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Executive Summary

Flexibility is a lever for change that occupies an increasingly prominent place in federal
strategies for educational improvement. Although often implemented in complex ways, the basic
logic underlying its approach can be summarized quite succinctly. Flexibility assumes that local
districts are in the best position to identify the most serious problems facing schools and students
and determine how to solve them. Consequently, these districts should be given greater
decision-making authority to utilize resources, including federal funds to the programs for which
they will do the most good.

The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as amended by the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) provides additional flexibility to local school districts
while simultaneously requiring increased accountability. This study focuses on the additional
funding flexibility offered to rural school districts under the following portions of the Rural
Education Achievement Program (REAP), which is part of NCLB. This includes two central
parts of REAP:

e REAP Flex: This program does not provide additional funding but does allow eligible
districts considerable flexibility in using funds they receive by formula under the
following ESEA programs:

o Title I, Part A (Improving Teacher Quality State Grants)

o Title I, Part D (Educational Technology State Grants)

o Title IV, Part A (Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities)
o Title V, Part A (State Grants for Innovative Programs).

e The districts may use these funds for authorized activities under one or more of the
following ESEA programs:
o Title I, Part A (Improving Achievement for Disadvantaged Children)
Title 11, Part A (Improving Teacher Quality State Grants)
Title 11, Part D (Educational Technology State Grants)
Title 111 (Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant
Students)
Title IV, Part A (Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities)
o Title IV, Part B (21st-Century Community Learning Centers)
o Title V, Part A (State Grants for Innovative Programs).
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e Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Grants: This program provides additional
funding for qualifying school districts. The additional funds must be spent under the
same programs as the REAP Flex authority.

Several factors set REAP Flex apart from other NCLB flexibility programs. First, 100 percent of
funding in applicable programs can be used for any activity authorized in one or more of the
ESEA programs listed above, without regard to statutory set-asides. Second, there is no
application process. A list of eligible districts is published each year by the U.S. Department of
Education, and, in order to use the program, an eligible district simply has to notify its state
education agency of its intent to do so by the notification deadline established by the state.



Finally, REAP Flex is widely used—more than 4,000 districts nationwide are eligible, and more
than 50 percent of those districts notified their state that they planned to participate in FY 2005.
These unique aspects of REAP Flex make it a particularly interesting example of funding
flexibility.

The following five research questions guided the study:

1) To what extent do districts make use of the various flexibility provisions in
REAP Flex? What are the characteristics of school districts that exercise this
authority?

2) Indistricts exercising REAP Flex, how are they using this flexibility and which
programs are affected?

3) What educational goals or objectives do districts choose to focus on with these
funds?

4) Do districts that exercise REAP Flex authority make progress in the areas or
priorities toward which they targeted eligible funds?

5) How well does REAP Flex meet the needs of school districts to effectively use
federally derived educational funding?

A nationally representative sample of districts eligible for REAP Flex was surveyed in order to
examine these questions, supplemented by case study interviews in a small subset of the districts.
For questions 4 and 5, the survey did not include outcome measures, so it is only possible to
offer some preliminary findings related to these questions. The districts chosen to participate in
the surveys and interviews were selected so as to obtain a representative sample based on the
number of students in the district and poverty level. A total of 361 REAP-eligible districts
responded to the survey, and 12 completed case study interviews. The data were collected
between October 2005 and February 2006.

There were four primary findings:
1. Half of eligible districts participated in the REAP Flex program.

2. REAP Flex authority was most often used to provide additional funds for services
under Title I, Part A. Districts also commonly used REAP Flex to focus on
programs related to Title V, Part A (State Grants for Innovative Programs), and
Title 11, Part D (Educational Technology State Grants). The program funds most
commonly used for other program purposes came from Title 1, Part A (Improving
Teacher Quality State Grants), and Title IV, Part A (Safe and Drug-Free Schools
and Communities).
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3. Districts focused their efforts on targeting low-performing student subgroups and
raising reading and math outcomes via improvements in technology and teacher
quality.

