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ABSTRACT

Local Education Agency (LEA) administrators
(principals and superintendents) and State Chapter 1 coordinators
representing all 50 states were surveyed regarding their reactions to
House Omnibus bill (HR 5), which would significantly change Chapter 1
programs. Over 3,600 school districts responded. The respondents were
asked to indicate their level of fupport or opposition to each
provision of the bill. (Some states hand picked the LEA coordinators
who responded to the survey to have the highest representation of
students.) Major findings of the survey included: (1) Chapter 1
educators welcome charde as a positive move toward program
improvement; (2) LEA administrators showed willingness to be
responsible for carrying out effective Chapter 1 programs; and (3)
group comparisons revealed that groups normally perceived to have
different outlooks on issues responded similarly, with the exception
of four issues. These four issues--Parent Involvement, Technical
Assistance Centers, Even Start Programs and Chapter 1 remedial
programs being coordinated instead of stacked--received significantly
more support from coordinators than from administrators. Included
are: (1) distribution of responses by background of respondent; (2)
distribution of responses by state; (3) summary of responses to each
issue (including graphs); (4) state coordinator/national response
comparison; (5) tables of responses by state average; (6) tables of
responses by background average; (7) sample state questionnaire; and
(8) sample LEA questionnaire. (AA)
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SECTION I.

NATIONAL SURVEY IN REGARD TO HR 5

Sumary of Results

The national survey of LFA's and State Chapter 1 coordinators
conducted by PDE in regard to House Qmnibus bill HR 5 has been a
tremendous success. Cver 3600 school districts - fully one quarter
of all districts - representing all 50 states, responded to the survey.
The responses indicate that the House Bill enjoys broad popular support
among the constituency it will impact.

The survey was conducted on a point scale basis. The LEA's served
were asked to indicate their level of support for each issue in question
by responding oi: a scale of 1 to 5. A response of "1" indicated strong
support while "5" indicated strong opposition. A response of "3" was
considered neutral. Respondents reacted faveichly to nearly all provisions,
responses ranging fram 1.8 to 3.0. On the rrovision to match funds
in Even Start, respondents averaged 3.5. Tne Even Start provision
itself was favorably received (2.6).

The last two questions in the survey regarding vouchers and IEP's
received strong opposition but are no‘ part of the language of HR 5.
They, along with the 5 other final Juestions, were included as extras
only.

The profile of the typical respondent is as follows: He or she
is a coordinator or director from a rural district who has 1,000 to
9,999 pupils and an allocation between $25,000 and $150,000. Over
60% of all respondents fall into this category. At the other end of
the scale, 233 responses were fram districts receiving 1 million dollars
or more. 595 urban districts responded.

There are several overall trends that can be focused upon:

1. Changes - the survey indicated an enlightened view point of
the nationwide respondents. The majority of Chapter 1 educators are
not afraid of change. - Fram program improvement to Technical Assistance
Centers to new provisions such as Even Start and Secondary School Programs,
persons involved in Chapter 1 wish to see improvement in their students.
The majority feel that HR 5 is a very positive step forward.

2. Accountability - LEA's wish to be accountable for their actions.
Fram evaluation provisions to coordination of Chapter 1 and local programs
to private school provisions, LEA's show a willingness to be responsible
for carrying out an effective Chapter 1 program.




3. Group Comparisons

An extremely interesting and important point may be pulled from this
data. Groups that are normally perceived to have different outlooks on issues
have responded similarly to this survey in csupport of HRS5. For example,
coordinators and directors of Chapter 1 agreed with LEA administrators (principals
and superintendents) on 33 out of 37 of the issues. There are significant
differences in regard to only four issues: Parent Involvement, Technical
Assistance Centers, Even Start Programs and the question about Chapter 1
remedial programs being cocrdinated instead of stacked. In each of these
issues, coordinators are significantly more supportive than are administrators.
The results are as follows:

Coordinators Administracors
Q@ 6. Parental Involvement (2) 2.35 2.80
Allows spending of money for
parents at training sessions
Q 14. Program Improvement (2) 2.10 2.55
Technical Assistance Centers
Q 15. New Provisions/Programs (1) 2.45 2.90
Event Start Programs
Q 32. Other (2) 2.60 2.95

Should LEA's be allowed to spend
grant funds for Even Start

Another comparison that may be locked at involves rural, and large,
urban districts. Again, these groups, usually thought to have differing
opinions, agree in their level of support of HR5 in 30 out of 37 issues. In
six issues: Q 1, Concentration Grants; Q 6, Parent Involvement; Q 12, Evaluation;
Q 15, Even Start; Q 17, Secondary School Programs; and Q 32, Even Start Grant
Funds, large urban districts are much more supportive of the issue than are
rural districts. On one issue, Q 33, involving coordinating instead of stacking
Chapter 1 programs the rural districts show significantly higher support.

These examples show.that across the nation, in schools of all sizes
and makeups, the provisions spelled out in HR5 enjoy support from the people
the bill will impact.

Ut
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SEC?ION IT.

