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Introduction to the Report

This report provides a comprehensive summary of the most recent data available from the National
Assessment of Title I on the implementation of the Title I program and the academic performance of
children in high-poverty schools. Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
provides federal assistance to eligible school districts and schools to help children meet challenging
standards, with particular emphasis on children who are at risk of not meeting such standards. In addition
to the main Title I program—Part A, the Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) program—
Title I also includes other parts that provide services to children: Part B, the Even Start Family Literacy
Program; Part C, the Migrant Education Program; and Part D Programs for Neglected and Delinquent
Children and Youth.

The National Assessment of Title I was mandated by Congress as part of the 1994 reauthorization of
ESEA to examine the progress of students whom the program was intended to benefit and the
implementation of key provisions of the program. The final report of the National Assessment,
Promising Results, Continuing Challenges, was released in 1999." However, because additional findings
have emerged since that time, this new report was prepared to provide a comprehensive and up-to-date
summary of key evaluation findings about the Title I program.

The report is comprised of six sections. The first describes the policy context for Title [—the current
provisions of the law and the major changes that were made in the 1994 reauthorization of the program,
and the relationship of Title I to recent federal initiatives that support educational reform and
improvement.

The second section provides a description of whom Title I serves, what the Title I dollar buys, and how
Title I funds are distributed among districts and schools. The third and fourth sections address the
frequently raised questions of the extent to which student achievement is improving and the extent to
which Title I is fully implemented. The fifth section provides information on school-level strategies used
to support student learning, and how these strategies are supported by Title I and other federal programs.
The sixth section describes the provision of services to students attending private schools, migrant
students served under Part C, and neglected and delinquent students served under Part D. The final
section offers conclusions and implications.

This report is being issued at the same time as a report by the Independent Review Panel that has advised
the U.S. Department of Education on the National Assessment of Title I since 1994. This panel, which
was mandated under Sections 1501 and 14701 of ESEA, is composed of nationally-recognized
researchers and policy experts, representatives of state and local education agencies and private schools,
school-level staff, and parent representatives. The panel has defined issues for evaluating Title I and the
federal impact on education reform; reviewed study plans, data analysis, and draft reports; and prepared
its own recommendations for the future of Title I and the federal role in education.
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I. Policy Context for Title I

Title I originated with the landmark Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, which
was enacted as part of the “War on Poverty.” The primary purpose of the program has not changed since
the time when it first became law—to ensure equal educational opportunity for all children regardless of
socioeconomic background and to close the achievement gap between poor and affluent children, by
providing additional resources for schools serving disadvantaged students. This purpose is illustrated by
the current law's declaration of policy and statement of purpose (below):

TITLE —HELPING DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN MEET HIGH STANDARDS
“SEC. 1001. DECLARATION OF POLICY AND STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.

“(a)(1) The Congress declares it to be the policy of the United States that a high-quality
education for all individuals and a fair and equal opportunity to obtain that education are a
societal good, are a moral imperative, and improve the life of every individual, because the
quality of our lives ultimately depends on the quality of the lives of others.”

To support this purpose, the program provides additional resources ($9.5 billion in FY 2001%) for schools
to improve learning for students at risk of educational failure. This single program represents more than

one-third (38 percent) of federal funds appropriated to support elementary and secondary education. The
majority of Title I funds (91 percent) are distributed through the Title I Grants to LEAs (Part A) program.

Provisions of the Current Title I Law

The ESEA reauthorization in 1994 (which was called the Improving America’s Schools Act, or [ASA)
made significant changes to the prior law, based on research findings reported in the 1993 national
assessment of the program.” Previously the primary method of providing services to children was through
"pull-out" programs in which students were removed from the regular classroom for remedial instruction.
The progress of participating students was measured compared to other children who did not receive

Title I services. Research found that the services that children received were not sufficient to close the
achievement gap between children in high- and low-poverty schools. In addition, studies found that
expectations were lower for students in high-poverty schools, and that attending high-poverty schools had
a negative effect on student achievement, independent of the effect of the student's own family
background.*

IASA, along with the Goals 2000 Educate America Act, introduced a new federal approach built around a
framework of standards-driven reform and an emphasis on schoolwide reform. Under the new Title I law,
states were required to develop challenging content and performance standards for all students that would
be linked to an aligned assessment and accountability system. Students in schools receiving Title I funds
would be held to the same standards as students in other schools; there would no longer be a dual
accountability system. This approach was intended to promote both excellence and equity in education
and to enable Title I and other federal programs to support state and local reform efforts. To accomplish
this, the reauthorized Title I adopted a number of key principles outlined in the Title I legislation:

= Support states in setting high standards for all children—with the components of the education system
aligned so that they are working in concert to help all students reach those standards;

* Focus on teaching and learning, through upgrading curriculum, accelerating instruction, and
providing teachers with professional development to teach to high standards;
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= Provide flexibility to stimulate school-based and district initiatives, coupled with greater
accountability for student performance;

*  Build partnerships among schools, families, and communities; and
= Target resources to where the needs are greatest.

IASA continues to allow school districts that receive Part A funds to distribute money to schools under
two basic program models—targeted assistance and schoolwide programs. Targeted assistance schools
provide instructional and support services to specific students who are at the greatest risk of not meeting
states’ performance standards. Under the schoolwide model, Title I funds are not targeted to specific
students but may be used to improve the entire school. However, schools are required to ensure that
students who need the most help actually benefit from the program. In order to qualify for a schoolwide
program, 50 percent or more of a school’s student body must come from low-income families; the 1994
reauthorization lowered this eligibility threshold from the previous level of 75 percent in order to allow
more schools to use this more flexible approach.

