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Executive Summary 

Purpose Congressional concern about whether the proper (i e , neediest) children 
are selected for a $3 billion federal compensatory education program 
prompted this review. IJndcr chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation 
and Improvement Act of 1981, the Congress sought to free school offi- 
coals of unnecessary federal supervision, direction, and control of its 
largest aid program to elementary and secondary schools. This program, 
formerly known as title I and started in 1965, funds supplemental 
reading and mathematics classes for educationally needy children in 
poor areas 

I Jndcr chapter 1, Department of Flducation oversight was cut and some 
of the previous regulations eliminated. Yet despite congressional cuts in 
their administrative funds, the act still requires states to ensure that 
school districts meet applicable requirements for determining poor areas 
and choosing the neediest children. 

In response to a request by the chairmen of the House Committee on 
Education and Labor and the Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional 
Rights of the House Committee on the Judiciary, GAO determined 

l how chapter 1 children were selected; 
l whether they met federal, state, and local selection requirements, and 
. how compliance with these requirements was assured. 

Background 
-_I_---- -- 

In school year 1983-84, the focus of GAO’S review, about 5 million pupils 
took part m chapter 1 proJects run m 14,000 of the nation’s 16,000 
school districts Accordmg to the act, a district must (1) identify school 
attendance areas with the greatest concentrations of poor children, (2) 
identify educationally needy students withm these areas, and (3) select 
the ncedicst. But there are no specific criteria that all state and local 
agencies must use to select participatmg schools or students. * 

GAO reviewed records of 8,218 second- through fourth-graders in 58 
schools, 17 school districts, and eight states Although not representa- 
tive of the nation, these schools and districts offered diverse character- 
istics for review. To determine if chapter 1 reading participants were 
properly selected, GAO used state and/or locally established selection cri- 
teria GAO also sent a questionnaire to 51 state agencies (mcludmg the 
District of Columbia) to learn how they assured compliance with sclec- 
tlon criteria m school year 1983-84 
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Results in Brief 
- 

All 5 1 state agencies said they used standardized test scores to some 
extent to choose participants In comparmg educators’ selection decn- 
sions with the established criteria in 58 schools, GAO found few errors m 
the choice of students to receive chapter 1 reading services In the 11 
districts relying mainly on test scores, nearly all placement decisions 
met standards based on the district’s applicable criterion or reasonable 
professional mdgmcnts by school officials. In the SIX districts using 
additional selection factors, GAO analyzed only test scores and found few 
indefensible placements. 

State agencies said they monitored compliance with chapter 1 requn-e- 
ments chiefly by reviewmg districts’ applications for funds and making 
site visits of limited frequency and duration Yet, during school year 
1983-84, 2 1 state agencies (including 4 visited by GAO) said they reduced 
site visits because of cuts in admuustrative funds 

GAO’s Analysis 

- -._ _ _- ..-_. - -~-_--- ~ ---- 

Reliance on Test Scores Of the 17 school districts GAO reviewed, 11 used standardized test scores 
as the primary criterion for choosmg chapter 1 participants, while 6 
used additional criteria as well. (See app V ) Districts focusmg mainly 
on scores used various test score cutoffs-ranging from the 20th to the 
50th percentile-to identify educationally needy students. To select the 
neediest, children, these districts ranked students by test score and 
selected the lowest scorers. The six districts using other criteria consid- 
ered such factors as teacher recommendations, past participation, and 
classroom grades, in addition to test scores, to select the neediest chil- 
dren (See pp 23 to 30.) 

Lhtncts Met Criteria 
-----_-- - - -- 
District officials selected for participation those schools their data indi- 
cated had the highest concentrations of poor children, as required by the 
act Such data as enrollment m the Aid to Families With Dependent Chil- 
dren and the National School Lunch programs were used to rank and 
then select attendance areas (See pp. 22 and 23.) 

In the 11 districts relymg on test scores, GAO used their criterion to 
review 4,439 placement decisions. In 4 percent of the cases, the deci- 
sions could not be ,lustiRed. (See pp. 31 to 34 ) In the six districts using 
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Executive Summary 

multiple criteria, mcludmg test scores, GAO did not determine if place- 
ment decisions met each applicable criterron, but compared 2,049 stu- 
dent test scores with the established cutoff score. In all but 17 cases 
(less than 1 percent), either there was accord or educators makmg the 
selections justified the nonconformity For example, 136 low scorers 
were excluded from chapter 1 because they were m a similar program 
(See pp. 35 to 37.) 

States Check Applications 
and Visit Districts 

-- 
Forty-nme state agencies said they used their review of applications for 
chapter 1 funds to help ensure that their school districts met student 
selection requirements. Forty-seven said they also used site visits to 
monitor compliance Wut 30 agencies reported spending only 1 day m 
most (68 percent or more) distracts during school year 1983-84. (See pp. 
40 to 44 ) 

About 40 percent of the state agencies (21) said they had reduced their 
monitoring compared to the time spent under the prior title I program 
due to admnustrative funding cuts. For example, among the eight states 
GAO visited, a comparison of staffing levels prior to 1981 with school 
year 1983-84 showed staff reductions ranging from 23 to 43 percent m 
five states; further, four of the eight states said they had reduced their 
momtormg of school districts. Even though site visits and momtormg 
decreased, GAO found a high level of comphance with established sclec- 
tion criteria. GAO could not conclude, however, that such a reduction in 
on-site momtoring will not have some effect m the future. (See pp 44 to 
49 ) 

Ikecommendations GAO is making no recommendations. 

Agency Comments In a November 21, 1986, letter, the Department of Education said it was 
pleased to learn that few errors were made m selectmg students for 
chapter 1. In its view, the report provides important information for 
local, state, and federal officials to consider as chapter 1 reauthorization 
issues are discussed. 
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Over several decades, the Congress has taken actions to address prob- 
lems of children from low-income families who have special educational 
needs. Recognizing that concentrations of such children in a school dls- 
trict may adversely affect the district’s ability to provide appropriate 
Instruction, the Congress gave states and school districts funds for 
remedial mstruction Most recently, it sought to reduce federal controls 
over those funds. 

Imtlally, federal financial assistance was provided to school districts for 
scrvlccs to educationally deprived children under title I of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended In August 1981, 
the Congress replaced that leglslatlon with chapter 1 of the Education 
Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA), which was amended 
m December 1983. 

The tltlc I and chapter 1 programs differ primarily m how they are 
admmlstered. With chapter 1, the Congress reduced the role of the 
Department of Education, asserting that federal assistance “will be more 
cffectlvo if education officials, prmclpals, tcachcrs, and supporting per- 
sonnel arc freed from overly prescrlptlve regulations and admimstratlve 
burdens which are not. necessary for fiscal accountablhty and make no 
contnbutlon to the instructional programs ” In addition, E(:IA deleted 
program requirements that specific program evaluation models be used 
and that dlstncts have parent advisory councils (although some form of 
parent mvolvcment, still 1s required). 

IXIA also rcduccd funds allotted to state educational agencies for pro- 
gram admirustratlon from a maximum of’ 1 5 percent of the state’s 
annual grant. under tltlc I to a maximum of 1 percent under chapter 1 
‘I’hc mmlmum was the same for both programs, $225,000 for smallcbr 
grants One>-third of the states were not affected by this change because 
thcly rocelved the minimum of $226,000 * 

In keeping with the intent of the nclw law, the Department of Education 
r(lduccd 0,s ovorsght actlvltles by visiting fewer state and local ag!,c~~~s 
than It, had under the prior title I program Also, it ehminatcd some of 
the program regulations as a result of the changes m the law. 

Chapter 1 1s the nation’s largest federally funded elementary and cicc- 
ondary education program. For school year 1983-84, the focus of our 
revIow, $3.2 billion wan, appropnat,cd for 57 state agencies and tcrnto- 
rlc’s and about 14,000 school dlstncts. Since 1965, when title I came into 
bomg, through school year 198L86, the Congress has appropriated $46 



_-- .-- --- .--.--- - ________ -~-------- 
<:haptr~r 1 

- --_ - _ _ _ ------..-----_------.~ --- - 
bilhon for the program-about $23 billion from school year 1979-80 to 
19X5-86, as table 1.1 shows 

- -_--_ - -.-_ -- l-------_l__ --_- --~ 
Table 1.1. Appropriations for the Title I 
and Chapter 1 Programs (1979 86) School year 

197980 

198081 

198182 
1982 83 

1983-84 
198485 

198586 
Total 

Program 
Title I 

Title I 
Tttle I 

Chapter 1 
Chapter 1 

Chapter 1 

Chapter 1 

Approprlatlons 
$3,228,382,000 

3,215,343,000 

3,104,317,000 
3,03i,969,000 

3,200,394,000 
3,480,000,000 

3,688,163,000 

$22,950,568,000 

During the regular term of school year 1983-84, states served about, 4 9 
mllhon public school students under chapter 1 Due to fundmg hmlts, 
about half of the students that, school dlstrlcts’ ldentlfled as eligible 
were served, according to Congressional Research Service estimates. On 
av~age, chapter 1 students received 4 hours of spcclal mstructlon each 
weok in small &sscs averaging about 10 students Children from 
prckmdcrgartcn through 12th grade were helped, but nearly 70 percent 
were m grades one through six Supplementary instruction in reading 
was given to 74 percent of the participants and m mathematics to 45 
percent, Language arts, hmlted English, English-as-a-second language, 
and social studies were other sub,jccts taught As reported by 36 states, 
4h porccnt of partlclpants were white, 29 percent black; 22 percent Ihs- 
paruc, and 4 percent American Indian, Alaskan Native, or Aslan/I’acific 
Islandor. 

_ _.-_- -.-_- -___ -- ---- -- --- --~-- 
Chapter 1 authorizes formula grants to school dlstrlcts to serve educa- 
tlonally dcpnvcd students who live m school attendance areas with high 
c~onc:cnt,ratlons of children from low-income famlhes. The Department of 
lMuc*atlon dlstnbutes the annual chapter 1 appropriation among the 
states and counties based on a formula that multiplies the number of 
statutorily dcfmcd !?I- to 17-year-old children m each county by 40 per- 
ccbnt of’ the avt’rage amount the state spends to educate each pupil, or 
nol, ICVGS than 80 nor more t,han 120 percent of the national per-pupil 
expc~ndlturo To do its computations, Education primarily uses the latest 
d(~cenmal census data on the number of children from low-income fami- 
1~s For example, m the slmplcst case, if a state’s average per-pupil 
tbxpendlt uro wore $2,000, each 5 to 17-year-old resident who met the 
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statutory defmltmn would generate $800 (40 percent of $2,000) in 
c*haptcr 1 grant funds for the county. To receive chapter 1 funds, the 
st&,c must assure Education when applying for grant funds that Its 
fiscal controls and fund accounting procedures comply with program 
royuircmcnt s (The funds alloc&d to states and terntories for school 
yclar 1983-84 appear m app. I, with state admlmstratlve costs shown 
scparatcly ) 

The st:&.tte agency makes appropriate allocations to school distrlct,s 
wlthln the countxs A school dlstrlct that seeks funds for a chapter 1 
progoct must, apply to the state agency and describe the services it 
wlshcs to provldc. State agencies dctermme what speclflc mformation 
school districts must present as part of their apphcatlons. 

- ._-_ ---_ -----------_--w-p- -_--.- --____-__- ---__. 

1% wc rty and l’oderal requirements-statutory and regulatory-for sclcctmg partxl- 

INucat,ional Xeed 
patmg schools and students do not specify uniform criteria that all state 
;ind loc~~l agencies must use Within the guidelines dcscrlbed below, state 

Ikterminc agenclcs develop their own specific criteria or d&g&c: this response- 

Participating Schools blhty to their local school dlstncts 

and Students As under title I, seloctlon of participants under chapt,cr 1 1s a three-step 
process (see fig 1 1) 
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Figure 1 .l: Selection of Chapter 1 
Schools and Students 

Il’or the nutlal step, ldentlf’ymg schools with the highest, concentrations 
of low-mcome students, local officials generally use census, school 
lunch, and/or Aid to Families With Dependent Chnldren (ANN:) data to 
compute the: avcago poverty level for the dlstrlct as a whole. Schools 
t,hat equal or c~xcc\ed the average are considered for chapter 1 SCI‘VICC~S 
If’ a sc~hool dust rict has a uniformly high concentration of low-mczomc 
children, all at,lcndancae arcas may be Inch&d in the dlstr let’s chapter I 
pro~~oct, 

Il’o~ st,cip two, ldcntlf ymg students who are educationally dcprlvod- 
whctthcr or not poor-chapter 1 requires school districts to assess annu- 
ally t,hc> c~tlucatlonal needs of all students m chglble attendanc*c arcas 
Ikpartmc~nt, of Education rc~gulatlons define educationally dcpr lvcd chll- 
drcbn as “c*lruldrc:n whose educational attamment 1s below the lcvc~l that, 
IS approprlatc~ f‘or children of their age.” For example, pcbrf ormancc~ at 01 
bckw the 550th porcentlle on a standardized test 1s consldercd below 
gt adc level and an indication of educational depnvatlon m 4 of the 17 
sc~hool dlstrlcts WC vlsltcd. 
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According to the Department’s *June 1983 nonregulatory guidance, 
which is not bmdmg on state agencies and school districts, a school dls- 
tract identifies educationally deprived children for the chapter 1 pro- 
gram “using criteria and mformatlon of its choice.” It also states that 
districts may use various mformatlon sources in their determmatlon, 
mcludmg standardized test scores, informal diagnoses, records of aca- 
demic performance, and observations by professional st,aff. Most dis- 
tncts annually use a standardized test of reading and mathematics 
skills 

As to the third step, selecting students in greatest need of assistance, 
however, neither the law nor regulations provide guldancc on how to 
Identify them. For example, districts that rely primarily on test scores 
generally rank students and choose partlclpants starting with the lowest 
s(+oros 

A .lanuary 1986 report’ by the Department of Education’s National 
Institute of Education (NIC)~ looked at rcclplents of chapter 1 services as 
part of a mandate contamcd m the 1983 amendments to t,he N:IA of 
198 1 The NIE summarized available mformatlon on the proportion and 
c’haracterlstlcs of cduc+at,lonally deprived chlldrcn and other students 
receiving chapter 1 servlc’es, with parttcular emphasis on their test 
scores. 13ecause the services are not, available in all schools or at all 
grade levels, NIIS found that many educationally deprived children were 
not, served by the chapter 1 program. The NM study contributes to the 
contmumg debate about who should benefit from compensatory educa- 
t,lon--poor students, regardless of their achlevomcnt level, or low- 
achlcvmg students who may or may not reside in poor areas. More is 
said about the NIF: findmgs on pages 37 and 38 

We also looked at participants test scores for this review, but focused 
only on children m chapter 1 schools and at three of’the grade levels Y 
designated to rccclvc chapter 1 services. Our intent was to learn 
whether of flclals in these schools properly selected program partlcl- 
pants in accordance with esta,bllshcd selection criteria. 