NUMBER OF PEOPLE WHO RESPONDED IN EACH CATEGORY

BACKGROUND 1:

Coordinator
Director
Principal
Superintendent
Otner

BACKGROUND 2:

250 pupils or fewer
250 to 999 pupils
1000 to 2500 pupils
2500 to 9999 pupils
10,000 and up

BACKGROUND 3:

Rural
Urban

Suburban
Mixed
Other

BACKGROUND 4:

$5,000 to $10,000
$10,000 to $25,000
$25,000 to $75,000
$75,000 to $150,000
$150,000 to $225,000
$225,000 to $1 Million
$1 Million and up

DISTRIBUTION OF ANSWERS

Count Total:
1,168 3,588 respondents

1,274
408
477
261

Total:
313 3,591 respondents

850
1,082
1,004

342

Total:
2,224 3,585 respondents

595
282
445

38

Total:
149 3,581 respondents

337
941
745
362
814
233




+ SECTION III.
Number of Total Number of Local
State Returns Educational Agency (LEA's) Percent
Alaska 31 44 70%
Alabama 68 129 33%
*Arkansas 9 331 3%
Arizona 103 190 54% |
*California 51 994 5% ‘
*Colorado 6 175 3%
Connecticut 81 146 55%
District of Columbia 1 1 100%
Delaware 13 17 76%
Florida 28 67 42%
Georgia 113 186 61%
Hawaii 4 7 57%
*Jowa 28 436 6%
Idaho 53 109 49%
I11linois 216 850 25%
*Indiana 36 300 12%
*Kansas 20 304 7%
*Kentucky 29 180 16%
Louisiana 46 66 70%
Massachusetts 145 287 51%
Maryland 24 24 100%
Maine 120 173 69%
*Michigan 163 520 31%
Minnesota 289 430 67%
Missouri 307 460 67%
Mississippi ) 78 ' 152 51%
*Montana 25 359 7%
*North Carolina 4 144 3%
wWorth Dakota 61 259 24%
Nebraska 24 350 7%

* NOTE: These states hand picked the LEA's which responded to the survey to
include the highest possible representation of students. New York,
for example, includes returns from New York City and covers 70% of all
students and moneys.

Ohio's returns cover over 60% of the students and moneys. California
returns include its biggest districts.

ERIC 7




Number of Total Number of Local
State Returns Educational Agency (LEA's)

New Hampshire 24 159

*New Jersey 12 577

New Mexico 20 87

Nevada 16 16

*New York 82

*Ohio 21 3%
*0k1ahoma 10 2%
Oregon 40%
Pennsylvania 73%
Puerto Rico 100%
Rhode Island 78%
South Carolina 53%
South Dakota 53%
Tennessee 53%
*Texas 2%
Utah 53%
Yirginia 76%
Yermont 44%
Washington 13%
Wisconsin 40%
West Virginia 35 55 64%
Wyoming 31 47 66%

TOTALS - 3,640 . 14,470 25%

* NOTE: These states hand picked the LEA's which responded to the survey to
include the highest possible representation of students. New York,
for example, inciudes returns from New York City and covers 70% of all
students and moneys.

Ohio's returns cover over 60% of the students and moneys. California
returns include its biggest districts.




SECTION 1V.

The following sheets show the national response to each question.
The questio: s have been condensed for convenience. For the camplete

issue, as it was stated in the questionnaire, please refer to
the sample questionnaire in section IX.




SECTICN 1v.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

HR 5 SURVEY - SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS

Issue

CONCENTRATION GRANTS (1)

$400 million to counties with 15% or 6500 poor children.

CONCENTRATION GRANTS (2)

Limits subcounty distribution.

SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS (1)

Poverty Tevels of 75% or more are eligible.
requirement.

No matching

SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS (2)

Renewable if gains equal or exceed gains in other LEA
Chapter I projects.

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT (1)

Continues previous requirements. Does not require PAC's but
requires LEA's to hold parent/teacher conferences.

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT (2)

Allows spending money for parents at training sessions.

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT (3)

Requires LEAs to provide parents with materials in a language
they understand.

PRIVATE SCHOOLS (1)

930 million to pay for capital expenses related to Felton.

PRIVATE SCHOOLS (2)

Requires USED to develop procedures to investigate complaints.

CARRYOVER (1)

Limits carryover to 25 percent.

EVALUATION (1)

Recuires LEA evaluation at least once every three years.

EVALUATION (2) .

Requires SEAs to evaluate programs at least every two years.

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT (1)

LEAs with no gain in achievement must develop a plan for
improvement.

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT (2)

Technical Assistance Centers.

NEW PROVISIONS/PROGRAMS (1)

Even Start Program.

NEW PROVISIONS/PROGRAMS (2)

LEAs winning Even Start Grants will provide matching funds.

10

RESPONSE
supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported
neutral
neutral
supported
neutral

supported

supported
supported
supported

opposed




Issue

NEW PROVISIONS/PROGRAMS (3)
Secondary School Program.

NEW PROVISIONS/PROGRAMS (4)
School dropout precention assistance program.

NEW PROVISIONS (1)
Allows Chapter 1 personnel to be assigned limited supervisory
duties.

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS {2)
Defines "parent™ to include person standing in loco parentis.

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS (3)
State rules to be reviewed prior to publication.

NEW_GENERAL PROVISIONS (4)
Requir~. pregrams to address both basic and advanced skills.

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS (5)
Minimum state administrative funding at $300.00 (up from
$225,000).

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS (6)
Limits SEAs to using 15% of administrative funds for
Indirect Costs.

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS (7)
Allows LEAs to use 5% of allocations to pay for innovative
programs.

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS (8)
Limits no wide variance to 5%.

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS (9)
Allows children no longer in greatest need to be served for
two additional years.

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS (10)
Handicapped children are eligible if they have needs
stemming from educational deprivation.

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS (11)

Requires that the LEA application shall assure that time and
effort will be available to coordinate Chapter 1 with local
program.

NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS (12)
Audit retform provision dismantles Appeal Board in
Washington, set. up Administrative Law Judge.

RESPONSE

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

supported

suppor ted

supported

*It should be pointed out that these questions do not reflect the wording of the final version
of HR5 and, therefore, the response to each should be considered only as reflecting support
that was present for the original version of the secondary programs. The bill as finally
\?assed was amended significantly in regard to secondary programs.