The expansion of schoolwide programs was one of the most important ways in which the 1994
reauthorization increased flexibility in the use of Title I funds. In addition, Congress further
expanded flexibility under the Education Flexibility Partnership Act of 1999 (Ed-Flex), which allows
states to waive many Title I requirements if states have a strong accountability system in place. In return
for the increased flexibility, schools and districts are held accountable for the performance of all children.
This flexibility with accountability is the heart of the Title I standards-based accountability system.

The 1994 amendments authorized ESEA through 1999, and the next reauthorization is pending. ESEA

bills passed by the House and considered by the Senate during the 106th Congress both supported
continuation of a standards-based system with strong accountability provisions.
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New Initiatives for At-Risk Children

Since the ESEA reauthorization in 1994, several major new initiatives have been funded that support a
similar student population as Title I. The five major initiatives are the Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration Program (CSRD), the Reading Excellence Act (REA), Title I Accountability Grants,
21st Century Community Learning Centers, and the Class Size Reduction Act.

The first two initiatives (CSRD and REA) are intended to support high-quality teaching and improved
learning through intensive and focused professional development and a focused, research-based
instructional program. The third (Title I Accountability Grants) provides support for additional
instructional and professional development activities for low-performing schools.

e CSRD, which was funded through annual appropriations acts beginning in FY 1998, helps schools
identify and adopt high-quality, well-defined, and research-based comprehensive school reform
models that show the promise of preparing children to meet challenging state content and
performance standards. FY 2001 funding for CSRD includes $210 million appropriated under Title I
and an additional $50 million from the Fund for the Improvement of Education.

o REA was authorized in 1999 to provide support for improving children’s reading achievement in
high-poverty and low-performing schools. This K-3 program is targeted to high-poverty schools and
schools that have been identified for improvement under the Title I law. REA requires that
participating schools implement a research-based reading program and provide extensive professional
development for all teachers in grades K-3. FY 2001 funding is $286 million.

e Title I Accountability Grants were included in the FY 2000 and FY 2001 appropriations bills in order
to provide support for turning around low-performing schools. School districts are to use these funds
to intervene in schools that have been identified as in need of improvement under Title I, while
offering students in those schools the opportunity to transfer to better schools. The FY 2001
appropriations statute also requires that all school districts receiving Title I Part A funds must provide
the opportunity for students in any school identified for improvement to transfer to a higher-
performing school in the district that is not identified for improvement. FY 2001 funding is
$225 million, up from $134 million in FY 2000.

The 21st Century and Class Size Reduction programs are based on research findings that additional
learning time and smaller classes have a positive impact on the achievement of disadvantaged students.

e The 21st Century Community Learning Centers program, authorized in 1994 and first funded in
FY 1998, provides support for after-school programs that are focused on academic enrichment for at-
risk children. The assumption is that low-achieving students need more instructional time and
support in order to catch up. FY 2001 funding is $846 million.

o The Class Size Reduction Act, funded through annual appropriations beginning in FY 1999, provides
funds to districts to help schools reduce the number of students in their classrooms for the earlier
grades. Smaller classes enable teachers to spend more time with individual children, thus reducing
children's likelihood of failure. FY 2001 funding is $1.623 billion.

It is important to note that many high-poverty schools receive funds from multiple programs.

Schools that use Title I funds for schoolwide programs are particularly encouraged to combine their
federal, state and local funds to improve the entire school. Schools that make a concerted and thoughtful
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effort to coordinate the use of funds are likely to increase the impact that these programs will have on
improving the educational outcomes of low-performing students and low-performing schools.

These five programs and other new initiatives have received a growing share of federal funding for
elementary and secondary education. Indeed, since 1994 increases in federal funding have gone
primarily to new initiatives, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) special education
program, and other elementary-secondary programs, rather than to Title I Grants to Local Educational
Agencies (Part A), which has long been the largest federal elementary-secondary education program.
While total federal funding for elementary-secondary programs administered by the U.S. Department of
Education increased by 72 percent from FY 1994 to FY 2001, after adjusting for inflation, funding for
Title I Part A increased by only 21 percent. Federal funding for special education increased by

113 percent, and funding for other elementary-secondary programs increased by 36 percent.

Exhibit 1
Funding for Title | and Other Federal
Elementary-Secondary Programs, FY 1994 to FY 2001
(Constant FY 2001 Dollars in Billions)

$30.0 - $27.8
O Other Elementary-
25.0 $23.6 Secondary Programs
$ $22.2 $7.6
$20.0 - $17.9 $19.5 $7.1 O Major New Initiatives
" .
S $16.2 $16.4
T $15.0
'eEe [ Special Education
$10.0 - (IDEA)
$5.0 A E Title | Part A
$0.0 -

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Notes: "Major New Initiatives" included in this exhibit are CSRD, REA, 21st Century Schools, Class
Size Reduction, and School Renovation. Funds for Title I Accountability Grants are not included in
"New Initiatives" because these are reserved from the Title I Part A appropriation.

Exhibit reads: Funding for Title I Part A, expressed in constant FY 2001 dollars, rose
from $7.1 billion in FY 1994 to $8.6 billion in FY 2001 (a 21 percent increase), while
total funding for elementary secondary education programs rose from $16.2 billion to

$27.8 billion (a 72 percent increase).
Source: U.S. Department of Education, Budget Service.
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I1. Profile of Title I Participants and Resources
Who Receives Title I Services

Title I reaches more than 12.5 million students enrolled in both public and private schools.

Minority students participate at rates higher than their proportion of the student population. In 1997-98,
29 percent of Title I participants were African-American, 29 percent were Hispanic, 3 percent were Asian
or Pacific Islander, 2 percent were American Indian or Alaskan Native, 35 percent were white non-
Hispanic, and 1 percent were from other ethnic/racial groups.! Title I services are provided to more than
2 million students with limited English proficiency, 1.2 million students with disabilities, and more than
100,000 children identified as homeless.’