I’ugr 14 GAO/HRD-87-26 Sirlwtmg (:hapter 1 Students 
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OQjcctivcts, Scope, and Congressional concern that replacing title I with chapter 1 would 

IMethodology 
adversely affect services to the nation’s economically and educationally 
dcprlved students prompted this review. It was jointly requested by the 
chairmen of the IIouse Committee on Education and Labor and the Sub- 
committee on Civil and Constltutlonal Rights of the House Committee on 
the .Judlclary, on November 20, 1984 The committees were interest,ed in 
how the new law was being implemented and who was ensuring that 
student selection requirements were met. In response to their request, 
we determined 

. how chapter 1 students were selected; 
l whether chapter 1 participants met federal, state, and local selection 

r(squirttments; and 
. how compliance with chapter 1 student selection requlrcments was 

assured 

To determine whether chapter 1 participants met sclectlon requlrc- 
mcnts, we used criteria developed by state and/or local agencies, as 
appropriate Neither the act nor Education’s regulations provide specific 
or quantifiable requirements for program partlclpatlon. 

WC also reviewed the selection of schools to receive chapter 1 funds. At 
each district, we looked at the procedures used m the 1983-84 school 
year for ldentlfymg and selecting schools We then determined whether 
offlclals developed mformatlon on the percentage of low-income chll- 
dren m each school at,tendance area and chose participating schools 
having the highest concentrations of such children We did not verify 
the poverty figures used by school district offlclals. 

To determmc how compliance with chapter 1 student selection requu-c- 
mcbnts was assured, we concentrated on state agencies’ efforts. These 
agencies are responsible for ensuring that their school districts comply 
with all applicable statutory and regulatory provisions pertaining to 
chapter 1 

To make these detcrminatlons, we analyzed information for school year 
1983-84 from a number of sources, including the Department of Educa- 
tion, state educational agencies, school districts, and state and local pro- 
gram auditors A large number of state agencies (57), school districts 
(about 14,000), and individual schools participate in the chapter 1 pro- 
gram. Thus, visiting a statistically representative sample of these sites 
would have been prohibitively expensive Therefore, as agreed with our 
requesters, we Judgmentally selected eight state agencies and 17 school 

L 
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dlstrlcts to analyze m detail. Our choice of states and school dlstrlcts, 
and schools and students within the districts, was designed, however, to 
provide a broad mix of program and admmlstratlve charactcnstlcs 
important to an assessment of student selection and state agency 
oversight. 

Also, m November 1984, we sent a questlonnalrc to 51 state educational 
agencies (mcludmg the District of Columbia) to obtam mformatlon on 
specific aspects of their admmlstratlon of the chapter 1 program for 
school year 1983-84 All state agencies responded. The mformatlon 
obtained related to (1) whether state agencies changed selection gulde- 
lines as a result of the switch from tkle I to chapter 1, (2) whether state 
or local agencies had established criteria for school districts to use m 
selectmg participants, (3) how state agencies had assured comphancc 
with partlclpant selection requirements, and (4) how school districts’ 
selection procedures were monitored. (The questionnaire and the tabu- 
lated responses appear m app 11.) Except for funding figures and 
responses given by the eight states we vlslted (described below), we did 
not verify the mformatlon provided in the questionnaire 

From September 1984 to February 1985, we visited eight state educa- 
tional agencies, 17 school districts, and 58 schools. At the state agencies, 
we determined what selection guidelines, if any, they had established 
for their school districts to follow and how they carried out their ovcr- 
sight and monitoring of student selection. The states m our sample and 
their school year 1983-84 chapter 1 allocatmns are shown m table 1 2 

_ - -_- . -_- --~ 
Tible 1.2:chapter 1 Basic Grant 

._^__-___- --_ 

Allocations for States Revlewed by Chapter 1 
GAO(SchoolYear 198384) State allocation 

Callfornla $251,680,000 

Mlchlgan 101,309,000 

Ohlo 94,264,OOO * 

NewJersey 87,067,OOO 

Georgia 72,478,OOO 
Massachusetts 61,123,OOO 
MISSISSIPPI 60,134,OOO 
District of Columbia 13,104,000 
Total $741 ,159.ooo 

We selected states with diverse characteristics relating to level of 
funding, numbers of partlcipatmg school districts, average per-pup11 
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education expenditures, geographic locations, and amounts of admims- 
tratlve funds. California, for example, received the most admmlstratlvc 
money of the 5 1 states m 1983-84 and had among the most school dm- 
tricts Mississippi had the lowest average per-pupil expenditure and the 
District of Columbia among the highest We focused on these character- 
lstlcs because they affect state agency oversight of school districts (See 
app. III for details on the states WC selected.) 

The clght states visited contained about one-fourth (3,613) of the 15,600 
school districts m the 51 states we surveyed About 96 percent of the 
eight state districts reccrved chapter 1 funds m school year 1983-84, 
amounting to 27 percent ($741 million) of the $2 7 bllhon awarded for 
basic grants to all 57 states (including the territories) 

We visited school districts in the eight states to identify the criteria 
school officials were supposed to use to select chapter 1 schools and par- 
ticipants and to determine how districts complied with these criteria 
llccause of the large number of participating school districts m these 
states-l ,030 m Cahlorma alone-we did not study a generalizable 
sample of districts in each state. Instead, we judgmentally selected 17 
districts for review, primarily urban, providing a range of chapter 1 
funding levels The 17 districts received about $132 mllllon m school 
year 1983-84, 18 percent of the $741 mllhon allocated to the eight states 
(see app. III) 

In each district, we visited 2 to 4 schools for a total of 58. As a group, 
the ,58 schools included h I 

l some with the highest percentage of low-income students m the dlst,rlct; 
. some with the mmlmum percentage of low-mcome students necessary to 

recclvc chapter 1 funds in that district; and Y 
l some that had been visited recently by state agency program monitors 

At the 58 schools, we reviewed school year 1983-84 records for the 
8,2 18 second-, third-, and fourth-graders, historically among the pre- 
dominant chapter 1 recipients. Of these, we included 8,207 m our anal- 
yses (see app, IV for additional mformatlon) We determined whether or 
not, the students participated m chapter 1 reading or mathematics 
classes. Our discussion of student selection m this report, however, 
I elates only to the reading program as (1) it had more participants, and 
(2) selection and participation patterns for mathematics did not slgnlfl- 
cantly differ from those for reading 
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Where available, we obtained students’ scores on district-wide standard- 
ized tests of reading and mathematics skills conducted by each district 
annually. In some instances, districts excluded certain grades from the 
testing program for budgetary reasons. In one such district, we instead 
obtained classroom grades for second- through fourth-graders. Also, 
some districts used standardized tests other than the district-wide tests 
m the selection process, but we did not obtain these scores. Of the 8,207 
students included m our analysis, we obtained test scores on 6,488. Test 
scores were not included m the files for the remaining students 

In the 11 districts that used student test scores as the primary selection 
criterion, we determined whether the placement of students complied 
with estabhshed criteria as follows First, we compared test scores 
obtained from students’ records to the cutoff score that districts used to 
identify students eligible for chapter 1. We then asked selecting officials 
about seemingly ineligible students who participated in chapter 1 and 
low-scoring, eligible students who did not. At one district m which most 
students did not have a test score, WC used classroom grades as the basis 
for asking selecting officials about above-average students who partlci- 
pated in chapter 1 and below-average students who did not 

But in the six districts that used multiple criteria (including test scores) 
to identify and select students, we were unable to determine categori- 
cally whether school officials selected students m accordance with all 
applicable criteria. Instead, we used the district’s established cutoff 
score to determine the degree to which those who scored below the 
cutoff were served by chapter 1 and those who scored above were not 
As appropriate, we then asked why low scorers were not served and 
high scorers were (see fig. 1 2). 
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Flgure 1.2. GAO Methodology for Evaluating Student Placement 
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To ensure the consistency of the information, we developed and used 
data collection instruments at the state, school district, and school 
levels. At each lcvcl, we reviewed the guidance provided to officials on 
rdentlfying and selcctmg students for chapter 1 during the 1983-84 
school year. In addition, we obtained mformatlon from state officials on 
their oversight activities during that year. 

‘I’hls revrcw was conducted in accordance with generally accepted gov- 
crnment auditing standards. 
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Criteria for Student Selection 
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Local school district officials select children to receive services under 
chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 
First a school district must determine which of its school attendance 
areas have the highest concentrations of poor children Then the distract 
uses whatever measures it and the state educational agency believe best 
identify children most in need of chapter 1 services, so long as generally 
stated federal requirements are observed. For their selection criteria, 11 
of the 17 districts in our sample used student scores on standardized 
tests, while 6 districts used multiple mdicators, such as classroom 
grades, teacher recommendations, and previous participation as well as 
standardized test scores. Generally, the 11 school districts that relied 
mainly on test scores selected students who met then own standards 
For the 4,439 students in these districts with reading test scores, we 
found that all but 188 selection decisions (4 percent) either conformed to 
the districts’ established criteria or were based on reasonable profcs- 
slonal judgments 

Hut in the six districts that had established multiple criteria (mcludmg 
test scores), the number and diversity of these standards made it diffi- 
cult to fully validate their selection decisions. We exammcd records for 
2,049 students with reading test scores and found that generally stu- 
dents who participated m chapter 1 programs had scores that were 
below their district’s cutoff score criterion while students who did not 
participate had scored above the cutoff In only 17 cases were educators 
making the selections unable to justify placement decisions (less than 1 
percent of the 2,049 students) 

Schools Properly 
Selected According to 
District Data 

_ - ~------___-~_ - ___ __..._ _--.--- 
To receive chapter 1 services, students must live m ehgible school 
attendance areas-those with the greatest concentrations of low-income 
children. (An attendance area is the geographical area in which children 
who normally are served by a particular school reside ) Of the 17 school 
districts we visited, 16 selected schools that their data showed had the 
highest concentrations of low-income children. One district used state 
rather than federal funds to provide compensatory education services to 
such schools It then used chapter 1 funds at schools which its data 
showed had the next greatest concentrations of low-mcomc students 
((hapter 1 permits this allocation method ) 

To identify attendance areas m which low-mcome children arc concen- 
trated, Education encourages school districts to use the best available 
measure-which may be a composite of several indicators-for deter- 
mimng what, is a low-income family, For example, a district may use ( 1) 
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data on children from families receiving Aid to Families With Dependent 
Children (AE’DC) or (2) data on families whose children are eligible under 
the National School Lunch Program. 

Who establishes the measures and criteria for school districts to follow 
m identifying school attendance areas that qualify for chapter 1 funds‘? 
Of the 51 state agencies (including the District of Columbia) answermg 
our questionnaire, 39 said they established such guidance-21 required 
use of school lunch and/or AFDC data, and 18 called for a combmation of 
mcome-related measures, including those based upon school lunch, MM:, 
census, and/or other data. 

The other 12 states, however, said they did not establish attendance 
area criteria, but allowed districts to develop their own In the one such 
state, the two school districts we visited used AFDC data to help identify 
the low-income population and thus eligible attendance areas (one dis- 
trict also used census income figures) 

Of the 1,587 schools m the 17 districts sampled, officials reported 1 ,I 14 
met their district’s poverty criteria and 919 received chapter 1 funds. 
These 919 schools constituted 82 percent of the eligible schools, and 58 
percent of all schools m the districts. The districts did not give chapter 1 
money to all eligible schools because of funding constraints 

Student Selection 
Criteria Vary 

- 
The next step is selection of the neediest of the educationally deprived 
children in each chapter 1 school School districts must conduct annual 
assessments of educational needs to decide which children they will 
serve and the types of services they will provide. Rut neither ECIA nor 
Education’s regulations and guidance specify how mdividual students 
are to be selected for chapter 1 services. According to federal guidance, 
state agencies and school districts may use (but are not limited to) the 
following kinds of information to identify educationally deprived chil- 
dren: standardized test scores, results of informal diagnoses, records of 
academic performance, and observations by professional staff. 

* 

Although selection criteria may vary, test scores were used most 
heavily, according to results of our questionnaire sent to 51 state agen- 
cies and visits to 17 school districts. Of the 25 state agencies that estab- 
lished criteria for school districts to follow, 23 said they emphasized test 
scores to a great or very great extent Teacher recommendations, class- 
room performance, and local tests each were also given great to very 
great emphasis, but by fewer state agencies, as shown m figure 2.1. 
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Figure 2 1. Relatwe Emphasis on 
Student Performance-Measures by 
States That Have Establlshed Selection 3o ‘J’r”““‘r ‘I’ W’ ’ 
Criteria (:ktwol Year 1983 84) 

25 

I Very Great or Great Emphasis 

Students’ scores on standardized tests were used as the selection crite- 
rion m 1 1 districts we visited (the first 11 hsted m table 2 1); wh110 the 
other fi were “multiple criteria” districts (designated 12-17 on the table), 
which used test scores m combmation with other selection factors To 
receive chapter 1 services, students in districts designated 12, 13, and 14 
had to either score at or below the cutoff percentile on a designated 
standardized test or meet one of the other criteria. In the districts num- 
bered 16, 16, and 17, students had to meet both the test score cutoff and 
one or more of the other criteria listed for chapter 1 selection School 
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districts used various standardized tests m their selection process, as 
shown m appendix V. 

The test score cutoff used to identify cducatlonally deprived students 
for t,he chapter 1 program varied among the school districts we 
reviewed, as shown m table 2.1. It ranged from the 20th percentile m 
Lansing, Michigan, to the 50th percentile in four districts-Greenville, 
Hattlesburg, and Jackson, Mississippi, and the District of Columbia. In 
three of the eight states we visited-Mlsslsslppl, California, and 
Georgia-districts within the same state used the same cutoff score; m 
four states-Michigan, Ohio, New *Jersey, and Massachusetts-the 
cutoff score differed across districts within the same state (the District 
of Columbia is one school district). In Newark and Trenton, New .Jcrscy, 
the cutoff score varied across grade levels. 
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Table 2.1: Chapter 1 Eligibrhty Criteria 
m 17 School Districts Visited by GAO 
(School Year 1983 84)” Test score 

Criteria 

School district 
1 Greenville, MS 
2 Hattlesburg, MS 

3 Jacks&, MS 
4 Detroit, MI 

5 Sacramento, CA 

6 San Dlego, CA 
7 San Francisco, dA 

8 Columbus, OH 

9 Cleveland, OH 
10 Lansing, MI 
11 Newark, NJ 

Grade 2 

Grade 3 
Grade 4 

12 Dlstnct of Columbia 

13 Atlanta, GA 

14 Blbb County, GA 

15 Worchester, MA 

16 Boston, MA 

17 Trenton, NJ Grade 2 

Grades 3 and 4 

cutoff 
(percentile) 

50 

50 

-50 
.b 

49 

49 
49 
36 

33” 
20 

36 
26 
21 

50 

49 

49 

49 

40 

33 Student recommended by teacher 

32 Student recommended by teacher 

Other 
None - 
None 

None 

None 
None 

None 
None 
None - 

None 
None 

None 
None 
None 

Student retained 1 year In grade, failed reading, 
or recommended by teacher 

Student retalned 1 year In grade, “high risk” first 
grader, prior partlclpant, or administratively 
placed 

Student IS one or more books behind In reading 
series 

Student recommended by teacher, grades poor, 
prior participant, or blllngual 

Student recommended by teacher or prior 
participant 

Qrades 2, 3, and 4 unless otherwlse noted 

“A formal cutoff score was not estabkhed School offlclals were Instructed to Identify students who 
scored below grade level and select those In greatest need 

’ I he state agency gave school offlclals In Cleveland permIssIon to use the 33rd pcrcentlle as a cutoff 
score In school year 1983 84 even though the established cutoff In that year was the 36th percentlle 

Eight of the 17 dlstncts-Atlanta and ISlbb County, Georgia, Lansing 
and Uetrolt, Michigan, Newark and Trenton, New Jersey, and Hoston 
and Worchester, Massachusetts-estabhshed then- own cutoff scores 
The state agency established the cutoff score in mne distncts-Grecn- 
vllle, IIattlesburg, and Jackson, Mlsslsslppl, Sacramento, San L)lcgo, and 
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San Francisco, California; Columbus and Cleveland, Ohio; and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. We did not examine the bases leading to the estabhsh- 
ment of the various criteria. 