"




31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Issue

OTHER (1)
Limits LEA carryover; should this language be removed?

OTHER (2)
Should LEAs be allowed to spend grant funds for Even Start.

OTHER (3)
Should Chapter 1 and remedial programs be coordinated instead
of stacked.

OTHER (4)
Should money be allocated by total poverty instead of county
percentages.

OTHER (5)

Should reallocation money be available for 3>rogram involvement.

OTHER (6)
Voucher System.

OTHER (7)

Individualized Education Plans (IEP's).

RESPONSE
supported

supported

supported

opposed

supported

opposed

opposed




SECTION IV

CONCENTRATION GRANTS
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SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
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PRIVATE NON PUBLIC SCHOOLS
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CARRYOVER FUNDS
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EVALUATION
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PROGRAM TMPROVEMENT
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NUMBER OF RESPONSES

NEW PROVISIONS AND PROGRAMS
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NEW PROVISIONS AND PROGRAMS
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NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS
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NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS
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NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS
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OTHER GENERAL TSSUES

ISSUL 15
1,600~ 5= 1. STRONGLY SUPPOR It
[ 440 1,464
' = (] 2. CENERALLY SUPPORTED
1,400+
1,288 S0
-
1,200~ [ 3 4. KT SUPPORID
el o (] 5. STRONGLY 0PPOSED
= 1,000+
e B3J
== - M9 gy "M
= B . ]
o= 394 .
= {00 . "
= 469 : :
- |1l 5
208 200 E U1
200 ﬂ H : H
- NENEEE N L N
OTHER GENERAL ISSUES (3){ |OTHER GENERAL ISSUES (4)| [oTHER GENERAL 1SSUES (5)
stole funded compensotory progroms funding for progrom improvement
. ollocalion of~concentrotion gronts
National Ave. 2.0 National Ave. 2.2

National Ave. 3.1

~15=

ERIC 77

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



3,000

1,500

~>
[
=9
==
1

1,500

NUMBER OF RESPONSES

1,000+

300+

126

L= 5

OTHER GENERAL ISSUES

;

|SSUE 15:

7 835 [ES 1. STRONGLY SUPPORTED

[ 2. GENERALLY SUPPORTED

SERL

2,31

(=] 4. N0T SupPORTED

(7] 5. STRORGLY 0pPOSED

491

i -
0 |
Eﬂ@]

OTHER GENERAL 'SSUES ()

National Ave.

4.5

Youcher sysiem

OTHER GENERAL 1SSUES

(1)

Individualized Cducation Plons

National Ave. 4

-}6~

28




* SECTION V.
) State Coordinator/National
Response Comparison
States National Ave
Q 1. Concentration Grants (1) 2.8 2.6
Q 2. Concentration Grants (2) 2.7 2.8
Q 3. Schoolwide Projects (1) 2.5 2.1
Q 4. Schoolwide Projects (2) 2.5 2.1
Q 5. Parental Involvement (1) 1.5 2.1
Q 6. Parental Involvement (2) 1.8 2.5
Q 7. Parental Involvement (3) 2.6 2.9
Q 8. Private Schools (1) 2.4 3.0
Q 9. Private Schools (2) 2.5 3.0
Q 10. Carryover (1) 2.6 2.3
Q 11. Evaluation (1) 3.0 3.0
Q 12. Evaluation (2) 2.0 2.8
Q 13. Program Improvement (1) 2.1 2.4
Q 14. Program Improvement (2) 1.5 2.2
Q 15. New Provisions/Programs (1) 2.1 2.6
Q 16. New Provisions/Programs (2) 3.2 3.5
Q 17. New Provisions/Programs (3) 2.4 2.9
Q 18. New Provisions/Programs (4) 2.8 2.8
Q 19. New General Provigions (1) 2.9 2.2
Q 20. New General Provisions (2) i.9 1.8
Q 21. New general Provisions (3) 3.1 2.2
Q 22. New General Provisions (4) 2.5 2.8
Q 23. New General Provisions (5) 1.7 2.4




States National Ave
Q 24. New General Provisions (6) 1.9 2.2
Q 25. New General Provisions (7) 2.5 2.4
Q 26. New General Provisions (8) 2.6 2.7
Q 27. New General Provisions (9) 2.6 2.2
Q 28. New General Provisions (10) 1.9 2.3
Q 29. New General Provisjons (11) 1.6 1.9
Q 30. New General Provisions (12) 1.7 2.5
Q 31. Other (1) 2.8 2.3
Q 32. Other (2) 2.2 2.7
Q 33. Other (3) 2.1 2.0
Q 34. Other (4) 2.5 3.1
Q 35. Other (5) 1.9 2.2
Q 36. Other (5) 4.8 4.5
Q 37. OGther (7) 4.5 4.1

General Results

The results of the State Coordinator survey reflect much more extreme
responses compared to the national average. State Coordinators support is
significantly more pronounced in: Parent Involvement (2) Q 5; Technical
Assistance Cernters, Q 14; Even Start Program, Q 15; Minimum State Administra-
tive Funding, Q 23: Coord#nation of State and Local Programs, Q 29; and
Administrative Law Judge, A 30. At the other end, State Coordinators are even
more strongly opposed to a voucher system (Q 36) and IEP's {Q 37) as well as
the state rule review (Q 21).
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The following graphs show the responses from State Coordinators to
four questions that appeared at the end of the questionnaire form.
Responses show that:

1. States are strongly in favor of the suggestion to raise state
administrative funding from 1 to 1% percent with a $300,000
minimum;

2. States strongly believe that 5% of Even Start allocation
should be made available for state administrative funds, if
needed;

3. States would strongly prefer that the language of HR 5 to

be changed from mandating a review committee to reflect either
consultation with representatives of the groups mentioned in
HR 5 or adherence to state establisned rulemaking procedures

as long as they provide opportunity for input and hearings fram
all interested parties;

4. States would generally favor the removal of the Specific
Audit Reform Act Provision referring to approval of SEA Chief
Legal Officer before technical assistance can be requested.