Title I funds may be used for children from preschool age to high school, but districts and schools
often choose to focus these funds on students in the early grades. Two-thirds (67 percent) of Title I
participants are in grades 1-6, while 12 percent are in kindergarten or preschool, 15 percent are in grades
7-9, and 5 percent are in grades 10-12.°

It is important to recognize that the concept of a "Title I participant” is different in targeted assistance
schools and schoolwide programs. In targeted assistance schools, participants are students who receive
specific services supported with Title I funds, while in schoolwide programs, all students are counted as
Title I participants since the funds are used to improve the school as a whole.

Title I also provides supplemental assistance to children who face specific educational barriers, including
children who come from families with low literacy, the children of migrant agricultural workers, and
children who are neglected or delinquent:

= Even Start (Part B) supports family literacy programs that are intended to break the cycle of poverty
and illiteracy in low-income families. The children of parents with poor literacy skills are less likely
to receive early literacy training at home or to be enrolled in a preschool program—situations that
increase the risk of school failure. Even Start programs served 40,500 children and 30,800 adults in
1998-99.7 FY 2001 funding for Even Start is $250 million.

= The Migrant Education Program (Part C) supports supplemental education and support services for
children of migrant farmworkers and fishers. Migrant children have families who move frequently to
pursue agricultural work, and thus must change schools frequently—circumstances that have a
detrimental effect on their achievement. The Migrant Education Program served 621,000 migrant
children in 1997-98.% In addition, about 300,000 migrant children also were served under the Title |
Part A program. FY 2001 funding for the Migrant Education Program is $380 million.

= Part D of Title I authorizes state and local agency programs for students who are neglected,
delinquent, or at risk of dropping out. Neglected or delinquent students are extremely educationally
disadvantaged; most are incarcerated in state juvenile and adult correctional facilities and have had
numerous disruptions in their education. State agency programs served 205,000 neglected and
delinquent children in 1997-98, while local agency programs served an additional 85,000 students in
local correctional facilities.” FY 2001 funding for state "N or D" programs is $46 million; funding for
local N or D programs is provided through Part A funds and is estimated at $59 million for FY 2001.

L Overall elementary-secondary enrollments by race/ethnicity for the same year were: 17 percent African-American,
14 percent Hispanic, 4 percent Asian or Pacific Islander, 1 percent American Indian or Alaskan Native, and

64 percent white non-Hispanic. U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (2000),
Digest of Education Statistics: 1999, Washington, DC, Table 45.
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Who Receives Title I Funds

Title I is intended to help address the greater educational challenges facing high-poverty
communities by targeting extra resources to school districts and schools with the highest
concentrations of poverty, where academic performance tends to be low and the obstacles to raising
performance are the greatest. Ninety-six percent of the nation’s highest-poverty schools (those with

75 percent or more students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch) participate in Title I.'° While the
highest-poverty schools comprise 16 percent of all schools, they account for 46 percent of Title I
spending. About three-fourths (73 percent) of Title I funds go to schools with 50 percent or more
students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.'' However, the program also serves schools with low
poverty levels (defined in this report as those where fewer than 35 percent of the students are eligible for
subsidized Iunches).

Exhibit 2
Proportion of Schools Receiving Title I Funds and
the Distribution of All Schools, Title I Schools, and Title I Funds, by School Poverty Level, 1997-98

School Poverty Proportion of Schools Percentage Percentage Percentage

Level Receiving Title I Funds | Distribution of | Distribution of | Distribution of
All Schools Title I Schools Title I Funds
75-100% Poverty 96% 16% 35% 46%
50-74% Poverty 80% 17% 31% 27%
35-49% Poverty 49% 13% 13% 9%
0-34% Poverty 28% 54% 21% 18%
All Schools 57%

Exhibit reads: Nearly all (96 percent) of the highest-poverty schools receive Title I funds, and
these schools account for 35 percent of all Title I schools and 46 percent of Title I funds.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service, Study of Education Resources
and Federal Funding: Final Report (2000).

Title I funds are predominantly used at the elementary level. Overall, secondary schools received

15 percent of Title I funds, about half as much as their share of the nation's low-income students

(33 percent). Secondary schools are less likely to receive Title I funds (29 percent, compared with

67 percent of elementary schools), and those secondary schools that do receive Title I funds tended to
receive smaller allocations than elementary schools ($372 vs. $495 per low-income student, respectively,
in 1997-98). However, the highest-poverty secondary schools received allocations that were comparable
in size to those in the highest-poverty elementary schools ($446 vs. $479)." Moreover, changes made in
the 1994 reauthorization resulted in a dramatic increase in the proportion of the highest-poverty secondary
schools that receive Title I funds, from 61 percent in 1993-94 to 93 percent in 1997-98—about the same
proportion as for the highest-poverty elementary schools (95 percent)."
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What the Title I Dollar Buys

Most Title I funds are used for instruction, supporting the hiring of additional teachers and
instructional aides, providing instructional materials and computers, and supporting other
instructional services and resources. In the 1997-98 school year, three-fourths (77 percent) of Title I
funds were spent on instruction, 12 percent were used for instructional support, and another 12 percent
were used for program administration and indirect costs. Title I spending on instruction amounted to an
estimated $5.5 billion in 1997-98, including $3.3 billion spent on teachers (47 percent of total Title I
expenditures) and $1.0 billion on instructional aides (15 percent). **

Exhibit 3
Use of Title I Funds for Instruction, Instructional Support,
and Program Administration, 1997-98

Total Expenditures Share of
($ in millions) Total Expenditures
Instruction $5,473 77%
Teachers $3,342 47%
Teacher Aides $1,043 15%
Instructional Materials $468 7%
Technology for Instruction $287 4%
Districtwide Instructional Programs $256 4%
Services for Private School Students §77 1%
Instructional Support $822 12%
Professional Development $212 3%
Parent Involvement $158 2%
Guidance Counselors, Psychologists, Social Workers $155 2%
Other Instructional Support $297 4%
Program Administration $835 12%
District Administration $594 8%
School Administration $241 3%

Notes: Totals do not add due to rounding. "Districtwide instructional programs" include districtwide preschool, full-day
kindergarten, extended-time programs, and other targeted services for at-risk students. "Other instructional support"
includes student health services, library/media specialists, and other instructional support staff. "Program administration"
includes funds allocated for indirect costs.