A detailed discussion of the selection criteria used by each of the 17 
districts appears m appendix V. Nearly all the state agencies (48) and 
school districts (16) told us they used the same selection procedures as 
under the prior title I program 

Because of the differences in selection criteria, we also found differ- 
ences across districts in the range of scores of program participants For 
example, in Ilattiesburg, Mississippi, students m chapter 1 reading had 
scores from the 20th percentile to the 50th percentile, as well as below 
the 20th percentile. In contrast, only one participant m Lansing, Mich- 
igan, scored above the 20th percentile Similarly, m Cleveland and 
Columbus, Ohio, no participant scored above the 33rd or 36th percentile, 
respectively. 

Differences in selection criteria also resulted in differences across dis- 
tricts m the percentages of students served in various test score ranges 
For example, as shown m figure 2.2, in the Hattiesburg schools we 
reviewed, a maJority of the students who had percentile scores from 0 to 
40 participated in the chapter 1 program. The percentage of students 
served ranged from more than 80 percent of the students with scores 
from 0 to 10 to about 40 percent of the students with scores from 41 to 
50. In contrast, the Lansing schools served more than 80 percent of the 
students with percentile scores from 0 to 20, and no students above the 
30th percentile. 
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Flgure 2.2: Percentages of Students 
Served by Readmg Test Score In 
Lansmg and Hattiesburg (School Year 
1983 84) 
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Plgurc 2 3 illustrates the differences m students served between a 
sq!,lc-mtwwn district, Lansing, and a multiple-criteria district, Hibb 
County. Wbb County defined educationally deprived children as those 
who were one or more books behind in the distnct’s reading series or 
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scored at or below the 49th percentile. Students who were behind in the 
reading series were served before those scoring at or below the cutoff 
score. The Rlbb County schools in our sample served one-thud of the 
students with percentile scores from 0 to 50 while servmg 18 percent of 
the students with scores above the 50th percentile. (The number of stu- 
dents and chapter 1 participants m eakh test score range are shown m 
app. VI.) 
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Figure 2.3: Percentages of Students 
Served by Readmg Test Score: Single- 
Criterion and Multrple-Cnteria Districts 
Compared (School Year 1983-84) 
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Criteria Met in Most 
Test-Score-Only 
Selectkms 

The school districts m our sample that relied on student test scores to 
Identify the educationally deprived and to select the neediest generally 
followed their own criteria. We found relatively few erroneous place- 
monts in our 1 l-district sample. 3 percent of participants and 6 percent 
of nonparticipants. 

As noted earlier, the single-criterion districts sampled used cutoff scores 
on a standardized test to determine chapter 1 participation, selectmg the 
lowest scoring to take part m the program. To determine whether these 
districts were following the established criteria, we reviewed the place- 
ment decision for each student in our sample who had a test score 
Where we found an apparent discrepancy, we asked selecting officials to 
explain it (F’or example, when a school used the 36th percentile as a 
cutoff score for eligibility and we found a participant had scored above 
the cutoff, we asked why the student participated ) If the selcctmg offl- 
cm1 could not provide a reasonable explanation, we categorized the deci- 
sion as “erroneous ” 

After rcvlewmg files on 5,859 students from 38 schools m the 11 dis- 
tricts, we obtained and analyzed reading test scores for 4,439 (76 per- 
cent). Test scores for the other 1,420 students (24 percent) were 
unavailable (although we did obtain and analyze classroom grades for 
64 1 of these students m one district-see page 34). (Summary statistics 
on sample students and school officials’ placement decisions appear m 
aJ>JI VII.) 

- 
Most students m the 11 districts m our sample who were selected to 
participate in a chapter 1 program met established criteria (see fig. 2.4). 
Of the 4,439 students with test scores, the districts selected 2,156 stu- 
dents to take part in the local program, with the great mqlority scoring * 
below the established cutoff point on a standardized test. We found only 
166 of the participants who scored higher than the cutoff point, and for 
most of these there were mitigating factors For only 3 percent (58 stu- 
dents) of these participants were selecting officials unable to give us a 
satisfactory reason for the exceptions. We categorized these 58 as erro- 
neous placements. 
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Figure 2.4: GAO Evaluation of Placement Decisions in Single-Criterion Schools (School Year 1983-84) 
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As to the 108 other students who participated despite scores above the 
cutoff point, the reasons given by educators appeared Justified. For 
example, “prior participation” accounted for 3&--ECIA allows a student 
who participated in a chapter 1 program 1 year to return to it the next if 
school officials believe he or she 1s still educationally needy. For another 
52 students, we accepted school ofhclals Justifications, characterizing 
thcsc placements as based on “professional Judgment ” Of these 52,48 
were students whose test scores the officials did not consider accu- 
rate-35 were retested by the selecting offlclal and scored under the 
cutoff point. 

These 1 I districts placed 77 percent of their ehglble students m chapter 
1 classes. That is, of 5,859 students sampled m these districts, 2,568 
scored below then- district’s cutoff, and 1,990 received chapter 1 
services. 

_ _ _______ -- --~- --__.- 
Norzpartic,lpants: Few Were any students m the 11 districts improperly kept out of chapter 1 
Excludctd in ISrror programs‘? For our sample, we found the error rate for nonparticipants 

(6 percent) slightly higher than that for participants (3 percent). 

01’ the 4,439 students with test scores whose records we examined, 
3,283 were not selected to receive chapter 1 services (see fig 2 4) To 
determme if these students were excluded properly, we first compared 
their test scores with the cutoff scores established by their school dls- 
tracts for ellglblhty, 1.e , did the students score below the cutoff point“ 
For those who did, we then compared then- scores with the scores of 
students who did participate m the chapter 1 program We identified 
347 nonparticipants with lower test scores than participants and asked 
selecting officials why 

For most of the 347 students, the officials provided satisfactory reasons 
for nonselection. They could not, however, Justify the nonparticipation 
of’ 1 :N students (6 percent), whose selection we therefore characterized 
as erroneous. 

Of’ the 2 17 low-scoring nonparticipants whose exclusion we considered 
appropriate, 33 were served by another program, and another 34 were 
unavailable to be selected or to participate in the program, including 28 
students who arrived after the final selection was made In 131 cases, 
WC’ characterized school officials’ Justlflcatlons as acceptable profes- 
sional ,judgment. Among these were 84 students whose scores were not 
considered accurate and 42 for whom there was no room m the program 
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because others were judged more needy on the basis of other factors. 
For another 18, their test scores were unavailable at the time of 
selection. 

- __ -- _ -.. .___ --- 

Sclectiorw Verified by 
Classroorn Grades 

----- 
When we used a factor other than a test score to judge placements m a 
smgle-criterion district, we still found that virtually all chapter 1 selec- 
tions/rejections appeared to have been appropriate. Of the 1,420 sam- 
pled students for whom we lacked test scores (and thus were excluded 
from the test score analysis above), we examined classroom grades for 
641 students who were in one school district These were m a district 
that for budgetary reasons excluded students below fourth grade from 
district-wide testing In this case, if a teacher deemed a student eligible 
for chapter 1 services, the teacher could recommend the student for the 
program. Such students were then given a standardized test and those 
scoring below the established cutoff point were classified as eligible 
along with students from the district-wide testing program. 

IJsing classroom grades m reading as a measure, we found that 573 (89 
percent) seemed to have been appropriately selected or rejected. For all 
but 1 of the 68 questioned placements, officials provided acceptable 
justifications 

We asked selecting officials why 33 average and above-average students 
(grades of “C” and above) participated m the chapter 1 program, but 35 
below-average students did not. Thirty-two of the average or above- 
average students were selected for participation because, despite good 
classroom grades, they tested below the cutoff score on the standardized 
test, and one student was selected because of participation at a previ- 
ously attended school 

For the 35 nonparticipants with below-average grades, 1 student was 
* 

selected m error and 14 were either served by another program or 
unavailable for selection or participation Eleven nonplacement deci- 
sions were based on professional Judgment, mcludmg nine students for 
whom space was unavailable because of other students considered more 
needy. Six students were reJected because they tested above the cutoff 
score and three because their scores were unavailable at the time of 
selection. 
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Error Rates Also Low Gcncrally, school districts m our sample that used multiple criteria to 

in Multiple-Criteria 
Districts 

pick students for chapter 1 participation had a very low error rate for 
both those they selected (1 percent) and those they excluded (less than 1 
percent). 

Six of the 17 districts we reviewed used multiple criteria to identify edu- 
cationally deprived students and select the neediest for their chapter 1 
programs. The multiple criteria included, m addition to test scores, such 
factors as classroom grades, teacher recommendations, and whether the 
student had participated the previous year. All six districts used a 
cutoff score on a standardized test, and three used the cutoff score as 
one among several selection factors. Thus, students m these districts 
could participate m chapter 1 even though they scored above the cutoff 
if they met other applicable criteria. In the other three multiple-criteria 
districts, students had to meet a test score criterion to be selected. 

ljecause of the complexity of the multiple criteria, we did not attempt to 
determine if each selection decision met all relevant criteria Instead, we 
used the established cutoff score to identify participants who scored 
above it and nonparticipants who scored below it and below other par- 
ticipants’ scores We then asked school officials to explain these place- 
ment decisions. 

We reviewed files on 2,348 students m 20 schools in these six districts 
and obtained reading test scores for 2,049 (87 percent). After excludmg 
the 299 ( 13 percent) students for whom scores were unavailable (see 
app. VII), we analyzed the selection decisions for the remaining 2,049, as 
follows 

I%kticipants: Error Rate 
Lo y 

In these six school districts, 604 of the 2,049 students with reading test 
scores were selected to take part m chapter 1 programs. We found 83 
participants who had test scores above their district’s cutoff score. 
Although selecting officials satisfactorily explained why most of the 83 
participated, they could not Justify the participation of 7 students, or 
about 1 percent of the 604 participants (see fig 2 5) 
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Flgure 2.5: GAO Evaluation of Placement Decwons in Multiple-Cntena Schools (School Year 1983-84) 
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To explain why 41 of the 83 high scoring students were picked, school 
officials referred to the districts’ multiple criteria. These students were 
m the three districts that used several factors m addition to test scores 
m selection. We characterized as professional judgment the offlclals’ pus- 
tiflcatlons in 34 cases, including 20 students who qualified through a 
test given by a selecting official and 11 students whose test scores were 
considered inaccurate by school officials. Miscellaneous reasons 
accounted for the participation of one high-scormg student. 

. .-.e--_ . _ ----.--- - ---_____- -- --~ 
Ntinparticipants: Ihor Rate About 70 percent (1,445) of the 2,049 students whose reading test 
hen Lower scores we examined did not participate in chapter 1 programs Of these, 

286 students had scores that indicated they may have been more needy 
than some participants, that is, then scores were below the district’s 
cutoff score and lower than some participants’ scores For only 10 stu- 
dents-less than 1 percent of the nonparticipants-did officials not pro- 
vide satisfactory reasons for nonpartlclpation (see fig 2 5) 

Reasons that appeared valid for not selcctmg 276 low-scormg students 
included then having been served by another program (136 students or 
48 percent), failure to meet the district’s multiple criteria (42 students), 
professional Judgment (62, including 31 students whose test scores were 
considered inaccurate by school officials), test score unavailable at time 
of sclectlon ( 19), student unavailable for selection or participation (1 G), 
and other reasons (11) 

- -_-- 

Student Selection An NW; study (see p. 14) suggests that student selection for the chapter 1 

Studied by National 
program does not always result m the neediest students being served. 
1 Jsmg 1976 test score data on a national sample of elementary school 

Institute of’ Education students, NIE showed that (1) 11 percent of participants scored above * 
the 50th percentile (indicating they may not have been m need of reme- 
dial services), even though 70 percent of students m funded schools who 
scored below the 50th percentile were not served, and (2) 6 1 percent of 
the student,s in funded schools scoring below the 25th percentllo were 
not served, whereas nearly half of those served scored above the 25th 
pcrcentlle 

Our review differed from NIE’S in that we used apl)llcablc state and local 
c*rltcna to assess student selection m each school dlstnct rather than 
using a test score analysis with a 50th percentile cutoff across-the-board 
as N115 did. If we analyze our data using the 50th percentile as a cutoff 
score without regard to established criteria, however, we fmd that about 
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Chapter 2 
Criteria for Student SelectIon 
Generally Followed 

_-* ---._--__--~ -- 
8 percent of the participants exceeded this cutoff-about the same as 
NIL 

Hut our data produced different results from NE’S study when looking 
at students below the 25th percentile. Of the 1,815 students scoring in 
the bottom quartile m our sample, 363 (20 percent) were not served by 
chapter 1 -compared to NE'S 61 percent. Furthermore, nearly one-third 
of these 363 students were served by another compensatory education 
program, and another 10 percent of the 363 were not served because 
school offlclals thought their test scores did not reflect then true ability. 

This difference in findings reflects the fact that we focused on grade 
levels that received program services, while the NIE study looked at all 
grade levels m funded schools, whether or not served Also, the higher 
scoring participants m the NIE study were not necessarily in the same 
schools as the lower scoring students who were not served. Our review 
indicates that for the most part school offrclals are selecting chapter 1 
partrcrpants m accordance with criteria that under current rules may 
differ regarding cutoff points and include other factors besides test 
scores. 

Conclusions Dlstrrcts m our sample placed chapter 1 programs m schools that, 
accordmg to their data, had the highest concentrations of low-mcome 
children and, for the most part, followed then own criteria m selecting 
the neediest of the educationally deprived students in those schools for 
service While the criteria used to select students varied among loca- 
tions, all drstricts used test scores to some extent. Relatively few stu- 
dents were placed m or out of the program in error m single-crlterron 
districts or m districts using multiple selection criteria 

School offlclals’ explanations as to why students participated despite 
scores above the cutoff points mcluded students had participated in a 
prior year, their test scores were considered inaccurate by offlclals, a 
second test was administered and then score was below the cutoff point, 
or they met then district’s multiple selectron crrterra. Justlflcatlons for 
why students with low test scores did not participate included they 
were unavailable to be selected or to partlclpate m the program, then- 
scores were considered inaccurate by offrclals, they were served by 
another program, or they did not meet then district’s multiple selectron 
criteria. 
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----. 

----_______ 
Our review did not consider whether the Congress should tighten 
chapter 1 ehgibihty requirements to assure that the lowest scoring stu- 
dents across the nation are served. Rather, we looked at how the selec- 
tion process was defined by state and local educational agencies under 
current rules and whether school officials followed their established 
guidelmes. Our data indicate that for the most part school officials fol- 
lowed these guidelines. 

-_____ 

Agkncy Comments and In its response to this report (see app VIII), the Department of Educa- 

Our Evaluation 
tion said it was pleased to learn that few errors were made in selecting 
students for chapter 1 The Department stated that the report provides 
important information for local, state, and federal officials to consider 
as reauthorizatron issues are discussed for chapter 1. 