Please see SectionIX for the camplete question as it was asked in
the questionnaire.




STATE ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS

ISSUE 15:
25 15 S5 1. SIROKGLY SUPPORTED
2+ (7] 2. GINERALLY SUPPORTED
10- ' 1. ATRAL
- 3 4. K0T SUPRORTED
o 165 . []5. STRONCLY OPPOSED
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STATES 1550E (1)

SHOULD LANGUAGE BE INSERTED TO CHANGE WINIMUN STATE ADMINISTRATIVE
FUNDING FROE-1 70 1.5 PERCENT OF TOTAL

Average: 1.8
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EVEN START ADMNISTRATIVE FUNDS

13

!

S
NI e

|3SUE 1§:

51, STRONGLY SUPPORTED

(] 2. CENERALLY SUPPORTED

3. NEUTRAL

[ 3 4. NOT SUPPORTED

[]5. STRONGLY 0PPOSED

STATES 15SUE (2)

SHOULD 51 OF EVEN START ALLOCATION BE AVAILABLE FOR STATE
ADUINISTRATIVE FUNDS IF NEEDED -

Average: 1.4
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RULE REVIEW BY PRACTITIONERS

ISSUE 1S
[ ,
2% S 1. SIRONGLY SUPPORIED |
- (7] 2. GENERALLY SUPPORTED
]- 3. NEUTRAL
10- [3 4. 0T SUPPORIED
= 14 []5. STROKGLY 0PPOSED
E;; 164 :
Al
= ()
g 10-
= -
6 )
H )
7 l l
0 S

STATES 1SSUE (3)

RULE REVIEW BY COMNITTEC OF PRACTIONERS - SHOULD THIS Bt
CHANGED TO REFLECT CONSULTATION WITH GROUPS MENTIONED

Average: 1.5

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




NUMBER OF RESPONSES

AUDIT REFORM ACT

[}

ISSUE 1S:

B3 1. STRONGLY SUPPORTED

[] 2. GENERALLY SUPPORTED

3. NEUIRAL

[ 4. NOT SUPPORTED

[]5. STRONGLY OPPOSED

Vi, -

STATES ISSUE (4)

Should lahguage be changed to remove the audit reform act
provis ion referring to approval by SEA chief legal officer

before technical assistance can be requested

Average: 2.3




STATE COORDINATOR RESPONSES TO PROFILE SHEET




Number of States Responding
HR 5 State Coordinator Results In Each Category

Question 4: Audit Exceptions
1. Settled all federal Chapter 1 30
audit exceptions

2. One or more open federal Chapter 1 9
audit exceptions

3. Never had an audit exception 7

Question 5: School District size

1. Small, 250 pupils or less 6
2. Medium, 500 to 1000 pupils 18
3. Large, 1000 pupils or more 23

Question 6: District classification

1. Rural 28
2. Suburban 3
3. Urban 1
4. Mixed 15

Question 7: Average Chapter 1 Grants

1. $5,000 - $10,000 0
2. $10,000 - $25,000 5
3. $25,000 - $100, 000 21
4. $100,000 plus 21

Question 8: !v state has
1. A state funded cumpensatory education program 21

2. No state funded compensatory education program 26




State Coordinator Responses

In my state, the concentration 1 0-10 building
Grant Formula at the 75 percent 2. 11-20
level will benefit approximately 3. 21-30

4. 31-50

5. 50-100

60% level 0-10
11-20
21-30
31-50
51-80
81-100
over 100

SOV O B L)) e

Three states did not respond.

Number of Responses
16
10
4
3
14
Total 47

Number of Responses

7
5
9
5
3
2
5

1

—

Total 7




SECTION VI

NATIONAL SURVEY IN REGARD TO HRS5

The attached sheets show the breakdown of responses by individual

state average. The numbers have been compiled on the following scale:

ll2ll
ll3ll
lll‘ "

ll5ll

The

strongly supported
generally supported
neutral

not supported

strongly opposed

national average appears on the left side of each page.

NOTE: The above information may also be used in regard to section VII
which is a similar chart showing the breakdown of responses by
background of the respondent.
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SECTION VI.

Concentration Graats (1)
Concentration Graats (2)
Schoolwide Pro’ects (1)
Schoolwide Projects (2)
Parental Involvement (1)
Parental Ianvolvement (2)
Parental Iavolvement (3)
Private Schools (1)
Private Schools (2)
Carryover (1)
Evaluation (1)
Evaluation (2)

Program Improvement (1)
Program Improvement (2)
New Provisions/Programs
New Provisions/Programs
New Provisions/Prograns
New Provisions/Programs

(1)
2)
(3)
(4)

New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New Geperal
New General
New Geperal
New General
New General
Other (1)
Other (2)
Other (3)
Other (4)
Other (5)
Other (6)

Other (7)

Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
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Provisions

Provisions

(1
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(4)
(s)
(6)
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Concentration Grants (1
Concentration Grants (2
Schoolwide Projects (1)
Schoolwide Projects (2)
Parental Involvement (1

Parental Involvement (2

)
)

)
)

Pareatal Involvement (3)