4. The primary reason eligible districts do not participate in REAP Flex is a lack of
information. The main reason districts do participate is to address funding
restrictions.

Half of eligible districts participated in the REAP Flex program.

Just over half of the eligible districts surveyed reported using REAP Flex (51 percent). The data
revealed that the group of REAP Flex participants is a relatively stable one. Districts using the
program planned to continue to use it, and generally had used it in the past.

There were several notable differences between REAP Flex participants and nonparticipants.
Those that chose to take advantage of REAP Flex authority were significantly more likely to
have received SRSA grant money in the past. They also were significantly more likely than
nonusers to have more than 8 percent of their total funding come from the federal government.
Further, REAP Flex participants had slightly lower total revenue than nonparticipants. Total
revenue (from local, state, and federal sources) for users was approximately $2.9 million, while
total revenue for nonusers was approximately $3.4 million, though this difference was not
statistically significant.

A final difference between participants and nonparticipants was in their relative educational
priorities. Asked to identify which areas of concern their districts were prioritizing, participants
more frequently mentioned mathematics, English or language arts, and elementary students than
did nonparticipants. These priorities appeared to shape their use of REAP Flex authority.

REAP Flex authority was most often used to provide additional funds for services under
Title I, Part A. Districts also commonly used REAP Flex to focus on programs related to
Title V, Part A (State Grants for Innovative Programs), and Title 11, Part D (Educational
Technology State Grants). The program funds most commonly used for other program
purposes came from Title 11, Part A (Improving Teacher Quality State Grants), and Title 1V,
Part A (Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities).

Almost 80 percent of REAP Flex participants reported using the flexibility to maintain a stable
level of effort for ongoing activities that had been affected by budget cuts. Case studies revealed
that often it was a reduction in Title I, Part A, funding that needed to be offset by using REAP
Flex. Thus, it is not surprising that the largest amount of funds were used for program purposes
aligned with Title I, Part A (Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged).
While Title I, Part A, was the program area in which districts utilized the largest amount of
eligible funds, the total increase in spending from previous years was less than 10 percent.

In contrast, the average amount districts used for purposes consistent with Title V, Part A (State
Grants for Innovative Programs), increased by more than 400 percent over previous years. Case
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study participants explained that this program has the most preexisting flexibility, and so using
funds for program purposes consistent with it was practical from a managerial perspective. The
only other program where spending increased more than a 100 percent was Title 11, Part D
(Educational Technology State Grants), which coincides with the high priority districts put on
technology to reach their REAP Flex goals described below.

REAP Flex authority was used to target particular student groups and academic outcomes via
improvements in technology and teacher quality.

District superintendents generally made the decisions about whether to participate and how to
use funds for other purposes under REAP Flex. In over 90 percent of participating districts, the
superintendent was involved in deciding how eligible funds would be used. The actual spending
of funds was generally described as easy and routine, and 60 percent of participants reported that
a financial officer managed or oversaw the process.

Three uses of REAP Flex were predominant: targeting particular student groups or academic
outcomes; maintaining a stable level of effort for ongoing activities that had been affected by
budgetary constraints; and providing greater funding for high-priority programs. The focus on
high priority programs encompassed other primary uses, as high priority programs tended to
focus on particular student groups or academic outcomes.

Just over 80 percent of REAP Flex participants reported using the authority in order to target
particular student groups or outcomes. Based on the priorities listed above, it is not surprising
that math and reading were the only two subject areas consistently targeted by REAP Flex. In
their free response answers, many district officials explained that their goals when utilizing
REAP Flex were related to assessment scores in these two subjects. Several districts also
reported focusing on increasing test scores for particular Title | student subgroups.

Districts reported using two primary strategies to promote their goals under REAP Flex.
Improving technology—including computers, printers, software, and support—was the most
common tactic. Teacher quality initiatives were a relatively close second. Participating districts
reported using funds on professional development for current teachers, recruiting new highly
qualified teachers, and paying salaries.