The Department noted an apparent mconsistency between the report’s 
general conclusion and the results for Bibb County, Georgia, shown in 
figure 2.3. Since 18 percent of the students with percentile scores above 
the 50th percentile were served, the Department said it was not clear 
how we could say school officials made few errors selecting students 

The lsibb County results were not inconsistent because school officials 
used multiple selection criteria, which the district generally followed, as 
discussed on pages 35 through 37. Specifically, as we show in appendix 
V, 13ibb County’s selectlon criteria provided that the program must first 
serve students who were one or more books behind in the district’s 
reading series, without regard for test scores, before serving those who 
scored at or below the 49th percentile on a standardized test. In this 
regard, of the 38 participants in Bibb County who scored at or above the 
50th percentile, 23 met the district’s criteria of being one or more books 
behind, 12 were selected on the basis of professional judgments 
(including 11 students whose test scores were not considered reflective 
of their abilities), and 3 were chosen m error. 

We have expanded the report’s discussion of Bibb County’s selection cri- 
teria on pages 28 and 29 to clarify this matter In discussmg this point 
with us, one Department official said that figure 2.3 seemed to indicate 
that Ribb County’s number-of-books-behind criterion was unrelated to 
test scores, which generally are used to measure educational 
deprivation. 
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Skates Used Various Monitoring Techniques 

. . -__--_-_-- 
To monitor compliance with chapter 1 requirements m school year 
198384, a majority of the 5 1 state educational agencies reported they 

l reviewed school districts’ applications for chapter 1 funds, 
l performed on-site momtormg visits to school districts, and 
l revmwed program evaluations performed by school districts. 

To a lesser extent, these states also said, they relied on audits conducted 
by various groups 

Cuts m states admuustratlve funds decreased the extent of on-sne mon- 
Itormg during school year 1983-84, about 40 percent of the state agen- 
cies said. And of the eight states we visited, five reported havmg to cut 
staff and increase the workload of staff remaining Staff reductions in 
these five states ranged from 23 to 43 percent between school years 
198 l-82 and 1983-84. 

---__ 

Compliance Monitored The process of reviewing and approvmg chapter 1 applications from 

Through Review of 
Applications 

school districts gives state agencies a tool for ensuring compliance with 
program requn-ements Most agencies (49) told us they relied to a great 
or very great extent on this method 

An eligible school district may receive chapter 1 funds, Education regu- 
latlons say, if it has a state-approved application that describes the 
project to be conducted and includes required assurances. Regarding 
student selection, the dlstrrct’s application must assure the state that 
the funds will be 

l spent m attendance areas having the highest concentrations of low- 
income children or m all attendance areas if they have a uniformly high 
concentration of low-income children, and * 

l distributed according to an annual educational needs assessment that 
identifies educationally deprived children m all eligible areas and 
ensures that those with the greatest need for special assistance are 
among those selected. 

Projects may be approved for 3 years but school districts must update 
then- applications if the number or needs of eligible children change 
substantrally 
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States Used Various Monitoring Techniques 

Site Visits Also Used 
for Monitoring 

During school year 1983-84, site visits reportedly were relied upon 
heavily by most (47) states as a means to monitor chapter 1 compliance, 
but cuts in administrative funds had adversely affected this m about 40 
percent of the states, our survey indicated. During these visits, most 
state agencies said they reviewed the processes districts followed in 
identifying and selecting chapter 1 students Most school districts were 
not visited annually, but every other year, every third year, or less fre- 
quently Thirty state agencies reported spending only 1 day at 68 per- 
cent or more of their districts. Individual schools were included in most 
or all of the site visits of 50 agencies. On average, the 51 state agencies 
devoted 2 4 staff years each to monitormg visits 

l--l_--. - - -. - ----- .._- - -- I__- --- 
Student Selection, Other Almost all state agencies said they emphasized the student selection 
Factors Ilevittwed process during momtormg visits (see table 3 1) Monitors reviewed cri- 

teria for selecting attendance areas, determuung educationally deprived 
students (ehgibihty), and selecting students most in need of assistance 

-_” I_ ._ “_ _ -_---_- 
Table 3.1: Emphasis on SelectIon 
Crlterla Reviewed Durmg Site Visits by Extent of emphasis and number of states 
State Agencies Very great to Moderate to Llttle or 

Criteria reviewed great some none No response Total 
Attendance area 48 2 . 1 51 
Eligibdity 46 4 . 1 51 
SelectIon 48 1 . 2 51 

During monitoring visits, seven state agencies we visited checked the 
accuracy of income data used to determine school eligibility, one did not. 
All eight agencies reviewed and verified the accuracy of student ehgi- 
bihty and participant lists and reviewed test scores and other selection 
factors L 

Freyurtncy, I)uration, 
Staffing 0f’Sitc Visits Vary 

_. --____ --.- -- 
State agencies gave varied responses when we asked how many times 
they visited their chapter 1 school districts, how much time they spent 
at each site, whether or not they visited schools, and how many staff 
members they used Overall, however, the responses indicate they VIS- 
ited most districts infrequently, and for about 1 day On average, state 
agencies devoted less than 3 staff years to monitoring visits m the 1983- 
84 school year 

The numbers of times school districts were visited by state officials 
varied Widely from state to state and sometimes within a state. Except 
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Chapter 3 
States Used Various Monitonng Techniques 

- 
for the District of Columbia and Hawau, each of which is considered one 
school district, each of the remaining 49 state agencies had more than 
one participating dlstrlct to monitor-ranging from 1,030 m California 
to 15 in Nevada. Nearly a thud of the states said they visited all their 
districts on the same fixed time interval, such as every 2 years; slightly 
more than two-thirds varied their schedule, vlsitmg some districts less 
than others. 

‘I’hu?een state agencies monitored all their dlstrlcts with the same fre- 
quency-one state agency monitored each dlstrlct two or more times 
each year, four agencies vlslted each district every year, two agencres 
visited each dlstrlct every 2 years, and six visited each district every 3 
years or less frequently Thirty-six vlsrted their districts at varymg fre- 
quencies For example, New York, with 719 chapter 1 school dlstrrcts, 
reported visiting 5 percent more than once a year, 5 percent once a year, 
20 percent every 2 years, and 70 percent every 3 years or less fre- 
quently. North Dakota reported visiting 2 percent of Its 253 chapter 1 
school districts once a year, 4 percent every 2 years, and 94 percent 
every 3 years or less frequently. Of the remaining two state agencies, 
one made no vlslts during the 1983-84 school year and one, the District 
of Columbia, visited its district 12 times. 

The amount of time state officials spent at each site also varied, with 
most state agencies estrmatmg they spent only 1 day at 68 percent or 
more of their districts Most spent 2 days at relatively few (10 percent 
or less) of their districts and 3-day visits were infrequent 

Of the eight states we visited, four spent only 1 day at 70 percent or 
more of theu dlstrrcts, as figure 3 1 shows. Two more spent 1 or 2 days 
at 08 percent or more of their districts One state agency spent 2 or 3 
days at 90 pwcent of its districts, but visited them infrequently (once 
every 3 years or more). 
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Figure 3.1: Length of State Agency 
Vlslts to School Dlstrlcts (School Year 
1983 84) 100 

60 

I Visit L ongth One Day 

Vlslt irmqth More Than One Day 

Usually, schools were visited as part of states’ local monitoring efforts. 
Fifty state agencies included schools in their district visits, according to 
questionnaire responses. Officials in the eight state agencies we visited 
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Chapter 3 
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_ -- __ _ ____ -- ___._ --____ --- 
said these school visits included reviewing student ellgibillty and par- 
ticipant lists, student test scores, teacher recommendations for program 
participatmn, report card grades, and other information used in chapter 
1 selection In all but one of the eight states, officials also used the visits 
to review school-district-generated data on their concentrations of low- 
mcomc children 

IIow many staff were assigned to monitor chapter 1 school districts‘? 
This varied among the state agencies Durmg the 1983-84 school year, 
staff years devoted to site visits reported by the 51 state agencies 
ranged from less than 1 to as many as 13, with an average of 2.4. [State 
officials generally performed other duties m addition to morutormg the 
chapter 1 program ) Among the eight states we visited, the numbers of 
staff members conducting site visits ranged from 4 in the District of 
Columbia to 3 1 m New *Jersey. These staff also performed other chapter 
1 functions such as reviewing and approving applications and providmg 
tcchmcal assistance. In three states, staff also monitored compliance 
with other federal- and state-funded programs during chapter 1 site 
visits, e.g., state-funded compensatory education programs (Michigan 
and New *Jersey) and the state compensatory education and the federal 
bilingual education programs (California). 

_ ,. ---_ “_---__--- 

Mrmitoring Visits Decline 
After Funds Cut 

State administrative funds were mitially cut in school year 1981-82, the 
last year of the title I program For that year, appropriations for the 
program resulted m each state receiving 1.04 percent for admuustration 
instead of the maximum allowable amount of 1.5 percent of the state’s 
annual grant. The chapter 1 program, which limited administrative 
funds to a maximum of 1 percent, began in school year 1982-83 For that 
year, each st,ate received 0.99 percent of its annual grant for state 
administration of the program This was reduced to 0.92 percent in 
school year 1983-84, the focus of our review. 

About half of all the state agencies reduced their on-site monitoring of 
the chapter 1 program m school year 1983-84, compared to the time 
devoted to it under title I, according to our survey. Of the 25 that did so, 
21 attributed the reduction to the cut m administrative funds from a 
maximum of 1.5 percent to a maximum of 1 percent of states’ annual 
grants I 

‘Stale tducatlonal agencies also recrlvc federal funds under the chdpter 2 block grant of WIA Somtx 
01 thcsc funds may be used to support state agency operations, including ddmmistc~rmg the c hdpter 1 
program Chapter 2 funds hdve mcra5ed from $83 1 to $92 7 mllhon between 1982 and 1985, 
although not all rt atc$ gdmcd 
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The same reductions m on-site momtormg and for the same reason were 
reported by four of the eight state agencies we visited-California, 
Georgia, Massachusetts, and the District of Columbia. Five (the previous 
four and Mississippi) reported having to cut staff and mcrease the work- 
load for staff rcmammg. Staff reductions ranged from 23 to 43 percent 
since school year 1981-82, as shown m figure 3 2. 
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Flgure 3.2: State Agency Reductions m 
Staff Due to Reduced Funding (School 
Years 1981-82to 1983 84) 50 Percent Rrduction in Stafl 
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Hut little or no effect from the reduction in administrative funds was 
reported by three state agencies we visited, for the reasons indicated: 

l Ohio. IJnused state chapter 1 administrative funds carried over from a 
prior year and the state’s overall chapter 1 grant for school year 1983- 
84 increased due to use of more current census data and an increase m 
Ohio’s average per-pupil expenditure. Also the state’s relatively low 
salary schedule allows maxlmum use of available admnustratlve funds 

l New *Jersey. Admmlstratlve funds for the chapter 1 and state compcnsa- 
tory education programs were combined, avoiding an adverse impact 
from the reduction in state chapter 1 admmlstratlve funds 

l Mlchlgan. IJse of carryover funds mmlmlzed the impact of reduced -- - 
admuustratlvc funds, but that source had steadily decreased, and the 
chapter 1 cut was expected to result m reduced momtormg m the 1984- 
85 school year. 

District Evaluations 
Used for Monitoring 

-~- - 
Twenty-two states used program evaluations to monitor chapter 1 com- 
phance to a great or very great extent, our survey showed This included 
four of the eight states we vlslted- Georgia, New Jersey, Ohio, and 
Mississippi 

The act authorlzmg chapter 1 requires that school districts conduct 
evaluations that include objective measurements of educational achleve- 
ment in basic skills and a determination of whether improved perform- 
ance is sustained over a period of more than 1 year State educational 
agencies must conduct a statewide evaluation of the chapter 1 program 
at least biennially and school districts must evaluate then- programs for 
submission to the state at least every 3 years. But school districts no 
longer need to use particular evaluation models as they did under title I. 

____~ 

Officials Review Audit Nearly all state agencies placed less reliance on audits to monitor school 

Repom 
district compliance with chapter 1 requirements than on other methods, 
we learned through our questionnaire and state agency visits But 
nearly all states used audits to some extent, including the federally 
required “single audit” and other audits called for by the state or local 
educational agency, as discussed below 

-. --_---. 

Single Audit Required for 
Fedwal Funding 

At the tlmc of our review, 41 states said they had implemented the 
single-audit requirement (mltlally contained in OMB Circular A-102, 
Attachment P, superseded by Cn-cular A-128, Apr 12, 1985), according 
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to questionnaire responses. This requires that state and local recipients 
of’ federal financial assistance conduct an organization-wide rather than 
a grant-by-grant audit. Five state agencies said their single audits 
included only financial matters, but 35 said the audits covered comph- 
ance matters as well. Each of the 35 included in their single audits a 
review of school district comphance with requirements for selectmg 
school attendance areas, and 34 states included review of compliance 
with requirements for identifying eligible students and selecting those 
most m need of assistance. (Our questionnaire did not ask state agencies 
to comment on compliance problems that such audits may have 
disclosed ) 

Of the eight states we visited, seven had implemented the single-audit 
requirement Three-Georgia, the District of Columbia, and Cali- 
fornia-included m it a review of selection procedures In Georgia and 
the District of Columbia, auditors had to verify that students were 
selected according to established criteria. During 1983, 19 of Georgia’s 
187 school districts were audited (none were districts we visited); in the 
IMrict of Columbia, one school out of several hundred was audited and 
10 student files were reviewed. In California, auditors were required to 
determme whether participatmg schools contamed the highest concen- 
trations of low-income students and participants met chgibility criteria, 
but not to verify that participants were the neediest. The 1983 audit 
reports on Georgia, the District of Columbia, and the three California 
districts we visited disclosed no problems with student selection. 

_.._ - _. _ _- _.- 

Adtllts Spwi fitxl by Some 
-_--.-~- _--~-___ 

Other audit requirements were imposed by 23 state agencies, we found 
SLptcs ’ from our questionnaire responses. About half of these audits covered 

selection of attendance areas (12 states), identification of eligible stu- 
dents (11 states), and selection of chapter 1 program participants (11 
states). 