Exhibit reads: Title I spending on instruction amounted to $5.473 billion in the 1997-98 school
year—77 percent of total Title I funds.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service, Study of Education Resources
and Federal Funding: Final Report (2000).

The share of Title I funds used for instruction (77 percent) was greater than the share of total
school district expenditures used for this purpose (62 percent). Similarly, the share of funds used for
instructional support under Title I (12 percent) was slightly greater than for total district expenditures

(9 percent). The share of funds used for administration appears about the same for Title I (12 percent)
and district expenditures overall (11 percent).”” The remaining district expenditures (18 percent) were
used for building operation and maintenance, transportation, and food services. Nearly all Title I funds
are used at the district and school levels; states distributed 99 percent of their Title I funds to school
districts 1zznd retained only 1 percent for administration, leadership, and technical assistance to districts and
schools.
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Title I funds may help equalize resources for high- and low-poverty schools by providing additional
support in districts and schools with greater needs, which often receive fewer resources from state and
local sources. For example, Title I funds purchased an average of 4.5 computers in the highest-poverty
elementary schools in 1997-98 (33 percent of the new computers), compared with 0.5 computers in low-
poverty elementary schools. High-poverty schools’ use of Title I funds for technology helped to
compensate for the fact that they received fewer computers from state and local funds (5.3 computers,
versus 7.1 in low-poverty schools)."”

Although Title I accounts for a relatively small percentage of total funding for elementary and secondary
education (less than 3 percent), the program plays a significant role in supporting local education
improvement efforts. It provides flexible funding that may be used for supplementary instruction,
professional development, new computers, after-school programs, and other strategies for raising student
achievement. For example, Title I funds used for technology amounted to about $287 million in 1997-98,
more than the combined appropriations for the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund and Technology
Innovation Challenge Grants for that year ($257 million). Similarly, Title I funds used for professional
development amounted to $212 million in 1997-98, nearly as much as the funding for the Eisenhower
Professional Development Program (elementary-secondary programs) for that year ($244 million).'®

The Targeting of Title I Funds

Title I funds are much more targeted to the highest-poverty districts than are state and local funds,
and are also more targeted than are federal education funds overall. Districts in the highest-poverty
quartile received 50 percent of all Title I funds in FY 1997, more than double their share of state and local
funds (23 percent) and also greater than their share of federal education funds overall (43 percent). The
poorest districts' share of Title I funds (50 percent) is about the same as their share of the nation's poor
children (49 percent), while their share of state and local funds (23 percent) is less than their share of total
school-age children (25 percent). In contrast, districts in the lowest-poverty quartile received 8 percent of
Title I funds and 11 percent of all federal funds but 30 percent of state and local funds.

Exhibit 4
Distribution of Title I, Federal, and State and Local Revenues,
in Highest- and Lowest-Poverty Districts

100% -

80% A B Title | Revenues [OTotal Federal Revenues [State & Local Revenues

60% o
50%

43%
40%
30%

Share of Total Revenues

23%

20% 1 1%
8% °

0% -

Districts in Highest-Poverty Quartile Districts in Lowest-Poverty Quartile

Highest-poverty quartile of districts contains 25% of the nation’s students and 49% of the poor students.
Lowest-poverty quartile of districts contains 25% of the nation’s students and 7% of the poor students.

Exhibit reads: The highest-poverty districts received 50 percent of Title I funds
and 43 percent of total federal funds but only 23 percent of state and local funds.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service, Study of
Education Resources and Federal Funding: Final Report (2000).
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Although Title I and other federal programs provide more funds in high-poverty districts, these
districts still have less funding per pupil than do low-poverty districts. The highest-poverty districts
received four times as much federal funding per pupil ($692) as did the lowest-poverty districts ($172),
but even so the highest-poverty districts still received 10 percent less in total funding per pupil ($6,248,
compared with $6,967 in the lowest-poverty districts).

Despite the fact that Title I targets high-poverty areas more strongly than other funds, historically there
have been concerns that Title I funds are still spread too thinly, undermining the program’s capacity to
meet the high expectations set by policymakers. The 1994 reauthorization changed the Title I
allocation provisions in an effort to improve the targeting of Title I funds on the neediest districts
and schools, but these changes had little impact on the targeting of Title I funds at the district level.
The share of Title I funds allocated to the highest-poverty quartile of districts remained virtually
unchanged, rising slightly from 49 percent in FY 1994 to 50 percent in FY 1997. Most Title I funds
continue to flow through the Basic Grants formula (84 percent of total funding), which goes to nearly all
districts. Funding for the more targeted Concentration Grant formula did increase substantially, but this
formula still has little impact because it accounts for only 16 percent of the funds. A new Targeted Grants
formula created under the 1994 reauthorization would direct a greater share of the funds to the highest-
poverty districts, but this formula has not been funded. In addition, a shift to using updated poverty data
and making allocations directly to school districts also had very little impact on school district allocations,
due to the introduction of special hold-harmless provisions.ii

However, the changes in the law did result in substantial increases in Title I targeting at the school
level. Almost all (95 percent) of the highest-poverty schools received Title I funds in 1997-98, up from
79 percent in 1993-94 (Exhibit 5). Funding for low-poverty schools declined from 49 percent to

36 percent over the same period. At the secondary level, nearly all (93 percent) of the highest-poverty
secondary schools received Title I funds in 1997-98, up from 61 percent in 1993-94."