The survey also collected information about the uses of Small, Rural School Achievement
(SRSA) grant money because the program is so closely related to REAP Flex. The goals and
strategies for SRSA money were similar to those for REAP Flex. The goals were improvement
in math and reading scores for all children, especially those in Title | subgroups; the tools were
technology and teacher quality initiatives.

Ultimately, assessments regarding the effectiveness of REAP Flex in helping districts meet AYP
goals are limited to participant reports. Not enough time has accrued to gather sufficient
achievement data, and even if it had, it would be difficult to separate the effects of the program
from other factors.

The primary reason eligible districts did not participate in REAP Flex was a lack of
information. The main reason districts did participate was to address funding restrictions.
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The majority of the interviewed district officials using REAP Flex reported being happy with the
program.

There were three primary reasons eligible districts reported that they did not use REAP Flex: a
lack of information, a belief that the existing funds in applicable programs would not be
significant enough to make a real difference, or a lack of need for additional flexibility.

Over a third of nonparticipants felt that they did not have enough information about REAP Flex
to make an informed decision to use it. Even districts that participated in REAP Flex often
exhibited a misunderstanding about what REAP Flex entails. The most common mistake was
confusion related to the names of the program (e.g. SRSA Grant money was often called the
REAP Flex money).

Another 25 percent of REAP Flex nonparticipants made a more informed decision not to use
REAP. These district officials believed that funds from eligible programs would not be enough
to matter. Indeed, 50 percent of all nonparticipants reported that their interest in REAP Flex
would be higher if additional federal programs were eligible under REAP Flex. It is important to
note, however, that as with every potential change mentioned in the survey, a higher percentage
of current REAP Flex users (approximately 60 percent) also said that this modification would
increase their interest.

Finally, 40 percent of districts that chose not to use REAP Flex did not see a need for additional
flexibility. From the perspective of these nonparticipants, the program offered no additional
benefits they were interested in, and thus they chose not to participate in the program.

Users chose to exercise REAP Flex authority because of the limited monetary allocations in each
applicable program and because of declining enrollment and funding. The limited amount of
funding initially allocated to each district under each federal program made it hard for these
small, rural districts to carry out effectively the intent of the federal Title. REAP Flex allowed
them to use these funds to fully support high-priority programs. Small and often declining
enrollments further decreased the initial allocations and made the added flexibility provided by
REAP Flex even more important.

District officials explained in case study interviews that they often used funds for Title I, Part A,
activities in order to compensate for cuts in their allocations to this program from the previous
year. REAP Flex allowed them to maintain the level of services previously provided under
Title I, Part A, despite the reduced funding.

These three findings combined suggest that REAP Flex is a popular program among those
districts that use it, but that its biggest challenge has been, and continues to be, thorough
dissemination of information about the program.






1. Introduction

The REAP Flex Program

This study focuses on flexibility provisions in the Rural Education Achievement Program
(REAP) provision of NCLB. Specifically, it addresses REAP Flex, a program that allows rural
districts additional control over how to spend portions of their federal funding. REAP Flex is
part of a series of NCLB flexibility initiatives aimed at rural schools.

REAP Flex is only one piece of the REAP. REAP consists of two major grant programs, one for
small, rural districts known as the Small Rural School Achievement Program (SRSA) and
another for low-income, rural districts called the Rural and Low-Income Schools Program
(RLIS). SRSA has two parts: the SRSA grant program administered by the federal government
and REAP Flex. For many small, rural school districts, the amount of formula-based program
funding they receive from individual federal programs may be too small individually to support
significant school improvements. The SRSA grant program aims to help these districts by
increasing the amount of federal funds available to them. REAP Flex additionally allows these
districts the opportunity to leverage their limited resources for more effective uses consistent
with local needs. RLIS, on the other hand, is comprised solely of a state administered grant
program intended for rural districts too large to be eligible for SRSA (for an organizational
diagram of REAP, see Exhibit 1)."