Private Schouls (1)
Private Schools (2)
Carryover (1)
Evaluation (1)
Evaluation 72)

Program Improvement (1)
Program Improvement (2)
New Provisions/Programs
New Ptovisions/Programs
New Provisions/Programs
New Provisions/Programs
New General Provisions
New General Provisions
Nev General Provisions
Neﬁ'General Provisioans
New General Provisions
New General Provisions
New General Provisions
New General Provisions
Nev General Provisions
New General Provisions
New General Provisions
New General Provisions
Other (1)

Other (2)

Other (3)

Other (4)

Other (5)

Other (6)

Other (7)

(1
(2)
(3)
(4)
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
\6)
m
(8)
9)
(10)
(11)
(12)

Alabama

§
c
.g
<
4.1
4.6
2.9
2.4
2.2
2.8
2.6
3.6
3.6
1.8
3.7
2.8
2.4
1.7
3.4
3.5
4.2
3.1
0 1.7
1.7
3.0
4.3
2.6
2.3
3.2
3.1
2.8
3.0
2.4
2.8
3.7
3.7
1.7
3.6
2.5
4.8
3.8
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Louisianna

Mississippi

Tennessee




Concentration Grants (1)
Concentration Grants (2)
Schoolwide Projects (1)
Schoolwide Projects (2)
Parental Involvement (1)
Parental Involvement (2)
Parental Involverent (3)
' Private Schools (1)
Private Schools (2)
Carryover (1)
Evaluation (1)
Evaluation (2)
Program Improvement (1)
Program Improvement (2)
New Provisions/Programs
New Provisions/Programs
New Provisions/Programs

New Provisions/Programs

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New Genperal
New General
J"2w General
New General
New General
Other (1)
Other (2)
Other (3)
Other (4)
Other (5)
Other (6)
Other (7)

Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions

Provisions

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
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Minnesota
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Illinois
Indiana

Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska

Concentration Grants (1)
Concentration Grants (2)
Schoolwide Projects (1)
Schoolwide Projects (2)
Parental Involvement (1)
Parental Involvement (2)
Parentgf-lnvolvement (3)
Private Schools (1)
Private Schools (2)
Carryover (1)

Evaluation (1)
Evaluation (2)

Program Improvement (1)

©C O b WMwMowOoIMN N o o

Program Improvement (2)

w o

New Provisions/Programs (1)
New Provisions/Programs (2)

New Provisions/Programs (3)

New Provisions/Programs (4)
New General Provisions (1)
New General Provisions (2)
New General Provisions (3)
New General Provisions 4)
New General Provisions (5)
New General Provisions (6)
New General Provisions (7)
New General P.ovisions (8)
New General Provisions (9) .
New General Provisions (10)
New General Provisioas (11)
New General Provisions (12)
Other (1)

Other (2)

Other (3)

Other (4)

Other (5)

Other (6)

Other 7)




Concentration Grants (1)

Concentration Grants (2)
Schoolwide Projects (1)
Scboolwide Projects (2)
Parental Involvement (1)

Parental Involvement (2)

Parental Involvement (3)
Private Schools (1)
Private Schools (2)
Carryover (1)
Evaluation (1)
Evaluation (2)

Program Improvement (1)

Program Improvement (2)

New
New
New
New
New
New
New
New
New
New
New
New
New
New
New
New

Provisions/Programs
Provisions/Programs
Provisions/Programs
Provisions/Programs
General Provisions
General Provisions
General Provisions
General Provisions
Gene ~al Provisions
General Provisions
General Provisions
General Provisions
General Provisions
General Provisions
General Provisions

General Provisions

Other (1)
Other (2)
Other (3)
Other (4)

Other

(5)

Other (6)

Other

e)]

(1
(2)
(3)
(4)
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(s)
(6)
)]
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)

Delaware

Kentucky

Maryland

North Carolina

South Carolina

Virgintia

Washington D.C.

West Virginia




Concentration Grants (1)
Concentration Grants (2)
Schoolwide Projects (1)
Schoolwide Projects (2)
Parental Involvement (1)
Parental Involvement (2)
Parental Involvement (3)
Private Schools (1)
Private Schools (2)
Carryover (1)

Evaluation (1)
Evaluation (2)

Program Improvement (1)
Program Improvement (2)
New Provisions/Programs
New Provisions/Programs
New Provisions/Programs
New Provisions/Programs

New General Provisions (

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
1)

New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
New General
Other (1)
Other (2)
Other (3)
Other (4)
Other (5)
Other (6)
Other (7)

Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions
Provisions

Provisions

(2)
(3)
(4)
(s)
(6)
(7
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11) e
(12)
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SECTION VII.
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Concentration 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.9 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.3 2.7 2.7 2.2 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.5 1.9
Grants (1) .
Concentration 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.1 2.7 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.1 2.8
Grants (2)
Schoolvide (1) 2.1 2.1 .1 2.3 .1 .1 .2 .1 2.0 .1 2.2 2.0 1. .1 .1 2.0 2 2.2 2.1 2.0
Schoolvide (2) 2.1 2.1 .0 2.1 .1 .1 1. .0 2.1 20 2.1 2.0 2. .2 .1 2.0 2 002.1 2.0 2.0
Parental 2.0 .1 1 2.2 .1 2.2 .1 1 2.0 1 2.1 2.0 1. .1 3 2. .1 .1 2.0 2.
Involvement (1)
Parental 2.6 2.3 2.7 2.9 2.6 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.3 1.9 2.6 2.4 2.0 .3 2.4 2.7 2.8 2.7 2.5 2.5 2.2 1.8
Involvement (2)
Parental 29 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.1 30 3.0 3.0 2.9 2.8 3.0 3.0 2.7 2.9 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.7
Involvement (3)
Private Schools (1) 3.0 2.9 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.2 3.0 2.6 3.1 2.9 2.8 2.9 3.2 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 2.9 3.0 2.8
Private Schools (2) 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.0 29 3.1 3.0 29 3.0 33 3.0 J.t 3.0 3.1 2.9 3.0 2.8
Carryover 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.4 2.5 2.3 2.2 2.4 2.4 2.7 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.6 2.2 2.5 2.3
Evaluation (1) 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.1 2.9 2.9 3.0 2.8 2.7 3.0 3.5 2.9 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.7
Evaluation (2) 2.7 2.9 29 3.0 2.8 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.8 2.5 2.9 2.9 2.4 2.7 29 3.1 2.9 3.0 2.9 2.8 2.1 2.4
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Program 2.4 2.3 2.5 2.7 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.5 25 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.3
Improvement (1) )
Program 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.7 2.2 2.4 2.4 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.3 2.1 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.0
Isprovement (2)
New Provisions 2.5 2.4 2.8 3.0 2.6 2.8 2.8 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.7 2.4 2.1 2.5 2.6 2.1 2.8 2.1 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.1
and Programs (1)
New Provisions 3.5 3.5 3.4 27 3.7 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.7
and Programs (2)
New Provisions 2.8 2.8 3.1 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.1 2.9 2.9 26 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.9 3.0 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.4
and Programs (3)
New Provisions 2.8 2.6 2.9 3.1 2.9 2.8 2.9 2.7 2.1 2.1 2.8 2.6 2.1 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.1 2.8 2.7
and Programs (4)
New General 2.2 2.3 2.0 1.9 2.2 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.3 23 2.2 2.5 %2.2 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.3
Provisions (1)
New General 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8
Provisions (2)
New General 2.2 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.0
Provisions (3)
New General 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.9 3.0 2.7 2.8 2.9 2.8 2.6 2.9 2.1 2.5 2.8 2.1 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.8 2.6
Provisions (4)
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New General 2. 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.3 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.3 2. 2.3 2.1 2. 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.2
Provisions (5) :
New General 2. 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.2 23 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.1 2. 2.2 2.2 2. 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.0
Provisions (6)
New General 2. 2.3 2.4 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.3 2. 2.4 2.1 2. 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.3
Provisions (7)
New General 2. 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.7 2.1 2.1 2.6 2.1 2.1 2. 2.6 2.5 2. 2.6 2.1 2.7 2.8 2.7 2.5
Provisions (8)
New General 2. 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.2 2.2 2. 2.2 2.2 2. 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.3 2.2
Provisions (9)
New General 2. 2.2 2.2 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.2 2. 2.6 2.3 2. 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.3 2.2
Provisions (10)
New Ceneral 1. 1.8 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.1 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.8 2.0 1.9 1. 1.9 2.0 2. 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.7
Provisions (11)
New General <. 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.5 2.5 2. 2.4 2.8 2. 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.1
Provisions (12)
Other (1) 2. 2.3 2. 2.3 2.4 .3 2. .3 4 2.3 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.2
Other (2) 2 2.6 3. 2.8 2.8 d 2. 2.4 8 .6 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.1 2.6 2.3
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Other (3) 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.0 20 1.8 1.9 1.8 2.1 2.1 1.9 2.0 2.0 1.9 3.0
Ocher (4) 3.1 3.1 3.2 31 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.2 31 2.9 1.1 3.1 2.6 3.2 3.2 3.1 31 33 3.2 31 3.0 2.7
Other (5) 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.3 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.2
Other (6) 46 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.1 4.1 4.5 4.6 4.8 4.6 4.5 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.1 4.8
Other (7) 4.2 4.1 3.9 4.1 4.2 3.9 3.9 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.1 4.0 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.4
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SECTION VIII.

STATE COORDINATCRS PROFILE SHEET

For State Coordinators/Directors only

Please fill out the State Coordinators Profile Sheet and return with
your state coorcdinators' questionnaire to:

William Dallam, NASC President
Chief, Division of Federal Progra-s
Pennsylvania Department of Education

-33 Market Street

Harrisburg, PA 17126-0333

State Name:

Number of LEAs served ip 1386-87

Circle all numbers that apply:

1. My duties include:

2. Inmy State, the Concentration
Grant fomwula at the 75 percent
pPoverty level will benefit
approximately:

lInwsmm,memmmu&mn
Grant formula at the §0 percent
povertv level will*benefit
approximately:

4. My State has:

O v

Nt s W
e e e .

. Chapter 1

Chapter 2

Migrant Education
N & D Programs
89-313 Programs

. Equity Programs
.- Bilingual or ESOL Education

Programs (a program separate
from Chapter 1)

. EESA programs
. State Funded Remediation Program
. Other

1. 0 - 10 buildings
2. 11-20 buildings

3. 21 - 30 buildings
4. 21 - 50 huildings
5. 51 - 100 buildings
1. 0 - 10 buildings
2. 11 - 20 buildings
3.721 - 30 buildings
4. 31 - 50 buildings
5. 51 - 80 buildings
6. 81 - 100 buildings
7. Over 100 buildings
1. Settled all federal Chapter 1

audit exceptions

- One or more open feceral Chapcer 1

audit exceptions
Never had an audit exception

Do




In my State, in order to im- - Reassign present staff to new programs/
Plement the new programs and responsibilities. No new staff or furding
responsibilities passed in HR 5. required.

my State would need to do the

. f -~
following: Reassign present staff to new programs/

responsibilities. Somre new funding
required for travel, materials,
camunications.