All eight agencies we reviewed required audits of district chapter 1 pro- 
grams, but only three required the audit to cover student selection. 
Georgia and California called for state audits to check compliance with 
school district criteria for identifying and selecting students to partici- 
pate. The District of Columbia required that student files be reviewed 
and achievement be compared to identification and selection criteria 
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Conclusions Almost all the state agencies said they relied heavily on two methods for 
monitoring school district’s selection of chapter 1 schools and partici- 
pating students-( 1) reviewing and approving districts’ applications for 
funds and (2) conducting on-site momtormg visits Despite this reliance 
on site visits, almost half the state agencies said they reduced their on- 
site morutormg of the chapter 1 program in school year 1983-84, com- 
pared with the time devoted to it under title I. Furthermore, 21 agencies 
attributed the reduction to cuts m admnustrative funds, mcludmg four 
of the eight states we visited 

Despite the reduction m state agencies’ on-site momtormg, we found a 
high level of compliance with the established selection criteria m school 
year 1983-84. IIowever, we cannot predict whether changes in compli- 
ance will occur m the future as a result of such reductions in momtormg 
by state agcncics 
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Chapter 1 F’unds by State for Sch.001 
Yeax 1983-84 

Numbers In thousands 

Jurlsdictlon 
State 

Alabama 
Alaska 

Anzona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 

Delaware 
Flonda 

Georgia 
Hawall 
Idaho 
Illinois 
IndIana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

1 oulslana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

MISSISSIPPI 

MIssour 
Montana 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 

North Dakota 
Oh0 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Grants to State and 
school other State 

districts programs administration 

$62,749 
4,974 

28,922 
36,441 

251,680 
26,171 
27,082 

7,624 
97,504 
72,478 

8,632 

7,610 
132,508 
37,635 

22,740 

18,792 

50,623 

72,954 
10,484 

45,995 

61,123 

101,309 

33,894 

60,134 
47,240 

8,514 
14,205 
4,478 

5,881 
87.067 
23,294 

280,628 

73,350 

6,683 
94,264 

30,267 

23,745 

$2,015 $597 $65,362 
2,609 225 7,808 
7,891 368 37,181 

5,933 397 42,772 
78,221 3,299 333,201 

5,544 317 32,032 
5,420 325 32,827 
3,234 225 11,083 

22,316 1,198 121,018 
5,347 770 78,604 

493 225 9,350 
3,406 225 11,241 

27,918 1,604 162,030 
4,930 426 42,991 

971 237 23,948 
2,650 225 21,667 
5,326 534 56,482 

9,617 776 83,347 
3,860 225 14,568 

3,509 495 49,999 
16,358 775 78,256 

13,123 1,144 115,576 
2,156 360 36,410 
3,447 504 64,165 
3,350 480 51,071 

884 225 9,623 * 
741 225 15,170 

1,032 225 5,735 
1,233 225 7,339 
6,828 939 94,834 
2,924 262 26,480 

28,753 3,094 312,475 

8,394 767 82,512 
725 225 7,632 

8,370 1,026 103,660 
3,336 336 33,940 
9,871 336 33,952 

TotaP 
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Appendix I 
Chapter 1 Funds by State for School 
Year 1983-84 

_- --- - -“----~____ ______ 
Grants to State and 

school other State 
Jurisdiction districts programs admmistration TotaP 

Pennsylvania $129,714 $15,415 $1,451 $146,580 
Rhode lsiand 

- ____~ -_- -- - 
10,182 403 225 10,SlO 

South Carolina 47,892 1,834 460 50,187 
South Dakota 

.~ 
8,756 - - $46 225 9,327 

Tennessee 56,689 1,801 585 59,074 
Texas i 66,865 65,793 2,327 23&985 

Utah 9,290 1,421 225 10,936 
Vermont 4,898 1,569 225 6,692 
Virginia 56,981 2,541 j62 60,084 

-i1,512- Washlngton 32,983 445 44,940 

West Virginia 26,869 1,037 262 28,168 
3,193 - ~- Wisconsin 41,093 443 44,729 

Wyoming 3,432 1,359 225 5,016 
Dlstnct of Columbia 13,104 3,072 225 16,401 
Subtotal $2,588,422 $424,031 $31,814 $3,044,267 

Terntones 

Puerto Rico 108,000 3,405 1,114 112,519 
American Samoa 1,475 0 50 1,525 
Guam 1,559 223 50 1,832 -~ - ~~ .~..~. _~ ._.- - -. - 
Trust Territory 4,573 0 50 4,623 

624- 
--~ ---- --_ - -~ - 

Northern Mariana 0 50 674 
-~ Virgin Islands 3,044 156 50 3,250 

Other programs 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 19,893 0 0 19,893 
Migrant Student Record 

Transfer System 0 7,066 0 7,066 
Evaluation and Studies b b b 4,746 - ----- 

Total $2,7277590 $434,881 $33,178 $3,200,394 I 

“Does not add due to rounding 

“Not applicable 
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State Agency Questionnaire and Responses8 

~- ~- 
In November 1984, WC’ sent questlonnalres to 5 1 state cducatlonal agcn- 
WS, mcludmg the District of Columbia, to obtain mt’ormatlon on how 
specific aspects of the chapter 1 program were administered durmg the 
1983-84 school year All 5 1 agencies responded. 

Department of Education officials reviewed drafts of the questlonnalre 
to ensure correct termmology and accuracy of statements made con- 
cerning the different aspect,s of the chapter 1 program. The qucstion- 
nalre was pretested m two states. In the first pretest, we mailed the 
questlonnalre to a state chapter 1 official for completion, then reviewed 
the answers wit,h the respondent by telephone. The second pretest was 
conducted on site with chapter I officials from another state. In both 
pretests, we used a standardized procedure to elicit the respondents’ 
description of any dlfflcultlcs encountered or additional consldcratlons 
as they completed each item. 

l’hc qucstlonnalre, showing state responses, follows 
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Appendix II 
State Agency Quentionuaire and Responses 

U.S. st3tBAL ALY3JNTIffi OFFICE 

SLRVEY OF STATE EwxlIml Atx382IES 

-IN6 CnAPlER 1 OF M WICATION 

alKsoLlDATlow Am IYROYMMT ACT 

TtlF U.S. GFNERAL ACCOUNTlffi OFFICF (GAO) IS CONDUCTING A STUDY ON THE AC+tINISlRATION OF THE CHAPTER 1 

PROSRAM OF THE EDUCATION CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT ACT. AS A PART OF THIS WCRK WE ARE SURVEYING ALL STATE 
FIJIJCATION AGFNICES IN THE UNITED STATES AND TERRITORIES. 

THE PURPOSE OF THIS @JESTlONNAlRE IS TO OBTAIN INFDRMATION FROM YOUR STATE’S CHAPTER 1 OFFICE ON t+3W CERTAIN 

ASt’tCTS OF THE CHAPTER I PROGRAM AJ7E ADMINISTERED. THIS QUESTIONNAIRE FCCUSES ON THE OPERATION OF CHAPTER 1 

DIRING SCHOOL YEFH (SYI 1983-84 AND SHOULLl BE CCMPLETED BY THE PERSON RESPONSIBLE FCSt ADMINISTERING THIS 

H<iXXAM . 

PLEASE CCMPLETL. THE QUESTtONNAIRE AS SOON AS WSSIBLE AND RETURN IT IN THE ENCLOSED, FM-ADDRESSED 

ENVCLOPF. GAO REPRESENTATIVES MAY CALL YOui OFFICt AFTER YOU HAVE RETURNED ME QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LtMlTEO 
Uli~USSlON5 CONCERNING ADDITIONAL ASPECTS OF CHAPTER 1. IF YOU HAVE ANY @JESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT: 

bft. ROBERT COLJGHEMJlJR 

a? 

Wt. HtNtlY MALONE 

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFtCE 

ROM 865 

PATRICK V. McNAMAtXA FEDERAL BUILDi% 

477 MICHIGAN AVENUE 

DETROIT. MtCHlGAN 48226 
(515) 226-6044 

TIIANK YOU FCR HELPINT, US PROVIDE CONCaESS WITH AN ACCURATF AND CCMPLETE REPORT ON CHAPTER 1. 

(SPACE FOR LABEL) 

ID(l-2) 
CAR01 (3) 

I NAM OF PtHSON COMPLETING OUEST IONNA IRE 

Of IICIAL TITLE _ 
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PART I: eslwL INmwAlIal 

1. 

1 

I 

I 

I 2* 

1 
3. 

1 

4. 

1 

5. 

W?lAT WAS YOUR SEA’S TOTAL CHAPTER 1 GRANT EXPENO- 

ITURE FOR SCHODL YEAR LSY) 198)~84 FOR THE 

FOLLOWING CATEGC#?IES? 

1. LEA BASIC CRANTS 2,895,0X8 to (4-11) 

s ~L1,3‘?8,6hL 

2. HANDICAPPED CHILOREN f) t I) (12-19) 

(STATE SCHOOLS 1 $LL,719,47h(n=‘>o) 

3. NEGLECTED AND OELIQUENT 4 6 ,o 80 L 0 (20-271 
$5, ~80,000 

4. MIGRANT CHILDREN 0 t<, (28-351 
~67,400,000 

5. STATE AMlNlSTRATlON 1 74,h97 “I (36-4s) 
t 5.0’) I.810 

WHAT WAS THE TOTAL NU4BER OF LEAS IN YOUR STATE IN 
SY 1903-04 7 

I 1 o 1 . 0 Y ‘J (44-47) - 

HOW MANY LEAS RECEIVED FUNOS UNDER THE CHAPTER 1 

BASIC GRANl PROGRAM IN SY 1983-841 

I IO I .I) 10 (48-51 I 

APPROXIMATELY HOW HAN’, SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS 

RECEIVED FUM)S UNDER CHAPTER 1 BASIC GRANT PROGRAM 
IN 51 198J-847 

WI to 1, II2 (n-‘IO) (52-58) 

WHAT WAS THE NUMBER OF FULL-TIME E’JUlVALENl (FTE) 

STAFF YEARS T’+AT YOUR SEA DEVOTED TO ADMINISTERING 

ME OtAPtER 1 PRCGRAH IN SY 1983-847 

51 1983-84 FTE STAFF YEARS 1 ) Lo 8’) ‘bS9-61, 

P?Ju II: sELEcTIffi scma Am N7!asNa 
MIumNFmTIEaiAMER I 6Aslca?ANf 

1 

pRoGRN(. TIE FOLLOYIHG QUESTlMs REFW 
CWLY m N SY 1981-84 CliwTER 1 FJA!slC 

Mf==-wJb 

6. FOR SY 1985-84, DID YOUR SEA ESTABLISH CRITERIA 

FOR LEAS TO USE IN SELECTING SCHOOL ATTENDANCE 
AREAS FCR CHAPTER I PRM;RAMS7 (62) 

1. // YES --------r-PLEASE GO m OUESTIM 7 

2. I1 L/ H3 ---------rPuxE 60 m ~STIO,, 9 - 

7. LISTEO BELOW ME TYPES OF INFORMATION THAT COULD 

BE USED AS CRITERIA FOR OETERMINING THE CONCEN- 
TRATION OF LOW-IMX+f STUDENTS IN SCHOOL ATTEN)- 

AXE AREAS. PLEASE INDICATE THE TYPE OF INFORMA- 

TION YOIR SEA DESIGNATED AS ME CRITERIA FOR LEAS 

7’D USE IN SELECTING SCHOOL ATTENDAXE AREAS FOR 
CHAPTER I PRD@AHS IN SY 1983-847 (PLEASE CHEC% 

ALL THAT APPLY) (63-67) 

1. /17/ FREE LUNCH DATA 

2. /Lb/ REDUCED LUNCH DATA - 

3. /L7/ AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT 

CHILDREN (AFDC) DATA 

4. / 1 I/ CENSUS DATA - 
1 

5. I_ 1 )/ OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) - 

8. FCR SY 1983-84, DID YOUR SEA PRESCRIBE PROCEDURES 

FOR LEAS TO FOLLOW IN APPLYING THE CRITERIA FOR 
I 

SELECTING SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS FOR CHAPTER 1 

RXXXVJ4S 7 (PLEASE CHECK ONE ) (68) 

1. /)7/ YES ----*PLEASE 60 TO QUZSTIDN 9 - 

2. / 21 NO ----rm.utst m m ~STIDR 9 
__ 1 



Appendix II 
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State Agency Questionnaire and Responses 

9. FW SY 1983-84, DID YOUR SEA ESTABLISH CRITERIA FOR LEAS To USE TO IDENTIFY EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED 

CHILDREN ELIGIBLE FOR CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS? (PLEASE CHECK ONEI (69) I 

1. / ,,,/ YES ----*luzNE raJ m Qu3Tlo4l II 

7. /.,‘, / I@ -----*PLEASE BD TO @RZSTlDn 10 

IO. uI0 YOM? SEA RCOUIRE LEAS IN YOUR STATE TO DEVELOP THEIR OWN CRITERIA TO USE TO IDENTIFY EDUCATIONALLY 

IDtPRlVED CHILWFN ELIGIBLE FOR CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS? (PLEASE CHEM ONE) (70) 

1. />‘, / YES ----WPlJxiE GO m OESTIDN 12 

2. / 0 / M ----+REASE 60 m (EJESTIOW 12 

II. LISTED JELW ARE TYPES OF INFCVMATION THAT COULD BE IJSED A5 CRITERIA FOR IDENTIFYING EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED 

CHILCIIEN ELIGIBLE FOR CHAPTER I PRCGRAMS. FOR EACH TYPE OF INFOAMATION LISTED BELOW, PLEASE IWICATE (1) IF 

YOW SEA DESIGNATED THE TYPE OF INFORMATlDN AS CRITERIA TO IDENTIFY EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN ELIGIBLE 
FOR CHAPTER I PROGRAMS, AH) IF SO, (2) GENERALLY, THE EXTENT OF EMPHASIS YOul SEA GAVE TO THE TYPE OF INFCR- 

MATIOH IN DETERMINING WHETHER CHILDREN WERE ELIGIBLE FW CHAPTER 1 PRMRAMS IN SY 1983-84. 

YN M Iwm4AlI(w WRY LITTLE 

MSllaMTED As CRITERIA? YYPESOF bREAT mEA axERATE !xDE citla 
INFOlbWTlW Em4AslS epIwlS l3mu!3s eRIAslS EnFnalS 

I No YES 10(1-Z) 
1 1 1 2 3 4 5 CmD2(J_) 

- 

IL!.! //y IF YES --> I. STANWRDIZED TEST 

ScmES (4-5) 
17 A 0 0 0 

-- -I 

, &/ (/Lc/ IF YFS ---) 2. TEACHER 
RECC+lMENDATIONS 2 6 7 7 0 (6-7) 

L 
/ I iI/ 

A?/ 
IF YES --> 3. STUOENT RETENTION (8-Q 1 

- o L 3 3 4 
-- , 
1 &/ Ia/ IF YES -->I 4. STUDENT CLASSROOM 

PERFWMANCE 
I 

(IO-111 
9 5 2 1 

--& ‘L/ IF YES --) 5. LOCALLY DEVELOPED 
I 1 I 

I 

ACHEIVEMENT OH 

II :i??“’ , 4 L h 2 (12-13) -- 

I 

TEsT! I j / 1 j 

; /“/ 

, 

(/I IF YFS -->I 6. PAATICIPATION IN 1 

--.l 
!! 

FFOGRAH IN PRE- 

VIOUS YEAR 2 ‘s /5 !/ ]. 
(14-15) 

G’k I/“/ IF YES --->I 7. OTHER (SPECIFY) i 

I 

I 

I 

2 I ‘2 (16-17) 
0 0 

-- I 
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12. FOR SY 1983-84, DID YOUR SEA ESTABLISH CRITERIA FOR LEAS TO USE TO SELECT CHILDREN IN GREATEST NEED OF 

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TOPARTICIPATE IN CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS? (PLEASE CHECK ONE1 116) 

I. I j’)/ YES --------*PLEASE 00 TO CWZSTION 14 

2. /“(‘/ w --------*PLEAS al m QJESTIO( 13 

13. DID YOUR SEA REQUIRE LEAS IN YOUR STATE TO OEVELW THEIR OWN CRITERIA TO USE TO SELECT CHILDERN IN GREATEST 

NbED OF SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS7 (PLEASE CHECK ONE) (191 

I. I KS -------wm.txf 60 m q~tsr10~ is 

2. /c/l-/ No -------trwcx w m gua~10td 9s 

14. LISTLO BELOW ARE TYPES OF INFORMATION THAT COIJLD BE USED AS CRITERIA FCX-? IDENTIFYING CHILDREN IN GREATEST 

NEED FCR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS. FOR EACH TYPE OF INFDRMATION LISTED 

BELOW. PLEASE INDICATE (1) IF YOUR SEA DESIGNATE0 THE TYPE OF INFWMATION AS CRITERIA TO SELECT CHILDREN IN 

GRCATEST NEED OF SPECIAL ASSISTANCE, AND, IF SO, (2) GENERALLY, THE EXTENT OF EHPliASlS YOUR SEA GAVE TO THE 

TYPE OF INFORMATION IN OETEfMlNIMG WHETHER CHILDREN WERE TO PARTICIPATE IN CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS IN SY 1983-84. 

