which were in operation in
1985-86 _and are still operating today, cannot necessarily be
regarded as representative of all local dropout activities, but
we believe that they reflect the principal patterns being B
followed in local programs, and the perceptions of experienced

program staff who responded to our questionnaire.

Who is served and why?

Based oh our questionnaire data,; we estimate. that. roughly

three-quarters of the youth in these programs were potential

characteristics which many of these youth share are being behind.
in grade level, and exhibiting chronic truancy and disruptive or
withdrawn behavior. Demographically, about three-quarters of the

dropouts and one-guarter had been dropouts at some time: Problem

youth served were from low socio-economic sStatus families.
Slightly over half of the youth were male, from minority groups,

and age 16 or younger. About two-thirds were from urban areas,

20 percent were from suburbs, and 14 percent were from rural

areas. These characteristics are consistent with those described

in our eariier repcrt as those predictive of dropping out.
The primary objectives of these programs were reported as

improving youths' academic performance and attitudes. Many

programs also pursue -specialized objectives important for .some

youth: Jjob training and placement, return to school for those

who have dropped out, and pregnancy and parent support services.
Most programs obtained special funding (beyond regular school
districts operating funds) from federal, state, or local -
governments as well as corporations and foundations. Over 40

percent of these programs rely to some extent on funds from

federal sources, such as the Job Training Partnership Act.

Nature of interventions

rather_than a single service. Basic education and personal

The interventions customarily involved a range of efforts
counseling were reportel by about 90 percent of the programs.
Also frequently cited were care3=r counseling (7% percent), =
efforts to promote parental involvement (73 percent),; assistance
in obtaining social services (66 percent); job skiil training (60

percent), and job search assistance (65 percent). 1In addition,
about half of the programs reported offering pregnancy/parental

counseling, and abiout one~fifth cited child care services.

Program operators we surveyed ovérwhelmingly regarded their

programs_as having oositive results. And the factors they -

highlighted as most critical to program effectiveness were
similar -to those highlighted in literature on educating at risk
youth. 1In their judgment, these factors were a caring and

committed staff, a nonthreatening classroom environment,
individialized instruction, low student-teacher ratio, and

g



links with social service zgencies and with employers, and the

filexibility in curriculum and school hours. Important, too, were

involvement of parents in students' progress. This seeming

consensus of practitioners, which coincides with findings in the

literature may be the most important finding in our recent work
on dropouts; -

Barriers to success

- In our survey,; we asked program operators to identify the
most significant barriers to further program success and methods
for overcoming such barriers, Among the problems the respondents
noted are difficulties outside the school environment, such as a

troubled home. ParentS are Sometimes apathetic, have severe

problems themselves, or are unablée to change youths' attitudes.

Several program officials were conceérned that although youth
respond well to special assistance, oncé they return to_their

regular school program they may again encounter difficulty.

Budgetary constraints were frequently cited as a barrier to

effectiveness, Some officials stated simply that the needs of

the at-risk youth population exceed what available resoirces can

meet. OtherS pointed to particular needs such as day care,
smaller classes;, and computers and instructional software. Some

respondents expressed concern that job training and jobs for

those in sSchool interfered with youths' education. But more
often, program administrators saw a need for more vocational
education and work experience.

.. In their comments on effectivé methods for overcoming

these barriers some respondents reiterated the importance of

personalized attention and caring. Others cited specific

services as important, such as readily accessible health clinics,
and the availability of child car« arrangements without which

some teenage mothers aras forced to drop out, Of particular note
dgiven the current debate on welfare reform is some respondents'

sense that there is a need to intervene at younger ages--that is,
before the teenage years.
In my judgement our work indicates that currently proposed

dropout legislation {HR. 738) is timely and relevant to the.

dropout problem in its focus on addressing the special needs.o
high risk populations, its inclusion of c¢oordinated activities
between secondary and primary schools and with the Job Training

Partnership Act and other 2ducation and training programs and

in i“s encouragement of the use of community resources and.
parents to help develop and implement SolutionsS., The provision
in HR.; 738 for evaluating effectiveness is particularly useful to
the bill's central aim of establishing and demonstrating

effective local dropout programs,

Mr. Chairman, this corcludes my prepared statement. We

would be pleased to respond to any questions.