Exhibit 1
Organization of Rural Education and Achievement Program (REAP)

Rural Education and

Achievement Program
(REAP)

Small, Rural School Rural, Low-Income
Achievement Program Schools Program
(SRSA) (RLIS)
REAP-Flex SRSA Grant
Program

Source: Information for this exhibit was obtained from the U.S. Department of Education’s Guidance on the Rural
Education Achievement Program report, released June 2003. Exhibit created by the Urban Institute, 2006.

! Districts eligible for SRSA are automatically ineligible for RLIS.
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This report addresses REAP Flex with a more limited discussion of the SRSA Grant Program.
The REAP Flex program allows districts to use eligible federal funding for a set of eligible
program purposes under ESEA, while the SRSA Grant Program gives districts additional money
that must be used to support the same type of activities as those authorized by REAP Flex.
District eligibility for both of these programs is based on a combination of attendance,
population density and location. Eligible districts must meet two criteria:

1. Atotal average daily attendance of less than 600 students, or serve only schools that are
located in counties that have a population density of fewer than 10 persons per square
mile, and

2. Serve only schools that the have an NCES school locale code of 7 or 8 (as assigned by
the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics) or that are
located in an area defined as rural by a state governmental agency.” In instances in which
a state agency defines the area where a district is located as rural, the secretary of
education must agree to the rural designation with the concurrence of the state education
agency before the district may participate in REAP Flex.

These two criteria are the only determinants of eligibility for participation in REAP Flex. In
order to receive SRSA grant money, however, a district must meet these criteria and submit an
application. Once this application is submitted, a formula determines the amount of grant money
awarded to the district. This money can be spent in any of the applicable programs. Eligible
districts considerable flexibility in using funds they receive by formula under the following
ESEA programs:

o Title I, Part A (Improving Teacher Quality State Grants)

o Title I, Part D (Educational Technology State Grants)

o Title IV, Part A (Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities)

o Title V, Part A (State Grants for Innovative Programs).

The districts may use these funds for authorized activities under one or more of the following
ESEA programs:

o Title I, Part A (Improving Achievement for Disadvantaged Children)

o Title 11, Part A (Improving Teacher Quality State Grants)

o Title I, Part D (Educational Technology State Grants)

o Title Il (Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant
Students)

o Title IV, Part A (Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities)

o Title IV, Part B (21st-Century Community Learning Centers)

o Title V, Part A (State Grants for Innovative Programs).

2 A school receives a locale code of “7” if, according to the U.S. Census Bureau, it is located in a place that is
outside of a core-based statistical area (CBSA) and has a population of fewer than 2,500 persons. A school receives
a locale code of “8” if, according to the U.S. Census Bureau, it is located in a place that is inside an CBSA and has a
population of fewer than 2,500 persons.



While the SRSA Grant Program and the REAP Flex Program apply to the same set of federal
programs, districts do not have to receive an SRSA Grant in order to exercise REAP Flex
authority. REAP Flex is therefore not exclusive to the grant program. Its intention is solely to
give small, rural districts greater freedom to spend funds they receive under certain federal
programs to better meet their particular needs. Enhancing flexibility is considered especially
important for such districts because the amount of formula-based funds they receive within a
particular federal program may be insufficient to support significant school improvement efforts.
While no additional resources are provided to participating districts, REAP Flex authorizes the
districts to use a substantial body of existing federal funds for any educational purpose consistent
with the broad goals of NCLB.

One particular goal of REAP Flex is to support activities that help participants reach adequate
yearly progress (AYP). REAP guidelines mandate a review of SRSA grant recipients and REAP
Flex participants after three years to determine their continuing eligibility for the two programs.
Those districts that fail to meet AYP after participating in REAP for three years become
ineligible for REAP Flex unless they agree to spend all “applicable funding”—yprogram funds
eligible for use with other programs—on improvement activities authorized under Section 1116.