- Reassign present staff to new programs/
responsibilities and add at jeast one
staff person. Some funding roquired.

- Reassign present staff to new programs/
responsibilities. Add mcre than one
staff person, plus additional funds
for travel, materials, camunications.

. Seek state help because of inadequate
staff time and/or state acministrative
funding.

. Extremely difficult to implement.
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LOCAL EDUCATICN AGENCY CURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

(Reactions to HR 5, The House Qmnibus Bill reauthorizing Charcer 1)

Directions: Every change statement has five possible responses. They are
as follows:

1. I strongly support this change 4. I generally do not support

2. I generally support this change this change

3. I am neutral or have no opinion S. I am strongly opposed to
regarding this change this change

When you answer, Please circle the number that corresponds me .t Closely
to your reaction to the change. Each question will be preceded by a brief
explanation of current law on the particular point.

1. Concentration Grants: Under current Law, no fiscal authorizazi-n exists
for concentration grants. These grants have gone to heavily imgaczsed districts
or counties. Funding for concentration grants was authorized uncer Title 1.

Q. 1 1l 2 3 4 5 HR 5 authorizes that amounts over the 1987 appropriation,

up to $400 million, be used for ccnecentration grants.
Establishes concentration grants to counties with over 15% or
6,500 poor children. Provides no state receives less

than .25% of the appropriation.

Q@. 2 12345 MRS limits subcounty distribution of concentration funds
to those districts which meet the threshold. Allows SEA's
to reserve up to 2% of concentration funds for LEAs in
counties which don't meet threshold.

Q.3 1 234 s HR 5 authorizes that schools with poverty levels of 75%
or more be eligible for schoolwide Projects, no longer
requires matching moneys and requires such projects to
implement an effective schools Procram as defined in
effective schools research.

Q. 4 l1 2 3 4 5 HR 5 allows states to approve schoolwide projects for 3
years, renewable for 3 more years, contingent on demon-
strating gains equal to or exceeds gains in other Chapter 1
Projects in the Local Educational Agency.

3. Parental Involvement: Under current Law, Local Education Agencies are required to
have an annual meeting, prepare written policies, and provide opportunities for

parents to be'involved in planning Programs, also opportunities for parents to
help their children academically. PpaC's are not required.

Q- 5 1 23 4 5 HR 5 continues previous requirements, does not recuire PAC's,
and now includes requirement for LEA's tc holé parent/teacher
conferences and to the extent practical, requires provision
of repo:ts of child's progress to parents.

h8
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Q-é 1 2 3 4 5 HR 5 includes possible activities, parent programs and prc-

: cedures such as parent training programs and makes Provision
for reasonable expenditures associated with parents at train-
ing sessions. Allows LEAs to expend funds for training
staff to work with parents.

Q.7 1 2 3 4 s HR 5 requires LEAs to provide parents with materials in
a language they understand and to coordinate parent involve—

ment, to the extent possible, with programs under the Adult
Education Act.

4. Private Non Public Schools: Under current Law, all LFAs and SEAs are bound by
the provisions of Aguilar vs Felton, which include capital expenditures off the top.

QB 1 2 3 4 5 HR 5 authorizes $30 million for fiscal year 1988 and un-
specified amounts for fiscal Years1989-93 t5 ray for capital
expenses related to Felton including reimbursesent for capital

———

COsts already incurred.

Qq l 2 3 4 5 HR 5 requires USED to develop procedures to investigate
camplaints regarding services to children in private schools
and to resolve the camplair.t within 120 days of receipt.

cretion in allowing LEAs to carry over funds. Most states allow 15 pércent, same
don't have a limit, determine on individual cases. :

Q10 12 3 4 s IR 5 limits carryover to 25 percent of funds for fiscal
year 1988 and 15 percent thereafter, with provision for
a one time waiver by the SEa. It exempts LEAs receiving
less than $50,000 fram the requirement.

Q- i l1 23 4 5 HR 5 requires LEA evaluations to include achievement in
both basic and advanced skills (reasoning, anralysis, inter-
pretation, problem solving and decision making) and to be
submitted to SEAs at least once every 3 years. Requires
LEAs, in other years, to review effectiveness of program.

Q. 1 1 2 3 4 5 HR 5 requires SEAs to evaluate programs b-sed on LEA eval-
uations at least every two years and submit results to the

Secretary, USED. LFAs are to be informed in aédvance of
how the data will be collected.

7. Proaram Improvement: Under current Law, no specific Provisions are made for

pProgram improvement only a federal requirement that SEAs not continue to fund pPrograms
that are not Successful in temms of pupil achievement.

Q- 13 1 2 3 4 5 HR 5 provides that for each school which shows no gain in
achievement, the LEA wil) develop a plan for imprevement.
If no gain occurs for two consecutive years, the SZA shall
provide technical assistance angd jointly develop with the

N9




-3 -

LFEA, plans and ways to evaluate. TACs are to help in this
effort.

HR 5 provides for Technical Assistance Centers and reguires,
where Possible, NDN to disseminate infomation on successful
programs.

8. New Provisions/New Proarams: Under current Law, the following provisions and

New programs do not exist. Each new pProgram, has new, set-aside funding. The
LEA allocation will not be affected.

l 2 3 4 5 HR 5 establishes the Even Start Program. Authorizes S0
million in fisca) Each SEA will have a share

LEAs that wish to Campete, integrate
early childhood with adult education. Funés may be used
for Planning, recruitment, child care, adult literacy,
transportation, etc.