9
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EXHIBIT I ' EXHIBIT I

FISCAL PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER I

states' implementation of the current federally funded
compensatory education program. As _the report pointed out; the
Chapter 1 program was intended to address the special needs of a
particular population of students. However, the Congress
realized that this intent would not be met if school districts
spent Chapter 1 funds on other groups of children,; used_ the money
for general tax relief, or failed to provide educationally

deprived children with their fair share of state and local

.services,

- _The 1981 Chapter 1 legislation sought to:reduce federal

control inherent in Title I and increase state and local

flexibility. Accordingly, Chapter 1 and its implementing

regulations modified the comparability provision by eliminating
special local reporting requirements for demonstrating that B
Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 schools had comparable services: As
shown in Exhibit II-1, current law requires only that local

school districts meet the comparability requirements by filing -
with the state education agency a written assurance that it has
established (1) a districtwide salary schedule, (2) a policy to
ensure eguivalence among schools in teachers; administrators; and
auxiliary personnel, and (3) a policy to ensure eguivalence among
schools in the provision of curriculum matérials and

instructional supplies. Federal regulations do, however, réequire

school districts to keep records that facilitate an effective

audit and show compiiance with Chapter 1 requirements,

_ Chapter 1 also modified Title I so that school districts may

exclude, for the purpose of determining compliance with the
supplement, not supplant requirement,; state and local -

compensatory education funds if those programs are consistent
with the purposes of Chapter 1. This exclusion §fégision;7
(section 558{d) of Chapter 1)_represented a major change in the
previous supplement, not supplant requirement under Title I..
That is, under Chapter 1, states and local school districts are
no longer required to provide children participating in a Chapter

1 _program with an equitable share of state and local compensatory
e¢ducation funds. Chapter 1 funds may be withheld from school

districts not in compliance with Chapter 1 provisions.

lprepated by a congrzssional staff member for the Subcommittee on

Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education, House Committee
on Education and Labor.
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_At. the request of the Chalrman and Ranklng Members of the

House Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational

Bducation, GAO reviewed the states' implementation of the

comparability and supplement, not supplant provisions of Chapter

1 legislation. Specifically;,; GAO's objectives were to determine

the extent to which local school districts

education agenc1es that services provided in ehapter 1
'schools are comparable to services being provided in
non-Chapter 1 schools; and

-- use the exclusion prosision in determining compliance
with the supplement, not supplant requirement and its

effect on the distribution of state compensatory
education funds to Chapter 1 eligible schools.

GAO requested documentatlon from the 50 states and the

District of €olumbia. to .ascertain (1) their policies to assire

comparability of services in local school districts and (2) the

extent to which school districts. arefexcludlng state compensatory

education funds for purposes of determining compllance with the

supplement; not supplant provision. As of February 26, 1987, 48

states and the bistrict of Columbia had responded to our reguest

for 1nformatlon. When necessary, GRO suppiemented its review of

off1c1a1s. GAO also obtalned addltlonal 1nformatton at 4 state
education agenc1es and ‘9 school districts. GAO visited
Californla, New York, Pennsylvanla, and Texas--states that e1ther

Chapter 1's comparability prov1s10n or (2) reported to GAO that

their local school districts were using the exclusion prov1s10n.

Pertinent information was obtained from Chapter 1 program

officials at the Department of Education (ED).