1; 

IWCVMATIoW ( Be!AslS ( EwtiaIS) EJmuslS 1 EMFMSIS (64FliAslS ( 

YFS II I I I I I 
1 2 1 2 3 4 5 

1 a/ (W,/ IF YES -->IIl. STANDARDIZED TEST1 I I I I 
SCORES 17 6 0 0 (20-21) 

1 
1 fi/ (nL/ IF YES --,112. TEACHER I I 

I 

RECCWMENDAT IONS fr 4 h h 0 (22-23) 

2 /I IF YES --a 3. STUDENT RETENTION I 0 / rl I (24-25) 

_- 

I LL.1 u IF YES --> 4, STUDENT CLASSROOM 
I 

PERFORMANCE 4 7 4 I (1 (26-27 1 

, 
rlc)/ /I IF YES -->I 5. LOCALLY DEVELOPED 

I ACHEIVEMENT DR 

I CWPETENCY TEST1 I 
SCORES ) j I 0 I (28-29) 

( fi/ l/l’,/ IF YES --,; 6, PARTICIPATION IN ( 

I I PROGRAM IN PRE-1 I 
VlOUS YEAR 

--------- ___. - ---__--- 
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’ PART III: WMITWCIffi KITIVITIES 

15. TO WHAT EXTENT, IF ANY. DID YOUR SEA RELY ON ME TECHNIQUES LISTEO BELOW TO HoNITCf4 LEA COMPLIANCE WITH 

FFMRAL, STATE AND LOCAL CHAPTU? 1 REOUIREMENTS IN SY 1983~847 (FOR EACH TECHNIOUE, CHECK ONE COLu+J). 

04-39) 

I -(,,, 
[CREAT ItBEAT (-TE SCM! (RN3 

lEouIcu3: 
[txENrlFxTtMl EXTENT (m?xT EXTENT 

I 2 3 4 5 

I. SITE VISITS ( I 
TO LEAS 

I rl II I 2 I - 

I 
I I 

2. RtVlEW OF LEA 
I I 

APPLICATIONS 
VI I ‘1 I 1 ’ ! 0 

I 

I 
I I I I I 1 

3. REVIEW OF LEA ( 

EVALUATIONS 
I/ I 0 I 0 I 0 0 

I 
4. AUDI 1s 

‘I 1 IO 1 IO I 0 ‘I 

I 
I 

(5. INVESTIGATIONS 

I OF CMPLAINTS 

1 MAUE ABOUT AN 

i 
6. OTHER (SPtCIFY)’ 

L 

-- -- _--- .-- - 
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-- 

16. K)W MUCH EMPHASIS. IF AT ALL, DID YOUR SEA PLACE ON EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ISSUES WHEN MONITORING LEA CHAPTER 

I 

I PRWAMS IN SY 1983-847 (FOCI EACH ISSUE, CHECK ONE COLuIll (40-47) 

UYEL OF DPHASIS 

1 ::T 
I I 1 

LITTIE 

1 
(WEAT o(ooERATE( SOIE (RW ( 

ISWES: 

EaJlTABLE PARTICIPATION I I i I 
OF NON-PUBLIC SCt0DL 

STUDENTS 
16 I 

I i ’ I 

i ASSURANCE THAT CHAPTER I I I I i 

I 
FUNOS SUPPLEMENT, NOT 

SIPPLANT STATE AND I I 
LOCAL FUNDS 

14” 9 11’01 OI 

1 ASSURAF(CE THAT CHAPTER 1 I i I i I 

I 
SERVICES ARE COMPARABLE I 
TO SERVICES IN NON-CJiAPTER 1 1 / I I I 
MEAS i L4 i 16 8 i 1 i 0 i 

i COHPLIANLE WITH CRITERIA 
1 

I 
i 

i ’ ’ 

i 

FU? SELECTING CHAPTER I 

SCHWL ATTENDANCE AREAS 
I 36 12 2 0 0 I 

i CCMPLIAMZE WITH CRITERIA 

I FaC IDENTIFYING CHAPTER I I I I I 

i 
I 

ELIGIBLE STUDENTS 14 12 4 0 0 

1 @zMPLIAt+ZE WITH CRITERIA I 
) FOR SELECTING CHAPTER 1 I I I I I I 

PARTICIPATING STUDENTS I6 IL 1 0 0 

1 RECORD KEEPING PROVISIONS I I I I I 

REOUIREO BY SEA 14 15 9 2 0 

1 C~ALITY OF INSTRUCTIONAL I 
ITNXRM I 1 19 II 1 2 

17. WHAT WAS THE APPROXIMATE NUtBER OF FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT (FTE) STAFF YEARS THAT YOUR SEA DEVOTED IN SY 

1983-84 TO W-SITE MONlTORlffi OF LEAs RECEIVING SY 1983-84 CHAPTER 1 GRANTS7 

SY 198584 FTE STAFF YEARS DEVOTED TO LEA HONlTORlffi 6 to 13.0 (48-50) 

18. FM SY 198.%34, WHAT WAS THE APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF TOTAL ON-SITE LIONITOAING VISITS MADE BY SEA STAFF7 

TOTAL NUMBER OF ON-SITE MONITORING VISITS IN SY 1983-84 0 to 576 (51-54) 

1 

. . . - - -.._ -__ 
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14 THf N,,NRE" nF TIMES AN LF4 15 VISITED HV StA 

HnNITnA5 C4N “MI. SOnE LEAS CnULn RE VISITED 
~lRf THAN nNCE A YEAlA WHILE OTHERS COIILD BE 

VI5ITtO ONCt EVFRY TWO YEARS. FOR FY 1933-"Li, 

PlfAFf tSTIHATF THE PERrFNl OF LFAs VISITtD IN 
tw nf THE rAlfCnRIf5 [LISTED HELOW. 

PfRrFNT 

Cf LF4$ 
wNIlntwD 

AVbMGI: 

1 wNIl0AfD 7 OR HORF 6.1% (55-571 

TIHFCl 4 VFW 

7. NONITnRED ONCE A VtAR 31.9 o. f5Q-m) 
- 

4. NoNITnwn IVFAV 1 VFAAS 32.7 
nH L t 52 FAN OUENTLY ---.-J 

ifiL66l 

98.1% 

70 Ttif NIIHAER OF DAYS THAT StA HONIlflRS SPENfl 41 AN 

'iA CAN ALSO VARY. IN wM CASE<, 9CA MONITORS 
PND ONE DAY ON-SITE AND, IN OTHER CASES, SEA 

mNIlDH5 5PENfl THREE DAYS FOR 5v 1993-w. PLFA5i 

tSIIHAlF IHE PFRCENT OF LEAs MONITOREn IN EACH OF 

rHf r~rkCmIts nf DAYS SPENT ON-SITF LISTED RELnw 

PFRCENT 

WV5 SPFNT nN-SITE 

1 nNt "AY 

7 Two DAYS 

1 THRbF nAYS 

LI MORF THAN 3 DAYS 

OF LEA:, 

HONITORED 

AVEMGh 

56.8 x (hi-691 

16.5 % (70-72) 

13.6 3, 173-75) 

5% (76-791 

98.0-z 

ON-SITE HONIlnAINC OF LEAS RCCEIVINC CHAPTFA 1 
FUNn9 men TAKE PLACE SEPARAIFLV OR IN ~ONJUNC- 
TION WITH ON-4IlE H(INIlO~INt OF OTHER PRnCRAMS 

CENFRALLV, IN SV lQ‘lJ-A4, DID YOUR VA HONITflR LEA5 
SCPARATELV nR IN cnNx1NclrnN WITH nltitR F~~~AAL 4Nn 

SlAlt EDllCAlION PROCRAMS. IPLEAsF wch ONC) 

1 139 1 - --_ 

7 /l/ 

1 141 - 

4 I 4 / - 

5 12 - 

wAPlEu 1 PunmAN NnNIlnRtn 

SEPAAATELY. 

rHAPlEA 1 PRnCRAH H(INIlnRCr) 

JnINlLV WITH OTHER F~DFAAL 
EnllCAlInN PAnCRAMS 

MAPTEA 1 PUllCRAM HnNIlnAC" 

70INlLV WITH OTHER STATE 
F"UCATlON PROCRAwS. 

CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM MONITnAEn 

30INlLY WITH OTHER FEDERAL 
AND STATt EDI1CATInN PROCRAHS 

nlHtR lPLEA=,E SPECIFY) 

GENERALLY, II '(Y 1033-34, 10 W,,A: EXTENT nIlr YnlR 
SEA CHAPTER ' iTAFE, nURINC ON-Silt MONITnRINC 

VISITS Tn L~>s, vrm ScttnnL HIJIL~INC~ IN WHICH 
CHAPTER 1 PRrl'PAHCI WCRt IN OPERATION? (PLEASE 

THECK ONE) ISI 

1. 144, SEA STAF= VISITEI' 9CHnnL RIIILOINCS nURtNC - 
ALL OR ALHnSl ALL nF THf MnNIlOAINC 
VISIT? T" LFAs. 

z / 6. ZEA STAFF VISITEn 5rHnnL AIIILnING -- 
nIlRING Mn5T OF THt H(lNITI~RINf, VISIl5 TO 

LEAS 

3 I 0, SEA STAFF VISITED swnnt RttItnINC7 nUwINr - 
4ROUT HALF nF THE NnNIlnRINC VISITS in 

LEAS 

4 Lo SEA STAFF VISITFO mnOL RIIILOINCS 

DllRINC WHF OF TWF NONITnAlNC VI5115 Tn 

LE * 

5 IO’ -' 5fi\ CITAFF vImEn scHnnL mrILnrNm 

nmrNc A FtW nR NnNt OF 1w NnNIrrwINC 

VI5115 ln LEAS 
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25. DID THE OVERALL AMWNT OF TIME YOU? SEA DEVOTED TO 

ON-SITE WNITCRIffi OF CHAPTEF! I pRWRAMS IN SY 

1985~B4 INCREASE, DECREASE CA REMAIN MU1 THE 

SAME, AS aWPAJ7EO TO THE AU)!JNT OF TIM DEVOTED TO 
THOSE ACTIVITES UNDER THE PRIOR TITLE 1 FRCGW47 

(PLEASE OcEC% ONE) (61 

I. /“/ THE MJUNT Of MI-SITE KMITCftIffi 

INCREASE0 ---tF’LEASE SU TO QIESTICXI 29 

2. /? ’ / ME ALOUNT OF ON-SITE MONITCRIffi - 
FIEMAINEO &OUT THE SME --bw &Xl 

m ~ESTNDI 25 

3. /’ ) / THE AWUNT OF ON-SITE MJNITCRING - 
CBDWASED ---*PLEASE Bo lu Qwsllorc 24 

24. T’W PASSA!X OF CHAPTER I REDUCED SEA’S ACMINISTRA- 

TIVE ALLOWANCE FRM I.51 OF TH TOTAL CHAPTER I 

OUNT AWARD TO IS OF THE TOTAL CHAPTER I GRANT 

AWAAO. TO WIAT EXTENT, IF ANY, DID THE REDUCTION 

IN THE MUNT OF ON-SITE UoNIToRIffi RESULT FRM 
THE REDUCTION IN THE CHAPTER I AOMINISTRATIVE 

MLOYANCE? (PLEASE CMECK CM) (71 

I. /li / TO A VERY GREAT EXTENT 

2. / I/ TO A GREAT EXTENT - 

I 
3. /‘- / TO A MX)ERATE EXTENT 

I 4. // TO SCM FXTENT 

5. // TO LITTLE OR Ho EXTENT 

MT IV: AIDIT RfQ;IlRElENYs 

25. FOR SY 1983-84, DID YOUR STATf IMPLEMENT SINGLE 

AUIIT PRKFOURES IN HIM T”E CHAPTER I PROGRAMS 

BERATI* IN LEAS ARE AUDITED IN C~NJUHT,TION WITH 

OTHER FbMRAL AH) STATE FDlEAlION PROGRAMS? 

IPLFA:f (HFCK ONF 1 (RI 

I. L’:i/ YfS ------ -* RCA% a, TO @KiTIC+l 26 

7. / ii1 1 __--- K) ---------. REAriF SO TO WESTICM 2’8 

1. / __i/ ml SURF ---- PLEASF al m WESTION 2FJ 

26. 010 THE REOUIR~ZMENTS OF THE SINGLE AUDIT INCLUDE 

(11 AN LEA FINANICAL REVIEW, (2) A REVIEW OF LEA 

CMPL~A*E WITH FEDERAL AND STATE REQUIREMENTS, 0R 

(3) BOTH A FINANCIAL AW pRoGRAJ4 CCMPLIANCE 
PJVIEW? (PLEASE CHECK ONE ) (9) 

I./“/ A FINANCIAL REVIEW ---w P,JASE BD TO 

PIIESTION 28 

2. / o/ A PROGRAM COMPLIANCE REVIEW ---> Pl,EASE 
BD TO OWSTION 27 

3. /ji / BDTH A FINANCIAL AND PROGRAU COHPLIANCE - 
Eviw -+PLEAS 60 m ~STIOW 27 

4. /i/ NOT SURE -+ftEAsE a, m @KsTICu 28 

27. OUIIffi A SINGLE AUDIT OF AN LEA, DID THt AUDIT 

AIOCEOURES INCLUDE A REVIEW OF LEA CMPLIANCE WITH 

FEDERAL AK) STATE HEOUIREMENTS REGAROIEX; (1) THE 

SELECTION OF CHAPTER I SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS, 
(2) THE IOENTIFICATIC,, OF ELIGIBLE CHAPTER 1 

STUDENTS, AND 13) THE SELECTION OF STUDENTS FOR 

PARTICIPATIDN IN CHAPTCR I PRoQ1AMS? (CMECK ALL 

THAT APPLY 1 (10-12) 

1. /I’I/ SELECTION OF CHAPTER I SCHOOL ATTENDANCE 

AREAS 

2./l/i/ IOEN7lFICATlON OF ELIGIBLE CHAPTFR I 

STUDENTS 

3. I_‘y/ SELECTION OF STUDFNTS TO PARTICIPATE IN 

CHAPTER I PROGRAMS 

28. DID YOM SE, HAVE ANY DTHLH AUOIT RtOUIREMCNTS IN 
EFFECT FOR 1FAs RCCEIVING CHAPTER I FUNDS FOW SY 
1983-84 7 (I31 

1. r//l/ YkS ---t PLEASE al m QUESTION 29 

2. /“/ ND ----t PLFAV m TO WESTIW 51 

--I_____-- 
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29. DID THE CHAPTER I AUDIT REOUIREMENTS ISSUED BY 

YOUR SEA INCLUDF (1) AN LEA FINANCIAL REVIEW CR 

(2) A REVIEW OF PROGRAM COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL 

AN0 STATE CHAPTER 1 REGULATIONS OR 01 BOTH A 

FINANCIAL AND PROGHAH CmPLIANCE REVIEW? (PLEASE 

MkCK ONE) (14) 

I. Q&/ A FINANLIAL REVIEW --*P,s,XjE GO To 

an3Tlal 31 

2. IO / A PHCGRAM COMPLIAtXX REVIEW --bP,&XSE 

___ m m c4JE!mac YJ 

3. /&-/ BOTH A FICJANCIAL AND PROGRAH COHPLIANCE 

REVIEW --wItEASE e0 IO QUESTION Jo 

4. k/ NOT SURE ---tREA!iE GU To OuESTlaC 31 

IO. D:IRIffi A PROCAAM CU(PLIANCE AUDIT OF AN LEA, DID 

THt AUDIT PROCEDlYlES INCLUDE A REVIEW OF LEA CCt4- 
PLIANCE WITH FEDtRAL AND STATE REOUIREHEKT 

REGARDING (1) THE SELECTION OF CHAPTER 1 SCHOOL 

ATTENDNCE AREAS, (2) THE IDENTIFICATION OF 

EllGlBLE CHAPTER I STUDENTS, 13) AND THE SELECTION 

Of STIIDENTS TO PARTICIPATE IN CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS? 