Several factors set REAP Flex apart from other NCLB flexibility programs. First, there are no
“set-asides” or limits on how much money may be utilized from eligible program funds. One
hundred percent of applicable funds can be used for a broad range of activities authorized by
REAP. Second, there is no application process for districts to participate in the program. The
only requirement is that districts notify states of their intent to exercise the REAP Flex authority
by the deadline established by the state. Finally, unlike many other flexibility provisions, REAP
Flex is widely used. During the 2005-06 school year (the most recent year for which data is
available), 4,781 districts nationwide were eligible to exercise REAP Flex. According to data
submitted by states through the Consolidated State Performance Reports, 53 percent of districts
notified their states that they would participate.®> For these reasons, REAP Flex presents a
particularly interesting example of flexibility worthy of further study.

As part of a larger study of federal flexibility programs, the U.S. Department of Education
commissioned the Urban Institute to conduct a study of the REAP Flex program nationally. This
included collecting nationally representative survey data and conducting a series of case studies
of districts eligible to use REAP Flex. Five research questions guided the larger study of
flexibility, as well as this report, which focuses on REAP Flex:

e Question 1: Use of REAP Flex and Characteristics of Users

To what extent do districts make use of the various flexibility provisions in REAP Flex?
What are the characteristics of school districts that exercise this authority?

e Question 2: Patterns of Exercising REAP Flex

® These eligibility and participation figures exclude New Jersey because this information was not provided on the
state performance report.



How are districts exercising REAP Flex using this flexibility and which programs are
affected?

Question 3: Strategic Planning for Flexibility
What educational goals or objectives do districts choose to focus on with these funds?

Question 4: REAP Flex Progress

Do districts that exercise REAP Flex authority make progress in the areas or priorities
toward which they targeted eligible funds?

Question 5: Flexibility Needs

How well does REAP Flex meet the needs of school districts to effectively use federal
educational funding?



2. Methodological Design

This study used survey and interview data’ to provide a description of the REAP Flex program
participants and nonparticipants, as well as examining how participants exercise flexibility. Only
REAP Flex eligible districts were included in the sample. The data were collected between
October 2005 and February 2006. Responses to surveys sent to REAP-eligible districts
generated the quantitative data (see Appendix A for the survey). Interviews with survey
respondents, both REAP Flex users and nonusers, supplied the qualitative data (see Appendix B
for interview protocols).

* A full explanation of the methodology can be found in Appendix A.
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3. Results

Who Uses REAP Flex: Characteristics of Users and Nonusers of REAP Flex

Fifty-one percent of the survey respondents used REAP Flex in 2004-05. Of the 335
districts that responded to the survey, 60 percent notified their state education agencies that they
would use REAP Flex during the 2004-05 school year. Of these, however, 15 percent did not
actually employ REAP Flex.”

Preliminary examinations of the data suggested that a district with a high percentage of students
in poverty or a high percentage of federal funding in their overall budget were more likely to use
REAP Flex. However, while there were notable differences between users and nonusers in these
two categories, the differences were not statistically significant (see Exhibit 2). In a related
analysis, when percentage of federal funding was broken into a categorical variable (in which
high federal funding was defined as greater than 8 percent of total funding, low federal funding
as less than 8 percent of total funding), differences became significant. A higher percentage of
users belonged to the high funding group than nonusers and this difference was statistically
significant (p<.05). This difference is logical: for districts receiving a high rate of federal funds,
exercising REAP Flex allows them flexibility over a larger portion of their budget than it would
allow districts with less total revenue from the federal government.

Additionally, an analysis of whether the percentage of a district’s total revenue that was eligible
under REAP Flex provisions could distinguish between users and nonusers, showed that while
districts that used REAP Flex had a higher percentage of eligible funds than nonusers, this
difference was not statistically significant. However, again an analysis using a categorical
variable for high and low eligible funding indicated a statistically significant difference,
signaling that users are more likely than nonusers to have a high percentage of their total revenue
be eligible funds. Finally, there were no statistically significant enroliment differences between
districts exercising and those not exercising the REAP Flex authority.