ii Under the 1994 reauthorization, Congress required the U.S. Department of Education to allocate Title I funds
using updated poverty estimates prepared by the Census Bureau, beginning in FY 1997. The purpose of this new
requirement was to address longstanding concerns about the fairness and accuracy of allocations that had been based
on the decennial census, which became increasingly out-of-date as the decade progressed. Congress also required
that allocations be made directly to school districts beginning in FY 1999 using Census Bureau poverty estimates, a
change from the previous practice of making federal allocations to the county level, with state suballocations to
school districts within each county. If allowed to take effect, each of these changes would cause significant shifts in
the distribution of Title I funds across districts. However, special provisions have been included in each
appropriations bill from FY 1997 through FY 2001 that have largely prevented the new poverty data and allocations
process from affecting school district allocations.
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Exhibit 5
Change in Proportion of Highest-Poverty and Low-Poverty Schools
that Receive Title | Funds, 1993-94 to 1997-98
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Exhibit reads: The proportion of the highest-poverty schools that received Title |
funds rose from 79 percent in 1993-94 to 95 percent in 1997-98, while the
proportion of low-poverty schools receiving these funds declined.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service, Targeting
Schools: Study of Title I Allocations Within School Districts (1999).

Improved targeting has increased the number of high-poverty schools served but has not
necessarily increased the intensity of services. In a sample of 17 large urban districts, the average size
of school allocations remained unchanged from 1994-95 to 1996-97, indicating that the growth in total
funding and redirection of some funds away from low-poverty schools have increased the number of
high-poverty schools served rather than increasing the intensity of services in those schools.*’

Moreover, although low-poverty schools were less likely to receive Title I funds, those low-poverty
schools that did receive funding tended to receive substantially larger per-pupil allocations than
high-poverty Title I schools. Low-poverty Title I schools received $771 per low-income student,
compared with only $475 in the highest-poverty Title I schools.”" This occurs because the Title I formula
allocates funds to nearly all districts, including low-poverty districts that can concentrate their Title I
resources on the schools that have the highest poverty rates in their district, although these schools would
not be considered "high-poverty" in other, poorer districts. At the same time, high-poverty districts may
have many high-poverty schools among which to spread their Title I funds, resulting in smaller
allocations in these schools.

Title I resources are intended to "supplement, not supplant" a comparable base of state and local resources
that would be provided in each school in the absence of Title I funds.iii Data from the Study of
Education Resources and Federal Funding portray a mixed picture of resource comparability in

iii The Title I statute requires that districts provide comparable levels of state and local resources to their Title T
schools as to their non-Title I schools. The comparability requirement applies only within districts, not between
districts; that is, it does not address any disparities in funding that may exist across districts within a state or across
states. This report takes a broader view of the comparability issue, examining the comparability of non-Title I
resources across high- and low-poverty schools nationally.
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high- and low-poverty schools. Before Title I funds were added, spending on school personnel was

7 percent lower in the highest-poverty elementary schools than in low-poverty schools. The highest-
poverty schools had smaller average class sizes than low-poverty schools, but teachers in the highest-
poverty schools earned lower salaries, had fewer years of experience, and were less likely to hold an
advanced degree. On average, teacher salaries were 14 percent lower in the highest-poverty schools than
in low-poverty schools.”” Other data indicate that teachers in the highest-poverty schools are more likely
to be new teachers with relatively little teaching experience, and at the secondary level they are less likely
to have full certification in the field of their teaching assignment.*

Exhibit 6
Comparability of Staffing in the
Highest-Poverty and Low-Poverty Elementary Schools, 1997-98

Highest-Poverty Schools

Low-Poverty Schools

Experience

(Poverty >=75%) (Poverty <35%)
Spending on School Personnel $3,496 $3,840
Average Class Size* 20.6 23.0
Average Teacher Salary $35,821 $40,803
Average Years Teaching 13.2 years 15.5 years

Percentage of Teachers with

37%

49%

Masters Degree or Higher

* Average class size data include special education teachers and students

Exhibit reads: The highest-poverty schools had smaller average class sizes than
low-poverty schools; however, teachers in the highest-poverty schools received
lower average salaries.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service, Study of Education
Resources and Federal Funding: Final Report (2000).

Title I funds largely serve to close the funding gap between Title I and non-Title I schools, rather
than providing a higher level of resources to meet the greater challenges associated with larger
concentrations of disadvantaged students. Before Title I funds were added, Title I elementary schools
spent $196 less per pupil on school personnel than did non-Title I schools; the additional $273 per pupil
added through Title T funds raised the spending in the Title I schools to $77 more than in the non-Title T
schools. Thus, of the total amount of Title I funds spent on school personnel, 72 percent contributed to
closing the funding gap between Title I and non-Title I schools, and only 28 percent resulted in a higher
level of funding in Title I schools. In the highest-poverty elementary schools, however, the funding gap
was not closed: spending on school staff remained lower than in low-poverty schools, even after Title |
funds were added.*
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III. Progress in Student Performance in High-Poverty Schools

The impact of the Title I program on student achievement cannot be easily disentangled from the
impact of the state and local reform efforts that the program is designed to support. Title I's
predecessor, the Chapter 1 program, was built around a framework of supplementary services for targeted
students that could be evaluated by comparing Chapter 1 participants to a control group of non-
participants. In contrast, Title I, as reauthorized in 1994, was designed to work systemically and in
tandem with state and local efforts to improve the overall quality of instruction. Nearly two-thirds of
Title I funds are now used for schoolwide programs rather than being restricted to services for targeted
students. The great extent to which there is intermingling of Title I resources with state and local
resources, combined with the new focus on supporting state and local standards-based reform, make it
impossible to measure the unique and separate impact of Title I dollars on student achievement,
particularly in schoolwide programs.