COMBARABILITY

Although Chapter 1 provtsxons no 1onger *equlre schooi

districts to determine and annually report on. comparability to

their states, GAO found most states are continuing to require
school districts, at a minimum; to collect and maintain the same
type of documentation demonstrating comparability that was
required under Title I. For example, as shown in Exhibit I1I-2,
21 state agencies require local school districts to compare



ratlo- 16 states requlre school d1str1cts to use student-staff

and salary expenditures per student ratios; 4 states permit the
use of e1ther the student-staff or ~salary_ expendxtures per

guantifiable data to demonstrate comparablllty. The. remalnlng 5
states require their school districts to implement the policies

contained in their assurances, but make no specific recordkeeping

reqguirements.

districts to maintain specific. documentatlon to demonstrate =

comparability, 30 have taken advantage of the relaxation in the

noncompllance threshold used for measuring comparability. . That

is, most states' Chapter 1 requirements now exceed the 5 percent

variance allowed under Title I between _project and nonproject
schools in terms of their student-staff ratios; salary
expendlturés per student ratios; or other measures. Also, most
states still requiring specific recordkeeping do not require
school districts to demonstrate that comparability is being i
maintained at a later point in theé school year, as required under
Title I.

- _..GAO v1s1ted 7. school dlstrlcts in 3 of the 5 statés that

reported no.specific recordkeeping requirements. One school

district has continued to complete the comparability calculations

required under Title:I. 1In the other 6 districts, GAO was able

to demonstrate comparability within a. 10 percent variance using

the student-teacher ratio:. However, student enrollment reports

and_necessary staffing information were not always readily
available and_ required various adjustments: Also, GAO was not
able to calculate the salary expenditures per _student ratio
because the necessary salary information was frequently not
broken out by school and/or did not exclude that portion of
salary costs brought about by years of service.

GAO also v1s1ted 2 school districts 1n one state that

fé§6fts. -In these. d1str1cts, GAO observed that the comparabllity

reports were not completed in a timely manner. That is, as of

February 1987, comparablilty for school year 1986-87 had not yet

school districts for compliance with comparability and other .
Chapter 1 requirements once every 3 years; and the otiler state
monitors each of its districts once every 5 years. At 5 of the 9
local school districts visitéd. ~officials told GAO that state

Three of the 4 states GAO visited monitor each of their

;gftbe"assqrances, and do not test for the 1mp1ementat10n of
these policies. '

0
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ED routlnely monltors each state for compllance w1th Chapter
1 requ1rements every other _year. Durlng its state v151ts,,ED

school aiétriéte in each.state: In school years 1984-85 and

1985-86, ED found irregularities in compliance with comparablllty

requirements in 7 and 3 states,; respectively. Specifically, in

1985-86; ED found an absence of specific criteria for
demonstrating comparability at 3 school districts:  In each case;
ED requested the state education agency to ensure that.
comparability standards are established or maintained in the
local districts.

EXCLUSION OF STATE COMPENSATORY

_Under Title I, school districts had to use federai

compensatory education funds. to supplement; that is, to increase

themieyelﬁqf faan thatrweg;dg in the absence of feaeral fﬁﬁaé,

determlnlnq compliance w1th the supplement; not supplant
reéquirement, a school district could exclude state and local
compensatory educat;on funds,,lf,such compensatory education_
programs weré "consistent" with the purposes of Chapter 1. As a
result, school districts are no longer required to provide
Chapter 1 eligible schools with an eguitable share of state
compensatory education funds.

Officials in .7 of the 18 states2 that have state

compensatory education programs. toid .GRO that theIr ‘'school

continuing to distribute state compensatory funds to schoois in
the manner used under Title I: Although officials in the 11._
remaining states with state compensatory education funds said
that their school districts use the exclusion provision, they
were unable to identify the number of school districts using the
provision. As a result, GAO was unable to determine the overall
effect on the distribution of state funds to Chapter 1 eligible
schools in tHese states.

Decision Resources CorporatIor;



GAO visited 6 school districts with state compensatory

education programs in 3 states that reported using the exclusion

provision. However, 3 of the 6 school districts had not changed
the method of dlstrlbutlng state compensatory education funds,

and, in fact; distributed state. compensatory education funds

to all Chapter. 1 schools. The other 3 school districts

distributed state compensatory edhcétlon funds to some or most of

the Chapter 1 schooils.,

foead |
.