Districts that had ever received a SRSA grant had significantly higher odds of using REAP
Flex. Almost 68 percent of REAP Flex participants had received a SRSA grant in the past
compared to only 48 percent of nonparticipants. This may be because SRSA grant recipients are
more knowledgeable about REAP Flex considering that SRSA grant funds and applicable funds
under REAP Flex may be used with identical title programs.

> The subgroup of 37 districts that notified their state of the district’s intent to use REAP Flex but were ultimately
nonusers merited further examination. In many ways, this group looked very similar to nonusers as a whole. The
mean amounts of percent federal funding were nearly identical (9.4 percent for non-notifiers vs. 9.1 percent for
notifiers), as were their total revenue from local, state, and federal sources ($3.4 million vs. $3.5 million for non-
notifiers vs. notifiers) and percent of students living in poverty (15.6 percent vs. 15.0 percent for non-notifiers vs.
notifiers). The subgroup appeared more like REAP Flex users in terms of familiarity with REAP Flex; on a 4-point
scale, with 4 being the most familiar and 1 the least familiar, the subgroup of nonusers that notified their states
averaged 3.8 while REAP Flex users averaged 3.6 (nonusers averaged 2.9). The subgroup fell below both REAP
Flex users and nonusers in terms of average daily attendance (ADA). While REAP Flex users and nonusers have
ADA of 307 and 315, respectively, the the subgroup of nonusers that notified their states had an ADA of 254.
Finally, this subgroup falls between REAP Flex users and nonusers in terms of having received SRSA grants in the
past (59 percent for the subgroup vs. 67 percent and 45 percent for users and nonusers, respectively).



Exhibit 2
Descriptive Comparison of REAP Flex Participants vs. Nonparticipants

Difference
Between
REAP Flex REAP Flex |Participants and
Participants | Nonparticipants|{Nonparticipants

Percent Poverty® 16.9% 15.5% 1.5%
Percent Federal Fundingb 11.1% 9.4% 1.7%
Percent Eligible Funding® 2.1% 1.7% 0.5%
Ever Received SRSA 67.4% 48.5% 19.0%**
Average Daily Enrollment’ 307.8 300.7 7.1

# Based on the percent of school age children in the district living below the poverty line (2000
Census data).

® percent Total Revenue comprised of federal funding (based on 2003 CCD data).

¢ Percent Total Revenue comprised of REAP eligible federal programs (not counting Title I, Part A,
Title 11, or Title 1V, Part B).

¢ Based on 2003 CCD data.

Exhibit reads: There were 19 percent more REAP Flex participants that had received SRSA grants in the
past than nonparticipants.

Note: ** Statistically significant differences (p<.01).

Source: District Administrator Survey #7 and data sources cited above.

Users also appeared to differ from nonusers in terms of their initial allocation of federal funds
and total revenue. In each of the federal funding categories in which changes in allocation might
occur as a result of the REAP Flex program, users had a notably larger initial allocation of funds
than nonusers with the exception of SRSA grant money, in the case which nonusers received
larger allocations (see Exhibit 3). However, more REAP Flex participants received SRSA grants
than nonparticipants.

Interestingly, while REAP Flex participants received, on average, more federal funding in REAP
Flex eligible programs, REAP Flex nonparticipants had higher average total revenue. This
suggests that compared to their nonparticipant counterparts, users of REAP Flex had less money
overall to work with and yet had more REAP Flex applicable funding. This finding is not
surprising since, as mentioned above, REAP Flex participants were more likely to have a higher
percentage of their total budget comprised of federal funding. Although these are interesting
results, it is important to note that with the exception of SRSA grant amounts, none of the
funding differences—either in a particular federal program allocation or total revenue—reached
statistical significance. This is in large part because there was a large range of funding amounts
among both users and nonusers of REAP Flex, so that while on average REAP Flex participants



have larger federal program allocations and total revenue, there is a substantial overlap in these
areas between districts participating and not participating in REAP Flex.