(PLFASF CHECK ALL THE APPLY) (15-17) 

1. /I ’ / SELECTION OF CHAPTER I SCHOOL ATTENDANCE __ 
AREAS 

2. I 1 I/ IDENTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE CHAPTER I 

- STUDENTS 

5. &/ SELECTION OF STUDENT TO PARTICPATE IN 

CHAPTtR I PHOGRAMS 

PNlT v: 1EWlCAL ASSlSTAtCf 

31. THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ISSUED K)NREGUlA- 

TORY GUIDANCE ON THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE CHAPTER 

1 PRoGRAM IN JUNE, 1983. OF l+0W MUCH USE WAS THE 

NONREGULATORY GUIOANCE CONCERNING COMPLIANCE WITH 

ME CHAPTER 1 LAW AND REGULATIONS7 (PLEASE CHECK 

ONE) (18) 

1. /lc)/ THE NONREGULATORY GUIDANCE WAS OF VERY 

-- GREAT USE 

2. /?o/ THE NONREGULATORY GUIDANCE WAS OF GREAT 
USE 

3. /14/ ME NONREGULATORY GUIDANCE WAS OF 
MJDERATC USE 

4. / I/ THE NONREGULATORY GUIDANCE WAS OF SOME 

- USE 

5. / 1 / ME NONREGULATORY GUIDANCE WAS OF LITTLE - 
CR. No USE 

6. / 1 / NOT SURE/NO BASIS TO JUDGE - 

32. HAS YOUR SEA RECEIVED ANY TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE-(X 

OTHER INFORMATION, OTHER THAN THE NONGREGULATORY 
GUIDANCE, FROH THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

CONCERNING COMPLIANCE WITH THE CHAPTER I LAW AND 

REGULATIONS7 (PLEASE CHECK ONE) (19) 

I. &/ YES ----t PLEASE BD TO QESTION JJ 

2. /6/ Ml -----t PUA!X 60 TO @IZSTloW W 

33. OF HOW MUCH USE WAS THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE CR 

OTHER INFORMATION, OTHER THAN THE NONREGULATORY 

GUIDANCE, YOUR SEA RECEIVED FRCM THE U.S. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CONCERNING COMPLIANCE 
WITH THE CHAPTER I LAW AND REGULATIONS? (CHECX 

CNE) (201 

I. /IO / THE INFORMATION WAS OF VERY GREAT USE - 

2. /i / / ME INFORMATION WAS OF GREAT USE - 

3. /17/ THE INFORMATION WAS OF MODERATE USE 

’ 
1 

4. / / THE INFORMATION WAS OF S@.,E USE 

5. E/ THE INFORMATION WAS OF LITTLE OR No USE 

6. /I / NOT SURE/NC BASIS TO JUDGE - 
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Appendix II 
State Agency Questionnaire and Responses 

L -  _. -~_-_- “ -  - - -  _-- 

---____ 

Y. OF HDY MUCH USE TO YOUR SEA WOULD ADOITIONAL 

TECHNICAL ASSISTAWE CR OTHER INFCWATION, OTHER 

MAN THE WMEGULATORY GUIDANCE, FIX+4 THE U.S. 

OEPARTMENT Of EDUCATION CONCERNIM; CCMf’LlANCE WITH 

IWE CHAPTER 1 LAY AN0 REGULATIONS BE? (PLEASE 

CHEC% ONE) (21) 

I. / 16/ ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE WOULD BE 

-- OF VERY GREAT USE 

2. / 15/ LWITIONAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE WOULD BE 

- OF GREAT USE 

3. /Is/ ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE WOULD BE 

- Of WERATE USE 

4. / 5 / NX)ITIONAL TECHllCAL ASSISTANCE WOULD BE 

- OF SCME USE 

S. / o / AWITIONAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE WOULD BE 

- Df LITTLE OR No USE 

PRRT VI: QDORAL INwxSla4S 

35. FOR SY 1983-84, WERE THE FRCCEDUIES USED BY LEAS 

IN YOUR STATE TO IDENTIFY CHILOREN IN GREATEST 

NEED FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN 

OiAPTER 1 PROGRAMS DIFFERENT FRCi4 THE PROCEDURES 

USED BY LEk TO SELECT STUDENTS FL%? PARTICIPATla( 

IN THE PRIOR TITLE I FIXCRAM? (PLEASE CHECK ONE) 

(22) 

1. / 1 / YES ---------tPL&E GO To QBISTION 36 - 

2. /(,I( / No -----------~-PLEAS 60 TO QUESTICU 57 

3. /I)/ DON’T KNOW --tPU%iE GU TO QUESTIDN 37 

36. DID TM CHANGES YOUR SEA MADE IN THE PROCEDURES 

USED BY LEAS TO IDENTIFY CMILOREN IN GREATEST NEED 
FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE 

MAPTER I PROGRAM RESULT FROH (I I THE PASSAGE OF 
THE EOUCATIDN CONSDLIDATIDN ANI IMPROVEMENT ACT 

(ECIA) OA (7.) THE TECHNICAL AMENDHENTS TO ECIA? 
(PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) (23-25) 

I. I/ PASSAGE OF ECIA 

2. / 1 / TECHNICAL AMENCMENTS TO ECIA 

3. / 1 / OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) - 

37. OVERALL, DOES YOUR SEA SPEND MCRE, LESS OR ABOUT 

THE SAW AMWNT OF TIME AN) EFFORT IN REPORTING 

TD THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION UNDER CHAPTER 
I AS YOW SEA EXPENDED FOR THESE ACTIVITIES UNDER 

THE PRIOR TITLE I l’RWRAJ4? (PLEASE CHECK ONE) 
(26) 

I. /1/ CHAPTER I REWIRES MUCH LESS TIME AND 

EFFCRT 

2. /13/ OiAPTER 1 REQUIRES LESS TIME AND EFFORT 

3. /j3/ CHAPTER 1 REQUIRES ABWT THE SAME TIME - 
AH) EFFORT 

4. /1/ CHAPTER I REOUIRES WXE TIME AND EFFORT 

5. /1/ CHAPTER 1 REWIRES MUCH WORE TIME AND 

EFFORT 

6. /L/ NOT SURE/ND BASIS TO JUDGE 

38. OVERALL, UWLD YOU SAY THAT FEDERAL REOUIREHENTS 

PLACED ON THE SEA UNDER THE CHAPTER I PROGRM ARE 

HORE BURDENSWE, LESS BURDENSWE OR ABOUT EQUALLY 

AS BWDENSOME AS THOSE PLACED ON THE SEA UNDER THE 

PRIOR TITLE I PROGRAM? (PLEASE CHECK ONE) C2il 

I. / 1 / CHAPTER I IS MUCH MCRE BURDENSWE - 

2. / 4 / CHAPTER 1 IS MC43E EWDENSDME -_ 

3. /To/ CHAPTER I IS ABOUT EQUALLY BWDENSCME - 

4. /I 5 / MAPTER I IS LESS BURDENSOME - 

5. /o/ MPTER I IS MUCH LESS BLROENSDME 

6. /I/ NOT SURE/W BASIS TO JUDGE 
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Appendix JBI 
State Agency &uestionnaire and Responses 

_ _-- ____ __. ” __ --_ ~~- --- ---__ 

39. FOR SY 198M34, DID CHAPTER 1, INCLUDING THE TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS, PROVIDE MORE, LESS Ci? ABOIJT EQUAL 

I 

FLEXIBILITY IN SELECTIK; CHILDREN TO PARTICIPATE IN CHAPTER 1 PRM;RAHS AS WAS PROVIDED UNDER THE PRIOR TITLE 

I PROGRAM? (PLEASE CHECK ONE) (28) 

I. /1 / CHAPTER I PROVIDES MUCH MORE FLEXIBILITY 

2. /h / MAPTER 1 PROVIDES YORE FLEXIBILITY - 

3. /40,’ CHAPTER 1 PROVIDES ABOUT EOUAL FLEXlfIlLll-Y 

4. I ‘/ CHAPTER I PROVIDES LESS FLEXIBILITY - 

5. / (I/ CHAPTER I PROVIDES MUCH LESS FLEXIBILITY - 

6. / 0 / NOT SURE/ND BASIS TO JUDGE - 

40. PLEASE USE THE SPACE PROVIDED BELOW TO ELABORATE ON ANY MAJOR PROBLEMS CR BENEFITS RELATED TO CHAPTER 1 

TWIT HAVE NOT BEEN FULLY CONVEYED THiOUGH YOUR RESPONSES TO ME PRECEDING @JESTIONS. (29) 

l “” THANK YOU FOR YOU9 COCPERATION +** 
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Ai,jwJdix I-11 -- __- .---_-- ~ ---___- ------ -____ _- -- 
Characteristics of Eight State Agencies and 17 
School Districts Reviewed by GAO (School 
Year 1983-84) 

__ _ ---_- _- --- I 

Chapter 1 program-s_tate 6% 
--.-_ - 

_ _______ 
Program 

review by 
Total State State per- Education m ____ Districts’’ particlpatlon m chapter 1 

chapter 1 admmistratlve PUP11 fiscal year Program 
grant* allowance expenditure 1983 Total Visited by GAO allocatlon 

$333,200,640 $3,299,016 $2;884- No 1,030 Sacramento $3,441,858 
San Francisco 6,598,279 
San Diego 9,900,000 

16,400,562 225,000 4,603 No 1 DC 13,103,955 
78,604,098 770,258 2,176 No 187 Atlanta City 8,933,502 

Blbb County 21364,073 

78.255.749 774,809 3,507 No 3% Boston 12,054,596 
Worchester 2,769,187 

115,576,187 1,144,319 3,521 Yes 560 Detroit 30,849,902 
Lansing 1,681,233 

64,164,514 583,707 1,921 Yes 157 Jackson 3,235,519 
Greenville 1,208,989 
Hattiesburg 620,141 

94.834,123 938,952 4,410 No 566 Newark 15,316,172 
Trenton 2,555,908 

103,659,566 1,026,332 2,919 No 612 Cleveland 11,356,278 
Columbus 6,434,718 

$884,695,439 3,459 $132,424,310 

State agency 
Callfornla 

NPW Jersey 

ChlO 

Toial 

“Includes basic grant program and state programs for migrant, handicapped, and neglected or delln 
quent children 
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iQp~“dlr: IV - _“_ “_ I - ----_I~- -------- __--____-. 
Collection of Student Data: Methodology 

-- 
We collected data on 8,218 students (grades two through four) at 58 
schools in 17 school districts in eight states to determine if school dis- 
tracts were following established selection criteria Grades two through 
four were selected because historically they have been among the pre- 
dominant grades served by chapter 1 and title I According to Depart- 
ment of Education reports, over two-thirds of program participants are 
in grades one through six and a sigmficant number m grades two 
through four. 

To ensure that WC obtained consistent information for all students, we 
used a standardized data collection instrument to record (1) standard- 
ized test scores, (2) classroom grades, (3) whether a student was on the 
s~hool’s chapter 1 eligibility list, (4) whether the student participated m 
chapter 1, and (5) the subject in which chapter 1 service was provided 
Although our analysis focused on the 1983-84 school year, we recorded 
data for school years 1980-81 through 1983-84 to gam a history of stu- 
dents’ academic performance. 

The number of student academic records we reviewed is shown by 
school district m table IV 1 
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Appendix IV 
Collection of Student Data: Methodology 

*  - 

Table IV.l: Number of Student Records 
Reviewed Number of student records 

reviewed in 
State and school district Each state Each district 
California - - -- - 

-___.-- _- .~~ -~ ~- 
1,960 

Sacrim& 520 

San Francxco .- ~.~~- ____ __-~-- .-~ 
San Diego ---- __.~ 

Dlstnct of Columbia 

Washlngton, D C 
Georgia - ~- -. - -.~~ 

Atlanta 

Blbb County 
Massachusetts _ ~~ -.-~__-~~-----~- 

Boston 
Worchester 

Michigan 

Detroit 

Lansing _.._~~~.._ - ~~ 
MISSISSIPPI .~ - ..--- -_ .-~~- ~~~. 

Greenville 

Hattlesburg 

Jackson 

New Jersey 
Newark 
Trenton 

Ohlo 
Cleveland 

Columbus 

779 
661 

324 
324 

1,049 
494 

555 

610 
481 

129 

717 
597 

120 

1.713 
545 

432 

736 

631 
262 

369 

1,214 

Total 

404 

810 

8.218 8.218 

Of this sample of 8,218 second, third, and fourth graders, information 
concermng particlpatlon m chapter 1 reading and mathematics was 
unavailable for 11 and 3 students, respectively. Therefore, we limited 
our revlcw of placement decisions to 8,207 students for reading and 
8,2 15 students for mathematics 

* 
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Selection Criteria Used by the School Districts 
GAO Reviewed (School Year 1983-84) 

-- - _ - 
‘I%(> (‘1’1 t,cr~a used Lo s&ct students for partlclpatlon in chapter 1 pro- 
gr ams WI ~chd among the 17 districts we reviewed All districts used stan- 
dardlzod tctst. s(‘or(ls to some extent The state agency established the 
scWt,lon (‘rlt,(~rliL in six of the eight states sampled, as shown m table 
V. I , ‘I’hls appc~i~x presents mformatlon on the nature of the various 
c~r’itc~rla used. 