COMPARISON OF COMPARABILITY REQUIREMENT

UNDER TITLE | AND CHAPTER 1

TITLE |

CHAPTER 1

' COMPARABILITY
REQUIREMENT

state and locally funded services in
Title | areas to be at least comparable
to services in non-Title| areas.

Same requirement

School districts deemed t6 meet compar-

CERTAIN FUNBS
FROM
COMPARABILITY

funds from comparability:

® Bilingual education

® Special education

® Certain state phase-in programs

® Certain compensatory ed. programs

ASSURING §gbp01 districts assured comparability
COMPARABILITY through a set of specified calculations | ability by giving the state assurances
reported to state (see below) that they have:
® District wide salary schedule
® Policy ensuring equivalence among
schools in personinel
® Policy ensuring equivalence among
schools in curriculum materials and
instructional supplies
DETERMINING School districts had to show that the | Regulations do not specify how to
COMPARABILITY | ratios of pupils per instructional staff | determine comparability. ED’s quidance
and salary expenditures per pupil at | suggests that school districts use Title |
each Title | school were at least 95 | standards but indicates that states may’
percent of the average for non-Title| | develop their own standarc's
schools
MAINTAINING Districts had to recalculate comparabil- | Unpredictable changes in student enrol-
COMPARABILITY ity during the school year iment or personnel_assignments shall not
be included as a factor in determining
comparability
DOCUMENT!NG Districts sent the state an annual | No reporting- reqmremeqtﬁﬁtﬁheﬁrfﬂ]an a
COMPARABILITY report and maintained records from | general recordkeeping requirement, no
which comparability calculations were | specific recordkeeping for comparability
based
EXCLUDING - Exclusion of certain state and local | Similar exclusion provision

16
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REQUIREMENTS FOR ASSURING COMPARABILITY

REQUIREMENTS  REQUIRED ~ REQUIRED
File written assurances with state agericy 45 a4
Maintain records demonstrating comparability 44 5
Submit to state a§énéy an annual report aemonstratmg o
romparaBullty 13 36

kEMENTS GF,,,EGMPARABII;!TY

OF STATES

DOCUMENTATION USED TO SHOW COMPARABILITY
IN 44 STATES THAT REQUIRE RECGRDKEEPING

NUMBER

Pupil to instructional staff only

21
Salary expenditures to pupil only 0
Both ratios

Either ratio

Other/optional ratios

Five percent variance

Ten percent variance

ﬁéqui@g
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CHARACTERISTICS OF DROPOUT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

- ;é

ERIC

PAruntext provided by eric



PERCENTAGE OF DROPOUT YOUTH ﬁAViNG _PROBLEMS
PROBLEMS %

_PHYSICAL
HANDICAP

PREGNANT

OR PARENT

LIMITED. EACILITY
IN ENGLISH

____ DISRUPTIVE OR
WITHDRAWN BEHAVIOR

TRUANT / EXCESSIVE
ABSENCES

__BEHIND [N
GRADE LEVEL

0 20 40 60 80
PERCENT
19
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ACTORS REPORTED BY PROGRAM ADMINISTRATORS

THAT HAD A GREAT OR VERY GREAT INFLUENCE

ON PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

FACTORS | NuMBER | PERCENT

Caring and Committed Staff 436 94

Non-threatening Environment for Learning 411 88

Low Student-Teacher Ratio 372 | 8

individualized Instruction 357 77

Program Flexibility (e.g:; curriculum, program hours) 330 71

Links with Social Service Agencies 152 33

Involvement of Parents in Students’ Development 140 30 -

Links with Employers . o s 5

PROGRAM MANAGERS REPORTING PRIMARY
OBJECTIVES OF THEIR DROPOUT PROGRAMS

PRlMARji OBJECTIVE NUMBER PEREEN’T’J

Attitudinal Change 357 78

Improve Academic Performance 355 77

7 ggaaeé Absenteeism 310 67

Placement Back in School 170 33

Job Training 7 Placement 120 26

Pre-natal Care/Parenting Support Services | 58 12

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



SERVICES PROVIDED TO DROPOUT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