HR 5 requires that LEAs winning Even Start Grants provide
matching funds 20% ~he first year; 40% the second year;
60% the thirg year; and 80% thereafter. No indirect costs
allowed.

50 million in fiscal year 1988 and unspecified amounts for
fiscal years1989-93. Allocates funds to SEAs on basis of
concentration grant percentage. SFEAs may reserve 5% for
administraticn. Requires SEAs to make campetitive grants
for secondary programs on need, quality of applications,
geographic distribution, etc. Only LEAs eligible for con-
centration grants are eligible.

9. New General Provisions:
generally reflect concerns

60




(0).32 12345 iy reduires programs to address koth basic and acvanced
. skills and urges consideration of year round ang intensive |
SumMer programs. Advanced skills are defined as; inter- |
Pretation, reasoning, analysis, problem solving and Qecisicn |
making.

O- 33 12345 HR 5 sets minimm state administrative funding at $300,000
(Previcus level was $225,000).

Q.au 12345 HRSlmitsSEMtousingnotmrethanIS%oftheirstate
administrative funds for indirect costs at the state level.

QQS 12345 HRSallWSIEAstouseuptos%oftheirallocaticns to pay
up to 50% of costs for innovative Programs in Chapter 1,

Districts must match funds. Local cost may be waived for pocr
districts.

Q.3 12345 HR 5 limits no wide variance to districts where schools are
within 5% of districtwide average of poverty.

Q.27 12345 IR 5 allows children no longer in greatest need o be served
for two additional years.

QP-3% 12345 s states that handicapped and LEp children are eligible
if they have needs Stemming from educaticnal deprivation,
and forbids use of funds to provide services otherwise
required by law.

C.29 1 2345 HR 5 reéuires that the LEA application shall assure that tire
and effort will be available to coordinate Chapter 1 with
the local program.

D.3012345 R 5 contains audit reform Provisions that dismantles the
Appeal Board in Washington and sets UP an Administrative
Law Judge process prcviding OPPortunity for presentaticn of
evidence, witnesses and all legal processes for SEAs that

to consider reauthorization of Chapter 1.
Q. 31 12345 }mSlimimthgénmntanL‘:Acancarryovereachyear. Shoulad

ke placed on districts other than using the reney within the
Tvdings Amendment requirement of all expenditures canpleted
within 27 months?

Q32 12345 1xs does not contain a provision for a percentage of the Even
Start porticn for local grant administrators. Shoyla lancuace be
inserted allowing for a portion of local Chagter 1 grans funds
to administer Even Start programs?

61




Q.33 12345

Q3 12345

@35 12345

Q3% 12345

Q.31 12345

HR 5 does not address state funded conpensatory prcerars
differently from Chapter 1. Should both Chapter 1 and
state remedial programs be coordinated to serve as many
children as possible rather than "stacking” funding 1f
the state mandates remedial education for all chiléren
below a certain level?

HR 5 funds concentraticn grants. Should the money be
allocated to states on the basis of the total poverty
count and flowed to districts with the highest poveriy
levels rather than directing funding on county percen-

tages of poverty?

HR 5 limits the amount of funding an LEA may carryover.
Should amcunts of funding available for reallocaticn be
made available by the SEA to Local Educaticn Agencies fcr
pProgram irprovement?

HR 5 does not menticn any voucher system. Shculd vouchrers
be made available to parents in either public or ncn public
schools for use in providing remedial services?

HR 5 does not provide for individualized educaticn plans

for every child as does the Education for the Handicapped
Act. Should HR 5 provide IEPs for every child served in

the program?
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12345 HR 5 does not address state funded campensatory programs
differently fram Chapter 1. Should both Chapter 1 and
state remedial programs be coordinated to serve as many
children as possible rather than "stacking" funding j
the state mandates remedial education for all chij
below a certain level?

12345 HR 5 funds concentration grants. Should
allocated to states on the basis of
count and flowed to districts with
levels rather than directing fundi
tages of poverty?

e money be
total poverty
e highest poverty

12345 HR 5 limits the amoun
Should amounts of ding available for reallocation be
made available the SEA to Local Education Agencies for
program imprpvément?

1234, HR 5 S not mention any voucher system. Should vouchers

de available to parents in either public or nonpublic

schools for use in providing remedial services?

12 5 HR 5 does not provide for individualized education plans
for every child as does the Education for the Handicapped
Act. Should HR 5 provide IEPs for every child served in
the program?

Additional questions that appear only on the State Coordinator's *)‘f
Questionnaire fomm. —

Q 1 12345 HR 5 provides a quarantee of 1 percent administrative funds
to all states or a minimum of $300,000, whichever is greater.
Should the guarantee language be changed to reflect 1% percent
administrative funds to all states with a $300,000 minimum?

O ‘2 12345 HR 5.provides for a new discretionary program called Even
Start. No provision is made for state administrative
costs. Should the Even Start language be changed to reflect
that 5 percent of the state's Even Start allocation be
available for state administrative funds if needed?

-

Q R 12345 HR 5 requires the formulation of a camittee of practi-
tioners to review all states rules before publications
and allow issuance of rules in emergencies without this
review. Should HR 5 language (rather than mandating a
review camittee) be changed to reflect either consultation
with representatives of the groups mentioned in HR 5
(Chapter 1, Section 1451 (6)) or adherance to state
established rulemaking procedures as long as they provide
opportunity for input and hearings from all interested
parties.

3
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(*"l 12345

HR 5 Audit Reform Act provisions require the SEA's chief

Legal Officer to certify thzt the interpretation sought by |
the SEA is legal before technical assistance be requested |
from the federal government on matters of law and regulation.

Should the language of HR 5 be changed to remove this re-
quirement?