However, we can examine overall trends in student achievement—particularly for students in the
highest-poverty schools and for low-performing students, those whom Title I is primarily intended
to benefit—in order to examine the combined impact of state and local reforms, Title I support, and other
school improvement efforts on student performance. The highest-poverty schools are defined as those
where 75 percent or more of the students are eligible for free or reduced-price lunches. Low-performing
students are defined as those scoring at the 25th percentile or the 10th percentile of student achievement.

This report examines trends in student performance using both state assessment data and the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). Neither of these measures alone can provide
a definitive answer to questions about the impact of standards-based reform on student
achievement.

Student achievement on state assessments represents the primary criterion that the Title I legislation
applies to measure school success, but these data cannot be simply aggregated across states to examine
national trends or used to make comparisons among states. State assessments are intended to provide
information on student progress toward meeting state content and performance standards. However,
because each state has developed its own standards and assessments, there is little comparability across
states in the content and rigor of these standards and assessments. In addition, because state assessments
were not required to be in place until the 2000-01 school year, most states do not yet have the trend data
needed to assess student progress.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress provides a high-quality assessment that is consistent
across states, making the data useful for examining national trends in student achievement. However, the
NAEP is not aligned with individual state content and performance standards, so it does not necessarily
measure what students are expected to learn in their states.

NAEP was revised in the early 1990s, with the result that there are now two NAEP assessments: the Main
NAEP and the Trend NAEP. The Main NAEP was created to provide an assessment that is more
consistent with current content focuses and testing approaches (such as a reduced emphasis on multiple
choice items and a greater emphasis on open-ended and extended response items); Main NAEP data are
available beginning in 1990 for mathematics and 1992 for reading. The Trend NAEP continues the
previous NAEP assessment in order to track long-term trends since the early 1970s; Trend NAEP data
disaggregated by school poverty level is available from 1988 to the present (because NAEP did not
collect school poverty information prior to 1988). This report examines short-term trends on the Main
NAEP as well as longer-term trends on the Trend NAEP.
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One of the features of the Main NAEP is that it defines "Basic," "Proficient," and "Advanced" levels of
achievement. In this regard, the Main NAEP is consistent with the new state assessments which also
establish various proficiency levels (as required under Title I law). However, specific proficiency levels
are defined differently across states and are also inconsistent between NAEP and state assessments,
and there is disagreement over what level of student performance should be considered "basic" or
"proficient." Indeed, the percentage of students scoring at the "proficient" level on state assessments
varies widely across states—differences which do not necessarily reflect actual differences in student
achievement. Comparing the percentage of students achieving at or above the "proficient" level on state
assessments and NAEP shows that the variation across states is much greater for state assessments than it
is for NAEP. For example, in Tennessee the percentage of students at or above the proficient level in
reading in 1998 is about the same on both the state assessment and NAEP (26 percent and 25 percent,
respectively), while in Texas the percentage is almost three times higher on the state assessment than on
the NAEP (89 percent vs. 29 percent).

Exhibit 7
Percentage of 4th-Grade Students
Achieving At or Above the “Proficient” Level in Reading
on NAEP and on State Assessments, 1998

Colorado
Florida

Kentucky

CONAEP
B State Assessment

New Mexico

Tennessee
Texas

89%

Utah

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Exhibit reads: In Colorado, the percentage of fourth-grade students who scored at or above
the "proficient" level on the state reading assessment in 1997-98 (34 percent) was lower
than the percent scoring at the proficient level on the Main NAEP reading assessment.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress, Main NAEP Reading (1998); Council of Chief State School
Officers and U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service, State Education
Indicators with a Focus on Title I: 2000 (draft).
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Student Performance on State Assessments

Three-year trends reported by nine states show progress in the percentage of students in the
highest-poverty schools meeting state standards for proficiency in reading and mathematics.
Because states have been changing their assessment systems to comply with the requirements in the 1994
reauthorization, only nine states can currently provide three-year trend data on students in high-poverty
schools. In reading, the proportion of elementary school students (primarily fourth-graders) in the
highest-poverty schools who performed at or above the state's proficient level increased in seven of the
nine states (Exhibit 8). In mathematics, achievement improved for middle school students (primarily
eighth-graders) in seven of the nine states as well. In six states, students in the highest-poverty schools
made progress in both subjects.”

Exhibit 8
Trends in Student Achievement on State Assessments in Nine States:
Proportion of Students in the Highest-Poverty Schools Performing At or Above State Proficient Levels

Reading (Grade 3 or 4) ** Mathematics (Grade 6,7 or 8)
State 1996-97" | 1998-99° Change 1996-97° | 1998-99° Change
Alabama’” 58 72 +14 64 63 -1
Connecticut 13 20 +7 11 25 +14
Kansas 39 37 -2 12 22 +10
Kentucky” 27 24 3 20 19 -1
Maryland 10 16 +6 8 10 +2
Michigan 35 38 +3 29 31 +2
North 49 54 +5 46 63 +17
Carolina
Ohio” 19 38 +19 12 14 +2
Texas 68 81 +13 57 79 +22
TOTAL 7 INCREASED 7 INCREASED
2 DECREASED 2 DECREASED
" Three-year trends are reported for the most recent period available—either the 1996-97 through 1998-99
school years (CT, KS, MD, MI, NC, and TX) or the 1995-96 through 1997-98 school years (AL, KY, and OH).
" At the elementary level, two states reported achievement data for grade 3 (KS and MS) and the remaining
states reported data for grade 4; at the middle-school level, one state reported data for grade 6 (OH), two states
reported data for grade 7 (KS and MI), and the remaining states reported data for grade 8.

Exhibit reads: In Connecticut, the percentage of fourth-grade students in high-poverty schools who scored
at or above the proficient level on the state reading assessment rose by 7 percentage points over the most
recent three-year period available, from 13 percent in 1996-97 to 20 percent in 1998-99.