SERVICES

PROGRAMS THAT
PROVIDED SERVICES

NUMBER ;. PERCENT

PERCENT
SERVED

 Personal Counseling 434 94 73

 Basic Education 412 90 77 B
Career Counseling 339 74 70
Parental Involvement 338 73 | 58
Assistance in Obtaining Social Services 305 66 " 45

£E$éércﬁ Assistance 301 65 47
job skills Training 278 60 54
Part-Time Employment Placement 248 54 34
Pregnancy / Parental eaaﬁééliﬁg 77 ) 236 51 29 |
GED Preparation 197 43 23
Day Care g5 21 15
English As a Second Language | ea w | 12

21
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SELECTED DROPOUT PROGRAMS

TITLE
LOCATION
THRUST
UNIQUE.
ASPECTS

SERVICES

TARGET

Middle College High School
Long Island City, New York
" Alternative high school for potential dropouts

© Youth enroll directiy after Junior High School
® School located on Community College campus
® Small classes with Sélf;ﬁgicé'd instruction

® Intensive group counseling o

® Some Community C'o’,lléqfé ccurses available

® Community College facilities available

e High School curriculum
® Counseling

® Internships

Primarily youth age 16 with absentee rates greater than

20 percent in the ninth grade.

® About $5,400 per student = = .
® Same. cost as regular NYC school of similar size

LOCATION
THRUST

UNIQUE
ASPECTS

SERVICES

ARGE
cosT

North Education Center
Columbus, Ohio
Alternative ﬁiéﬁ school for potential dropouts and dropouts

® Youth and adults in same classes
® School hours 8 AM to 9:30 PM
1.5-2 hours per class

® 5 terms per year ) o )
® No “"frills" (e.g., no extracurricular activities)
® Attendance outreach (e.g., wake-un calls)

° Hi§ﬁ§£ﬁéji curriculum

® Counseling

Youth at risk of dropping out and dropouts
About $1,600 per student

_




SELECTED DROPOUT PROGRAMS

LOCATION
THRUST
UNIQUE
ASPECTS
SERVICES

TARGET

$1,200 per person for casz maiagement

Teenage Pregnancy And Parenting Project (TAPP)
Mill Valley; California

Comprehensive services for pregnant teens and teen parents

® Continuous teer / counselor relationship for up to 3 years
® Counselor conducts 2 broad range of services

® Personal counseling

® Pregnancy/parental counseling
® Counselor identifies needed services

® Counselor assists in attaining services
® Counselor conducts followup

Pregnant teenagers and teen parents

LOCATION
THRUST

ASPECTS

SERVICES

TARGET
COST

1

Project COFFEE ( Cooperative Federation For Educational

Oxford, Massachusetts
Training program for potential dropouts and dropouts

® Regional, largely rural program

® "Hands-on” occupational training =

® Training includes student operated businesses

® Strong school/industry partnership , o
® Individualized education linked to occupational training
© Flexible hours

® Academic skills training

® Occupationai training
® Pre-employment activities
® Physical education

Youth at risk of dropping out and dropouts

About $3,500 per student




SELECTED DROPOUT PROGRAMS

TITLE Attendance Improvement Dropout Prevention Program (AIDP)

Dropout Prevention Program (DPP)
LOCATION New York City

THRUST Programs for potential dropouts aimed at improving school
attendance, in order to reduce dropout rates

UNIQUE ® Small classes in a "mini-school” setting

ASPECTS ® Intensive attendance outreach =
® Experimental service delivery techniques
® Middle school to high school transition activities

® Ties with business community

® Ties with social service agencies

® Special incentive awards o

® Use of paraprofessionals from community. S

® Job training/services by community based organizations

SERVICES ® Regular school curriculum
® Job training
® Counseling

® Remedial education

® Heaithcare = =

® Educational enrichment program
TARGET Youth at risk of dropping out
cosT About $1,200 per student for AIDP or DPP

. _ L .
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