Exhibit 3
Mean Revenue by Program, REAP Flex Participants vs. Nonparticipants

Mean Allocation for the 2004-05 School Year
(in dollars)
REAP Flex
REAP Flex Participants Nonparticipants

Title I, Part A
Improving the Achievement of Disadvantaged Children $86,772 $82,228
Title I, Part A
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants $22,398 $17,960
Title 11, Part D
Educational Technology State Grants $2,954 $2,238
Title 111
Language Instruction for LEP and Immigrant Students $1,295 $953
Title IV, Part A
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities $2,493 $1,949
Title 1V, Part B
21st-Century Community Learning Centers $2,376 $1,721
Title V, Part A
State Grants for Innovative Programs $2,626 $2,102
SRSA Grant Award
Grants from Small Rural School Achievement Program $19,464* $22,956*
Total Revenue
From All Sources $2,882,577 $3,384,072

Exhibit reads: REAP Flex participants received a mean average of $86,772 in Title I, Part A, funds, while
REAP Flex nonparticipants received a mean average of $82,228 in the same category.

Note: * Statistically significant differences (p<.05). Total revenue from listed federal programs does not add to
total revenue from all sources. Total revenue includes funds from state, local, and federal sources.

Source: District Administrator Survey #14 and 21.

The survey results revealed that REAP Flex users tended to be a relatively stable group
over time and prior use of REAP Flex was a significant predictor of future use. Of the
REAP Flex participants in the study, 81 percent had used REAP Flex prior to 2004-05 and

93 percent of them planned on using it again in 2005-06 (see Exhibit 4). In contrast, only

14 percent of nonusers had previously taken advantage of REAP Flex provisions. A slightly
larger group of nonusers, 37 percent, reported that they were planning on using REAP Flex in
2005-06. The large and significant differences between users and nonusers in whether they had
used REAP Flex in the past or planned to do so in the future indicated that previously using
REAP Flex was a significant indicator of future use.® Based on these findings, it appeared that
once districts employed REAP Flex, they found enough benefits from the program to warrant
continued use.

® While some districts may not have previously been eligible for REAP Flex, this would only represent a small
number of districts, as the number of eligible districts have not changed substantially from year to year.



Exhibit 4
Usage Patterns of REAP Flex Participants vs. Nonparticipants

Difference
Between
REAP Flex REAP Flex [|[Participants and
Participants | Nonparticipants|Nonparticipants

Used REAP Flex

Prior to 2004-05 81% 14% 67%**
Planned to Use REAP
Flex in 2005-06 93% 37% 56%**

Exhibit reads: Eighty-one percent of REAP Flex participants had taken advantage of REAP
Flex prior to 2004-05 and 93 percent planned on using it in 2005-06.

Note: ** Statistically significant differences (p<.01).

Source: District Administrator Survey #12, 13, 24, and 25.

Users placed a significantly higher priority on English and mathematics outcomes than
nonusers, as well as on elementary students in general when assigning a priority level to
various areas of potential need. While districts participating in REAP Flex indicated higher
priority on English and math, nonparticipating districts also indicated that these were relatively
important. On a three point priority scale with three indicating high priority, nonparticipant
districts assigned an average priority level above two points for English, math, and elementary
students. REAP Flex participants had a significantly lower priority level for transportation for
Title I school choice students than nonparticipants. Users were significantly less likely than
nonparticipating districts to place priority on this area. In this case, the average district response
for both groups was below two, indicating that it was of lower priority for districts than English
and mathematics outcomes and elementary students for both participants and nonparticipants.
However, transportation was a relatively low priority for both participants and nonparticipants
(see Exhibit 5 for all potential priorities).

These differences in priorities corresponded with how REAP Flex participants implemented the
flexibility authority in their district. The highest percentage of participating districts reported
using REAP Flex