Source: Council of Chief State School Officers and U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service,
State Education Indicators with a Focus on Title I: 2000 (draft).
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In some of these states the gains appear substantial. In reading, the proportion of students in the

highest-poverty schools who performed at or above the proficient level increased by 6 to 19 percentage
points in five of the nine states. In mathematics, four states show the proportion of these students who
were at or above the proficient level increasing by 10 to 22 percentage points over the two-year period.

State assessment results also indicate some progress in narrowing the achievement gap between
high- and low-poverty schools. In reading, the achievement gap for elementary students declined by

1 to 10 percentage points in six of the nine states (Exhibit 9). In mathematics, the achievement gap for
middle school students declined by 2 to 11 percentage points in six of the states. Declines in the
achievement gap between high- and low-poverty schools tended to be smaller than the achievement gains
for high-poverty schools, because low-poverty schools also tended to show achievement gains.

Exhibit 9
Change in the Achievement Gap:
Difference Between the Highest-Poverty and Low-Poverty Schools in the Proportion of Students
Who Performed At or Above Proficient Levels on State Assessments in Nine States

Gap in Reading (Grade 3 or 4) " Gap in Mathematics (Grade 6, 7 or 8) **

State 1996-97° | 1998-99° Change 1996-97° | 1998-99° Change
Alabama’ 26 20 -6 23 24 +1
Connecticut 52 46 -6 50 41 -9
Kansas 28 38 +10 37 32 -5
Kentucky” 13 19 +6 15 22 +7
Maryland 40 36 -4 55 51 -4
Michigan 21 30 +9 28 40 +12
North 28 27 -1 31 20 -11
Carolina
Ohio” 36 26 -10 42 40 -2
Texas 20 15 -5 24 14 -10
TOTAL 6 DECREASED 6 DECREASED

3 INCREASED 3 INCREASED

: Three-year trends are reported for the most recent period available—either the 1996-97 through 1998-99
school years (CT, KS, MD, MI, NC, and TX) or the 1995-96 through 1997-98 school years (AL, KY, and OH).
™ At the elementary level, two states reported achievement data for grade 3 (KS and MS) and the remaining
states reported data for grade 4; at the middle-school level, one state reported data for grade 6 (OH), two states
reported data for grade 7 (KS and MI), and the remaining states reported data for grade 8.

Exhibit reads: In Connecticut, the achievement gap between the highest-poverty schools and low-poverty
schools—as measured by the percentage of fourth-grade students who scored at or above the proficient
level on the state reading assessment—narrowed by 6 percentage points over the most recent three-year
period available, from a 52-point gap in 1996-97 to a 46-point gap in 1998-99.

Source: Council of Chief State School Officers and U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service,
State Education Indicators with a Focus on Title I: 2000 (draft).
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Student Performance on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

In contrast to the recent state assessment data, longer-term trends in NAEP scores depict a
widening achievement gap between high- and low-poverty schools from the late 1980s to 1999.

In reading, 9-year-olds' average scores on the Trend NAEP declined slightly (by 4 points) in the highest-
poverty schools, while those in low-poverty schools increased steadily (a 9-point gain) (Exhibit 10). In
mathematics, the average score for 9-year-olds increased slightly (by 4 points) in the highest-poverty
schools, but increased more (13 points) in low-poverty schools (Exhibit 11). Overall, the reading
achievement gap between the highest-poverty and low-poverty schools increased from a 27-point gap in
1988 to a 40-point gap in 1999. Similarly, the mathematics achievement gap increased from a 20-point
gap in 1986 to a 29-point gap in 1999.

However, Trend NAEP scores for the highest-poverty schools have risen since 1992 in both reading
and mathematics. Reading scores for 9-year-olds rose by 6 points from 1992 to 1999, after having
declined by 10 points from 1988 to 1992. In math, scores for 9-year-olds rose by 4 points from 1992 to
1999. The achievement gap between the highest-poverty and low-poverty schools held steady during this
period in both subjects.

The achievement gap between high- and low-poverty schools is substantial, equal to several grade
levels. A 10-point difference in NAEP scale scores can be considered roughly equivalent to one grade
level.iV Therefore, the 40-point gap in average reading scores between 9-year-olds in the highest-poverty
and low-poverty schools could be considered approximately equal to a difference of four grade levels in
student performance. Similarly, the 29-point gap in average math scores between 9-year-olds in the
highest-poverty and low-poverty schools could be considered approximately equal to a difference of three
grade levels in student performance.

Among the lowest-achieving students, NAEP reading performance as measured by the Main NAEP
shows no significant change during the 1990s. Among fourth-graders, students scoring at the 25th
percentile had the same average score in 1998 as in 1992. The average score for students at the 25th
percentile increased by 4 points for eighth-graders and declined by 2 points for 12th-graders. Across all
three grade levels, scores declined between 1992 and 1994 and then rose from 1994 to 1998 (Exhibit 12).

However, math results for low-achieving students show substantial gains in average scores from
1990 to 1996. Among fourth-graders, NAEP scores for students at the 25th percentile rose by 10 points,
from 192 in 1990 to 202 in 1996. Among older students, scores for students at the 25th percentile rose by
10 points for eighth-graders and by 12 points for 12th-graders (Exhibit 13).

The reasons for the divergent patterns in student performance as measured by state assessments
and the two NAEP assessments are unclear. The state and NAEP tests measure different time periods,
cover a small number of states in the case of the state assessments, and reflect different expectations about
specific content knowledge and performance levels. Further research is needed to determine the most
appropriate ways to measure national trends in student performance for an educational system based on
decentralized and diverse standards governing what students in America are expected to know and be able
to do.

iV This is a rough metric, based on the observed differences in average NAEP scores between the grade levels
tested. Average scores for eighth-grade students were about 46 to 48 points higher than the averages for fourth-
grade students, based on the most recent Main NAEP assessments in reading and mathematics. Average scores for
12th-grade students were 28 to 33 points higher than the average for eighth-grade students. Similar patterns can be
seen on the Trend NAEP by comparing 13-year-olds to 9-year-olds and 17-year-olds to 13-year-olds.
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Exhibit 10
Reading Performance on the Trend NAEP,
by School Poverty Level, 1988 to 1999:

Average Scale Scores of 9-Year-Old Public School Students
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Exhibit reads: The average NAEP reading score for 9-year-old students in the
highest-poverty schools declined from 190 in 1988 to 186 in 1999.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress, Trend NAEP Reading, unpublished tabulations, 2000.