. --_ 
Table V 1: Source of SelectIon Criteria 
Used by Eight State Agencies GAO Criteria established by: 
Reviewed State Local 

State agency agency agency 
callforr,la X 
OhK., X 
Mwwqpl X 
New Jcrwy -X 

Stat&stablished 
Criteria 

- 
‘I%(~ SIX st a.t,cls that, W,abllshcd selection criteria relied either totally or m 
r)arf on st ;mclwrdized test scores to identify and select chapter 1 particl- 
pi1r1 I+7 its 1’oIlows. 

l (:allf’orr&, OhI<), and &ssi&~p~ relied primarily on test scores to iden- 
t 11y anti sc:l~t, c~haptSclr 1 students. The percentile cutoff scores were 49, 
:Hi, and 50, rc~spc~cQvc~ly (Ohio ofhcials gave Cleveland schools permls- 
SKUI to IW t,hc :Klrd percontilc m school year 1983-84 ) These states 
mst rllc+t,~~cl school off~als to rank students scoring at or below the 
(*u(ol’l’ by t chst. sww anti sclloct those with the lowest scores first 

l New Jcbrscy also us~~d test scores to select participants but allowed dls- 
t rlc*ts to also IISP ot,hcr measures, such as classroom grades and teacher 
roc:omlnondatlons to rnakcb the final sclectlon 

0 M~~ssachusotts allowed school districts to choose their own measures for 
l&~nt,l I’ymg chliglbl(h students, but selection decisions were to be based on 
ttbsst, s~rcs, t,ctachc:r rccommendatlons, or prior chapter 1 particlpatlon. 

l Thy 1)1strlc*t, of Columbl;! rcqulred the use of test scores (using the 50th 
pc~rc~t~nt,ll(~ as ;I cl~tol’l ), teacher recommendations, retention in the same 
grade, or 1 ;ulmg rc~admg or mathematics as selection criteria. 

For t,hcb Iat.t,tbr thrc~o states, variations m the criteria are described in 
morcb tl~~t~all hclow 
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__ - -.. _ _ __-_ - --____ _ _--___ - _ -_ .-_- --_-----~-.---.---_--. 
Appmdix V 
Selection (k~teria llsrcl by t hr School 
Di~trirtn GAO Hrvirwrcl (School Year 1983-84) 

__I _- __I __--- -__ -.-__- ---- __- - -. _- 
New ,Jcrscy varied Lhe ellglbllity cutoff score according to the test 
administcrcd, the sublect being tested, and the grade level. For example, 
the st,atc agency rocommcndcd that students be selected in the fourth 
and flft,h grades if they had a score at or below the 27th percentile m 
reading and the 43rd percentile m matbematlcs on the Cahforma 
Achl~~vcment Test, or at or below the 16th percentile XI reading and the 
38th percentile in mathematics on the Iowa Test of I3awc Skills. These 
cutoffs did not have to be rigidly adhered to m all instances New *Jersey 
portnlttc~d scl~ool dlst,ncts to alter the cutoff point for cllglblllty 

The two New #Jersey school dlstnct,s we vlsltod (Newark and Trenton) 
adoptctd their own ellglblhty scores. As shown m table V 2, Newark 
relied chicfly on test scores, while Trenton used test, scores and t,eachcr 
roclomrr~clndat,lons 

._ -- 
Table V.2. Chapter 1 Ellglbillty and 
SelectIon Criteria Developed by Two 
New Jersey Districts School 

dlstrlct 
Newark 

Trenton 

_ .---- -- 

Ellgrbi&-criteria -- 
Score at or belo~followmg cutoff@ -_---_- 

Grade Reading Math Other SelectIon criteria 

z $2 
35 None Rank students by test 

score and select from the 
4 21 ii: bottom up 

: 
33 54 Must be Test scores and teacher 

49 recommended recommendations are 
4 E 49 by teacher assigned points based on 

need Students In greatest 
need as Indicated by their 
points are selected first 

“Orl Callforllla rest of Basic Skills 

Massac*husc$t,s required school districts to develop criteria for ldenti- 
f ymg ollglblc students To solcct those most in need, Massachusetts rec- 
ommcnded that, dlstncts use three weighted indicators-test scores, 
prior part,lc*ipatlon in a chapter 1 program, and teacher recommenda- * 
tlons. Each Indicator was assigned points, which were totaled to arrive 
at a composite score Students then were ranked on the basis of their 
composite scores and selected from the bottom up. 

l’ho two school dlstncts we reviewed m Massachusetts- Hoston and 
Worc,hc~stor--ussod dlstmctly different crlterla for identifying cllglble 
students Ijoston used test scores alone, but Worchester used test scores 
in combmatlon with other factors To select the neediest students, both 
districts used the three factors recommended by the state but the nature 
of the factors and the way they were used varied, as shown m table V 3. 
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Appendix V 
Selection Criterm IJwrd by the School 
INntncts GAO Rrviewrd (School Year 1983-84) 

” _- 1-- --- ~ __ --“- ____-_ _ -__ --_--- - --- 
Table V.3: Chapter 1 Eliglbllity and 
Selection Criteria Used In Two 
Massachusetts School Districts 

School district Eliglbihty criteria SelectIon criteria 
Boston Students must score at or below Using multifactor checkllsts, 

the 40th percentile on the students must be ranked by need 
Metropolitan Achievement Test and selected from the bottom up 

Factors Include test scores, prtor 
partlclpatlon, and teacher 
recommendation 

Worchester Students must score at or below Based on points received from the 
the 49th percentlle on the Callfornla checklist, students are placed in 
Test of Basic Skills and receive at one of seven categories and 
least 55 points from the dlstrlct’s selected In sequence beginning 
multifactor checkllst with the first category, which 

Includes prior partlclpants and 
Factors Include test scores, 
teacher recommendations, and 
reDort card arades 

blllngual students 

‘I’hc I)isl,rlct of Columbia required its one school dlstnct to use test 
storers and other factors to identify the cducatlonally deprived and 
sc+~% the nt~t~tflc% To be c~hglble, students had to meet one of four 
c*rlt (‘riit 

S~~hool ad~nlnlst,r;~t,or’s than sclectcd from the cligiblhty list students they 
t,ckvttd w(‘ro m groat,c%, nocd of assistance. 

I~xal ly IkaMished 
Critwia 

.-.. --~- ___- 
Two states WC’ vlsl ted--Goorgla and Michigan-required that school dls- 
t t~c*ts c~stabhsh t hcbi I’ own crltona for identifying chglblc students and 
sckt lng thcl ncwlwst, We visitod two dlstrlcts m each of these states 
‘1’11~ t wo Ckorgi;~ dist I Ict,s c~stabhshcd multiple criteria, including test 
SU)~CS, to ldcntl 1 y clllgl blc students. The Atlanta district placed students 
Into OIIP of’ l’lvc cat,ogorlc~s of nrxd and selected st,udents by category, 
bc!glnrung w11,h those who wore rctamed m the same grade for 1 year 
St udcnts 1n t h(t i’11 st cakgory had to be served before those m the 
sec*ond and cash cxtcgory served m scqucncc until no more space was 
;~vailablc St ar~dard~zc~d test scores were used as a basis for selection 
(m1.y at’kr students m the first through third categones were scrvcd 
St r~cknts had to S(YHY at or below tk 49th percentile and bc among 
t how sc*oririg lowest 



---- -- ----- 

-- ------_- ---_ --- 
Table V.4: Chapter 1 Eligibility and 
SelectIon Criteria Used in Two Georgia 
Dmtricts 

Table V.5: Chapter 1 Ellglblllty and 
Selection Criterta Developed by Two 
Michigan Districts 

- _- - ..- .- -__________. - _--_---. 
Georgia’s I3lbb County dlstrlct used a somewhat dlfftlrent approach. Stu- 
dents wcrc c~hglblc if they wore one or more books behind in the dls- 
tnct’s rcadmg s(brl(bs and/or six or more chapters behind m the district’s 
mathematics SYWS, or scored at, or below the 49th pcrccntllc on the 
Iowa ‘l’ost of 13~s~~ Skills Sclcctlon was first based on the number of 
books they were behind. After thcsc students were served, those scoring 
at or below thcb 49th pc~rccW,llr~ were selected m rank order from the 
bottonl up (see t able v 4) 

Rlhb 

School distmt Ellglbllity criteria 
Atlanta Student put In one of five 

c,ategones 
Rctametl 1 year in grade 
t-llgh nsk first graders 
f ‘r ior par tlcipants 
I owcst test score (49th 
percentile c,utoff on the Callfornla 
Achic~vernc~nt Icst) 
Adrninistratlvely placed 

fL+dq- one or rnore books 
t)i+iind 111 thrl dlstnct’s reading 
Seneb or score dt or below 49th 
pcrcentlle on the Iowa Test of 
&WC Skills 

Math SIX or rnoro chapters behind 
In math soncs or score at or 
t~low the 49th percentile on the 
lowa. Test of Basic Skills 

Selection criteria 
Must serve all students In first 
category before serving those In 
next 

Must serve students behind in 
reading or math before those 
scoring al or below the 49th 
pcrcentlle 

In M~c~lugan, thca l,ar~smg and 1)otrolt school districts rely pnmarily on 
test.. scores as a b;lsls lor Identlfymg eligible students and sclcctmg the 
nt~odlost 11~1 rolt , unllk(b I~ilnslnJs, cstabhshed procedures for using 
tcxc*lLor rc!c~omrnc~nclat.lt ,ns in thcb absence of test scores (SW table V.5) 

School district Eligibility criteria Selection criteria 
L anslnq Sc,ore at or bc,low the 20th Schools must serve all ellglble 

porcclntilc or the Stanford students If unable, must serve 
A(,htt~verncnt lost lowest scorers 

Detroit Score below (41 ade level on the Students must be ranked by need 
Callforrlla Achlevcrnent Test If test Students In greatest need served 
scorfls unavailable, use teacher first No ellglblllty cutoff score was 
reLornrnc,rld:~tlorIs II accompanied established by the district Schools 
by documt:rltc!d support of need for could establish their own 
c,har&r 1 sc’rvices 

‘1’1~0 I,imslng d~str~c+t ~nst ruc+t,cbtl ~,c*hool of flcrals to servch all students that 
scnorcbd at 01 below t h(l 20th pcrcc~ntllc on the Stanford Achievement 
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Appendix V 
Selection Criteria Used by the School 
Districts GAO Reviewed (School Year 1983-84) 

Test. If schools were unable to serve all eligible students, students were 
to be ranked by test score and selected from the bottom rank up. 

The Detroit district required school officials to use test scores as the pri- 
mary basis for student selection, with teacher recommendations allowed 
when test scores were not available The district did not estabhsh an 
eligibility cutoff score but allowed school officials to develop their own. 
The district instructed school officials to identify students who scored 
below grade level and select from among those in greatest need At the 
four Detroit schools we visited, officials had not established cutoff 
scores Instead, they selected participants based on recommendations 
from classroom tcachcrs. 
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Ap~wndix VI -.-- --_-- -_ ---- ----- _-__- -_----a--. 

Number of Students in Three Districts by a 
Reading Test Score Range and Number 
Participating in Chapter 1 (School 
Year 1983-84) L_--_____ 
Lansmg 
Particy3arits 
rOtal StlJC.k?r~ts 

&rct:r~t partcpatmg 
Hettlesburg 
Partcpants 
lotal !;tuderlts 

CWccrrt parliclpaling 
Blbb County 
Pgrhclpants 
lOtal Students 
l’wccr~t partupating 

Percentile range 
O-10 Ii-20 21-30 31-40 41-50m -~ 51-100 

8 17 1 -0 -0 -0 

8 20 24 10 16 41 

1000 850 42 00 00 00 

O-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-100 

83 59 48 27 11 0 

98 72 73 51 29 97 

847 81 9 658 529 379 00 

O-IO Ii-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 

17 21 18 37 26 11 16 6 3 0 

54 71 64 86 77 57 61 40 25 15 

31 5 29 6 28 1 430 338 193 262 150 120 00 
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@endix VII 

Test Score Availability and Placement Decision 
for Sample Students Served and Not Served by 
Chapter 1 Reading Program (School 
Year 1983-84) 

Test score availability/placement 
decisions 

Single-cntenon siihool dtstncts (11) 
Sample students without a test score 

Sample students with a t&t &ore 

Placementbecisions requiriig &rification 

Erroneous placement decisions 

Multlple cnteria school dlstncts (6) 
Sample students without a test score 

Sample students with a test score 
Placementbeclslons clartflcatlon requlnng 

- Erroneous placement decisions 

Total, all school districts (17) 
Sample students without a test score 

Sample student with a test score 
Placement decisions clanflcation requirrng 

Erroneous placement declslons 

No. of students in sample 
Served Not served Tot; 

2,429 3,430 5,859 
273 1,147 1,420 

2,156 2,283 4,439 

166 347 513 
58 130 188 

643 1,705 2,348 
39 260 299 

604 1,445 2,049 
83 286 369 

7 10 17 

3,072 5,135 8,207 
312 1,407 1,719 

2,760. 3,728 6,488 
249 633 882 

65. 140 205 
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Appendix VIII -- 

Comments From the D&partment of Education. 

_. -_-------~_ 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
ObbI‘.EOt 1HE A%,lbTANI btLHt,AHY 

I OH i I tMtN IAHY AN” SE LONUARY t”ULA TION 

Mr. hchu-d I,. Fcyel 
Assistant Curptroller General 
United Slates General Accountlny Office 
Washrngton, D.C. 20548 

Ikdr Mr. Fcqcl : 

The SccruCary 1155 asked that I respnd to your request for our cxxmrents on your 
tlrdft report “~J~SATOR’Y EZDUfxr.Im: Chapter 1 Pdrtlclpants Oencrally Meet 
Sc~lectlorl Crrteric~." 

Wc ~umvlnti you for d wcll-wr~tten and easily under&& reprt. The repxL 
prov~clcs nrpxtant Infonmlt1on for local, State, ad Federal offlclclls Lo 
tuxls~dc?r <LS reauthorlzatmn issues dre dxcussed for ChqLer 1. 

We are pleased to learn that the General Accounting Offlce (G.0) found few 
errors III the cholcc of students selected to rcc'clve Chapter 1 serv~ccs. ln 
addiLlon, we dre interested m GA0's observations concemxq students who 
scortrl kxzc?la~ the 25th pxcentlle. Although the MtLonal 1nst~tut.e of Diucniron 
(NIE) reported that 61 percent of these students were not served by Chapter 1, 

CA0 found that only 20 percent were not served. Of those not served, GI10 noted 
that one-thrd was served by another ccqensatory education prccpm and that <an 
~~l~i~tional 10 ln?rcerlt were not served because local school offlcl<rls thought 
the test saxes did not reflect the students' true abllltxs. The differences 
111 rqarted fmndulgs drc explain4 by the fact that GAO focused on qrdde levels 
Lhdt recclved services tide NIE looked at all grade levels In part~clpat~ng 
s<~tlcxJls. An ddd~t10nal explanation for the differ-enccs 1s thilt luyhcr scorlny 
lxn-t1cLplnts ln the NIE study were not necessarily In the sil~ly;' schcx~ls as the 
lower scsorlng students who were not served. 

111 our review of t-he rep?%, we did note one instance of lxxslble confusion 
c orlcc>rrung L.lle results. On pge 32, and in the acccqxmyuq Fqurc 2.3, 
you rcqxrt Lhat the Blbb County schools served " . ..mxe than 20 percent of tile 
students wlLl1 scores frcrrl 51 to 70." Fqure 2.3 on page 320 actually shows Chat 
.ui score r<tngt's 51-60, 61-70, 71-80, and 81-90 that approx~k1tely 18, 25, 15, 
dml 12 Ixxtent , respezt~vely, were servcvi by Chapter 1. Smccl Lhc~ scorw tire 
~nx-r~c~nt 11 c?b , it is not clear how that high a percent,igc of students above the 
5utur I'c'rccrltLlC could have been served and St711 penrut CA0 Lo St&e that few 
errors ~1 scloct~ng students were nude by school districts. 
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