Exhibit 11
Mathematics Performance on the Trend NAEP,

by School Poverty Level, 1986 to 1999:
Average Scale Scores of 9-Year-Old Public School Students
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Exhibit reads: The average NAEP math score for 9-year-old students in the
highest-poverty schools rose from 208 in 1986 to 212 in 1999.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress, Trend NAEP Mathematics, unpublished tabulations, 2000.
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Exhibit 12
Reading Performance on the Main NAEP
for Low-Achieving Students, 1992 to 1998:

Average Scale Scores of Public School Students at the 25th Percentile
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Exhibit reads: The average NAEP reading score of fourth graders performing at the
lowest 25th percentile was 192 in 1998, the same as in 1992 but higher than in 1994.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress, Main NAEP Reading, unpublished tabulations, 2000.

Exhibit 13
Mathematics Performance on the Main NAEP
for Low-Achieving Students, 1990 to 1996:
Average Scale Scores of Public School Students at the 25th Percentile
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Exhibit reads: The average NAEP math score of fourth graders performing at the
lowest 25th percentile was 202 in 1996, a 10-point increase over 1990.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress, Main NAEP Mathematics, unpublished tabulations, 2000.
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IV. Implementation of Standards, Assessments, and Accountability Systems

A central feature of Title I, as revised in the 1994 reauthorization, is its emphasis on promoting high
expectations for all students, schools, and districts. To support this goal, the Title I law requires states to
develop or adopt challenging content and performance standards, assessments that are aligned with the
state standards, and accountability systems to ensure that schools and districts are enabling their students
to meet the state standards.

These Title I provisions were intended to support the standards-based reforms already being implemented
in many states and localities and to extend high educational expectations to students served by Title 1.
states, districts, and schools were called on to break with past practice by replacing minimum standards
for some children with challenging standards for all. Rather than a separate Title I system of standards
and assessments, the standards and assessments used for Title I are to be the same as those developed by
the State and local districts for all children. Indeed, the Title I program's support for establishing systems
of standards and assessments is intended, in the words of the statute, “to enable schools to provide
opportunities for children served to acquire the knowledge and skills contained in the challenging state
content standards and to meet the challenging state performance standards developed for all children.”

In addition, Title I required that states implement accountability systems for measuring district and school
performance, identifying those in need of improvement, and assisting and intervening as necessary to turn
around low-performing schools and districts.

Development of State Content and Performance Standards

By the 1997-98 school year, each state was to have adopted challenging content standards in reading and
math that specify what all children are expected to know and be able to do, and challenging performance
standards for students’ mastery of the content standards. Performance standards are to include at least
three levels of attainment—two high performance levels (proficient and advanced), as well as a partially-
proficient level—that can be used to determine how well children are learning the material in the state
content standards.

Nearly all states now have content standards in place, but progress has been considerably slower in
developing performance standards. As of January 2001, 51 states (including the District of Columbia
and Puerto Rico¥) had met the requirement for developing content standards in the core subjects of
reading and math (Exhibit 14). The remaining state (Iowa) has submitted evidence of its content
standards, which is currently being reviewed.

In contrast, only 28 states had approved performance standards by January 2001 (Exhibit 14).

The remaining states’ performance standards are being reviewed as part of the U.S. Department of
Education’s review of state assessment systems. The development of performance standards is so closely
related to the development of final assessments that many states have not met the timeline set forth in the
statute.

External peer reviewers recommend approval of a state’s performance standards based on the degree of
broad-based involvement in their development, whether or not the performance standards are approved at
the state level, and whether the process used to develop the standards leads to challenging and rigorous
standards for all students.

v Sec. 14101(27) of ESEA defines the term "state" to include the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.
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Exhibit 14

States with Content and Performance Standards
in Mathematics and Reading/Language Arts
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Exhibit reads: By January 2001, 51 states had submitted evidence that content
standards were in place, while 28 states had performance standards in place.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, unpublished analysis of state plans required under
Sec. 1111; baseline (1994) data obtained from Council of Chief State School Officers,
Status Report: State Systemic Education Improvements (1995).

Variability in the rigor of standards is a concern, given the lack of evidence that states have
benchmarked standards against common criteria. National attention to the development of high
standards for all children has resulted in independent reviews and comparisons of the rigor and quality of
content standards.

= The Council for Basic Education (CBE) examined the “rigor” of state standards for reading and
mathematics by comparing them with the content covered in the National Assessment of Educational
Progress, the standards developed by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM), and
CBE's own "Standards of Excellence in Education." CBE found that state mathematics standards
tended to be more rigorous than English language arts standards. In English/language arts, CBE
found that of the 42 states they evaluated, seven states had very rigorous standards, 21 states had
rigorous standards, and 14 states had standards that were not rigorous. In mathematics, CBE found
that of the 43 states they evaluated, 16 states had very rigorous standards, 24 states had rigorous
standards, and three states had standards that were not rigorous.*®

»  The American Federation of Teachers (AFT) has judged the “quality” of state standards annually for
the past five years, based on whether content standards were clear and specific enough to provide the
basis for a common core curriculum. In a 1999 report, the AFT concluded that state standards were
more likely to meet the AFT criteria in mathematics and science than in English and social studies.
State standards met the AFT criteria at all three grade levels (elementary, middle, and high school) in
41 states for math, 30 states for science, 21 states for English, and 6 states in social stu